
                                                                                                                                                                              

ABSTRACT 
 

JACKOWSKI, MELISSA BRISTLE. An Examination of Factors that Affect 
Community College Faculty’s Use of Technology for Teaching: A Comparison of 
Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty. (Under the direction of Dr. Duane Akroyd) 
 

While the literature indicates that community colleges continue to increase 

their use of part-time faculty and that they are taking a leading role in utilizing 

technology for instructional purposes, it has also been reported that part-time faculty 

are less likely than their full-time counterparts to use course-specific web sites and e-

mail for instructional purposes, and that they are less likely to teach non-face-to-face 

classes (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).  For the community college to be 

successful in its expanding role in the use of technology, it must do everything it can 

to promote technology use by faculty, both full-time and part-time.  This study was 

designed to examine the ability of selected intrinsic motivating factors, extrinsic 

motivating factors, personal and professional characteristics and institutional 

characteristics to predict faculty use of technology and distance education teaching.  

This research used a cross-sectional correlational design utilizing secondary analysis 

of the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) dataset. 

Logistic Regression was employed in the analysis and it was determined that student-

faculty ratio, satisfaction with compensation, use of institutional funds for instructional 

training and teaching an occupational course positively affect the odds of a community 

college faculty member teaching a distance education course.  The results also showed that 

satisfaction with autonomy and being male positively affect the odds of a faculty member 

using the web for instructional purposes while satisfaction with compensation and being a 

part-time faculty member negatively affected the odds.  When examining full-time 



 
                                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                                   
                                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                                 
 
                                                                                                                                               

community college faculty individually, the use of institutional funds for training and not 

being a member of a union negatively affected the odds of using the web and satisfaction 

with autonomy positively affected it.  For part-time community college faculty the only 

factor found to affect the use of the web for instructional purposes was an increase in 

satisfaction with autonomy.  Chi-Square analysis determined that the full-time faculty group 

was significantly more likely to have access to the internet.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Increased Use of Part-Time Faculty 
 

     The increasing utilization of and dependence on part-time faculty in the two-

year colleges has been called "one of the more significant trends in higher education" 

(Valadez & Anthony, 2001, p. 97).  The community colleges employ a larger 

percentage of part-time faculty than do the four-year institutions.  While public two-

year institutions represent 33 percent of all degree-granting institutions and employ 

only 29 percent of all faculty, they employ 44 percent of all part-time higher-

education faculty (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).  Increasingly, two-year 

institutions are employing more and more part-time faculty.  From 1988 to 1993, the 

percentages of part-time faculty at public two-year institutions rose from 52% to 62% 

(U.S. Department of Education, 1997).  According to Outcalt (2002), part-time 

faculty now account for nearly 65 percent of all community college faculty (Outcalt, 

2002).  Due to an increased rate of retirement, it is likely that the numbers of part-

time faculty that two-year institutions depend on will continue to increase.  

Additionally, Pederson (2001) notes that due to economic recession, institutions, 

including community colleges, will attempt to control costs in many ways, including 

through the use of increasing numbers of part-time faculty.  

     Although the use of part-time faculty continues to increase in the two-year 

institutions, much of the literature suggests that part-time community college faculty 

are not treated in the same way as are their full-time counterparts.  Equity concerns 

surrounding part-time faculty include low pay, role ambiguity caused by poor 
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integration into the institution and lack of access to technology (Akroyd, Gillett-

Karam & Boos, 1999; Gappa & Leslie, 1993; Leslie, Kellams & Gunne, 1982; 

McGuire, 1993; Monroe & Denman, 1991; Roueche, Roueche, & Milliron, 1995; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 

      Akroyd, Gillett-Karam and Boos’ (1999) study of satisfaction and institutional 

support for full-time verses part-time community college faculty found that financial 

considerations had the single greatest effect on overall job satisfaction for both part-time and 

full-time faculty.  Reported salary discrepancies between part-time and full-time faculty have 

caused dissatisfaction among part-time faculty.  Due to this discrepancy, it has often been 

cited that part-time faculty feel exploited (Roueche, Roueche & Milliron, 1995).       

     Feelings of exploitation resulting from low pay have resulted in demonstrations by 

community college faculty.  In January of 1999, the part-time community college faculty in 

Seattle sued North Seattle Community College to rectify part-time wages to reflect their full-

time commitment.  Stephens (1999) cited that part-time instructors received 40% of the pay 

that full-time professors received.  As recently as January 2000, part-time instructors were 

picketing the chancellor’s office in California over pay (Weiger, 2000).  In California, it was 

noted that part-time instructors make only 37 % the salary earned by full-time instructors 

with comparable course loads. 

     In addition to dissatisfaction with salary, part-time faculty experience role 

ambiguity (Monroe and Denman, 1991).  The fact that they are unclear about their 

role has been shown to depress levels of performance and decrease job satisfaction.  

This role ambiguity is often caused by a lack of integration in their institutions 

(McGuire, 1993).  Furthermore, part-time faculty often do not receive the support 
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assistance that they need (McGuire, 1993).  For instance, they usually have no office, 

no computer, and no secretarial help, unlike their full-time counterparts who are more 

likely to receive this support.  Roueche, Roueche and Milliron (1995, p. 33) noted 

part-time faculty members are “poorly socialized, rarely supported and often ignored 

by the college-at-large." 

     Poor socialization for part-time faculty begins with orientation or, as the literature 

suggests, a lack of orientation.  Orientation programs are designed to create a community; to 

help transition faculty into a new job, new campus, and new atmosphere (Roueche et al, 

1995; Gappa & Leslie, 1993).  All new faculty should have access to proper orientation, but 

as noted by Gappa & Leslie (1993), there are large differences in the orientation processes of 

full-time and part-time faculty.  Although a handful of institutions have orientation for part-

time employees, it is often "a loosely organized and practically uncontrollable situation for 

many institutions" (Leslie et al, 1982, p. 83). 

   This discrepancy in orientation procedures causes dissatisfaction among part-

time faculty.  They do not feel a part of the institution because they have never had an 

initial socialization or official welcome into the institution.  These displaced, part-

time faculty were never taught the norms, cultures and expectations of the college, 

and their role in the Community College was never explained.  This lack of 

integration, augmented by the lack of adequate support such as an office, computer or 

secretary contributes to role ambiguity for part-time faculty. 

     In addition to low salary and role ambiguity, part-time faculty reportedly have 

less access to technology than do their full-time counterparts.  The U.S. Department 

of Education (2002) reported that in the fall of 1998, part-time instructional faculty 
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were less likely to have access to the Internet than full-time faculty.  In 2-year 

institutions, 94 percent of full-time faculty had access as compared to 85 percent of 

part-time faculty.  In addition, full-time faculty were more likely to use e-mail and 

course-specific websites than their part-time counterparts.  The literature also 

indicates that full-time faculty are more likely to teach non-face-to-face (distance 

education) classes than their part-time counterparts.  In 2002, the U.S. Department of 

Education reported that 9.48% of full-time faculty taught a non-face-to-face class as 

compared to 8.35% of part-time faculty.  When adjusting for covariation of other 

variables including gender, teaching discipline, level of classroom discussion, highest 

degree, internet access, institution’s computing resources, institution type and total 

FTE enrollment, it was determined that part-time faculty were less likely than full-

time faculty to teach non-face-to-face classes. 

 Increased Use of Information Technology 
 

       Though the literature indicates that 2-year institutions employ a majority of 

part-time faculty who reportedly are inadequately compensated, poorly integrated and 

limited in access to technological resources, at the same time, community colleges are 

taking a leading role in using technology for instructional purposes. With community 

college faculty at the helm of such endeavors, part-time faculty, who traditionally are 

teaching fewer non-face-to-face courses compared to their peers, will need to be 

supported in increasing their own use of instructional technology, including using 

distance learning medium and methodologies. 

   Distance learning can be used in many ways to supplement or take the place 

of the traditional classroom.  Many instructors are using web links to offer their 
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students access to additional resources on the Internet.  Some are communicating via 

e-mail and setting up online class discussion groups.  More and more, entire classes 

are being offered via the Internet.   

 Joseph Hankin, president of Westchester Community College and president of the 

Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools, has been quoted as saying: “We are in 

the midst of a learning revolution” (Hankin, 1999, p. 19).  This “learning revolution” is the 

increased use of distance education methods for instructional delivery.  Hankin specifically 

addresses online courses, and notes that every day he receives an article, mailing, or notice 

about some form of electronic development within the community colleges.  Carol Twigg, 

executive director of the Center for Academic Transformation, states: “We have seen 

explosive growth in online education, but it’s really just in the beginning stages of where it 

will be.  Or as we like to say, this is just the tip of the iceberg” (Burnett, 2001, p. 7).       

 Clint Brooks, distance-learning coordinator at Northwest Arkansas Community 

College, notes that the increase in the use of distance education at his institution has been 

overwhelming within a short time period.  Spring 2000 was the first quarter that online 

courses were offered at Northwest Arkansas Community College, with five courses and 50 to 

60 total students enrolled.  In the fall of 2001, less than one and a half years later, the school 

is offering eight courses in 10 sections with an enrollment of nearly 200 students (Burnett, 

2001). 

     Though distance education offerings, especially via the Internet, have 

increased at both two-year colleges and four-year institutions, recent studies have 

shown that community colleges are becoming the primary providers of distance 

education classes.  In 2002, The U.S. Department of Education reported that faculty 
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at 2-year institutions are more likely to teach distance education and non-face-to-face 

classes than faculty at private not-for-profit doctoral or liberal arts institutions. 

     Additionally, a 2003 report from the U.S. Department of Education indicates 

that community colleges have the greatest number, 48 percent, of enrollments in 

distance education courses when compared to all other institutions.  This same report 

notes that public 2-year institutions offer the greatest number, 44 percent, of distance 

education courses.  Furthermore, the report from the U.S. Department of Education 

(2003) cites that Internet courses using asynchronous instruction (i.e., listservs, e-

mail, and most web-based instruction) are more likely to be used as the primary mode 

of instructional delivery at the public 2-year institutions (95 percent) as compared to 

the public 4-year (87 percent) and the private 4-year institutions (86 percent). 

Theoretical Framework 
 

     Taking into consideration the disparity in the use of technology and distance 

education offerings, not only by type of institution but also by faculty position (full-time 

versus part-time), one must consider the factors that motivate faculty to teach with 

technology.  Walker and Symons (1997, p. 4) suggest that “When we attempt to explain why 

one teacher is more motivated than another we must consider all the internal and external 

variables that affect behavior and use the most veridical theories to account for the 

differences.”  Walker and Quinn in 1996 conducted a literature review of both internal and 

external human motivational theories and identified five themes that exist in all leading 

theories, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2.  They found that human motivation is 

highest when people (1) set worthwhile goals, (2) are competent, (3) have sufficient 

autonomy, (4) get feedback, and (5) are affirmed by others (Walker & Symons, 1997).  In 
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terms of setting worthwhile goals, one could argue that community college educators have an 

inherent desire to teach.  The literature concludes that faculty do see distance education as a 

way to increase the enrollment of students and to increase access to education (Ndahi, 1999; 

Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999).  Parker (2003) notes that community college faculty tend to view 

the delivery of distance education as part of their job and as a vital piece of the community 

college culture of fulfilling their teaching obligation.  This being the case, it could be said 

that community college faculty see distance education as a worthwhile goal.  The other four 

themes within this framework, which are particularly important to this research, are 

competence, autonomy, feedback and affirmation by others.  These four components will be 

explored in terms of external and internal motivating factors for faculty use of technology for 

instructional purposes.  Walker and Quinn (1996) suggest that helping instructors to be 

competent and granting them autonomy are internal motivators, by contrast, institutional 

support in the form of feedback and affirmation or rewards are external motivating factors. 

    In addition to the factors cited above, a literature review of factors that affect faculty 

use of technology has shown that some demographic factors may also be important in 

determining use.  These factors include gender, years of teaching, union membership, 

discipline, size (enrollment), wealth (educational expenditure per student) and student- 

faculty ratio (Bailey & Matsuzuka, 2003; National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), 

2002; Schifter, 2002; Handy, Hunter & Whiddett, 2001; Kagima & Hausafus, 2001; 

American Council of Education (ACES), 2000; Gao, 2000; National Education Association 

(NEA), 2000; Venkatesh & Morris, 2000; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Montgomery, 1999; 

Betts, 1998, Kagima, 1998; Igbaria & Zinatelli, 1997; US Department of Education, 1997; 
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Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Dillon, Hengst & Zoller, 1991; Dillon, 1989; Clark, 

Soliman & Sungaila, 1985).   

 For research purposes, the factors will be categorized as Personal and 

Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, union membership, and 

discipline) and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio).  

The theoretical model of factors that affect technology use for instructional purposes 

can be seen in Figure 1.1. 

Personal and professional characteristics have been found to affect faculty use of 

technology.  In terms of gender, female community college faculty have been reported to be 

more positive about the use of technology (Clark, 1993).  Venkatesh & Morris in 2000 found 

that women also tend to be more influenced by ease of use.  The easier the technology is to 

use, the more likely it is that they will participate.   When examining years teaching and 

technology use, the literature shows that a majority of faculty teaching distance education  

have been teaching for 10-20 years (Ndahi, 1999; NEA, 2000).  In addition, it is indicated 

that faculty who teach business, engineering and computer science tend to be more disposed 

to the use of technology (Clark, 19993; ACES, 2000; NCES, 2002).  It is also suggested that 

union membership may increase the likelihood of training in technology use, which could 

positively affect use (NEA, 2000). 

The last group of factors suggested to affect technology use is institutional 

characteristics such as size, wealth and student-faculty ratio.  The literature suggests that as 

institutional size and wealth increase so does the likelihood that faculty will use technology 

for teaching (NCES, 2000).  In terms of student-faculty ratio, the National Education 
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Association report in 2000 stated that it is often assumed that student-faculty ratio will 

increase with the use of distance education.     
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Figure 1.1:  Theoretical Framework; Factors that Affect Faculty Use of Technology for 
Instructional Purposes 

 
 

Problem 
 

     While the literature indicates that community colleges continue to increase their use 

of part-time faculty and that they are taking a leading role in utilizing technology for 
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instructional purposes, it has also been reported that part-time faculty are less likely than 

their full-time counterparts to use course-specific web sites and e-mail for instructional 

purposes, and that they are less likely to teach non-face-to-face classes (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002).   If the community college is to continue its trend of hiring more and more 

part-time faculty, this faculty group will need to increase its use of web sites and take a more 

active role in teaching distance education to aid the community college in promoting its 

leading role in technology utilization.  Additionally, if part-time faculty are less well 

integrated into the institution, the factors that impact their use of technology in instruction 

may be different than those of their full-time counterparts.  For the community college to be 

successful in its expanding role in the use of technology, it must do everything it can to 

promote technology use by faculty, both full-time and part-time.  In order to accomplish this, 

the factors that impact faculty use of technology must be examined with respect to both full 

and part-time faculty, and special attention must be paid to factors that may be contributing 

to part-time faculty’s lower usage level of technology, when compared to full-time faculty.   

 While a literature search revealed studies suggesting factors that may affect faculty 

use of technology, the vast majority failed to conceptualize their work.  The framework for 

this study was intended to help community college administrators to more fully conceptualize 

and understand the many factors suggested in the literature to affect faculty use of 

technology.   

 A literature search also revealed that few studies were modeled with logistic analysis.  

“Logistic regression allows one to predict a discrete outcome such as group membership 

from a set of variables that may be continuous, discrete, dichotomous, or a mix” (Tabachnick 

and Fidell, 1996, p575).  The research lends itself to logistic regression as the dependent 
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variables (use of web and taught distance education class) are dichotomous.  Additionally, 

the complex list of independent variables includes a mix of dichotomous, discrete and 

continuous variables.   

Purpose 
 

 The purpose of this study was to examine factors that influence both faculty groups’ 

use of instructional technology, including full and part-time faculty access to the Internet, 

selected intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors, personal and professional characteristics, 

and institutional characteristics.    

Research Questions 
 

     The following research questions evolved from the purpose: 
 

1. Is there a significant difference between part-time and full-time faculty access to 

the Internet?  

2. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work 

status), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on 

community college faculty use of websites for instructional purposes? 

3. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 
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teaching, union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics 

(size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on full-time community college faculty use 

of websites for instructional purposes? 

4. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics 

(size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on part-time community college faculty 

use of websites for instructional purposes? 

5. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work 

status), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on 

community college faculty teaching a distance education class? 

It is noted that two dependent variables were used to evaluate use of 

technology; the use of websites and teaching a distance education class.  Both 

were evaluated because the factors that affect faculty teaching a distance 

education course may be different than those factors that affect use of websites for 

course specific purposes.  While part-time and full-time faculty were evaluated 

individually with the dependent variable “use of websites”, the dependent variable 
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“teaching a distance education class” was only able to be evaluated with the 

complete community college faculty group due to resultant small sample sizes 

when attempting to evaluate part-time and full-time faculty groups individually. 

Significance of Study 
 

     The trends indicate that the community college’s use of technology for instructional 

purposes will only continue to increase. As noted by Freberg, Floyd, & Marr (1995), “the 

potential for technology is enormous.  Distance learning provides access to higher education 

for underserved segments of the population and increases faculty productivity” (p. 145). 

There is no question that distance education will increase access to higher education for 

many populations of students,  “however, responsibility for instructional quality and control, 

the improvement of learning, and the aggregate effectiveness of distance education will rest 

on the faculty” (Olcott & Wright, p. 5, 1995).  In the case of the community college, this 

means that the “silent majority,” the part-time faculty, will need to take a more proactive role 

in utilizing instructional technology. 

     Although it has been reported that faculty are the key to successful implementation 

and outcomes of distance education, “many studies cite faculty resistance to instructional 

technology as a primary barrier to the continued growth of distance education programs” 

(Jones, Lindler, Murphy, & Dooley, 2002, p. 3).  Olcott & Wright (1995) note that many 

faculty are continuing to resist participating in distance education.  As the community college 

continues its trend of increased utilization of distance education, the issue of faculty 

resistance will become an issue that must be addressed.  As Surry and Land (2000), note, “to 

increase the utilization of technology on campus, administrators will have to understand 

technological change from the faculty’s perspective and develop strategies for encouraging 
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faculty to use technology” (p. 149).  In order to develop appropriate strategies to encourage 

faculty use, it is imperative that administrators understand the factors that affect faculty use 

of technology.  Research must be conducted to determine these factors.  This research is 

becoming more and more important as the demand for distance education and technology 

enhanced courses will continue to increase in the future. 

     It is also important that administrators take into consideration the possible 

discrepancies in the factors that affect technology use for part-time versus full-time 

community college instructors.  The numbers of part-time faculty continues to increase, and 

if part-time faculty are less well integrated into the institution than their full-time peers, the 

factors that affect their technology use may be different than their full-time counterparts.  If 

the increased use of part-time faculty in the 2-year institutions’ remains the trend, then it is 

imperative that factors affecting their use of instructional technology be carefully examined 

and addressed. 

     This study proposes a model of factors that affect technology use for both part-time 

and full-time community college faculty.  This research uses a national data set and therefore 

has national policy implications.   It will be beneficial in a practical sense by providing 

higher education administrators the tools that they need to better foster technology use by 

faculty.  By discerning the factors that affect technology use, administrators can reflect on 

and adjust current practices to better promote increased utilization of technology for 

instructional purposes and subsequent distance education offerings by both full and part-time 

faculty. 
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Definitions 
 

Communication Technology-Another Term for information technology often used 

“…because their greatest impact is on shaping how people communicate” (Dickson, 1999, p. 

27). 

Distance Education- “Distance education is instructional delivery that does not 

constrain the student to be physically present in the same location as the instructor. 

Historically, Distance Education meant correspondence study.  Today, audio, video, and 

computer technologies are the more common delivery modes” (Steiner, 1995, pg.1).    

Electronic Mail (e-mail)-An internet application through which users can receive and 

deliver messages with individuals or groups of individuals who also have access to the 

internet (Mirriam-Webster, 2002). 

Internet- an electronic communications network that connects computer 

networks and organizational computer facilities around the world (Mirriam-Webster, 2002). 

Non-face-to-face class- Any class that is taught non-face-to-face.  Examples would be 

a computer based or TV based course (US Department of Education, 2002). 

Use of Websites-Use of websites has been chosen as a dependent variable.  Use of 

websites is being used as a proxy for use of technology.  This variable was chosen because it 

will recognize all faculty members who are using the web for classes taught in any capacity 

ranging from limited use to complete non-face-to-face classes.   

World Wide Web- a part of the Internet designed to allow easier navigation of the 

network through the use of graphical user interfaces and hypertext links 

between different addresses -- called also Web (Mirriam-Webster, 2002). 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature relevant to faculty participation 

in the use of technology for teaching.  The chapter is divided into four sections: (1) The 

Community College, Its Mission and Use of Technology, (2) The Community College’s 

Increased Use of Part-Time Faculty and Part-Time Versus Full-Time Faculty Use of 

Technology, (3) Theoretical Perspective, and (4) Research Pertaining to Factors that Affect 

Use of Technology. 

The Community College, Its Mission and Use of Technology 
 

Historical Background-The Mission of the Community College 

 When examining the use of technology by the community college, it is important to 

consider the community college’s historical background in terms of academic purpose and 

mission.  The mission of the community college has traditionally been to offer accessible 

education.  Throughout history, the focus of this education has evolved with the changing 

needs of the community.  This section will examine the history surrounding the mission of 

the community college.  Also discussed will be the role that technology can play in assisting 

the community college to fulfill its mission. 

 In the late 1800’s high schools were graduating tens of thousands, but many of the 

universities and elite colleges were too expensive or exclusive for a number of the graduates 

to attend.  In addition, a large number of these universities were a long distance from the 

towns and farms where a majority of Americans lived and worked.  In an attempt to remedy 

this problem, the Federal Government funded a series of State Universities through federal 

land grants and in the 1890’s planning began that would produce the first 2-year colleges. 
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 In terms of academic purpose, it is often believed that the early 2-year or junior 

colleges were limited to traditional academic courses.  This is not true.  From the beginning, 

many students ended their academic career after receiving an associate degree to pursue 

occupations in business or education.  It is interesting to note that in 1918, Floyd McDowell, 

Dean of Graceland College, conducted his dissertation on an examination of the junior 

college phenomenon.  He examined the reasons for the prospering of the junior college.  For 

his research, he asked twenty-one junior college administrators to list the most important 

purposes of their institutions.  The responses were ranked as follows: 

1. To keep children at home (parents’ desire) 

2. To provide a completion school for those who cannot go any further 

3. To secure college work near home (students desire) 

4. To meet specific local needs 

5. To compensate for geographical remoteness from a standard college or university, 
tied with 

 
6. To meet the entrance requirements for professional schools 

7. To provide vocational training more advanced than high school work, tied with 

8. To compensate for financial difficulty in maintaining a four-year course 

9. To provide additional opportunities for teacher training  

10. To secure the segregation of the sexes, tied with  

11. To provide opportunities for higher education under church control 

(Brunner, 1970, p. 30) 

 As can be seen, the early junior colleges’ purpose was not limited to providing 

traditional academic courses.  The focus was to provide accessible education that would meet 
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the current educational needs of the community.  By the early 1920’s the official definition of 

a junior college according to the American Association of Junior Colleges included 

community and vocational education (Witt, Wattenbarger, Gollattscheck, Suppiger, 1995). 

 As early as 1930 the junior college had established itself as a legitimate component of 

the American higher education system.  This is evident in the fact that all five national 

accrediting agencies had accepted membership of and adopted minimum standards for junior 

colleges.  

 In 1946, Harry S. Truman set up a commission, the Truman Commission, to examine 

America’s higher education system.  Truman believed that the system had been elitist for too 

long.  The purpose of the Commission was to create an expanding educational system to 

meet the needs of all young people.  Although junior colleges had been called community 

colleges since the 1920’s, it was this Commission that coined the term.  They defined the 

community college as follows: 

The Community College seeks to become a center of learning for the entire  
 
community, with or without the restrictions that surround formal course work in  
 
traditional institutions of higher education.  It gears its programs and services to the  
 
needs and wishes of the people it serves. (President’s Commission on Higher  
 
Education, 1947, Vol. 1, pp. 69-70) 

 
Although many believe that this commission created the modern community college, it is 

evident from this research that its origin began in the late 19th Century. 

 After the Truman Commission, the community college continued to grow.  By the 

end of the 1960’s, due in large part to the baby boomers, enrollment nearly quadrupled and 

community colleges were operating in every state with an enrollment of slightly less than 2.5 
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million (Holt, 1969/1970).  It was during this period that the open door policy was 

implemented.  This policy allowed for lenient admission and little or no tuition.  This became 

the formal policy that supported the mission of providing accessible education to the 

community, that had began with the founding of the early junior colleges in the late 1800’s. 

With the passing of the baby boomers and increases in tuition, the community 

colleges experienced a decrease in growth.  By the mid 1970's there was a decrease in full-

time enrollment but a slight increase in part-time enrollment.  This began a new era for the 

community colleges.  More students attended part-time while working full-time, more were 

homemakers and more wanted to enroll in only one or two courses rather than an entire 

program.  The community college extended its reach and offered courses in high schools, 

senior centers and prisons.  

In addition, during the 1970's there were too many bachelor prepared people and not 

enough upper level jobs.  There was a demand for vocational education and the community 

college sought to meet this need by providing many health, energy and computer-based 

vocational programs. 

As the community college flexed to meet the needs of its community, it experienced 

an increase in part-time enrollment.  Between 1970 and 1990 part-time enrollment tripled and 

the average student age rose to 28 with more than one-half of the students over the age of 24 

(American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 1990). 

 Today, community college enrollments continue to increase at an even greater rate 

than other higher education institutions.  Kasper (2002/2003) notes that from 1965 to 1999 

the 4-year colleges and universities’ enrollment doubled while during the same period, the 

community college experienced an increase in enrollment about fivefold.  The community 
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college has opened its door to many whom would not have been able to attend college and 

the associate degree has come to be viewed as a standard of achievement.   

     The mission of the community college is and always has been to provide accessible 

education focused on the needs of its community.  As the 21st century brings  

new technological advances, it is important for the community college to use these new 

resources to continue this mission.  A majority of the current and future students have been 

brought up in a technology-influenced world.  Students today are introduced to technology as 

early as preschool and are comfortable with its use.  The use of distance education can open 

doors to previously underserved populations of students.  Education via the Internet breaks 

down the distance barrier to education.  The use of this technology provides a new medium 

with which to fulfill the community college mission to provide accessible education.   

Use of Technology in the Community College 

 As history repeats itself, the community college once again flexes to meet the needs 

of its community by embracing the use of technology.  Joseph Hankin, president of 

Westchester Community College and president of the Middle States Association of colleges 

and schools, has been quoted as saying: “We are in the midst of a learning revolution” 

(Hankin, 1999, p. 19).  This “learning revolution” is the increased use of distance education.  

Hankin specifically addresses online courses.  He notes that every day he receives an article, 

mailing, or notice about some form of electronic development within the community 

colleges.  Carol Twigg, executive director of the Center for Academic Transformation, states: 

“We have seen explosive growth in online education, but it’s really just in the beginning 

stages of where it will be.  Or as we like to say, this is just the tip of the iceberg” (Burnett, 

2001, p. 7).  This section will discuss the role that distance education will play in the 
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community college.  Also explored will be the changes that distance education will bring in 

terms of faculty roles and responsibilities.  

Distance learning can be used in many ways to supplement or take the place of the 

traditional classroom.  Many instructors are using web links to offer their students access to 

additional resources on the Internet.  Some are communicating via e-mail and setting up 

online class discussion groups.  More and more, entire classes are being offered via the 

Internet.   

Clint Brooks, distance-learning coordinator at Northwest Arkansas Community 

College, notes that the increase in the use of distance education has been overwhelming over 

a short time period.  Spring 2000 was the first quarter that online course were offered at 

Northwest Arkansas Community College.  There were five courses with 50 to 60 students 

enrolled.  In the fall of 2001, the school is offering eight courses in 10 sections with about 

200 students enrolled (Burnett, 2001).  

Recent studies have shown that community colleges are becoming the primary 

provider for distance education classes.  In 2002, The U.S. Department of Education 

reported that faculty at 2-year institutions are more likely to teach distance education 

and non-face-to-face classes than faculty at private not-for-profit doctoral or liberal 

arts institutions. 

     In addition, a 2003 report from the U.S. Department of Education indicates 

that community colleges have the greatest number of enrollments in distance 

education courses when compared to all other institutions (1,472,000 out of 3,077,000 

or 48%).  It was also reported that public 2-year institutions offer the greatest number, 

44 percent, of distance education courses (55,900 out of 127,400 courses).  The report 
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from the U.S. Department of Education (2003) also cites that Internet courses using 

asynchronous instruction (i.e., listservs, e-mail, and most World Wide Web-based 

instruction) are more likely to be used as the primary mode of instructional delivery at 

the public 2-year institutions (95 percent) as compared to the public 4-year (87 

percent) and the private 4-year institutions (86 percent).  

     With this increase in the use of online courses come changes for the faculty.  The 

role of the faculty member will change to one of facilitator for learning.  The faculty member 

will have to learn to package his or her courses for this new medium.  Denise-Marie Coulter, 

assistant professor of English at Atlantic Cape Community College, suggests that before 

teaching an online course, new instructors should be offered professional development on 

designing course materials and operating software.  She also suggests that each new 

instructor be assigned a more experienced mentor whom he or she can observe teaching and 

preparing an online course.  During this observation period it is recommended that the new 

instructor have an opportunity for hands-on experience in delivering the course (Coulter, 

2001). 

     Ted Maier, English instructor at Clovis Community College, notes: “Still, the 

strategies that our best teachers have used for ages remain both applicable and viable--they 

merely need to be updated for use in non-spatial classes” (Maier, 2001, p. 4).  He suggests 

that teachers should not fear this transition and points out that distance education is at the 

heart of the community college mission.  By offering online education, many students will be 

able to gain education that they might not have because of job and family constraints.  Maier 

states, “Distance learning is the joker in the deck--the equalizer that provides rural and 
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economically challenged Americans access to collective self-improvement” (Maier, 2001, p. 

4).   

       The future of distance education appears to be bright.  It will increase access to  
 
higher education for many students.  Distance education is here to stay.  As Maier (2001)  
 
states: 
 

The cyber-Pandora’s Box has been downloaded.  We now have at our collective  
 
fingertips the ability to reach a far wider population with a far wider scope of  
 
learning, and that’s a good thing.  We can’t turn back, either, and that’s a good thing  
 
too. (p. 5) 

 
The Community College’s Increased Use of Part-Time Faculty and Part-Time Versus Full-

Time Faculty Use of Technology 
 

   While the increased use of technology is an important issue facing the community 

college, the increased use of and dependence on part-time faculty in the two-year colleges 

has been called "one of the more significant trends in higher education" (Valadez & Anthony, 

2001, p. 97).  This section will provide information regarding the history of part-time faculty 

use along with the major issues surrounding this trend. 

      As early as the 1960's there were 20,000 full-time junior college faculty but there 

was a rapidly increasing shortage of faculty.  Many colleges advertised in magazines and 

journals.  Most instructors were former high school teachers and community college salaries 

were generally very competitive.  In 1960, the average community college faculty salary was 

higher than the salary of a professor at a 4-year institution.  Many community colleges also 

offered pension plans, health, medical and life insurance and some even provided housing, 

moving expenses and personal loans (Roberts, 1968). 
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      Despite the competitive salaries and many benefits offered, the student enrollment 

increased at a higher rate than the numbers of faculty positions could be filled.  In order to 

meet the needs of its students, the community college began hiring more and more part-time 

faculty.  Many of who were local business people and professionals.  Today, part-time 

faculty are the largest segment in the American community college system. There are twice 

as many part-time faculty as there are full-time.  (American Association of community 

colleges, 1995).     

    A literature search reveals many reasons for the continued increase in use of part-

time faculty in the community college.  Banachowski (1996) cites four advantages to the use 

of part-time faculty.  First, part-time faculty save the college money.  They are paid less in 

terms of salary and benefits.  They are rarely promoted and often do not have the right to 

raises.  They also cost the college very little in terms of pension rights, health-care insurance, 

and sick leave (Mangan, 1991).   

     The second advantage is that the use of part-time faculty allows the community 

college more flexibility in meeting the demands of the fluctuating enrollment each quarter.  

The part-time faculty have contracts that must be renewed each quarter or semester so the 

college can choose not to renew if enrollment is down, or add more part-time contracts to 

meet the needs of a growing enrollment. 

     The third advantage cited is that part-time faculty are often professionals in the field 

in which they teach.  They bring a "real world" perspective to the classroom.  They are often 

very dedicated.  As McGuire (1993) adds, the community college benefits from the use of 

part-time faculty because they are good, talented teachers who are motivated to teach. 
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    Lastly, being a part-time instructor has benefits for the instructor.  Many part-time 

instructors feel lucky to have the opportunity to pass on the knowledge that they have 

acquired in their field.  In addition, many secure these positions as a method of pursuing a 

full-time position.  

     In terms of disadvantages, the literature notes that the use of part-time faculty 

negatively affects the community college and the part-time instructors themselves.  Many 

argue that the use of part-time faculty takes away positions from full-time faculty and extra 

pay for course overloads (Twigg, 1989).  Some full-time faculty feel that this overuse is not 

only depressing salaries for full-time faculty, but that it discourages talented people from 

entering the teaching field and reduces the quality of education for the undergraduates 

(Holden, 1997).  It is projected that this trend will only increase as more full-time faculty 

retire and are replaced with part-time faculty. 

     In addition to the perceived negative effects on the college, it is suggested that part-

time faculty suffer as a result of their overuse.  Monroe and Denman (1991) noted that part-

time faculty experience role ambiguity.  The fact that they are unclear about their role has 

been shown to depress levels of performance and decrease job satisfaction.  This role 

ambiguity is often caused by a lack of integration in their institutions (McGuire, 1993).  It 

has also been cited that part-time faculty often do not receive the support assistance that they 

need in the form of an office, computer, or secretarial help.  Roueche, Roueche, and Milliron 

(1995, p. 33) noted, "Part-timers tend to be haphazardly selected, poorly socialized, rarely 

supported and often ignored by the college-at-large." 

   Orientation programs are designed to create a community, to help transition faculty 

into a new job, new campus, and new atmosphere. (Roueche et al, 1995; Gappa & Leslie, 
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1993).  All new faculty should have access to proper orientation, but as noted by Gappa & 

Leslie (1993), there are large differences in the orientation processes of full-time and part-

time faculty.  Although a handful of institutions have orientation for part-time employees, it 

is often "…a loosely organized and practically uncontrollable situation for many institutions" 

(Leslie et al, 1982, p. 83). 

    This discrepancy in orientation procedures for full-time and part-time faculty causes 

dissatisfaction among the part-time faculty.  They do not feel a part of the institution because 

they never had an initial socialization or welcoming into the institution.  They were never 

taught the norms, cultures and expectations of the college.  Their role in the community 

college was never explained. 

     As noted, there are many arguments for and against the use of part-time faculty.  This 

argument will continue as the use of part-time faculty will likely continue.  Pederson (2001, 

p. 5) notes "As we enter a period of economic recession, pressures will mount on community 

colleges to control costs at every turn.  In all likelihood, this will lead to an even greater use 

of part-time faculty." 

   Though the literature indicates that 2-year institutions employ a majority of 

part-time faculty who reportedly are inadequately compensated, poorly integrated and 

limited in access to technological resources, at the same time, community colleges are 

taking a leading role in using technology for instructional purposes. With community 

college faculty at the helm of such endeavors, part-time faculty, who traditionally are 

teaching fewer non-face-to-face courses compared to their peers, will need to be 

supported in increasing their own use of instructional technology, including using 

distance learning medium and methodologies. 
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 Part-time faculty reportedly have less access to technology than do their full-

time counterparts.  The U.S. Department of Education (2002) reported that in the fall 

of 1998, part-time instructional faculty were less likely to have access to the Internet 

than full-time faculty.  In 2-year institutions, 94 percent of full-time faculty had 

access as compared to 85 percent of part-time faculty.  In addition, full-time faculty 

were more likely to use e-mail and course specific websites than their part-time 

counterparts.   

 The literature also indicates that full-time faculty are more likely to teach non-face-to-

face (distance education) classes than their part-time counterparts.  In 2002, the U.S. 

Department of Education reported that 9.48% of full-time faculty taught a non-face-to-face 

class as compared to 8.35% of part-time faculty.  When adjusting for covariation of other 

variables including gender, teaching discipline, level of classroom discussion, highest degree, 

internet access, institution’s computing resources, institution type and total FTE enrollment, 

it was determined that part-time faculty were less likely than full-time faculty to teach non-

face-to-face classes. 

 While the literature indicates that community colleges continue to increase their use 

of part-time faculty and that they are taking a leading role in utilizing technology for 

instructional purposes, it has also been reported that part-time faculty are less likely than 

their full-time counterparts to use course specific Web sites and e-mail for instructional 

purposes, and that they are less likely to teach non-face-to-face classes (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002).   If the community college is to continue its trend of hiring more and more 

part-time faculty, this faculty will need to increase its use of Web sites and e-mail and take a 

more active role in teaching distance education to aid the community college in promoting its 
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leading role in technology utilization.  Additionally, if part-time faculty are less well 

integrated into the institution, the factors that impact their use of technology in instruction 

may be different than those of their full-time counterparts.  For the community college to be 

successful in its expanding role in the use of technology, it must do everything it can to 

promote technology use by both faculty groups, full and part-time.  In order to accomplish 

this, the factors that impact faculty use of technology must be examined with respect to both 

full and part-time faculty, and special attention must be paid to factors that may be 

contributing to part-time faculty’s lower usage level of technology, when compared to full-

time faculty. 

   The purpose of this study was to examine factors that influence both faculty groups’ 

use of instructional technology, including full and part-time faculty access to the Internet, 

selected intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors, personal and professional characteristics, 

and institutional characteristics.    

Theoretical Perspective 
 

When examining the disparity in the use of technology for teaching not only by type 

of institution but also by faculty position (full-time versus part-time), one must consider the 

factors that motivate faculty to teach.  Walker and Symons (1997, p. 4) suggest that  “When 

we attempt to explain why one teacher is more motivated than another we must consider all 

the internal and external variables that affect behavior and use the most veridical theories to 

account for the differences.”  Walker and Quinn in 1996 conducted a literature review of 

both internal and external human motivational theories and identified 5 themes that exist in 

all leading theories.  They found that “Human motivation is at its highest when people (1) are 
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competent, (2) have sufficient autonomy, (3) set worthwhile goals, (4) get feedback, and (5) 

are affirmed by others” (Walker & Symons, 1997, pp. 16-17).    

Walker and Quinn (1996) note that traditional theories on motivation for teaching 

suggest that teaching is a reward in itself.  It is often thought that teachers are motivated 

purely by the internal satisfaction that they get from teaching.  Walker and Quinn’s (1996) 

research explores alternative views of human motivation with regard to teaching.  They 

examine internal motivations such as competence and autonomy along with external 

motivations including goal management, feedback, rewards and recognition.   

When researching the affects of competence on motivation, Walker and Quinn (1996) 

examined six major theories.  These included theories of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982), self-

determination (Deci and Ryan, 1985), self-worth (Harter, 1986), goal setting (Locke and 

Latham, 1990), sense of coherence (Antonovsky, 1987), and optimal experience 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).  Walker and Quinn (1996, p. 316-317) note “The implication of 

this literature is unequivocal: for instructors to stay motivated, they must be proficient at 

what they do.”  It is suggested that competence begins with goal setting.  Instructors and 

administrators must assess assigned goals and then remove goals that are beyond the 

competence of the instructors or provide training to achieve these goals.  Instructors can be 

expected to be motivated to teach when they have the tools and knowledge required to be 

confident and successful.  These tools include training, proper equipment and technological 

support.  Through the use of these tools, faculty will gain the knowledge that they need to 

feel competent and to be motivated. 

In addition to competence, Walker and Quinn (1996) examined autonomy, another 

internal motivating factor.  It is a common notion that instructors enjoy a certain amount of 
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autonomy in their professional life.  Educators often refer to autonomy as the factor that 

attracted them to the teaching profession (Walker & Quinn, 1996).   

  Walker and Quinn (1996) suggest that autonomy is not as prevalent throughout the 

teaching profession as originally thought.  Results of new faculty surveys have shown levels 

of stress, not only associated with low levels of autonomy but also indicating insufficient 

control (Karasek & Theorell, 1990).  It is noted that research faculty may experience some 

level of autonomy, but the same cannot be assumed about most teaching faculty.  Walker and 

Quinn (1996) cite that theories of work design, creativity and self-determination all suggest 

that if it is a goal to produce creative and motivated teachers in the future, educators must be 

granted sufficient autonomy.  Administrators should consider providing autonomy in the 

form of control over course size, type and structure. 

Walker and Quinn (1996) also studied external motivating factors.  They found that 

goal setting along with feedback and recognition play a role in teacher motivation.  The 

literature points to the fact that the setting of challenging yet achievable goals enhances 

human motivation.  It does not matter whether the goals are assigned or self-determined.  

What is important is that people receive supportive leadership in the form of rewards and 

feedback to achieve high levels of performance (Walker & Quinn, 1996).   

The research on performance feedback suggests that feedback is needed to gain 

optimal motivation.  It is suggested that this feedback must be unambiguous, specific and 

continuous (Walker & Quinn, 1996).  Midsemester and end-of-semester evaluations must be 

coupled with immediate, specific student feedback to produce teaching satisfaction. 

Rewards and recognition are also important motivators for instructors.  Instructors are 

often rewarded for research, but not for teaching.  It is noted that if awards are to be given, 
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they must be fair and equitable.  Walker and Quinn (1996) suggest that valuable, meaningful 

awards applied equitably for excellence in teaching will not only enhance the future 

performance of the award recipient, but it will also help to produce a cultural norm of 

excellence in teaching among all instructors.  

While Walker and Quinn’s (1996) five themes pertaining to teacher motivation might 

be helpful in explaining the use of technology for teaching, a literature search has revealed 

additional factors suggested to affect faculty use of technology. 

Research Pertaining to Factors that Affect Use of Technology 
 

In this section, the literature related to Walker & Quinn’s (1996) model of motivation 

will be discussed along with other factors found to affect faculty’s use of technology.  This 

review will include: competency, autonomy, affirmation by others, feedback, gender, years 

teaching, union membership, discipline, and institutional characteristics such as size, wealth 

and student faculty ratio. 

Competency 

 Faculty’s perceptions of competence have been found to be both an inhibitor and 

motivator for the use of technology in teaching.  If a faculty member feels competent in the 

use of technology s/he is more likely to participate in distance education and other 

technology based education.  If the faculty member does not feel competent, s/he will be less 

likely to participate.  The literature reveals three main factors that can affect confidence in 

technology use for teaching: training, technical support and adequacy of resources. 

 The literature provides extensive findings that support training as an effective and 

necessary motivator for technology use (Ensminger & Surry, 2002; Bower, 2001; Dooley & 

Murphy 2001; Kagima & Hausafus, 2001; Gao, 2000; Groves & Zernel, 2000; Schifter, 
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2000; Dusick, 1999; Mitra, Steffensmeier, Lenzmeier, & Massoni, 1999; Ndahi, 1999; 

Richard, 1999; Schauer, Rockwell, Fritz, & Marx, 1998; Wolski & Jackson, 1999; Igbaria & 

Zinatelli, 1997; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Taylor & White, 1991).  In 

Schifter’s 1999 study, she surveyed full-time faculty and administrators of a Research 1, 

state-related university to find out how faculty and administrators view faculty participation 

in distance education.  She notes, “The easy answer to preparing faculty to be more 

comfortable with technology is to provide learning opportunities” (Schifter, 2000, p. 46).   

 In addition to training, technical support has been found to be an important factor 

affecting faculty feelings of competence in the use of technology for teaching (Schifter, 

2002; Handy, Hunter & Whiddett, 2001; Kagima & Hausafus, 2001; Wilson, 2001; Dooley 

& Murphy 2000; Farinella, Hobbs & Weeks, 2000; Gao, 2000; Surry & Land, 2000; 

Venkatesh & Morris, 2000; Dusick, 1999; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Mitchell, 1999; Mitra et 

al, 1999; Montgomery, 1999; Ndahi, 1999; Richard, 1999; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Clark, 

1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Taylor & White, 1991).  Wilson (2001) studied faculty 

attitudes toward distance education in the Kentucky higher education system.  She surveyed 

all full-time faculty members at nine Kentucky state-supported institutions and found lack of 

support to be a barrier to the use of instructional technology.  It was reported that at least 

one-third of all respondents were dissatisfied with technical computer support.  In 2000, 

Surry and Land proposed a framework to assist higher education administrators to increase 

the use of technology on their campuses.  The authors suggested strategies for motivating 

faculty to use technology.  A widespread notion in their confidence building strategies is the 

idea that there must be a support system in place including the hiring of technology support 

and media development personnel. 
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 While training and technical support have been found to be important factors in 

faculty use of technology, adequacy of resources has been suggested to affect faculty use of 

technology as well (Ensminger & Surry, 2002: Jones et al, 2002; Bower, 2001; Wilson, 2001; 

Gao, 2000; Groves & Zernel, 2000; Surry & Land, 2000; Dusick, 1999; Kirk & Shoemaker, 

1999; Ndahi, 1999; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Beaudoin, 1990).  Gao’s (2000) qualitative study 

of Baylor University Faculty determined the availability of, and access to, reliable and 

updated equipment including both hardware and software to be the most important factor to 

affect the use of technology.  Likewise, Ndahi (1999, p. 9) found that “The lack of properly 

functioning equipment causes frustration and subsequent dislike for the use of technology.”  

Ensminger & Surry’s (2002) study of factors that facilitate the implementation of online 

programs for higher education faculty indicated that adequacy of resources was the most 

important factor to faculty in the implementation of online degree programs.   

Autonomy 

 Walker and Quinn (1996) note that educators often refer to autonomy as the factor 

that attracted them to the teaching profession.  Instructors cite independence and freedom as 

the most satisfying aspect of their job.  The literature shows autonomy to be both a motivator 

and possible inhibitor to technology use.  Taylor and White’s (1991) study of faculty at the 

University of Southern Queensland reported autonomy to be a benefit perceived to be 

associated with off-campus (distance) education.  On the other hand, Dillon and Walsh 

(1992) note that faculty often have little ownership over technological resources.  This 

includes no control in the scheduling of facilities, selecting software and placement of 

hardware.  In addition, Olcott & Wright (1995) report that it is faculty perception that 
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distance education requires a team approach, which may undermine faculty autonomy and 

control of curriculum.   

 While the literature search revealed contradictory finding as to whether autonomy is a 

barrier or motivator for use of technology, a majority of the literature confirms the 

importance of allowing faculty to be involved in the planning and implementation of new 

technology.  Educators must be allowed to keep their autonomy throughout the process.  

Ensminger & Surry (2002, p.5) note “…faculty consider participation in designing 

developing and decision making important when implementing an innovation.”  

Affirmation by Others 

 Walker and Quinn (1996) suggest that for educators to continue to be motivated 

throughout their career they must be affirmed by others.  This includes immediate ongoing 

feedback and also rewards and recognition for a job well done.  A literature search reveals 

that this applies directly to educator’s motivation to teach with technology.  Workload, 

release time, monetary support and tenure have all been found to be motivators for faculty.  

While the research found that technology use was not rewarded in terms of promotion and 

tenure (Crawford & Gannon-Cook, 2002; Schifter, 2002; Wilson, 2001; Ellis, 2000; Dooley 

& Murphy 2000; Mitchell, 1999; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Taylor & White, 1991) this 

research will exclude the exploration of tenure as a factor because the study subjects are 

community college faculty. 

 When examining the influence of workload and release time on faculty use of 

technology, the findings can be grouped into three categories to include: literature pertaining 

to the amount of time required to teach with technology (Jones et al, 2002; Bower, 2001; 

Ellis, 2000; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999); studies citing increased 
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workload and lack of release time as barriers to participation (Schifter, 2002; Wilson, 2001; 

Ellis, 2000; Mitchell, 1999; Ndahi, 1999; Richard, 1999; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Clark, 

1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992); and studies suggesting that decreased workload and release 

time can be motivators for use of technology (Ensminger & Surry, 2002; Gao, 2000; Ellis, 

2000; Surry & Land, 2000; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Schauer et al, 

1998). 

 There is no question that using technology and preparing for and teaching distance 

education requires more faculty time than traditional methods of instruction.  Many faculty 

members are not comfortable or trained in the use of e-mail or web products.  It takes time to 

learn the technology and to become proficient in its use.  Wolcott & Betts (1999) study of 

incentive for faculty participation in distance education revealed that teaching distance 

education required additional planning, more preparation, creation of extensive course 

materials, and more time spent communicating with off-campus students.  As one of Ellis’ 

faculty participants in distance education noted “I know full well that it takes more time to 

devote to delivery and develop the same course by distance than it does by resident 

instruction” (Ellis, 2000, p. 237).    

 This increased time commitment has been found to be a barrier to faculty 

participation in the use of technology.  The industrial and technical teacher education faculty 

in Ndahi’s (1999) study cited workload not being adjusted to compensate to allow for 

adequate time to plan and coordinate distance education to be a major problem.  Wilson’s 

2001 study of Kentucky’s higher education faculty reveals that time is ranked as the primary 

barrier to using instructional technology.   
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 Whereas the literature reveals that lack of decrease in workload and release time are 

barriers to the use of technology in teaching it is an obvious assumption that release time and 

decreased workload would be motivators for the use of technology by faculty.  Research 

pertaining to faculty use of technology has found these factors to be a motivator for use and 

authors have suggested implementing these reward systems to promote use of technology by 

faculty (Crawford & Gannon-Cook, 2002; Ensminger & Surry, 2002; Gao, 2000; Ellis, 2000; 

Surry & Land, 2000; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Schauer et al, 1998). 

 In addition to workload and release time, monetary compensation has also been found 

to be a factor in faculty use of technology for teaching (Crawford & Gannon-Cook, 2002; 

Schifter, 2002; Bower, 2001; Ellis, 2000; Kirk & Shoemaker, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; 

Olcott & Wright, 1995; Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992).  Wolcott & Betts 1999 study of 

faculty incentives for participation in distance education found that nonparticipators cited 

increase in salary and monetary support as two of the motivators for their future 

participation.  It was cited that a lack of extrinsic incentives, especially financial rewards, 

might account for faculty nonparticipation in distance education.  

 “One of the truisms of distance education is that teaching a distance education course 

involves a considerable amount of work” (Wolcott & Betts, 1999, p. 35).  As Crawford & 

Gannon-Cook (2002) note, for faculty to be persuaded to take on the additional commitment, 

they must be given external compensation such additional royalties, money stipends, course 

releases and tenure consideration. 

Feedback 

People must be given feedback in order to grow and to feel satisfied in what they 

accomplish.  In the same way, educators must be given feedback on teaching performance.  It 
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is imperative that administrators and students provide feedback in the form of evaluations on 

a regular basis.  This will allow educators to adjust teaching practices and to be encouraged 

by their successes.   

 While evaluations are an important part of feedback, the literature cites that direct 

personal contact with the students is an integral form of feedback for educators (Schifter, 

2002; Bower, 2001; Dunlap, 1997; Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992).  Bower (2001) notes 

that the lack of direct interpersonal contact and feedback from students is a problem for 

distance education faculty.  Likewise, Shifter (2002) cited that the faculty were less 

interested to participate in distance education due to less interaction with the students.   

Gender 

 In 1993, Clark conducted a national higher education survey of faculty attitudes 

toward distance education.  He found that in general, community college faculty were 

significantly more favorable in their attitudes toward the concept of distance education than 

their 4-year counterparts.  Further, the study revealed that women at community colleges 

were significantly more positive in their general receptivity responses than were male 

community college faculty.   

 More recently, two studies have found differences in what motivates men and women 

to use technology.  Venkatesh & Morris in 2000 published a study entitled “Why Don’t Men 

Ever Stop and Ask for Directions-Gender, Social Influence, and Their Role in Technology 

Acceptance and Behavior”.  The articles reported on a 5-month study that evaluated the 

reaction and technology usage behavior of 342 workers being introduced to a new 

technology.  The study reported that men were more influenced by perception of usefulness 

of the product and women were more influenced by their perception of how easy the 
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technology was to use.  Venkatesh & Morris suggest that support staff is an extremely 

important organizational response to help users overcome barriers to technology.   

 Shifter’s 2002 study evaluated full-time university faculty differences in perception 

about participating in distance education.  She noted that there were significant differences 

found for gender when comparing inhibiting and motivating factors.  In congruence with 

Venkatesh & Morris’ finding, women were more influenced by extrinsic factors such as 

administrative support, technical support, training and lack of technological background.   

Years Teaching 

 When examining faculty characteristic and use of technology, some trends become 

apparent.  Ndahi (1999) found that industrial and technical teacher education faculty using 

distance education at Pittsburgh State University tended to have 7-16 years of teaching 

experience.  The 2000 NEA study designed to produce a descriptive report of traditional and 

distance education faculty found that 36% of NEA members teaching distance education at 

higher education institutions have been teaching for 10-19 years.   

 In terms of motivators for using distance education and year of teaching, Shauer et al 

(1999) surveyed the University of Nebraska-Lincoln faculty to determine the type of 

preparation and support that they wanted to be involved in distance education.  It was 

determined that “increase in pay” was ranked as a higher importance for instructors with 11-

20 years of experience as opposed to faculty with more than 20 years experience.  It should 

also be noted that Kirk and Shoemaker (1999) found that extrinsic rewards tended to be a 

greater motivator for community college faculty under 30 as compared to faculty members in 

their 40’s 50’s or 60’s.    
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 The literature has shown that a majority of faculty teaching distance education tend to 

have been teaching for 10-20 years.  It is also apparent that extrinsic rewards tend to be more 

important for younger faculty.  These findings could suggest that administrators are 

providing more extrinsic rewards and attracting “younger” faculty as a result.  

Union Membership 

In 2000 the National Education Association surveyed its members to create a 

descriptive picture of those participating in distance education.  When examining union 

efforts and how they affect distance education it was concluded that when distance education 

policies were included in the collective bargaining agreement, institutions were significantly 

more likely to offer distance education training on a regular basis.  As has been discussed, 

research shows that training is an integral factor affecting faculty use of technology.  Taking 

into consideration the NEA report one might suppose that being a union member might be a 

factor affecting use of technology for teaching. 

Discipline 

           Research has shown that discipline can be a determining factor in use of technology.  

Clark (1993) found that for the community college, faculty in divisions of business held the 

most positive attitude toward distance education while research university faculty in 

Chemistry and related departments held the least positive attitude.  The ACES (2000) 

reported that disciplines such as business and engineering were more involved in distance 

education.  In 2002 the NCES reported that engineering and computer science faculty were 

more likely to teach non-face-to-face classes than humanities faculty.   

Gao’s (2000) findings suggest that field of study may be important in the use of 

technology because some fields of teaching lend themselves to integration of technology.  In 
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examining the research collectively, business, engineering and computer science faculty tend 

to be more predisposed to the use of technology. 

In 2003, Bailey & Matsuzuka completed a study of 10 community colleges evaluating 

the impact of the Advanced Technological Education (ATE) program on vocational and 

academic integration.  They found that technology/vocational educators were more likely to 

be involved in the planning and dissemination of ATE funded curriculum and activities than 

general education faculty. 

Institutional Characteristics 

           When examining institutional characteristics and distance education patterns, the 

literature shows that institution size can be a determining factor in the use of technology.  

Quality distance education programs are costly; therefore, larger institutions may be more 

able to take advantage of economies of scale in building the support structure needed for 

distance education programs (NCES, 2002). 

            In support of this notion, a 2002 NCES report cited that faculty at institutions with 

more FTEs were more likely to teach non-face-to-face classes and in 2000 an NEA report 

found that smaller institutions (enrollment under 2500) were less likely to offer web-based 

courses than larger institutions.  While the studies mentioned did not report institutional 

wealth to be an indicator of use of technology for teaching one must consider this a possible 

determinant considering the reported expense of such programs. 

           Student faculty ratio should also be considered.  As the NEA (2000) reports, it is often 

assumed that distance education faculty teach a larger number of students than traditional 

faculty.  In contrast, the NEA (2000) report showed that two-thirds of distance education 

faculty taught a course with 40 or fewer students and only 6 respondents taught classes with 
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more than 200 students.  These findings suggest that student faculty ratio may not be a 

determining factor of technology use. 

Internal versus External Motivating Factors 
 

     There is some debate in the related literature that examines internal versus external 

motivating factors in terms of technology use by faculty.  Much of the literature cites internal 

motivators as the primary factors in determining faculty involvement in distance education 

and technology use (Lee, 2001; Wilson, 2001; Mitchell, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Taylor 

& White, 1991).  While the literature supports the idea that faculty motivation to use 

technology is primarily intrinsic, two studies found difference in motivations expressed by 

those currently using technology and those who are nonparticipators.  Wolcott & Betts 

(1999) and Schifter (2002) both examined the motivations expressed by faculty participating 

in distance education and nonparticipants’ motivations for future participation.  Both studies 

reported that those currently participating are more motivated by intrinsic factors, in contrast, 

nonparticipators express that external motivators would be important to enhance future 

participation.   Wolcott and Betts (1999) note that these findings suggest that faculty 

motivations and subsequent responses to incentives may change after the faculty member 

begins teaching distance education courses.  Schifter (2002) cites that nonparticipators may 

be more concerned with personal technical concerns, which prevents them from progressing 

forward with technology use for teaching.  These finding suggest that while the literature 

indicates that faculty are more motivated by intrinsic factors that administrators must 

consider both intrinsic and extrinsic factors to maximize participation by all faculty.   
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Summary of Research Pertaining to Factors that Affect Use of Technology  
 

 The literature review has revealed several factors that affect faculty use of technology 

for teaching.  These factors have been combined to create a theoretical model of factors that 

affect faculty use of technology for instructional purposes (see Diagram 2).  The factors can 

be grouped into internal, external, personal and professional, and institutional characteristics.   
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Figure 2.1:  Theoretical Framework; Factors that Affect Faculty Use of Technology for 
Instructional Purposes 
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 In terms of internal factors, feelings of competence have been found to increase use.  

Providing training, technical support and adequate resources can enhance this competence.   

Due to limitations with the data, technical support and the adequacy of resource aspects of 

competence will not be able to be measured.  

 Autonomy is another internal motivating factor found to affect faculty use of 

technology.  In general faculty must be allowed autonomy when using technology for 

teaching.  If they feel that they are losing autonomy, they will be less motivated to use 

technology for teaching. 

 External motivating factors such as affirmation by others and feedback have also been 

found to affect technology use.  Affirmation by others in the form of incentives and rewards 

and feedback such as evaluations and student interactions are important to faculty.  Due to 

limitations with the data, feedback will not be measured.   

 In addition to internal and external factors, certain personal and professional 

characteristics have been found to affect faculty use of technology for teaching.   These 

include: gender, years teaching, discipline and union membership.   

In terms of gender, female community college faculty have been reported to be more 

positive about the use of technology (Clark, 1993).  Venkatesh & Morris in 2000 found that 

women also tend to be more influenced by ease of use.  The easier the technology is to use, 

the more likely it is that they will participate.   When examining years teaching and 

technology use, the literature shows that a majority of faculty teaching distance education  

have been teaching for 10-20 years (Ndahi, 1999; NEA, 2000).  In addition, it is indicated 

that faculty who teach business, engineering and computer science tend to be more disposed 
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to the use of technology (Clark, 19993; ACES, 2000; NCES, 2002).  It is also suggested that 

union membership may increase the likelihood of training in technology use, which could 

positively affect use (NEA, 2000). 

The last group of factors suggested to affect technology use is institutional 

characteristics such as size, wealth and student-faculty ratio.  The literature suggests that as 

institutional size and wealth increase so does the likelihood that faculty will use technology 

for teaching (NCES, 2000).  In terms of student-faculty ratio, the National Education 

Association report in 2000 stated that it is often assumed that student-faculty ratio will 

increase with the use of distance education.     

Although there has been discussion regarding the many factors that could influence 

faculty participation in distance education, it is important to evaluate them collectively to 

better assist higher education administrators to promote the use of technology for teaching.  

Institutions must have an understanding of the factors that motivate faculty and they must 

look critically at their existing reward structures to be sure that they are effectively promoting 

the use of technology.  This is especially true for the community college if they are to 

continue to be the leading provider of distance education.  It is also imperative that the 

factors that affect full-time and part-time community college faculty be examined. As the 

number of part-time faculty continues to increase, their use of technology will impact the 

future growth of this education medium.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 
 

This research used a cross-sectional correlational design utilizing secondary 

analysis of the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) dataset.  

This research was designed to examine the ability of selected intrinsic motivating 

factors, extrinsic motivating factors, personal and professional characteristics and 

institutional characteristics to predict faculty use of technology and distance 

education teaching.  The dependent variables were “use of website” and “taught 

distance education class.”  The independent variables were use of institutional funds 

for instructional training, satisfaction with autonomy, satisfaction with time 

commitments, satisfaction with compensation, gender, years of teaching, union 

membership, discipline, institution size, institution wealth and student-faculty ratio.  

While race was used in many studies, it was never determined to significantly affect 

use of technology; therefore, it is not included in this model.   

Population and Sample 
 

   Data for this study are from the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 

(NSOPF:99), a survey project funded by the National Center for Educational Statistics 

(NCES, 2002b).   To select the sample, the research included a two-stage stratified clustered 

probability design.  In the first stage, postsecondary institutions were sampled and in the 

second stage, faculty from first stage institutions were sampled.  The sample consisted of 960 

institutions and 28,576 faculty.   In addition, there was an institution survey and the response 
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rate for this survey was 93 percent.  There were 4,392 public two-year college faculty 

respondents from 298 public, two-year colleges.    

This study only included two-year faculty at public institutions that met the following 

criteria: teaching was their primary responsibility, they taught credit courses, and they were 

not administrators.  Applying this criteria resulted in 1,824 part-time faculty and 1,786 full-

time faculty for a total of 3,610 respondents.   Some totals will not be 3,610 since some 

respondents did not respond to all questions or they were not applicable.  It is noted that 

weighted data were used for the descriptive and logistic analyses because the unweighted 

sample is not representative of the population (NCES, 2002b).   

Instrumentation 
 

The NSOPF:99 questionnaire was designed to gather information regarding 

responsibilities, backgrounds, salaries, attitudes, benefits, workloads, and future plans of both 

full-and part-time faculty.  In addition, an institutional survey gathered information on 

faculty issues such as turnover, recruitment, composition, tenure policies, and retention.   

The dependent variables chosen for this study were “Use of Website” and “Taught  

Distance Education Class”.  The information was extracted from the following NSOPF 

questions: 

During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have websites for any of the classes you taught? 

                         Yes                     No  

The variable is categorical (0=used websites for classes taught in fall 1998 semester or 1=did 

not use websites for any classes taught in fall 1998).  For the “Taught Distance Education 

Class” variable, faculty were asked to report information for up to five classes taught for 

credit.  One of the questions was “Was this class taught through a distance education 
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program?”  The derived variable is categorical (0=taught one or more distance education 

classes or 1=did not teach any distance education courses). 

     The “Use of Website” variable was chosen to be an indicator of technology use for 

faculty.  Use of websites for classes could represent a variety of instructional uses (posting 

tests, course syllabus, posting grades, homework assignments, class discussions or other 

things).  The author contends that this variable is a logical proxy for the use of instructional 

technology since it could include any or all of the above technology-enhanced instructional 

activities.  In addition to determining factors that affect any technology use, the “Taught 

Distance Education Class” variable was chosen to determine factors that specifically impact 

teaching distance education courses as they may be different than the factors affecting faculty 

use of websites.  Due to limited sample size with this dependent variable, part-time and full-

time faculty were not able to be analyzed with individual logistic regression analyses.     

 The independent variables included intrinsic motivating factors, extrinsic motivating 

factors, personal and professional characteristics and institutional characteristics.  See Table 

3.3 for a summary of variables and measures.   The independent variables were measured as 

follows: 

Intrinsic Motivating Factors 

Use of institutional funds for instructional training (training) 
 
 The information for the “training” variable was extracted from the following NSOPF 

question:  During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for training to improve 

research and teaching skills?  The variable is categorical (0=yes or 1=no).   
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Satisfaction Variables 

 Factor analysis was performed on the satisfaction variables relevant to community 

college faculty.  Responses to 9 questions related to job satisfaction were subjected to an 

exploratory factor analysis.  The questions were scored from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 4 (very 

satisfied).  To extract the factors, the principal factor method was used, followed by a promax 

(oblique) rotation.  The results of the factor analysis yielded 3 distinct factors (Table 3.1) 

related to: autonomy (autonomy), time commitments (timecommit), and compensation 

(compens).  

Table 3.1: Summary Statistics and Factor Analysis Results for Satisfaction with Aspects 
of Job 
 
FACTORS AND QUESTIONS MEAN STANDARD 

DEVIATION 
LOADING 

FACTOR I- AUTONOMY 
(Alpha = .73) 
     Authority to decide classes taught 3.28 0.87 .68 
     Authority to decide course content 3.65 0.67 .64 
     Authority to make job decisions 3.07 0.93 .48 
FACTOR II –TIME COMMITMENTS 
(Alpha = .75) 
     
     Workload 3.12 0.94 .65 
     Time available for class prep 3.03 0.94 .59 
     Time available for keeping current in field 2.70 0.95 .71 
FACTOR III- COMPENSATION 
(Alpha = .76) 
      Job security 3.03 1.04 .51 
     Salary 2.60 0.98 .63 
     Benefits 2.69 1.04 .79 
 
 Each variable was measured as follows: 

Satisfaction with autonomy (autonomy) 
 
 Satisfaction with autonomy is a 3-item scale measuring faculty satisfaction with 

autonomy.  The scale items evaluated satisfaction with authority to decide course content, 

satisfaction with authority to decide courses taught and satisfaction with authority to make 
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job decisions.  The questions were scored from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 4 (very satisfied).  The 

“autonomy” variable is a summative score of the 3 items.   

Extrinsic Motivating Factors 

Satisfaction with time commitment (timecommit) 
 
 Satisfaction with time commitment is a 3-item scale measuring faculty satisfaction 

with time commitment.  The scale items evaluated satisfaction with workload, satisfaction 

with time available for class preparation and satisfaction with time available for keeping 

current in the field.  The questions were scored from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 4 (very satisfied).  

The “timecommit” variable is a summative score of the 3 items.   

Satisfaction with compensation (compens) 
 
 Satisfaction with compensation is a 3-item scale measuring faculty satisfaction with 

compensation.  The scale items evaluated satisfaction with job security, satisfaction with 

salary and satisfaction with benefits.  The questions were scored from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 

4 (very satisfied).  The “compens” variable is a summative score of the 3 items.   

Personal and Professional Characteristics 

Gender (gender) 
 
 Gender is a dichotomous variable.  Faculty were asked to report if they were male or 

female (male=0 and female=1). 

Years teaching (yrsteach) 
 
 Years teaching is a continuous variable.  Faculty were asked to report the total 

number of years teaching in higher education institutions. 
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Discipline (discipline) 

 
 Question 14 of the NSOPF faculty survey asked faculty to indicate their primary 

teaching field.  From these responses, 2 dummy variables were created to indicate the 

primary teaching field as general education or occupational education (general education = 1 

and occupational education =0).  The teaching fields included in each category can be seen in 

table 3.2. 

Table 3.2: Academic Disciplines Grouped by General Education and Occupational 
Education 
 
OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION GENERAL EDUCATION  
Agriculture Art 
Architecture and Environmental Design English and Literature 
Business Foreign Languages 
Communications Mathematics/Statistics 
Computer Science Natural Sciences: Biological Sciences 
Education Natural Science: Physical Sciences 
Teacher Education Philosophy, Religion & Theology 
Engineering Physical Education 
Health Sciences Psychology 
Home Economics Social Science and History 
Industrial Arts  
Law  
Library and Archival Sciences  
Parks and Recreation  
Protective Services  
Public Affairs  
Science Technology  
Construction Trades  
Consumer, Personal, & Miscellaneous 
Services 

 

Mechanics & Repairers  
Precision Production  
Transport & Material Moving  
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Institutional Characteristics 

Size (size) 
 
 Size was measured by total student enrollment.  This information was collected from 

the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  IPEDS is a core 

postsecondary education data collection program that is designed to collect data from all 

primary postsecondary education providers.   

Wealth (wealth) 
 
 Wealth was measured by total educational and general expenditures per student.  This 

information was collected from IPEDS. 

Student-Faculty Ratio (ratio) 
 
 Ratio was measured by dividing FTE enrollment by FTE faculty.  This information 

was collected from IPEDS. 

Data Analysis 
 

The Research questions were as follows: 
 

1. Is there a significant difference between part-time and full-time faculty access to 

the Internet? 

2. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work 

status), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on 

community college faculty use of websites for instructional purposes? 
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3. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics 

(size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on full-time community college faculty use 

of websites for instructional purposes? 

4. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics 

(size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on part-time community college faculty 

use of websites for instructional purposes? 

5. What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), 

Extrinsic Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction 

with compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years 

teaching, union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work 

status), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on 

community college faculty teaching a distance education class? 

For question 1, respondents indicated if they had had Internet access during 

the fall of 1998 term (at work only, at home only, at work and home, or no Internet 
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access).  These responses were cross tabulated with faculty status (full-time or part- 

time), and chi-square was used to determine if a significant relationship exits between 

faculty status and Internet access. 

  For the questions 2 through 5, a logistic regression model was used.  This 

analysis was chosen because “…the logistic regression model describes how the 

probability of a particular category depends on the value of the explanatory variable” 

(Agresti and Finlay, 1997).  As opposed to linear regression, the outcome variable can 

be binary or dichotomous.  In addition, logistic regression analysis provides data to 

explain the relationship between the coefficient and odds ratios.  This “…is the 

fundamental reason why logistic regression has proven to be such a powerful analytic 

research tool” (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000, p. 50).  The level of significance used in 

developing the regression models was .05.   

It is noted that each model was checked for multicollinearity.  When using 

regression, multicollinearity can occur if there are strong linear dependencies among 

explanatory variables.  If two or more variables are strongly correlated with one 

another, they become more unstable.  Multicollinearity may make it difficult to 

determine distinct effects on some dependent variables (Allison, 1999). 

 In terms of model diagnostics, the likelihood ratio test was used as an 

alternative to the Wald test.  Hauck and Donner (1977) while examining the use of 

the Wald test found that it behaved in an aberrant manner and often failed to reject 

when the coefficient was significant.  It was recommended that the likelihood ratio 

test be used.  Jennings (1986) also examined the performance of the Wald test in 

relation to its adequacy of inferences in logistic regression and made conclusions  
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   Table 3.3: Summary Table of Variables and Measures 
 
VARIABLE 
*=SAS Variable name 

DESCRIPTION ITEMS/VALUES FACTOR 
LOADING 

INTRINSIC MOTIVATING FACTORS 
Use of Institutional funds 
for Instructional Training 
*training 

Q61d 
Dichotomous variable 

During the past two years, did you 
use institutional funds for training to 
improve research and teaching 
skills? 
0=yes   
1=no 

 

Satisfaction with authority to decide 
courses taught 

.68 

Satisfaction with authority to decide 
course content 

.64 

Satisfaction with Autonomy 
*autonomy 
 
Alpha = .73 

Q65a, Q65b & Q65c, a 3-
item scale measuring 
faculty’s satisfaction with 
job autonomy.  

Satisfaction with authority to make 
other job decisions 

.48 

EXTRINSIC MOTIVATING FACTORS   
Satisfaction with workload .65 

Satisfaction with time available for 
class preparation 

.59 

Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments 
*timecommit 
 
 
Alpha = .75                             

Q65e, Q66a & Q66d, a 3-
item scale measuring 
faculty’s satisfaction with 
workload. 

Satisfaction with time available for 
keeping current in field 

.71 
 

Satisfaction with job security .51 

Satisfaction with salary .63 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation 
*compens 
 
Alpha =.76 

Q66b, Q66c, Q66g & Q66h, 
a 4 item scale measuring 
faculty’s satisfaction with 
compensation. 

Satisfaction with benefits .79 

PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Gender 
*gender 

Q81(faculty survey) 
Dichotomous variable 

0=male 
1=female 

 

Years of Teaching 
*yrsteach 

Q25(faculty survey) 
Continuous variable 

Years teaching in higher education 
institutions 

 

Union Membership 
*union 

Q64(faculty survey) 
Dichotomous variable 

I am eligible and a member 
1=yes 
0=no 

 

Discipline 
*discipline 

Q14(faculty survey) 
2 dummy variables 
indicating the primary 
teaching field of study as 
general or occupational 
education. 

1=General education 
0=Occupational education 

 

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Size 
*size 

From IPEDS, Total Student 
Enrollment 

  

Wealth 
*wealth 

From IPEDS, Total 
Educational and General 
Expenditures per student 

  

Student-Faculty Ratio 
*ratio 

From IPEDS, FTE 
Enrollment/FTE Faculty 
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similar to Hauck and Donner.   The likelihood ratio tests the global null hypothesis 

that BETA = 0.  It determines whether the parameters are collectively equal to zero.  

 R-square was evaluated for each model.  R-square helps determine the amount error 

reduced by using the full model as opposed to the intercept only model.  While Hosmer and 

Lemeshow (2000) suggest the following formula for calculating r-square with logistic 

regression; R-squared = (1-(log likelihood for the intercept plus the p covariates model/ log 

likelihood for the intercept only model), they note that low values of R-squared are the norm 

with logistic regression.  Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) do not recommend routine 

publishing of r-square due to the expected low values.  However, they suggest that r-squared 

may be useful in the model building stage to compare models.     

 The C statistic was also used to evaluate the model.  The C statistic is representative 

of the discriminatory power of the logistic regression.  Garson (2005) states that the C 

statistic can vary from 0.5 to 1.0.  A C statistic of 0.5 indicates that the model’s predictions 

are no better than chance and a C statistic of 1.0 suggests that the model always assigns 

higher probabilities to correct cases than to incorrect cases. 

 It is noted that the survey methodology included stratification and clustering.  

A strata and cluster variable were included with each logistic regression analysis. 

Limitations 
 

        This study is secondary analysis research, which limits the information that can 

be examined.  The author only had access to the questions that are in the survey.  

Technical support, adequacy of resources and feedback could not be examined in this 

model due to a lack of related questions or limited response to survey questions.   It is 

also noted that while “Use of Website” was analyzed for all community college 
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faculty and  part-time and full-time faculty individually, the “taught distance 

education class” model was only analyzed for all community college faculty.  For 

part-time and full-time faculty the degrees of freedom caused inadequate analysis due 

to small sample size. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The percentages of the sample based on faculty group were 33.29% full-time and 

66.71% part-time.  In 2002, Outcalt reported that part-time community college faculty 

accounted for nearly 65% of all community college faculty members; thus the percentages 

reported for this sample are representative of the actual faculty member distributions in the 

community college system.  It is noted that all descriptive data is calculated for population 

estimates.  Analysis utilized a weight statement due to the complex survey design.  Standard 

error is reported as it is the standard deviation of the sampling distribution of the statistic. 

 As established in tables 4.1 through 4.5, the distributions of gender (Table 4.1), race 

(Table 4.2), marital status (Table 4.3), family status (Table 4.4), and mean age (Table 4.5) are 

similar for both full-time and part-time faculty groups. While the distributions of race are 

similar for both groups, full-time faculty members have the highest percentage of nonwhite 

faculty (10.31%) as compared to part-time faculty (8.86%).  In addition, the mean age 

distributions are similar for both groups, but there are some differences when age is 

examined by category.  Table 4.6 illustrates that part-time community college faculty 

comprise a higher percentage of the “44 and under” group (part-time = 38.06% and full-time 

= 27.8%) and the “over 65” group (part-time = 7.42% and full-time = 2.99%).  A majority of 

the full-time faculty range from 45-64 years in age (69.22%). 

 
Table 4.1: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Gender 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% MALE 52.40 52.14 52.53 
% FEMALE 47.60 47.86 47.47 
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Table 4.2: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Race 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

  0.81   0.93   0.75 

% Asian and/or Pacific 
Islander 

  2.21   2.74   1.95 

% Black or 
African/American 

  6.31   6.64   6.15 

% White 90.66 89.69 91.14 
 
 
 
Table 4.3: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Marital Status 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% Single, never 
married 

10.43 10.02 10.63 

% Married 72.58 73.15 72.29 
% Living with 
someone in a 
marriage-like 
relationship 

  2.06   2.04   2.06 

% Separated, 
divorced, or widowed 

14.94 14.78 15.01 

 
 
 
Table 4.4: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Family Status 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% Single without 
dependents 

17.11 16.03 17.65 

% Single with 
dependents 

  8.25   8.77   8.00 

% Married without 
dependents 

20.52 20.67 20.44 

% Married with 
dependents 

54.12 54.52 53.91 

 
 
 
Table 4.5: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Mean Age 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Mean Age 48.27 49.42 47.70 
Standard Error   0.25   0.26   0.34 
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Table 4.6: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Age Category 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% Under 35 10.19   6.74 11.92 
% 35-44 24.45 21.06 26.14 
% 45-54 38.21 41.49 36.57 
% 55-64 21.21 27.73 17.96 
% 65-69   3.87   2.05   4.78 
% 70+   2.07   0.94   2.64 
 
 
 Table 4.7 shows that more full-time faculty have a Doctorate as their highest degree  
 
than do part-time faculty (18.11% as compared to 7.73%).  It is also noted that 22.4% of part- 
 
time faculty have a Bachelor’s degree as the highest degree awarded as compared to only  
 
12.12% of full-time faculty.  For both groups, Master’s-prepared faculty make up the highest  
 
percentage within the group (full-time = 62.46 and part-time = 57.05). 
 
 
Table 4.7: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Highest Degree 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% Doctorate 11.18 18.11   7.73 
% First professional   2.18   1.66   2.45 
% Master’s 58.85 62.46 57.05 
% Bachelor’s 19.01 12.12 22.44 
% Associate’s   5.16   3.58   5.95 
% Less than an 
associate’s degree 

  1.54   0.78   1.92 

% No postsecondary 
degree awarded 

  2.08   1.30   2.47 

 
 

Dependent Variable Demographic Data 
 

 As demonstrated in tables 4.8 and 4.9, the distribution of web use by faculty group is 

similar both overall and by specific use of the web.  Only about 1/3 of community college 

faculty are using the web and most are using it to post general class information, information 

related to homework, and to provide links to other information.   
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Table 4.8: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Web Use 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% OF SAMPLE-YES 33.50 34.34 33.07 
% OF SAMPLE-NO 66.50 65.66 66.93 
 
 
Table 4.9: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty Who Use the Web-Percentage of Web Use 
by specific purpose  
 
 FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% Post general class information 76.40 71.38 
% Post information on homework 67.20 60.23 
% Post practice exams/exercises 29.70 28.30 
% Post exams or exam results 24.01 23.09 
% To provide links to other information 82.01 84.59 
 

 Table 4.10 demonstrates that a higher percentage of full-time faculty members 

(10.56%) are teaching distance education courses as compared to part-time faculty (6.30%).  

This is in congruence with the literature which indicates that full-time faculty are more likely 

to teach non-face-to-face (distance education) classes than their part-time counterparts (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002). 

 
Table 4.10: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage Teaching Distance Education 
Classes 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% OF SAMPLE-
Teaching one or more 
distance education 
classes 

  7.83 10.56   6.30 

% OF SAMPLE-
Teaching no distance 
education classes 

92.17 89.44 93.70 

 
 

Independent Variable Demographic Data 
 

 As can be seen in Table 4.11, there is a definite discrepancy between faculty group 

and use of institutional funds for instructional purposes.  While a majority of faculty did not 
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use funds (78.84% of the total sample), 43.09% of full-time faculty did use funds as 

compared to 10.22% of part-time faculty.  In addition to answering yes or no to “use of 

institutional funds for instructional training”, the faculty also reported if funds were not 

available or if they were unaware that funds were available.  Table 4.12 shows that 77.58% 

of part-time faculty either had no funds available or were unaware that funds were available 

for training, compared to 28.17% of full-time faculty.  This supports the notion that part-time 

faculty are not being treated equally with their full-time counterparts, suggesting that they are 

either not being given the same resources or the information is not being communicated that 

resources are available. 

 
Table 4.11: Demographic Information for Independent Variable-Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional Training    
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
%  who used funds 21.16 43.09 10.22 
% who did not use 
funds 

78.84 56.91 89.78 

 
 
Table 4.12: Demographic Information for Independent Variable-Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional Training (Detailed) 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
%  who used funds 21.16 43.09 10.22 
% who did not use 
funds although funds 
were available 

17.71 28.74 12.20 

% for which no funds 
were available or they 
were ineligible 

20.37 14.45 23.32 

% who did not know if 
funds were available 

40.77 13.72 54.27 

 
 
 Tables 4.13, 4.14, and 4.15 represent the demographic data for the independent 

variables associated with job satisfaction.  It is noted that the mean for satisfaction with 

autonomy is slightly higher for full-time faculty than part-time faculty (10.16 as compared to 
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10.11).  The mean for satisfaction with time commitment is higher for part-time faculty 

(9.25) than for full-time (8.57), and the mean for satisfaction with compensation is higher for 

full-time faculty (9.12) than for part-time faculty (7.52). 

 
Table 4.13: Demographic Information for Independent Variable-Satisfaction with 
Autonomy  
 
 Sample Size  Mean Standard 

Error 
Minimum Maximum 

Total Sample 3512 10.12 0.04 3.00 12.00 
Full-Time 1740 10.16 0.06 3.00 12.00 
Part-Time 1772 10.11 0.06 3.00 12.00 
 
 
Table 4.14: Demographic Information for Independent Variable-Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments  
 
 Sample Size 

(N) 
Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

Total Sample 3512   9.02 0.05 3.00 12.00 
Full-Time 1740   8.57 0.07 3.00 12.00 
Part-Time 1772   9.25 0.06 3.00 12.00 
 
 
Table 4.15: Demographic Information for Independent Variable-Satisfaction with 
Compensation  
 
 Sample Size 

(N) 
Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

Total Sample 3523   8.05 0.06 3.00 12.00 
Full-Time 1742   9.12 0.06 3.00 12.00 
Part-Time 1781   7.52 0.09 3.00 12.00 
 
 
 Tables 4.16, 4.17, 4.18 and 4.19 report on the demographics associated with the 

personal and professional characteristics of the sample.  The distribution of gender between 

community college faculty groups is similar.  Full-time faculty have been teaching a greater 

number of years than part-time faculty (15.96 as compared to 9.10) and have a higher 

percentage of union members (49.62%) than do part-time faculty (20.18%).  Both groups 
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have slightly more faculty teaching general education as opposed to occupational education 

(50.23% of full-time faculty and 54.86% of part-time faculty). 

 
Table 4.16: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Gender 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% MALE 52.40 52.14 52.53 
% FEMALE 47.60 47.86 47.47 
 
 
Table 4.17: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Years Teaching 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Mean 11.39 15.96   9.10 
Standard Error   0.20   0.26   0.24 
Minimum   0   0   0 
Maximum 45+ 45+ 45+ 
 
 
Table 4.18: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Union Membership 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
% YES 29.98 49.62 20.18 
% NO 70.02 50.38 79.82 
 
 
Table 4.19: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Discipline 
 
 TOTAL 

SAMPLE 
FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

% GENERAL EDUCATION  53.32 50.23 54.86 
% OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION 46.68 49.77 45.14 
 
 
 Tables 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22 report on the demographics associated with institutional 

characteristics.  The mean total student enrollment is higher for part-time faculty (9142.18) 

as compared to full-time faculty (7758.79).  Also, the student-faculty ratio is lower for full-

time faculty (16.56) than part-time faculty (17.54).  In addition, the total educational and 

general expenditures per student is higher for the full-time faculty group ($4895.91) than the 

part-time faculty group ($4420.16).  In summary, part-time community college faculty tend 
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to work in institutions which have higher enrollment, higher student-faculty ratio and have 

lower educational and general expenditures per student.   

 
Table 4.20: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Institutional Size (Total 
Student Enrollment) 
 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Mean   8,681.59   7,758.79   9,142.18 
Standard Error      163.75      196.08      224.09 
Minimum        18        18      626 
Maximum 28,968 28,968 28,968 
 
 
Table 4.21: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Institutional Wealth 
(Total Educational and General Expenditures per student) 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Mean   4,578.56   4,895.91   4,420.16 
Standard Error        46.54        78.68        56.93 
Minimum   1,311.28   1,311.28   1,311.28 
Maximum 31,385.30 31,385.30 31,385.30 
 
 
Table 4.22: Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty-Percentage by Student-Faculty Ratio 
 TOTAL SAMPLE FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Mean 17.21 16.56 17.54 
Standard Error   0.32   0.19   0.48 
Minimum   3.3   3.3   3.3 
Maximum 83.8 83.8 83.8 
 
 

Research Question 1 
 

Is there a significant difference between part-time and full-time faculty access to the 

Internet? 

 While the results for question 1 indicate that a majority of both full-time (94%) and 

part-time (84%) have some type of access to the internet,  43% of part-time faculty do not 

have Internet access at work (compared to 13% for full-time faculty).  Chi-square (weighted) 

χ2 (3, N=244,829) = 23,282.3432, .p<.0001 indicates that there is a significant relationship 

between faculty status and availability of Internet access (Table 4.23).  More specifically, a 
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greater percentage of full-time faculty members (87%) have access to the Internet at work 

and at work and home than do part-time faculty (58%).  A greater percentage of part-time 

faculty (43%) have no Internet access or Internet access only at home as compared to full-

time faculty (13%).  As Internet access is one critical factor in using the web for instructional 

purposes, this finding may impact some of the other findings in this study.   

 
Table 4.23: Internet Access by Faculty Status  
 Both at home 

and at work 
At work only At home only No access to 

the internet 
Total 

Part-time 
   Frequency 
   (Row Pct)* 
   (Col Pct)* 

 
65,975 
40.40 
60.99 

 
27,873 
17.07 
49.54 

 
43,428 
26.59 
88.24 

 
26,038 
15.94 
83.49 

 
163,314 
(66.71%) 
 

Full-time 
   Frequency 
   (Row Pct)* 
   (Col Pct)* 
 

 
42,190 
51.76 
39.01 

 
28,388 
34.83 
50.46 

 
5,788.7 
7.10 
11.76 

 
5,148.2 
6.32 
16.51 

 
81,515 
 (33.29%) 
 

Total 108,165 
44.18% 

56,261.5 
22.98% 

49,216.8 
20.10% 

31,186 
12.74% 

244,829 
100% 

*All data is calculated for population estimates. 
 

 
Research Question 2 

 
What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work status), and 

Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on community 

college faculty use of websites for instructional purposes? 
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Table 4.24: Multicollinearity Diagnostics-Web Use Model for all Community College 
Faculty 

 
 
Table 4.25: Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Web Use -Community College Faculty 
Likelihood Ratio (p=<.0001, chi-square=14,443.6266, df=12) 
R-square=0.05, C statistic=0.616 
VARIABLE Parameter 

Estimate(β) 
Standard Error р-value Log Odds Ratio 

Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional 
Training *training 

-0.1035 0.0689 0.1328 0.813 

Satisfaction with 
Autonomy *autonomy 

0.2816 0.0415 <.0001** 1.325 

Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments 
*timecommit 

0.0388 0.0332 0.2438 1.040 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation 
*compens 

-0.0585 0.0341 0.0859 0.943 

Gender *gender 0.1105 0.0651 0.0896 1.247 
Years of Teaching 
*yrsteach 

-0.00905 0.00637 0.1551 0.991 

Union Membership 
*union 

-0.1060 0.0659 0.1080 0.809 

Discipline *discipline 0.0683 0.0554 0.2177 1.146 
Size *size 7.735E-6 8.74E-6 0.3766 1.000 
Wealth *wealth 8.154E-6 0.000039 0.8340 1.000 
Student-Faculty Ratio 
*ratio 

0.0138 0.0106 0.1932 1.041 

Faculty Status 
(full-time vs. part-
time) *ptftstatus 

-0.2814 0.1525 0.0650 0.755 

Intercept -3.5329 0.4995 <.0001  
*SAS variable name      **Values with p-value .05 or less 

VARIABLE TOLERANCE VARIANCE INFLATION 
Training 0.84312 1.18607 
Autonomy 0.69913 1.43035 
Timecommit 0.56953 1.75584 
Compens 0.58783 1.70116 
Gender 0.95701 1.04492 
Yrsteach 0.77705 1.28692 
Union 0.82064 1.21856 
Discipline 0.94339 1.06001 
Size 0.85360 1.17151 
Wealth 0.82219 1.21627 
Ratio 0.89438 1.11809 
Ptftstatus 0.60598 1.65023 
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Logistic regression was used to answer this question.  The dependent variable 

in the logistic equation was webuse (0 = used websites for classes taught, 1=did not 

use websites for classes taught).  The independent variables were all modeled on this 

dependent variable.  

 To test the model, the Likelihood Ratio test was used.  The global null 

hypothesis BETA=0 is that all coefficients of independent variables are zero.  When 

the probability is less than 0.05, the model is significant.  The Likelihood ratio test p-

value is smaller than 0.001 (chi-square=14,443.6266, df=12), indicating that the 

model is significant as a whole. (See table 4.25) 

 R-square was also evaluated to determine the amount of error reduced by 

using the full model versus the intercept only model.  The r-square of 0.05 indicates 

that the full model does reduce some error.  While an r-square of 0.05 would be 

considered low with traditional regression analysis, Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) 

note that low r-square values are the norm with logistic regression.  In addition, the C 

statistic was evaluated to determine the discriminatory power of the logistic equation.  

The C statistic of 0.616 indicates that the model’s predictions are somewhat better 

than chance. 

When using regression, multicollinearity can occur if there are strong linear 

dependencies among explanatory variables.  If two or more variables are strongly 

correlated with one another, they become more unstable, as the higher the 

multicollinearity, the more problematic it becomes to discern distinct effects on some 

independent variables (Allison, 1999).  Multicollinearity diagnostics were run on this 

model.  Tolerance is used to determine multicollinearity, and low tolerance suggests 
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high multicollinearity.  Allison (1999) states that while there is no strict cut-off, one 

should become concerned if the tolerance is below .40.  As can be seen in table 4.24, 

there is no discernable multicollinearity of variables in this model, as all tolerance 

levels are between .60 and .95. 

As reported in table 4.25, satisfaction with autonomy was found to be a significant 

indicator of community college faculty use of the web.  For every one unit increase in the 

satisfaction with autonomy variable, the odds for using the web will be 1.325 times greater 

than the odds for not using the web for instructional purposes, when all other variables are 

held constant.  This indicates that a one unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy scale 

is associated with a 33% increase in the predicted odds of using the web for instructional 

purposes. 

Satisfaction with compensation, gender and faculty status (part-time versus full-time) 

must also be mentioned as they are close to the .05 significance level.  A one unit increase in 

the satisfaction with compensation scale is associated with a 5.7% decrease in the predicted 

odds of using the web for instructional purposes, when all other variables are held constant. 

Therefore, those faculty members who are more satisfied with compensation are less likely to 

use the web for instructional purposes. 

The predicted odds of using the web for instructional purposes for male faculty are 1.247 

times the odds for female faculty, when all other variables are held constant.  In other words, 

the odds of male faculty using the web for instructional purposes are 25% higher than the 

odds for female faculty.   

The predicted odds of using the web for instructional purposes for part-time faculty are 

0.755 times the odds for full-time faculty, holding all other variables constant.  In other 
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words, the odds of part-time faculty using the web for instructional purposes are 25% lower 

than the odds for full-time faculty. 

Research Question 3 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and  

student-faculty ratio) on full-time community college faculty use of websites for 

instructional purposes? 

Logistic regression was used to answer this question.  The dependent variable  
 
in the logistic regression was webuse (0 = used websites for classes taught, 1=did not  
 
use websites for classes taught).  The independent variables were all modeled on this  
 
dependent variable. 

 
 

Table 4.26: Multicollinearity Diagnostics-Web Use-Full-Time Community College 
Faculty 
 
VARIABLE TOLERANCE VARIANCE INFLATION 
Training 0.96296 1.03846 
Autonomy 0.71627 1.39612 
Timecommit 0.67847 1.47390 
Compens 0.70526 1.41791 
Gender 0.94882 1.05394 
Yrsteach 0.88146 1.13448 
Union 0.89557 1.11660 
Discipline 0.91633 1.09131 
Size 0.83966 1.19095 
Wealth 0.83069 1.20382 
Ratio 0.90341 1.10692 
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Table 4.27: Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Web Use –Full-Time Community 
College Faculty  
Likelihood Ratio (p=<.0001, chi-square=5019.8035, df=11) 
R-square=0.05, C statistic=0.619 
VARIABLE Parameter 

Estimate (β) 
Standard Error р-value Log Odds Ratio 

Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional 
Training *training 

-0.1275 0.0682 0.0613 0.775 

Satisfaction with 
Autonomy *autonomy 

0.2899 0.0543 <.0001** 1.336 

Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments 
*timecommit 

0.0523 0.0324 0.1067 1.054 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation 
*compens 

-0.0552 0.0434 0.2026 0.946 

Gender *gender 0.0986 0.0710 0.1647 1.218 
Years of Teaching 
*yrsteach 

-0.0112 0.00723 0.1226 0.989 

Union Membership 
*union 

-0.1382 0.0716 0.0536** 0.759 

Discipline *discipline 0.0372 0.0785 0.6352 1.077 
Size *size -4.66E-6 0.000012 0.5474 1.000 
Wealth *wealth -0.00002 0.000032 0.6981 1.000 
Student-Faculty Ratio 
*ratio 

-0.00349 0.0111 0.7526 0.997 

Intercept -3.2203 0.5774 <.0001  
*SAS variable name 
**Values with p-value .05 or less 

 
 
To test the model, the Likelihood Ratio test was used.  The global null 

hypothesis BETA =0 is that all coefficients of independent variables are zero.  When 

the probability is less than 0.05, the model is significant.  The Likelihood ratio test p-

value is smaller than 0.001 (chi-square=5019.8035, df=11), indicating that the model 

is significant as a whole. (See table 4.27)  

R-square was also evaluated to determine the amount of error reduced by 

using the full model versus the intercept only model.  The r-square of 0.05 indicates 
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that the full model does reduce some error.  While an r-square of 0.05 would be 

considered low with traditional regression analysis, Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) 

note that low r-square values are the norm with logistic regression.  In addition, the C 

statistic was evaluated to determine the discriminatory power of the logistic equation.  

The C statistic of 0.619 indicates that the model’s predictions are somewhat better 

than chance. 

When using regression, multicollinearity can occur if there are strong linear 

dependencies among explanatory variables.  If two or more variables are strongly correlated 

with one another, they become more unstable, as the higher the multicollinearity, the more 

problematic it becomes to discern distinct effects on some independent variables (Allison, 

1999).  Multicollinearity diagnostics were run on this model.  Tolerance is used to determine 

multicollinearity, and low tolerance suggests high multicollinearity.  Allison (1999) states 

that while there is no strict cut-off, one should become concerned if the tolerance is below 

.40.  As can be seen in table 4.26, there is no discernable multicollinearity of variables in this 

model, as all tolerance levels are between .67 and .96. 

As reported in table 4.27, satisfaction with autonomy and union membership 

are significant indicator of full-time community college faculty use of the web.  For 

every unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy variable, the odds for using the 

web will be 1.336 times greater than the odds for not using the web for instructional 

purposes, when all other variables are held constant.  This indicates that a 1-unit 

increase in the satisfaction with autonomy scale is associated with a 34% increase in 

the predicted odds of using the web for instructional purposes. 
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Union membership was also found to be related to faculty use of the web.  The odds 

of using the web for instructional purposes are 24% lower for those who are not union 

members, holding all other variables constant.   

Using institutional funds for instructional training must also be mentioned as it is 

close to the .05 significance level.  The predicted odds of using the web for instructional 

purposes for faculty who have used institutional funds for instructional training are 0.775 

times the odds for those who did not use institutional funds for instructional training, when 

all other variables are held constant.  In other words, the odds of faculty who did use 

institutional funds for instructional training using the web for instructional purposes are 23% 

lower than the odds for those who did not. 

Research Question 4 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and  

student-faculty ratio) on part-time community college faculty use of websites for 

instructional purposes? 

Logistic regression was used to answer this question.  The dependent variable 

in the logistic regression was webuse (0 = used websites for classes taught, 1=did not 

use websites for classes taught).  The independent variables were all modeled on this 

dependent variable. 
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To test the model, the Likelihood Ratio test was used.  The global null 

hypothesis BETA =0 is that all coefficients of independent variables are zero.  When 

the probability is less than 0.05, the model is significant.  The Likelihood ratio test p-

value is smaller than 0.001 (chi-square=9822.4779, df=11), indicating that the model 

is significant as a whole (See table 4.29).  

R-square was also evaluated to determine the amount of error reduced by 

using the full model versus the intercept only model.  The r-square of 0.05 indicates 

that the full model does reduce some error.  While an r-square of 0.05 would be 

considered low with traditional regression analysis, Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) 

note that low r-square values are the norm with logistic regression.  In addition, the C 

statistic was evaluated to determine the discriminatory power of the logistic equation.  

The C statistic of 0.611 indicates that the model’s predictions are somewhat better 

than chance. 

 When using regression, multicollinearity can occur if there are strong linear 

dependencies among explanatory variables.  If two or more variables are strongly 

correlated with one another, they become more unstable, as the higher the 

multicollinearity, the more problematic it becomes to discern distinct effects on some 

independent variables (Allison, 1999).  Multicollinearity diagnostics were run on this 

model.  Tolerance is used to determine multicollinearity, and low tolerance suggests 

high multicollinearity.  Allison (1999) states that while there is no strict cut-off, one 

should become concerned if the tolerance is below .40.  As can be seen in table 4.28, 

there is no discernable multicollinearity of variables in this model, as all tolerance 

levels are between .52 and .98. 
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Table 4.28: Multicollinearity Diagnostics-Web Use-Part-Time Community College 
Faculty 
VARIABLE TOLERANCE VARIANCE INFLATION 
Training 0.98673 1.01345 
Autonomy 0.68381 1.46238 
Timecommit 0.52186 1.91622 
Compens 0.58236 1.71714 
Gender 0.94822 1.05461 
Yrsteach 0.89385 1.11875 
Union 0.91445 1.09355 
Discipline 0.92806 1.07752 
Size 0.85394 1.17104 
Wealth 0.80545 1.24154 
Ratio 0.86893 1.15084 
 
Table 4.29: Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Web Use –Part-Time Community 
College Faculty  
Likelihood Ratio (p=<.0001, chi-square=9822.4779, df=11) 
R-square=0.05, C statistic=0.611 
VARIABLE Parameter 

Estimate (β) 
Standard Error р-value Log Odds Ratio 

Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional 
Training *training 

-0.0721 0.1254 0.5650 0.866 

Satisfaction with 
Autonomy *autonomy 

0.2825 0.0554 <.0001** 1.326 

Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments 
*timecommit 

0.0273 0.0543 0.6152 1.028 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation 
*compens 

-0.0560 0.0451 0.2149 0.946 

Gender *gender 0.1178 0.0861 0.1711 1.266 
Years of Teaching 
*yrsteach 

-0.00806 0.00887 0.3634 0.992 

Union Membership 
*union 

-0.0865 0.1001 0.3874 0.841 

Discipline *discipline 0.0843 0.0765 0.2701 1.184 
Size *size 0.000014 0.000012 0.2691 1.000 
Wealth *wealth 0.000029 0.000056 0.6063 1.000 
Student-Faculty Ratio 
*ratio 

0.0176 0.0108 0.1040 1.018 

Intercept -3.9441 0.6491 <.0001  
*SAS variable name 
**Values with p-value .05 or less 
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As reported in table 4.29, satisfaction with autonomy is a significant indicator of part-

time community college faculty use of the web.  For every unit increase in the satisfaction 

with autonomy variable, the odds for using the web will be 1.326 times greater than the odds 

for not using the web for instructional purposes, when all other variables are held constant.  

This indicates that a one unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy scale is associated 

with a 33% increase in the predicted odds of using the web for instructional purposes. 

Research Question 5 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work status), and 

Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on community 

college faculty teaching a distance education class? 

Logistic regression was used to answer this question.  The dependent variable 

in the logistic regression was “taught a distance education class” (0 = taught a 

distance education class, 1=did not teach a distance education course).  The 

independent variables were all modeled on this dependent variable. 

 To test the model, the Likelihood Ratio test was used.  The global null 

hypothesis BETA =0 is that all coefficients of independent variables are zero.  When 

the probability is less than 0.05, the model is significant.  The Likelihood ratio test p-

value is smaller than 0.001 (chi-square=10900.6115, df=12), indicating that the 

model is significant as a whole. (See table 4.31) 
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 R-square was also evaluated to determine the amount of error reduced by 

using the full model versus the intercept only model.  The r-square of 0.09 indicates 

that the full model does reduce some error.  While an r-square of 0.09 would be 

considered low with traditional regression analysis, Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) 

note that low r-square values are the norm with logistic regression.  In addition, the C 

statistic was evaluated to determine the discriminatory power of the logistic equation.  

The C statistic of 0.627 indicates that the model’s predictions are somewhat better 

than chance.  

 
Table 4.30: Multicollinearity Diagnostics-Distance Education- Community College 
Faculty 
VARIABLE TOLERANCE VARIANCE INFLATION 
Training 0.84056 1.18968 
Autonomy 0.69895 1.43072 
Timecommit 0.56292 1.77645 
Compens 0.57342 1.74393 
Gender 0.94976 1.05290 
Yrsteach 0.78039 1.28142 
Union 0.82175 1.21692 
Discipline 0.94287 1.06059 
Size 0.85459 1.17016 
Wealth 0.81364 1.22904 
Ratio 0.89531 1.11693 
Ptftstatus 0.59816 1.67178 

 

When using regression, multicollinearity can occur if there are strong linear 

dependencies among explanatory variables.  If two or more variables are strongly 

correlated with one another, they become more unstable, as the higher the 

multicollinearity, the more problematic it becomes to discern distinct effects on some 

independent variables (Allison, 1999).  Multicollinearity diagnostics were run on this 

model.  Tolerance is used to determine multicollinearity, and low tolerance suggests 
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high multicollinearity.  Allison (1999) states that while there is no strict cut-off, one 

should become concerned if the tolerance is below .40.  As can be seen in table 4.30, 

there is no discernable multicollinearity of variables in this model, as all tolerance 

levels are between .56 and .94. 

As reported in table 4.31, use of institutional funds for instructional training, satisfaction 

with compensation, discipline and student-faculty ratio are significant indicators of 

community college faculty teaching a distance education class.  The results are discussed in 

the following paragraphs. 

The odds of teaching a distance education class are 1.936 times greater for faculty who 

did use institutional funds for instructional training, holding all other variables constant.  In 

other words, those faculty who used institutional funds for instructional training are 94% 

more likely to teach a distance education course. 

For every one unit increase in the satisfaction with compensation variable, the odds for 

faculty teaching a distance education class will be 1.110 times greater than the odds for not 

teaching distance education, when all other variables are held constant.  This indicates that a 

one unit increase in the satisfaction with compensation scale is associated with an 11% 

increase in the predicted odds of faculty teaching a distance education class. 

Discipline taught was also found to be related to teaching a distance education course.  

The odds of teaching a distance education class is 37% lower for occupational education 

faculty than for general education faculty, holding all other variables constant. 

For every one unit increase in the student-faculty ratio scale, the odds for faculty teaching 

a distance education class will be 1.047 times greater than the odds for not teaching distance 

education, when all other variables are held constant.  This indicates that a one unit increase 
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in the student-faculty ratio scale is associated with an 5% increase in the predicted odds of 

faculty teaching a distance education class.  

 
Table 4.31: Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Teaching Distance Education –
Community College Faculty 
 
Likelihood Ratio (p=<.0001, chi-square=10900.6115, df=12) 
R-square=0.09, C statistic=0.627   
VARIABLE Parameter 

Estimate (β) 
Standard Error р-value Log Odds Ratio 

Use of Institutional 
funds for Instructional 
Training *training 

0.3304 0.1314 0.0119** 1.936 

Satisfaction with 
Autonomy *autonomy 

-0.0115 0.0530 0.8286 0.989 

Satisfaction with Time 
Commitments 
*timecommit 

0.0157 0.0539 0.7710 1.016 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation 
*compens 

0.1045 0.0456 0.0218** 1.110 

Gender *gender -0.1098 0.0853 0.1981 0.803 
Years of Teaching 
*yrsteach 

0.0102 0.00733 0.1638 1.010 

Union Membership 
*union 

0.0906 0.1128 0.4222 1.199 

Discipline *discipline -0.2342 0.1043 0.0247** 0.626 
Size *size -0.00003 0.000020 0.1550 1.000 
Wealth *wealth -0.00001 0.000061 0.8338 1.000 
Student-Faculty Ratio 
*ratio 

0.0460 0.0139 0.0009** 1.047 

Faculty Status 
(full-time versus part-
time)*ptftstatus 

-0.3304 0.2884 0.2519 0.719 

Intercept -3.8162 0.7350 <.0001  
*SAS variable name 
**Values with p-value .05 or less 

 

Summary  
 

 Chi-Square analysis determined that the full-time faculty group was significantly 

more likely to have access to the internet.  Results also showed that student-faculty ratio, 

satisfaction with compensation, use of institutional funds for instructional training and 

teaching an occupational course positively affect the odds of a community college faculty 
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member teaching a distance education course.  In addition, satisfaction with autonomy and 

being male positively affect the odds of a faculty member using the web for instructional 

purposes while satisfaction with compensation and being a part-time faculty member 

negatively affected the odds.  When examining full-time community college faculty 

individually, the use of institutional funds for training and not being a member of a union 

negatively affected the odds of using the web and satisfaction with autonomy positively 

affected it.  For part-time community college faculty the only factor found to affect the use of 

the web for instructional purposes was an increase in satisfaction with autonomy.  In Chapter 

5, the results will be discussed along with their impact on the prior literature and future 

practice.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The purpose of this study was to examine factors that influence both full and part 

time faculty groups’ use of instructional technology, including full and part-time faculty 

access to the Internet, selected intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors, personal and 

professional characteristics, and institutional characteristics.  This research used a cross-

sectional correlational design utilizing secondary analysis of the 1999 National Study of 

Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) dataset.  This study included two-year faculty at public 

institutions that met the following criteria: teaching was their primary responsibility, they 

taught credit courses, and they were not administrators.  Applying the previous criteria 

resulted in a sample of 1,824 part-time faculty and 1,786 full-time respondents for a total of 

3,610 respondents.  Some totals will not be 3,610 since some respondents did not respond to 

all questions or they were not applicable. 

 In the following section, each research question will be restated along with its 

summary and conclusions.  Conclusions will be underlined.  A summary of total findings and 

their impact on the prior literature and future practice will also be discussed.  Results will be 

reported taking into consideration prior literature regarding the importance of intrinsic versus 

extrinsic factors affecting faculty use of technology.  Recommendations for future research 

will be included in the final section of this chapter. 

Research Question 1 
 

Is there a significant difference between part-time and full-time faculty access to the 

Internet? 
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 This research revealed that there is a significant relationship between faculty status 

and availability of Internet access.  More specifically, a greater percentage of full-time 

faculty (87%) have access to the Internet “at work” and “at work and home” than do part-

time faculty (58%) (See table 5.1).  A greater percentage of part-time faculty (43%) have no 

Internet access or Internet access only at home as compared to full-time faculty (13%).  This 

leads to the conclusion that part-time faculty have less access to the internet than their full-

time counterparts.  These findings are congruent with the literature which suggests that part-

time faculty often do not receive the support assistance that they need in order to access web 

resources (McGuire, 1993).  It is noted that they usually have no computer, unlike their full-

time counterparts, who are more likely to receive this support.  As Internet access is one 

critical factor in using the web for instructional purposes, this finding may impact some of 

the other findings in this study.   

 
Table 5.1: Internet Access by Faculty Status  
 
 Both at home 

and at work 
At work only At home only No access to 

the internet 
Total 

Part-time 
   Frequency 
   (Row Pct)* 
   (Col Pct)* 

 
65975 
40.40 
60.99 

 
27873 
17.07 
49.54 

 
43428 
26.59 
88.24 

 
26038 
15.94 
83.49 

 
163314 
(66.71%) 
 

Full-time 
   Frequency 
   (Row Pct)* 
   (Col Pct)* 
 

 
42190 
51.76 
39.01 

 
28388 
34.83 
50.46 

 
5788.7 
7.10 
11.76 

 
5148.2 
6.32 
16.51 

 
81515 
 (33.29%) 
 

Total 108165 
44.18% 

56261.5 
22.98% 

49216.8 
20.10% 

31186 
12.74% 

244829 
100% 

*All data is calculated for population estimates. 
 
 
 While full-time faculty members have been shown to have greater access to the 

Internet, research also revealed that overall, only about one-third of all community college 

faculty are using the web.  It is also noted that full-time and part-time faculty who use the 
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web are doing so in a similar fashion.  Most are using it to post general class information, 

information related to homework, and to provide links to other information.  It is concluded 

that faculty, part-time and full-time, who are using the web are using it for the same 

purposes.   

Research Question 2 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work status), and 

Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on community 

college faculty use of websites for instructional purposes? 

 Satisfaction with autonomy, satisfaction with compensation, gender and faculty status 

(part-time versus full-time) were found to be variables associated with community college 

faculty use of websites for instructional purposes.  Each of these will be discussed in relation 

to their impact on the current literature and their impact on practice.   

 The results revealed that for every one unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy 

variable, the odds for using the web will be 1.325 times greater than the odds for not using 

the web for instructional purposes.  This indicates that a one unit increase in the satisfaction 

with autonomy scale is associated with a 33% increase in the predicted odds of using the web 

for instructional purposes.  It is concluded that faculty who are more satisfied with their 

autonomy are more likely to be those using the web for instructional purposes.  When 

examining the results in comparison to prior research, Dillon and Walsh (1992) found that 
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faculty had little ownership over technological resources suggesting a lack of autonomy; in 

contrast, this research reveals that faculty members using the web for instructional purposes 

tend to be more satisfied with their autonomy.   

 Results also showed that a one unit increase in the satisfaction with compensation 

scale is associated with a 5.7% decrease in the predicted odds of using the web for 

instructional purposes.  This finding indicates that while some faculty members are using the 

web, they are less likely to be satisfied with compensation than those faculty who are not 

using the web to enhance instruction.  This may suggest that faculty who are providing this 

technology enhanced instruction are not being compensated for doing so.  One must consider 

that there may be faculty members who are not participating because of a lack of increased 

compensation.  Wolcott and Betts (1999) found that nonparticipators cited increase in salary 

and monetary support as two of the motivators for their future participation. These finding 

suggest that a lack of extrinsic incentives, especially financial rewards, might account for 

faculty nonparticipation in the use of technology.      

 
Table 5.2: Webuse by Gender 
 
 % Total % Male % Female 
Webuse-YES  33.50 18.72 14.78 
Webuse-NO  66.50 33.74 32.76 
TOTAL 100.00 52.46 47.54 
 

 Gender was also found to be a factor impacting faculty use of the web for 

instructional purposes.  The odds of male faculty using the web are 25% higher than the odds 

for female faculty.  It is concluded that males are more likely than females to use the web for 

instructional purposes.  Prior literature cited that in terms of technology use, men are more 

influenced by perceptions of usefulness of the product and women are more influenced by 
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their perception of how easy the technology is to use (Venkatesh & Morris, 2000).  Ease of 

use was reported to be directly related to training and technical support.  The findings of this 

study, in conjunction with prior research, may suggest that there is a lack of training and 

support for faculty, hence the finding that women have lower odds of using the web for 

instructional purposes as training is an important factor in promoting ease of use. 

 Faculty status (part-time versus full-time) was also found to impact use of the web for 

instructional purposes.  The predicted odds of using the web for part-time faculty are 0.755 

times the odds for full-time faculty.  In other words, the odds of part-time faculty using the 

web for instructional purposes are 25% lower than their full-time counterparts.  It is 

concluded that part-time faculty are less likely than full-time faculty to use the web for 

instructional purposes.  This mirrors the findings of The U.S. Department of Education 

(2002) report that full-time faculty are more likely to use course specific websites than their 

part-time counterparts.  It is noted that this may be impacted by the finding in research 

question 1 that there is a significant difference in Internet access when comparing full-time 

and part-time faculty.  More specifically, a greater percentage of full-time faculty (87%) have 

access to the Internet “at work” and “at work and home” than do part-time faculty (58%), 

thus it may be more likely that the full-time faculty have the resources they need to create 

and use instructional web sites.   

Considering the continued increase in use of part-time faculty (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2001) and the community college’s leading role in providing technology 

enhanced instruction (U.S. Department of Education, 2003), administrators must consider the 

findings that fewer numbers of part-time faculty are using technology and that they are 

suggested to have less support, such as computers, than their full-time counterparts.  Part-
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time faculty will need to play a pivotal role in creating and delivering distance education 

courses if the community college is going to continue to be a major provider of technology 

enhanced instruction.  Administrators must take action to assure that part-time faculty 

members have the resources that they need to actively engage in instructional technology.  

They must be better integrated within the infrastructure of the community college and be 

provided necessary office space, communication tools and computer resources.  While 

campuses may not have current space available to provide each part-time faculty member 

with an office and computer, administrators must consider its importance when planning 

future construction projects.  Administrators may also consider restructuring existing space to 

provide offices and necessary communication tools such as voicemail and computers with 

Internet access to be shared by groups of part-time faculty.   

 The findings of research question 2 have significant impact on practice.  It is clear 

that to promote the use of technology administrators are going to need to provide incentives 

such as monetary support, training, and infrastructure support to all faculty.  They also need 

to communicate with faculty that using technology will not decrease autonomy but may even 

increase satisfaction with autonomy.  Essentially, administrators must assure that faculty 

have the tools that they need to be successful and that they are compensated for their effort.   

Research Question 3 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and 
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student-faculty ratio) on full-time community college faculty use of websites for 

instructional purposes? 

Satisfaction with autonomy, union membership and use of institutional funds for 

instructional purposes were found to be variables related to full-time community college 

faculty use of websites for instructional purposes.  Each of these will be discussed in relation 

to their impact on the current literature and their impact on practice.   

Results showed that for every one unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy 

variable, the odds for using the web for instructional purposes will be 1.336 times greater 

than the odds for not using the web for full-time community college faculty.  This indicates 

that a one unit increase in the satisfaction with autonomy variable is associated with a 34% 

increase in the predicted odd of using the web for instructional purposes.  It is concluded that 

the more satisfied a full-time faculty member is with autonomy, the odds for using the web 

will be greater.  This finding contradicts prior reports that faculty satisfaction with autonomy 

may decrease with the use of technology (Olcott & Wright, 1995; Dillon & Walsh, 1992). 

Union membership was also found to be a factor associated with full-time faculty use 

of websites for instructional purposes.  The odds of using the web are 24% lower for those 

who are not union members.  It is concluded that not being a union member decreases the 

likelihood that full-time faculty member will be using the web for instructional purposes.  A 

2000 report by the National Education Association stated that when distance education 

policies were included in the collective bargaining agreement with unions, institutions were 

significantly more likely to offer distance education training on a regular basis.  Distance 

education training could include computer-based training which may enhance or promote the 

use of instructional websites.  The fact that this study’s results shows that union members 
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have greater odds of using websites suggests the possibility that union members are receiving 

more technological training.  Once again, these findings may support the notion that training 

is an important factor in promoting the use of technology. 

However, the results also reveal that the odds of full-time faculty using the web for 

instructional purposes are 23% lower for those who used institutional funds for instructional 

training.  This leads to the conclusion that full-time faculty who used institutional funds for 

instructional training are less likely to use the web for instructional purposes.  It is noted that 

the question used to evaluate this factor specifically asked, “During the past two years, did 

you use institutional funds for training to improve research and teaching skills?”  The author 

was restricted to this question as the only option for evaluating training and there is no way 

to determine the specific type of training for which the funds were used.  It may be that this 

finding is unrelated to use of technology.  Faculty members teaching with technology might 

have limited time to take advantage of additional learning opportunities due to time 

constraints associated with the planning and implementation of technology enhanced 

instruction.  These faculty members may also be less likely to take advantage of training to 

improve research as their current focus is teaching with technology.  This study also found 

that for full-time faculty, nearly one-third (28.17%) of faculty either cited that there were no 

funds available, that they were not eligible for funds, or that they did not know that funds 

were available for training.   

 In terms of practical significance, the findings for question 3 once again suggest that 

administrators should provide training to promote the use of technology.  Additionally, 

administrators should communicate with faculty that using technology may increase 

satisfaction with autonomy.    
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Research Question 4 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership and discipline), and Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and  

student-faculty ratio) on part-time community college faculty use of websites for 

instructional purposes? 

Satisfaction with autonomy was found to be a variable related to part-time community 

college faculty use of websites for instructional purposes.  A one unit increase in satisfaction 

with autonomy is associated with a 33% increase in the predicted odds of using the web for 

instructional purposes.  This leads to the conclusion that part-time faculty who are more 

satisfied with autonomy are more likely to use the web for instructional purposes.  As stated 

previously, prior literature (Olcott & Wright, 1995; Dillon & Walsh, 1992) suggests that the 

need for autonomy may be an inhibitor to participation as faculty may perceive the use of 

technology to be associated with a decrease in autonomy.  The results from this national 

study should be communicated to faculty as an incentive for greater participation in planning 

and implementing technology enhanced instruction.  Administrators must remember that 

educators often refer to autonomy as the factor that attracted them to the teaching profession 

(Walker and Quinn, 1996).  Faculty must be involved in decisions to use technology for 

enhancement of instruction and be assured that they will retain their autonomy throughout 

the process.  As Ensminger & Surry (2002, p. 5) note “…faculty consider participation in 

designing, developing and decision making important when implementing an innovation.” 
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Research Question 5 
 

What is the predictive value of selected Intrinsic Motivating Factors (use of 

institutional funds for instructional training and satisfaction with autonomy), Extrinsic 

Motivating Factors (satisfaction with time commitments and satisfaction with 

compensation), Personal and Professional Characteristics (gender, years teaching, 

union membership, discipline and part-time versus full-time work status), and 

Institutional Characteristics (size, wealth and student-faculty ratio) on community 

college faculty teaching a distance education class? 

Satisfaction with compensation, discipline, use of institutional funds for instructional 

purposes, and student-faculty ratio were found to be variables related to community college 

faculty teaching a distance education class.  Each of these will be discussed in relation to 

their impact on the current literature and their impact on practice.   

The research shows that for every unit increase in the satisfaction with compensation 

variable, the odds for faculty teaching a distance education class will be 1.110 times greater 

than the odds for faculty not teaching a distance education class.  Also stated, a one unit 

increase in the satisfaction with compensation scale is associated with an 11% increase in the 

predicted odds of faculty teaching a distance education class.  It is concluded that those 

faculty members who are more satisfied with compensation have a higher likelihood of being 

those teaching distance education courses.  This may suggest that administrators are offering 

monetary incentives to faculty to teach distance education as suggested in the literature 

(Crawford & Gannon-Cook, 2002; Schifter, 2002; Bower, 2001; Ellis, 2000; Kirk & 

Shoemaker, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Clark, 1993; Dillon & 

Walsh, 1992).  It is noted that Wolcott and Betts (1999) and Schifter (2002) examined faculty 



 

90  

motivations to participate in distance education and found that those currently participating 

are more motivated by intrinsic factors, whereas nonparticipators motivation for future 

participation tend to be extrinsic factors, such as compensation.  It may be that in reporting 

satisfaction with compensation, those currently teaching distance education would report 

higher satisfaction because it is not one of the main motivators for continuing to teach.  In 

other words, they would be less likely to report dissatisfaction with compensation as it is not 

what motivates or concerns them most with regard to continued practice.  It is more likely 

that as reported by Wolcott and Betts (1999) and Schifter (2002) that those not currently 

teaching distance education are more concerned with external factors hence the results 

presented here. 

 
Table 5.3:  Academic Disciplines Grouped by General Education and Occupational 
Education 
OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION GENERAL EDUCATION  
Agriculture Art 
Architecture and Environmental Design English and Literature 
Business Foreign Languages 
Communications Mathematics/Statistics 
Computer Science Natural Sciences: Biological Sciences 
Education Natural Science: Physical Sciences 
Teacher Education Philosophy, Religion & Theology 
Engineering Physical Education 
Health Sciences Psychology 
Home Economics Social Science and History 
Industrial Arts  
Law  
Library and Archival Sciences  
Parks and Recreation  
Protective Services  
Public Affairs  
Science Technology  
Construction Trades  
Consumer, Personal, & Miscellaneous Services  
Mechanics & Repairers  
Precision Production  
Transport & Material Moving  
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Discipline was also reported to be a factor impacting faculty teaching distance 

education.  The odds of teaching distance education are 37% lower for occupational 

education faculty than for general education faculty.  This leads to the conclusion that 

general education faculty are more likely to teach courses via distance education than their 

occupational education counterparts.  Prior literature suggested that business, engineering 

and computer science faculty tend to be more predisposed to the use of technology (Clark, 

1993; ACES, 2000; NCES, 2002).  It was also noted that technology/vocational educators are 

more likely to be involved in the planning and dissemination of ATE funded curriculum than 

general education faculty (Bailey & Matsuzuka, 2003).  In examining the breakdown of 

occupational versus general educators for this research (See table 5.2) it is determined that 

prior literature findings do not reflect current practice.  While vocational, technology, 

business, engineering and computer science faculty may be more predisposed to the use of 

technology, the odds of a class being taught via distance education are higher for general 

education classes as listed in Table 5.2.  One must consider that many of the vocational 

programs have a clinical or a hands-on component associated with skill attainment related to 

the vocation.  It may be that these vocational programs are less likely to be taught via 

distance education because this required component does not lend itself to technological 

integration.   

This research also revealed that a one unit increase in the student-faculty ratio is 

associated with a 5% increase in the predicted odds of faculty teaching a distance education 

class.  This leads to the conclusion that as student-faculty ratio increases, it is more likely that 

the class is being taught via distance education.  This finding supports the notion that 
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distance education faculty may be required to teach larger classes due to the lack of physical 

constraints such as limited classroom seats. 

Summary of Factors Affecting Use of Technology (Instructional Use of Websites and 
Teaching a Distance Education Course) 

 
 When examining the factors found to be associated with both faculty use of websites 

and faculty teaching a distance education class distinct differences are noted (see table 5.4).  

For example, increased satisfaction with autonomy was found to be a predictor of web use 

for all community faculty and part-time and full-time faculty groups individually.  However, 

Satisfaction with autonomy was not determined to be a factor affecting faculty teaching a  

distance education class.  It may be that faculty using the web for instructional purposes are  

doing so for personal and professional satisfaction and feel autonomous in being able to 

introduce technology enhanced instruction on their own accord.  On the other hand, faculty 

teaching distance education classes may have been assigned distance education courses 

without being afforded the ability to assist with the planning and implementation of these 

programs.  In this case, this faculty group feels no more autonomous than traditional 

classroom educators, hence the finding that there is no difference in satisfaction with 

autonomy between traditional classroom versus distance education faculty. 

Use of institutional funds for instructional training also had discrepant results.  While this 

factor was found to have a negative relationship with faculty using the web (24% decrease in 

predicted odds), it was found to have a positive relationship with faculty teaching a distance 

education course (94% increase in predicted odds).  As stated previously, those using the web 

may be doing so of their own initiative.  This leads to two possibilities as to why faculty 

using the web may be using institutional funds for instructional purposes less than those 
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Table 5.4:  Summary of Factors Affecting Faculty Use of Technology (Instructional 
Websites and Teaching Distance Education Classes) 
 

 (↑)(↑)-indicates a direct relationship 
(↑)(↓)-indicates an indirect relationship 
 
 
who are not using the web to enhance instruction.  First, those using the web may 

be doing so because they are comfortable with technology and they have the tools and skills 

that they need to design and provide this technology.  Secondly, faculty offering technology 

enhanced instruction may be most focused on this aspect of their career and therefore they 

are not taking the time to attend additional learning opportunities.  On the other hand, use of 

institutional funds for instructional purposes was associated with a 94% increase in the 

predicted odds of faculty teaching a distance education class.  This overwhelming increase in 

predicted odds supports the extensive literature which provides findings that training is an 

Factors: Affecting 
Community 
College Faculty 
Use Of Websites 
For Instructional 
Purposes 

 Affecting Full-
Time Community 
College Faculty 
Use Of Websites 
For Instructional 
Purposes 

Affecting Part-
Time 
Community 
College Faculty 
Use Of Websites 
For Instructional 
Purposes 

Affecting 
Community 
College Faculty 
Teaching A 
Distance Education 
Course 

Satisfaction with 
Autonomy (↑) 
(Intrinsic Factor) 

X  (33% ↑ odds ) X (34% ↑ odds) X (33% ↑ odds)  

Use of Institutional 
Funds for 
Instructional 
Purposes (↑) 
(Intrinsic Factor) 

 X (23% ↓ odds)   X (94% ↑ odds) 

Satisfaction with 
Compensation (↑) 
(Extrinsic Factor) 

X  (5.7% ↓ odds)   X (11% ↑ odds) 

Gender (Male) X  (25% ↑ odds)    
Faculty Status 
(Part-time) 

X  (25 % ↓ odds)    

Union Membership 
(No) 

 X (24% ↓ odds)   

Discipline 
(Occupational) 

   X (37% ↓ odds) 

Student-Faculty 
Ratio (↑) 

   X  (5% ↑ odds) 
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effective and necessary motivator for promotion of faculty involvement in technology use 

and subsequent distance education offerings (Ensminger & Surry, 2002; Bower, 2001; 

Dooley & Murphy 2001; Kagima & Hausafus, 2001; Gao, 2000; Groves & Zernel, 2000; 

Schifter, 2000; Dusick, 1999; Mitra, Steffensmeier, Lenzmeier, & Massoni, 1999; Ndahi, 

1999; Richard, 1999; Schauer, Rockwell, Fritz, & Marx, 1998; Wolski & Jackson, 1999; 

Igbaria & Zinatelli, 1997; Olcott & Wright, 1995; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Taylor & White, 

1991).  Administrators might consider many forms of professional development that may be 

especially useful for providing support to part-time faculty as suggested by Covington, 

Petherbridge and Egan-Warren (In Press).  Their case study outlines the methods used to help 

successfully transition part-time North Carolina State professional writing faculty from 

traditional classroom to online teaching.  The training plan consisted of peer mentoring to 

include formal workshops, course development, weekly support sessions and a website of 

shared materials.  More formal training was also provided through regularly scheduled 

workshops, specially prepared departmental seminars and participation by professional 

writing faculty and their mentors in a Teaching and Learning with Technology Summer 

Institute.  This training is crucial to the success of transitioning faculty from face-to-face to 

online course delivery.   Their positive results support the importance of training to assist 

faculty in teaching online.   

 Satisfaction with compensation was another factor found to be associated differently 

with faculty use of the web and faculty teaching a distance education course.  A one-unit 

increase in satisfaction with compensation was associated with a 5.7% decrease in the 

predicted odd of faculty using the web and an 11% increase in the predicted odd of faculty 

teaching a distance education course.  These findings may indicate that faculty are not being 
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adequately compensated for additional efforts in terms of technology enhancement for 

existing courses but that they are being rewarded for courses taught entirely via distance.  If 

this is a reflection on current practice, administrators have acted on prior research findings 

that compensation is often found to be a motivator for future participation in distance 

education (Wolcott and Betts, 1999; Schifter, 2002).  It is noted that to promote increased use 

of technology, administrators must also provide compensation for those individuals who are 

going the extra mile to provide their traditional face-to-face students with an improved 

technological experience.   

 This research also revealed that while gender and faculty status (full-time versus part-

time) had an affect on the predicted odds of faculty using the web, they were not related to 

faculty teaching a distance education course.  Gender may make a difference in use of the 

web if this use of technology is voluntary.  It is reported that males generally are more 

predisposed to using new technology if they see it as useful, and women generally are more 

predisposed to the use of technology if there is ease of use (Venkatesh & Morris, 2000).  It 

may be that male faculty see web use as integral to enhancing the student experience; 

however, female faculty may not be given the training and support that they need to promote 

the use of technology.  As found in the results, this gender difference would not affect faculty 

teaching a distance education class if faculty are being assigned these courses.   

The finding that faculty status, part-time versus full-time, was a factor related to 

faculty use of the web but not associated with faculty teaching a distance education course is 

important to this research.  While it is essential to consider the continued increase in use of 

part-time faculty and the role that this group will need to play in assisting the community 

college to be a leading provider of technology enhanced instruction, this research shows that 
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currently there is no difference in the predicted odds of teaching a distance education course 

based on faculty status, part-timer versus full-time.  It does show however, that part-time 

faculty are 25% less likely than full-time faculty to use the web for instructional purposes.  

This may be due in part to the finding that they are less likely to have access to the Internet 

than their full-time counterparts.  Administrators must consider this discrepancy in resources 

and its affect on the ability of part-time faculty to provide their students with technology 

enhanced learning opportunities.  As the numbers of part-time faculty continue to surpass the 

numbers of full-time faculty, the community college’s leading role in distance education may 

come to a halt if this group is not given the appropriate tools to be an important part of this 

initiative.  Administrators must remain aware that as numbers of part-time faculty continue to 

increase that they will need to be provided with the resources required to offer technology 

enhanced instruction and subsequent distance education offerings.  Administrators must 

consider new ways to provide part-time faculty with infrastructure support.  Part-time faculty 

will need office space, computer resources and communication tools such as voicemail and e-

mail.  While campuses may currently have limited space, administrators must consider part-

time faculty needs when planning future construction projects.  In addition, Community 

College leaders may consider restructuring existing space to provide offices and necessary 

communication tools such as voicemail and computers with Internet access to be shared by 

groups of part-time faculty.   

It is noted that union membership was only found to affect the predicted odds of full-

time faculty using the web.  Prior research found that when distance education policies were 

included in the collective bargaining agreement with unions, institutions were significantly 

more likely to offer distance education training on a regular basis (NEA, 2000).  It may be 
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that union members are getting the training they need to promote this increased use of the 

web for instructional purposes.   

 Discipline was found to only affect the predicted odds of faculty teaching a distance 

education class.  In terms of discipline, Gao (2000) found that some fields of teaching lend 

themselves to integration of technology.  An examination of the research collectively 

revealed that business, engineering and computer science faculty tend to be more predisposed 

to the use of technology (NCES, 2002; ACES, 2000; Clark, 1993).  In addition, Bailey & 

Matsuzuka (2003) found that technology/vocational educators were more likely to be 

involved in the planning and dissemination of Advanced Technological Education 

curriculum and activities than general education faculty.  The findings of this research paint a 

different picture of the major disciplines offering distance education courses.  While it 

appears that faculty use of the web is not affected by discipline, occupational faculty have a 

37% decrease in predicted odds of teaching a course entirely via distance education as 

compared to their general education counterparts.  This research finds that in practice, those 

faculty teaching general education courses such as art, English and literature, foreign 

languages, math and statistics, biological and physical sciences, philosophy, religion, 

theology, physical education, psychology and social science and history are more likely to be 

teaching distance education courses.  One must consider that many of the vocational 

programs have a clinical or a hands-on component associated with skill attainment related to 

the vocation.  It may be that these vocational programs are less likely to be taught via 

distance education because as Gao (2000) suggests, the requirements for successful 

completion of these courses, due to the hands-on need for labs, do not lend themselves to 

technological integration.  In addition, any instructor can enhance a course through the use of 
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websites for instructional purposes by posting a syllabus or resources online, at the very least.  

This may be why discipline was not found to affect the predictive odds of faculty using the 

web as it did for faculty teaching courses entirely via distance education.   

 Student-faculty ratio was also found to only affect the predicted odds of faculty 

teaching a distance education class.  It is noted that faculty assume that they will be required 

to teach larger classes via distance due to the breakdown in physical barriers to enrollment 

(NEA, 2000).  This research reveals that a one unit increase in student-faculty ratio is 

associated with a 5% increase in the predicted odds of teaching a distance education course.  

This does suggest that those teaching distance education have a higher predictability for 

teaching more students than faculty involved in traditional face-to-face instruction.  Results 

show that faculty use of the web is not affected by student-faculty ratio.  The author contends 

that this finding is expected as the web may be used to enhance current face-to-face 

instruction which is still restricted by physical barriers such as class size.  

Intrinsic Versus Extrinsic Factors 
 

 Prior literature supported the notion that intrinsic factors are more highly associated 

with predicting faculty use of technology than extrinsic factors.  Parker (2003) analyzed over 

one-hundred articles and concluded that faculty are generally involved with distance 

education programs for intrinsic rewards.  In addition, much of the literature cites internal 

motivators as the primary factors in determining faculty involvement in distance education 

and technology use (Lee, 2001; Wilson, 2001; Mitchell, 1999; Wolcott & Betts, 1999; Taylor 

& White, 1991).   This research did find that autonomy, an intrinsic motivating factor, was 

consistently associated with the use of the web for all community college faculty and full-

time and part-time faculty individually.  These faculty members seemed to be getting 
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satisfaction regarding autonomy at greater predictive odds than those faculty teaching 

traditional face-to-face classes.  The other internal motivating factor, use of institutional 

funds for instructional purposes provided discrepant results with regards to using the web and 

faculty teaching a distance education course.  The same varying results were found for the 

extrinsic factor “satisfaction with compensation.”   It should also be noted that the extrinsic 

factor “satisfaction with time commitment,” while found to be an important factor affecting 

use in the literature, was found to affect neither use of web nor faculty teaching a distance 

education class.  This research can not definitively support the notion that extrinsic or 

intrinsic factors affect use of technology with varying degrees.   

Implications for Practice 
 
 When examining the results collectively, it becomes apparent that there are some 

initiatives that community college administrators will need to consider if they are to promote 

the use of technology for both full and part-time faculty.  The main themes for promoting use 

are infrastructure support, communication, training and compensation. 

It has been reported that part-time faculty are not always treated equally with their 

full-time counterparts.  More specifically, they often lack infrastructure support such as an 

office and computer resources.  This research revealed that part-time faculty have less access 

to the Internet than their full-time counterparts.  If the community college is going to 

continue to increase its use of part-time faculty while at the same time increasing its distance 

education offerings, administrators are going to have to provide infrastructure support for 

part-time faculty.  Without the necessary tools such as office space, computers and Internet 

access, part-time faculty will not able to assist the community college in its current or future 

efforts to be a leading distance education provider.  It is noted that many community 
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college’s resources are limited.  Administrators might consider reorganizing existing space to 

provide shared offices for part-time instructors.  In addition, when new construction projects 

are in planning stages, offices for part-time instructors should be considered.     

 It is important that administrators communicate with and involve faculty when 

planning new education initiatives.  If there are plans for creating technology-enhanced 

courses or even courses taught entirely via distance, faculty should be involved from the 

planning stages.  Administrators must solicit and heed faculty concerns to ensure successful 

implementation.  As autonomy is important to faculty, they must be assured that they will 

retain autonomy in designing and implementing this new course medium.   

 It is also crucial that faculty receive the training needed to develop and enhance their 

skills and knowledge required to make this transition from traditional face-to-face teaching to 

offering technology-enhanced courses.  Administrators should provide mentors and training 

programs to help faculty to become competent and feel comfortable with this transition.  It is 

recommended that faculty have formal training regarding software, hardware and distance 

course design.  It is also important that they work with a veteran distance education faculty 

member while designing courses and in their first semester of teaching.  Faculty are seen as 

the “expert” in the classroom and they must have the skills and knowledge needed to sustain 

this confidence in a digital world.   

 It is noted that it is time consuming and takes extra effort to convert a traditional face-

to-face course to a distance-based one.  Administrators must be cognizant of this additional 

time commitment and faculty should be compensated.  Administrators may be able to 

provide monetary incentives and/or reduction in workload to reward faculty members for 

their increased effort and additional time commitment. 



 

101  

Limitations 
 

When considering the prior suggestions for practice, each administrator must examine 

his or her own environment and current setting as these results are based on national not local 

data.  Administrators should reflect on their existing initiatives to determine the extent of 

their current efforts in promoting faculty use of technology.  When examining the 

implications for practice, administrators should determine their areas of weakness and begin 

initiatives to enhance these areas.   

 It must also be noted that this study used the 1999 NSOPF data.  It may be that the 

access gap for part-time community college faculty has narrowed.  It may be that 

administrators are currently using some of the suggestions above in promoting the use of 

technology on their campuses.  It may even be true that administrators are now expecting 

new faculty to be hired with a level of expertise regarding technology use.   

Suggestions for Future Research 
 

Since the NSOPF data used in this research was collected in 1999, it is recommended that 

this study be replicated with the new NSOPF data examining academic year 2002-2003, 

when it is released in final form.  The current climate with regards to Internet access and 

technological skills may have changed since the NSOPF:99 data was collected.  In addition, 

researchers may want to replicate this research at their specific institutions as their 

institutional climate and demographics may be different than those reflected in the national 

study.   

It is also recommended that a new survey be designed to measure all the factors, training, 

technical support, adequacy of resources, autonomy, feedback, workload, release time, 

monetary support, gender, years teaching, union membership, discipline, student-faculty 
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ratio, total student enrollment and institutional wealth, found to affect faculty use of 

technology as outlined in this research.  The use of secondary analysis limited the factors 

being examined.   

Research should be conducted to evaluate factors that affect part-time versus full-time 

faculty teaching a distance education course.  The small number of respondents indicating 

that they teach a distance education course limited the ability to analyze these two groups 

individually. 

In the interest of promoting and retaining distance education faculty, a national survey 

should be conducted to evaluate the differences in reported job satisfaction variables for 

those currently using technology and those faculty who are not.  Once faculty are teaching 

distance education, it is important for administrators to consider factors that may assist in 

their retention. 

This study determined that faculty teaching an occupational course were more likely to 

teach distance education than their general education counterparts.  This result warrants 

further research to determine the specific factors contributing to this finding.   

This research also determined that the use of the web for instructional purposes was 

associated with an increase in satisfied with autonomy.  As autonomy is often a factor that 

attracts faculty to the teaching profession, further research should be conducted to explore 

this relationship.  It is particularly important because this research did not find a relationship 

between satisfaction with autonomy and teaching a distance education course.  The specific 

factors helping to increase satisfaction with autonomy should be explored to determine if 

they can be applied to enhance satisfaction with autonomy not only for those using the web 

but for those teaching distance education courses. 
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 Results also revealed that male faculty were more likely than female to use the web 

for instructional purposes.  Research should be conducted to determine possible factors 

contributing to this finding.   

 It is noted that this study could be considered exploratory research and that additional 

analysis is needed related to faculty use of technology.  It is important that additional 

research be conducted to add to this knowledge base and to assist administrators in 

promoting faculty use of technology.  The mission of the community college is and always 

has been to provide accessible education focused on the needs of its community.  As the 21st 

century brings new technological advances, it is important for the community college to use 

these new resources to continue this mission. The use of distance education can open doors to 

previously underserved populations of students.  Education via the Internet breaks down the 

distance barrier to education.  The use of this technology provides a new medium with which 

to fulfill the community college mission to provide accessible education.   

 As noted by Freberg, Floyd, & Marr (1995), “the potential for technology is 

enormous.  Distance learning provides access to higher education for underserved segments 

of the population and increases faculty productivity” (p. 145). There is no question that 

distance education will increase access to higher education for many populations of students,  

“however, responsibility for instructional quality and control, the improvement of learning, 

and the aggregate effectiveness of distance education will rest on the faculty” (Olcott & 

Wright, p. 5, 1995).  In the case of the community college, this means that the “silent 

majority,” the part-time faculty, will need to take a more proactive role in utilizing 

instructional technology. 



 

104  

     Although it has been reported that faculty are the key to successful implementation 

and outcomes of distance education, “many studies cite faculty resistance to instructional 

technology as a primary barrier to the continued growth of distance education programs” 

(Jones, Lindler, Murphy, & Dooley, 2002, p. 3).  Olcott & Wright (1995) note that many 

faculty are continuing to resist participating in distance education.  As the community college 

continues its trend of increased utilization of distance education, the issue of faculty 

resistance will become an issue that must be addressed.  As Surry and Land (2000), note, “to 

increase the utilization of technology on campus, administrators will have to understand 

technological change from the faculty’s perspective and develop strategies for encouraging 

faculty to use technology” (p. 149).  In order to develop appropriate strategies to encourage 

faculty use, it is imperative that administrators understand the factors that affect faculty use 

of technology.  Research must be conducted to determine these factors.  This research is 

becoming more and more important as the demand for distance education and technology 

enhanced courses will continue to increase in the future. 
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APPENDIX 1 

NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(NSOPF:99) 
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SAS PROGRAMS AND OUTPUT 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1 –SAS PROGRAM 

libname in "E:\"; 
data one; set in. nsopf99f; 
options fmtsearch=(in.frmt_fac); 
options ps=65; 
*format q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 x01_0 q93b q93f q65d q65e q66a q66d q65a q65b q65c 
       q66g q66h q66b q66c q60i q60j q60m q60n x01_64 q43 best8.; 
 
*the below subset data for group of interest; 
 
if x01_0=8; *public 2 year colleges only; 
if q2=1 or 2; *instructional duties included all or some credit courses; 
if q3=1; *primary responsibility was teaching; 
 
if x09_41 = 0 then disted = 1; 
if x09_41 = 1 or x09_41 = 2 or x09_41 = 3 or x09_41 = 4 or x09_41 = 5 then 
disted = 0; 
 
if q43 = 1 then webuse = 0; 
if q43 = 2 then webuse = 1; 
 
autonomy = (q65a + q65b + q65c); 
compens = (q66b + q66g + q66h); 
if x35_0 ge 1 AND X23_0 ge 1; wealth = (X35_0 / X23_0); 
timecommit = (Q66A + Q65E + q66d); 
if x23_0 ge 1; size = X23_0; 
 
if q61d = 1 then training = 0; 
if q61d = 2 or q61d = 3 or q61d = 4 then training = 1; 
 
if q81 = 1 then gender = 0; 
if q81 = 2 then gender = 1; 
 
if q64 le 3 then union = 0; 
if q64 = 4 then union = 1; 
 
yrsteach = q25; 
 
if X10_0 ge 1 then ratio = X10_0; 
 
if q5= 1 then ptftstatus = 1; 
if q5 = 2 then ptftstatus = 0; 
 
*the following create 0=occ_ed and 1=gen_ed; 
if q14 le 0 then delete; 
if q14 ge 101 and q14 le 130 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 141 and q14 le 150 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 161 and q14 le 280 then discipline =0; 
if q14 ge 291 and q14 le 320 then discipline =1;*"english .language"; 
if q14 ge 331 and q14 le 380 then discipline =0;   
if q14 ge 390 and q14 le 420 then discipline = 1;  
if q14 = 430 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 440 and q14 le 442 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 = 470 then discipline = 1; 
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if q14 = 500 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 = 510 then discipline =1; 
if q14 ge 520 and q14 le 530 then discipline =0;*"soc_sc"; 
if q14 ge 541 and q14 le 560 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 601 and q14 le 690 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
*if q14 ge 900 and q14 le 900 then discipline ="other"; 
 
proc freq; tables q5*q48 / all;  
run; 
proc freq; tables q5*q48; weight weight / all;  
run; 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1-SAS OUTPUT 

The SAS System         
                                                                                                    
                                        The FREQ Procedure                                          
                                                                                                    
                                        Table of Q5 by Q48                                          
                                                                                                    
                   Q5(Employed P/T or F/T)     Q48(Internet access)                                 
                                                                                                    
                   Frequency       ‚                                                                
                   Percent         ‚                                                                
                   Row Pct         ‚                                                                
                   Col Pct         ‚Both at ‚At work ‚At home ‚No acces‚  Total                     
                                   ‚home and‚only    ‚only    ‚s to the‚                            
                                   ‚ at work‚        ‚        ‚Interne ‚                             
                                   ‚        ‚        ‚        ‚t       ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Part-time       ‚  65975 ‚  27873 ‚  43428 ‚  26038 ‚ 163314                     
                                   ‚  26.95 ‚  11.38 ‚  17.74 ‚  10.64 ‚  66.71                     
                                   ‚  40.40 ‚  17.07 ‚  26.59 ‚  15.94 ‚                            
                                   ‚  60.99 ‚  49.54 ‚  88.24 ‚  83.49 ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Full-time       ‚  42190 ‚  28388 ‚ 5788.7 ‚ 5148.2 ‚  81515                     
                                   ‚  17.23 ‚  11.60 ‚   2.36 ‚   2.10 ‚  33.29                     
                                   ‚  51.76 ‚  34.83 ‚   7.10 ‚   6.32 ‚                            
                                   ‚  39.01 ‚  50.46 ‚  11.76 ‚  16.51 ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Total             108165  56261.5  49216.8    31186   244829                     
                                      44.18    22.98    20.10    12.74   100.00                     
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                 Statistics for Table of Q5 by Q48                                  
                                                                                                    
                      Statistic                     DF       Value      Prob                        
                      ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                        
                      Chi-Square                     3  23282.3432    <.0001                        
                      Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square    3  25287.4373    <.0001                        
                      Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square     1  11848.3525    <.0001                        
                      Phi Coefficient                       0.3084                                  
                      Contingency Coefficient               0.2947                                  
                      Cramer's V                            0.3084                                  
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                      Statistic                              Value       ASE                        
                      ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                        
                      Gamma                                -0.3322    0.0030                        
                      Kendall's Tau-b                      -0.1865    0.0017                        
                      Stuart's Tau-c                       -0.2073    0.0019                        
                                                                                                    
                      Somers' D C|R                        -0.2334    0.0021                        
                      Somers' D R|C                        -0.1491    0.0014                        
                                                                                                    
                      Pearson Correlation                  -0.2200    0.0018                        
                      Spearman Correlation                 -0.2017    0.0018                        
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                      Lambda Asymmetric C|R                 0.0000    0.0000                        
                      Lambda Asymmetric R|C                 0.0063    0.0029                        
                      Lambda Symmetric                      0.0024    0.0011                        
                                                                                                    
                      Uncertainty Coefficient C|R           0.0402    0.0005                        
                      Uncertainty Coefficient R|C           0.0812    0.0009                        
                      Uncertainty Coefficient Symmetric     0.0538    0.0006                        
                                                                                                    
                                     Sample Size = 244828.9375                                      
                                           
                                                                                                    
                                        The FREQ Procedure                                          
                                                                                                    
                                 Summary Statistics for Q5 by Q48                                   
                                                                                                    
                    Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel Statistics (Based on Table Scores)                      
                                                                                                    
                  Statistic    Alternative Hypothesis    DF       Value      Prob                   
                  ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                   
                      1        Nonzero Correlation        1  11848.3525    <.0001                   
                      2        Row Mean Scores Differ     1  11848.3525    <.0001                   
                      3        General Association        3  23282.2481    <.0001                   
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                  Total Sample Size = 244828.9375                                   
                                           
                                                                                                    
                                        The FREQ Procedure                                          
                                                                                                    
                                        Table of Q5 by Q48                                          
                                                                                                    
                   Q5(Employed P/T or F/T)     Q48(Internet access)                                 
                                                                                                    
                   Frequency       ‚                                                                
                   Percent         ‚                                                                
                   Row Pct         ‚                                                                
                   Col Pct         ‚Both at ‚At work ‚At home ‚No acces‚  Total                     
                                   ‚home and‚only    ‚only    ‚s to the‚                            
                                   ‚ at work‚        ‚        ‚ Interne‚                            
                                   ‚        ‚        ‚        ‚t       ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Part-time       ‚    699 ‚    356 ‚    467 ‚    302 ‚   1824                     
                                   ‚  19.36 ‚   9.86 ‚  12.94 ‚   8.37 ‚  50.53                     
                                   ‚  38.32 ‚  19.52 ‚  25.60 ‚  16.56 ‚                            
                                   ‚  43.20 ‚  36.51 ‚  78.22 ‚  71.90 ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Full-time       ‚    919 ‚    619 ‚    130 ‚    118 ‚   1786                     
                                   ‚  25.46 ‚  17.15 ‚   3.60 ‚   3.27 ‚  49.47                     
                                   ‚  51.46 ‚  34.66 ‚   7.28 ‚   6.61 ‚                            
                                   ‚  56.80 ‚  63.49 ‚  21.78 ‚  28.10 ‚                            
                   ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒˆ                            
                   Total               1618      975      597      420     3610                     
                                      44.82    27.01    16.54    11.63   100.00                     
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Statistics for Table of Q5 by Q48 
                                                                                                    
                      Statistic                     DF       Value      Prob                        
                      ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                        
                      Chi-Square                     3    371.3395    <.0001                        
                      Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square    3    386.7436    <.0001                        
                      Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Square     1    221.0569    <.0001                        
                      Phi Coefficient                       0.3207                                  
                      Contingency Coefficient               0.3054                                  
                      Cramer's V                            0.3207                                  
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                      Statistic                              Value       ASE                        
                      ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                        
                      Gamma                                -0.3479    0.0237                        
                      Kendall's Tau-b                      -0.2097    0.0149                        
                      Stuart's Tau-c                       -0.2455    0.0176                        
                                                                                                    
                      Somers' D C|R                        -0.2455    0.0176                        
                      Somers' D R|C                        -0.1791    0.0126                        
                                                                                                    
                      Pearson Correlation                  -0.2475    0.0156                        
                      Spearman Correlation                 -0.2261    0.0161                        
                                                                                                    
                      Lambda Asymmetric C|R                 0.0000    0.0000                        
                      Lambda Asymmetric R|C                 0.2704    0.0244                        
                      Lambda Symmetric                      0.1278    0.0125                        
                                                                                                    
                      Uncertainty Coefficient C|R           0.0425    0.0041                        
                      Uncertainty Coefficient R|C           0.0773    0.0075                        
                      Uncertainty Coefficient Symmetric     0.0548    0.0053                        
                                                                                                    
                                        Sample Size = 3610                                          
                                           
                                                                                                    
                                        The FREQ Procedure                                          
                                                                                                    
                                 Summary Statistics for Q5 by Q48                                   
                                                                                                    
                    Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel Statistics (Based on Table Scores)                      
                                                                                                    
                  Statistic    Alternative Hypothesis    DF       Value      Prob                   
                  ƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒƒ                   
                      1        Nonzero Correlation        1    221.0569    <.0001                   
                      2        Row Mean Scores Differ     1    221.0569    <.0001                   
                      3        General Association        3    371.2367    <.0001                   
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Total Sample Size = 3610   
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC PROGRAM 

libname in "E:\"; 
data one; set in. nsopf99f; 
options fmtsearch=(in.frmt_fac); 
options ps=65; 
*format q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 x01_0 q93b q93f q65d q65e q66a q66d q65a q65b q65c 
       q66g q66h q66b q66c q60i q60j q60m q60n x01_64 q43 best8.; 
 
*the below subset data for group of interest; 
 
if x01_0=8; *public 2 year colleges only; 
if q2=1 or 2; *instructional duties included all or some credit courses; 
if q3=1; *primary responsibility was teaching; 
 
if x09_41 = 0 then disted = 1; 
if x09_41 = 1 or x09_41 = 2 or x09_41 = 3 or x09_41 = 4 or x09_41 = 5 then 
disted = 0; 
 
if q43 = 1 then webuse = 0; 
if q43 = 2 then webuse = 1; 
 
autonomy = (q65a + q65b + q65c); 
compens = (q66b + q66g + q66h); 
if x35_0 ge 1 AND X23_0 ge 1; wealth = (X35_0 / X23_0); 
timecommit = (Q66A + Q65E + q66d); 
if x23_0 ge 1; size = X23_0; 
 
if q61d = 1 then training = 0; 
if q61d = 2 or q61d = 3 or q61d = 4 then training = 1; 
 
if q81 = 1 then gender = 0; 
if q81 = 2 then gender = 1; 
 
if q64 le 3 then union = 0; 
if q64 = 4 then union = 1; 
 
yrsteach = q25; 
 
if X10_0 ge 1 then ratio = X10_0; 
 
if q5= 1 then ptftstatus = 1; 
if q5 = 2 then ptftstatus = 0; 
 
*the following create 0=occ_ed and 1=gen_ed; 
if q14 le 0 then delete; 
if q14 ge 101 and q14 le 130 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 141 and q14 le 150 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 161 and q14 le 280 then discipline =0; 
if q14 ge 291 and q14 le 320 then discipline =1;*"english .language"; 
if q14 ge 331 and q14 le 380 then discipline =0;   
if q14 ge 390 and q14 le 420 then discipline = 1;  
if q14 = 430 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 440 and q14 le 442 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 = 470 then discipline = 1; 
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if q14 = 500 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 = 510 then discipline =1; 
if q14 ge 520 and q14 le 530 then discipline =0;*"soc_sc"; 
if q14 ge 541 and q14 le 560 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 601 and q14 le 690 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
*if q14 ge 900 and q14 le 900 then discipline ="other"; 
 
 
proc surveylogistic; 
class training gender union discipline; 
model webuse = Training autonomy timecommit compens gender yrsteach Union 
discipline wealth size ratio ptftstatus; 
stratum istratum; 
cluster psu; 
weight weight; 
run; 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC OUTPUT 

                                                                                                    
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                         Model Information                                          
                                                                                                    
       Data Set                      WORK.ONE                                                       
       Response Variable             webuse                                                         
       Number of Response Levels     2                                                              
       Stratum Variable              ISTRATUM                    Sample: Institution Stratum        
       Number of Strata              2                                                              
       Cluster Variable              PSU                         Sample: PSU                        
       Number of Clusters            248                                                            
       Weight Variable               WEIGHT                      Sample: Weight                     
       Model                         Binary Logit                                                   
       Optimization Technique        Fisher's Scoring                                               
       Variance Adjustment           Degrees of Freedom (DF)                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Number of Observations Read        3610                               
                              Number of Observations Used        3370                               
                              Sum of Weights Read            244828.9                               
                              Sum of Weights Used            231585.6                               
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                         Response Profile                                           
                                                                                                    
                        Ordered                      Total            Total                         
                          Value       webuse     Frequency           Weight                         
                                                                                                    
                              1            0           869         78021.74                         
                              2            1          2501        153563.84                         
                                                                                                    
                                 Probability modeled is webuse=0.                                   
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 159 observations were deleted due to missing values for the response or explanatory           
      variables.                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 81 observations having nonpositive frequencies or weights were excluded since they do 
not contribute to the analysis.                                                                   
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Class Level Information                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                           Design                                   
                                Class          Value     Variables                                  
                                                                                                    
                                training       0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                gender         0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                union          0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
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                                discipline     0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Model Convergence Status                                       
                                                                                                    
                          Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.                             
                                           
                                                                                                    
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Model Fit Statistics                                         
                                                                                                    
                                                           Intercept                                
                                            Intercept            and                                
                              Criterion          Only     Covariates                                
                                                                                                    
                              AIC           295949.59      281529.96                                
                              SC            295955.71      281609.56                                
                              -2 Log L      295947.59      281503.96                                
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0                                
                                                                                                    
                      Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                       
                                                                                                    
                      Likelihood Ratio     14443.6266       12         <.0001                       
                      Score                13214.0648       12         <.0001                       
                      Wald                    79.7430       12         <.0001                       
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                    Type 3 Analysis of Effects                                      
                                                                                                    
                                                      Wald                                          
                          Effect          DF    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                            
                                                                                                    
                          training         1        2.2589        0.1328                            
                          autonomy         1       46.0154        <.0001                            
                          timecommit       1        1.3586        0.2438                            
                          compens          1        2.9495        0.0859                            
                          gender           1        2.8808        0.0896                            
                          yrsteach         1        2.0216        0.1551                            
                          union            1        2.5831        0.1080                            
                          discipline       1        1.5194        0.2177                            
                          wealth           1        0.0439        0.8340                            
                          size             1        0.7817        0.3766                            
                          ratio            1        1.6928        0.1932                            
                          ptftstatus       1        3.4042        0.0650                            
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Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
                                                                                                    
                                                Standard          Wald                              
              Parameter       DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                
                                                                                                    
              Intercept        1     -3.5329      0.4995       50.0320        <.0001                
              training   0     1     -0.1035      0.0689        2.2589        0.1328                
              autonomy         1      0.2816      0.0415       46.0154        <.0001                
              timecommit       1      0.0388      0.0332        1.3586        0.2438                
              compens          1     -0.0585      0.0341        2.9495        0.0859                
              gender     0     1      0.1105      0.0651        2.8808        0.0896                
              yrsteach         1    -0.00905     0.00637        2.0216        0.1551                
              union      0     1     -0.1060      0.0659        2.5831        0.1080                
              discipline 0     1      0.0683      0.0554        1.5194        0.2177                
              wealth           1    8.154E-6    0.000039        0.0439        0.8340                
              size             1    7.735E-6    8.749E-6        0.7817        0.3766                
              ratio            1      0.0138      0.0106        1.6928        0.1932                
              ptftstatus       1     -0.2814      0.1525        3.4042        0.0650                
                                                                                                             
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Odds Ratio Estimates                                         
                                                                                                    
                                               Point          95% Wald                              
                       Effect               Estimate      Confidence Limits                         
                                                                                                    
                       training   0 vs 1       0.813       0.621       1.065                        
                       autonomy                1.325       1.222       1.438                        
                       timecommit              1.040       0.974       1.110                        
                       compens                 0.943       0.882       1.008                        
                       gender     0 vs 1       1.247       0.966       1.610                        
                       yrsteach                0.991       0.979       1.003                        
                       union      0 vs 1       0.809       0.625       1.048                        
                       discipline 0 vs 1       1.146       0.923       1.425                        
                       wealth                  1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       size                    1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       ratio                   1.014       0.993       1.035                        
                       ptftstatus              0.755       0.560       1.018                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                   Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses                    
                                                                                                    
                        Percent Concordant       61.4    Somers' D    0.232                         
                        Percent Discordant       38.1    Gamma        0.234                         
                        Percent Tied              0.5    Tau-a        0.089                         
                        Pairs                 2173369    c            0.616                         
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC PROGRAM 

libname in "E:\"; 
data one; set in. nsopf99f; 
options fmtsearch=(in.frmt_fac); 
options ps=65; 
*format q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 x01_0 q93b q93f q65d q65e q66a q66d q65a q65b q65c 
       q66g q66h q66b q66c q60i q60j q60m q60n x01_64 q43 best8.; 
 
*the below subset data for group of interest; 
 
if x01_0=8; *public 2 year colleges only; 
if q2=1 or 2; *instructional duties included all or some credit courses; 
if q3=1; *primary responsibility was teaching; 
 
if x09_41 = 0 then disted = 1; 
if x09_41 = 1 or x09_41 = 2 or x09_41 = 3 or x09_41 = 4 or x09_41 = 5 then 
disted = 0; 
 
if q43 = 1 then webuse = 0; 
if q43 = 2 then webuse = 1; 
 
autonomy = (q65a + q65b + q65c); 
compens = (q66b + q66g + q66h); 
if x35_0 ge 1 AND X23_0 ge 1; wealth = (X35_0 / X23_0); 
timecommit = (Q66A + Q65E + q66d); 
if x23_0 ge 1; size = X23_0; 
 
if q61d = 1 then training = 0; 
if q61d = 2 or q61d = 3 or q61d = 4 then training = 1; 
 
if q81 = 1 then gender = 0; 
if q81 = 2 then gender = 1; 
 
if q64 le 3 then union = 0; 
if q64 = 4 then union = 1; 
 
yrsteach = q25; 
 
if X10_0 ge 1 then ratio = X10_0; 
 
if q5= 1 then ptftstatus = 1; 
if q5 = 2 then ptftstatus = 0; 
 
*the following create 0=occ_ed and 1=gen_ed; 
if q14 le 0 then delete; 
if q14 ge 101 and q14 le 130 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 141 and q14 le 150 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 161 and q14 le 280 then discipline =0; 
if q14 ge 291 and q14 le 320 then discipline =1;*"english .language"; 
if q14 ge 331 and q14 le 380 then discipline =0;   
if q14 ge 390 and q14 le 420 then discipline = 1;  
if q14 = 430 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 440 and q14 le 442 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 = 470 then discipline = 1; 
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if q14 = 500 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 = 510 then discipline =1; 
if q14 ge 520 and q14 le 530 then discipline =0;*"soc_sc"; 
if q14 ge 541 and q14 le 560 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 601 and q14 le 690 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
*if q14 ge 900 and q14 le 900 then discipline ="other"; 
if q5=2; 
 
 
proc surveylogistic; 
class training gender union discipline ; 
model webuse = Training autonomy timecommit compens gender yrsteach Union 
discipline wealth size ratio; 
stratum istratum; 
cluster psu; 
weight weight; 
run; 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC OUTPUT 

                                                                                                    
                                   The SAS System          
 
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure 
 
                                         Model Information 
 
       Data Set                      WORK.ONE 
       Response Variable             webuse 
       Number of Response Levels     2 
       Stratum Variable              ISTRATUM                    Sample: Institution Stratum 
       Number of Strata              2 
       Cluster Variable              PSU                         Sample: PSU 
       Number of Clusters            247 
       Weight Variable               WEIGHT                      Sample: Weight 
       Model                         Binary Logit 
       Optimization Technique        Fisher's Scoring 
       Variance Adjustment           Degrees of Freedom (DF) 
 
 
                              Number of Observations Read        1786 
                              Number of Observations Used        1680 
                              Sum of Weights Read            81515.06 
                              Sum of Weights Used            78136.42 
 
 
                                         Response Profile 
 
                        Ordered                      Total            Total 
                          Value       webuse     Frequency           Weight 
 
                              1            0           468        27333.860 
                              2            1          1212        50802.564 
 
                                 Probability modeled is webuse=0. 
 
NOTE: 64 observations were deleted due to missing values for the response or explanatory 
variables. 
 
NOTE: 42 observations having nonpositive frequencies or weights were excluded since they do 
not contribute to the analysis. 
 
 
                                     Class Level Information 
 
                                                           Design 
                                Class          Value     Variables 
 
                                training       0                 1 
                                               1                -1 
 
                                gender         0                 1 
                                               1                -1 
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                                union          0                 1 
                                               1                -1 
 
                                discipline     0                 1 
                                               1                -1 
 
 
                                     Model Convergence Status 
 
                          Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied. 
 
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure 
 
                                       Model Fit Statistics 
 
                                                           Intercept 
                                            Intercept            and 
                              Criterion          Only     Covariates 
 
                              AIC           101163.13      96165.322 
                              SC            101168.55      96230.440 
                              -2 Log L      101161.13      96141.322 
 
 
                              Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0 
 
                      Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq 
 
                      Likelihood Ratio      5019.8035       11         <.0001 
                      Score                 4572.0771       11         <.0001 
                      Wald                    67.2982       11         <.0001 
 
 
                                    Type 3 Analysis of Effects 
 
                                                      Wald 
                          Effect          DF    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq 
 
                          training         1        3.5010        0.0613 
                          autonomy         1       28.4669        <.0001 
                          timecommit       1        2.6029        0.1067 
                          compens          1        1.6234        0.2026 
                          gender           1        1.9308        0.1647 
                          yrsteach         1        2.3832        0.1226 
                          union            1        3.7256        0.0536 
                          discipline       1        0.2250        0.6352 
                          wealth           1        0.3620        0.5474 
                          size             1        0.1504        0.6981 
                          ratio            1        0.0994        0.7526 
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Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
 
                                                Standard          Wald 
              Parameter       DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq 
 
              Intercept        1     -3.2203      0.5774       31.1050        <.0001 
              training   0     1     -0.1275      0.0682        3.5010        0.0613 
              autonomy         1      0.2899      0.0543       28.4669        <.0001 
              timecommit       1      0.0523      0.0324        2.6029        0.1067 
              compens          1     -0.0552      0.0434        1.6234        0.2026 
              gender     0     1      0.0986      0.0710        1.9308        0.1647 
              yrsteach         1     -0.0112     0.00723        2.3832        0.1226 
              union      0     1     -0.1382      0.0716        3.7256        0.0536 
              discipline 0     1      0.0372      0.0785        0.2250        0.6352 
              wealth           1    -0.00002    0.000032        0.3620        0.5474 
              size             1    -4.66E-6    0.000012        0.1504        0.6981 
              ratio            1    -0.00349      0.0111        0.0994        0.7526 
 
 
 
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure 
 
                                       Odds Ratio Estimates 
 
                                               Point          95% Wald 
                       Effect               Estimate      Confidence Limits 
 
                       training   0 vs 1       0.775       0.593       1.012 
                       autonomy                1.336       1.201       1.486 
                       timecommit              1.054       0.989       1.123 
                       compens                 0.946       0.869       1.030 
                       gender     0 vs 1       1.218       0.922       1.609 
                       yrsteach                0.989       0.975       1.003 
                       union      0 vs 1       0.759       0.573       1.004 
                       discipline 0 vs 1       1.077       0.792       1.465 
                       wealth                  1.000       1.000       1.000 
                       size                    1.000       1.000       1.000 
                       ratio                   0.997       0.975       1.018 
 
 
                   Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses 
 
                        Percent Concordant      61.7    Somers' D    0.238 
                        Percent Discordant      37.9    Gamma        0.239 
                        Percent Tied             0.5    Tau-a        0.096 
                        Pairs                 567216    c            0.619 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC PROGRAM 

libname in "E:\"; 
data one; set in. nsopf99f; 
options fmtsearch=(in.frmt_fac); 
options ps=65; 
*format q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 x01_0 q93b q93f q65d q65e q66a q66d q65a q65b q65c 
       q66g q66h q66b q66c q60i q60j q60m q60n x01_64 q43 best8.; 
 
*the below subset data for group of interest; 
 
if x01_0=8; *public 2 year colleges only; 
if q2=1 or 2; *instructional duties included all or some credit courses; 
if q3=1; *primary responsibility was teaching; 
 
if x09_41 = 0 then disted = 1; 
if x09_41 = 1 or x09_41 = 2 or x09_41 = 3 or x09_41 = 4 or x09_41 = 5 then 
disted = 0; 
 
if q43 = 1 then webuse = 0; 
if q43 = 2 then webuse = 1; 
 
autonomy = (q65a + q65b + q65c); 
compens = (q66b + q66g + q66h); 
if x35_0 ge 1 AND X23_0 ge 1; wealth = (X35_0 / X23_0); 
timecommit = (Q66A + Q65E + q66d); 
if x23_0 ge 1; size = X23_0; 
 
if q61d = 1 then training = 0; 
if q61d = 2 or q61d = 3 or q61d = 4 then training = 1; 
 
 
if q81 = 1 then gender = 0; 
if q81 = 2 then gender = 1; 
 
if q64 le 3 then union = 0; 
if q64 = 4 then union = 1; 
 
yrsteach = q25; 
 
if X10_0 ge 1 then ratio = X10_0; 
 
if q5= 1 then ptftstatus = 1; 
if q5 = 2 then ptftstatus = 0; 
 
*the following create 0=occ_ed and 1=gen_ed; 
if q14 le 0 then delete; 
if q14 ge 101 and q14 le 130 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 141 and q14 le 150 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 161 and q14 le 280 then discipline =0; 
if q14 ge 291 and q14 le 320 then discipline =1;*"english .language"; 
if q14 ge 331 and q14 le 380 then discipline =0;   
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if q14 ge 390 and q14 le 420 then discipline = 1;  
if q14 = 430 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 440 and q14 le 442 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 = 470 then discipline = 1; 
if q14 = 500 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 = 510 then discipline =1; 
if q14 ge 520 and q14 le 530 then discipline =0;*"soc_sc"; 
if q14 ge 541 and q14 le 560 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 601 and q14 le 690 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
*if q14 ge 900 and q14 le 900 then discipline ="other"; 
if q5=1; 
 
 
proc surveylogistic; 
class training gender union discipline; 
model webuse = Training autonomy timecommit compens gender yrsteach Union 
discipline wealth size ratio; 
stratum istratum; 
cluster psu; 
weight weight; 
run;                             
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC OUTPUT 

The SAS System         
                                                                                                    
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                         Model Information                                          
                                                                                                    
       Data Set                      WORK.ONE                                                       
       Response Variable             webuse                                                         
       Number of Response Levels     2                                                              
       Stratum Variable              ISTRATUM                    Sample: Institution Stratum        
       Number of Strata              2                                                              
       Cluster Variable              PSU                         Sample: PSU                        
       Number of Clusters            218                                                            
       Weight Variable               WEIGHT                      Sample: Weight                     
       Model                         Binary Logit                                                   
       Optimization Technique        Fisher's Scoring                                               
       Variance Adjustment           Degrees of Freedom (DF)                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Number of Observations Read        1824                               
                              Number of Observations Used        1690                               
                              Sum of Weights Read            163313.9                               
                              Sum of Weights Used            153449.2                               
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                         Response Profile                                           
                                                                                                    
                        Ordered                      Total            Total                         
                          Value       webuse     Frequency           Weight                         
                                                                                                    
                              1            0           401         50687.88                         
                              2            1          1289        102761.28                         
                                                                                                    
                                 Probability modeled is webuse=0.                                   
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 95 observations were deleted due to missing values for the response or explanatory 
variables. 
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 39 observations having nonpositive frequencies or weights were excluded since they do 
not contribute to the analysis.                                                                   
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Class Level Information                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                           Design                                   
                                Class          Value     Variables                                  
                                                                                                    
                                training       0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                gender         0                 1                                  
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                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                union          0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                discipline     0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Model Convergence Status                                       
                                                                                                    
                          Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.                             
                                           
                                                                                                    
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Model Fit Statistics                                         
                                                                                                    
                                                           Intercept                                
                                            Intercept            and                                
                              Criterion          Only     Covariates                                
                                                                                                    
                              AIC           194700.61      184900.13                                
                              SC            194706.04      184965.32                                
                              -2 Log L      194698.61      184876.13                                
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0                                
                                                                                                    
                      Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                       
                                                                                                    
                      Likelihood Ratio      9822.4779       11         <.0001                       
                      Score                 9021.0535       11         <.0001                       
                      Wald                    41.9650       11         <.0001                       
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                    Type 3 Analysis of Effects                                      
                                                                                                    
                                                      Wald                                          
                          Effect          DF    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                            
                                                                                                    
                          training         1        0.3312        0.5650                            
                          autonomy         1       25.9978        <.0001                            
                          timecommit       1        0.2527        0.6152                            
                          compens          1        1.5383        0.2149                            
                          gender           1        1.8730        0.1711                            
                          yrsteach         1        0.8263        0.3634                            
                          union            1        0.7472        0.3874                            
                          discipline       1        1.2162        0.2701                            
                          wealth           1        0.2656        0.6063                            
                          size             1        1.2215        0.2691                            
                          ratio            1        2.6429        0.1040                            
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Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
                                                                                                    
                                                Standard          Wald                              
              Parameter       DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                
                                                                                                    
              Intercept        1     -3.9441      0.6491       36.9195        <.0001                
              training   0     1     -0.0721      0.1254        0.3312        0.5650                
              autonomy         1      0.2825      0.0554       25.9978        <.0001                
              timecommit       1      0.0273      0.0543        0.2527        0.6152                
              compens          1     -0.0560      0.0451        1.5383        0.2149                
              gender     0     1      0.1178      0.0861        1.8730        0.1711                
              yrsteach         1    -0.00806     0.00887        0.8263        0.3634                
              union      0     1     -0.0865      0.1001        0.7472        0.3874                
              discipline 0     1      0.0843      0.0765        1.2162        0.2701                
              wealth           1    0.000029    0.000056        0.2656        0.6063                
              size             1    0.000014    0.000012        1.2215        0.2691                
              ratio            1      0.0176      0.0108        2.6429        0.1040                
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                             
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Odds Ratio Estimates                                         
                                                                                                    
                                               Point          95% Wald                              
                       Effect               Estimate      Confidence Limits                         
                                                                                                    
                       training   0 vs 1       0.866       0.530       1.415                        
                       autonomy                1.326       1.190       1.479                        
                       timecommit              1.028       0.924       1.143                        
                       compens                 0.946       0.866       1.033                        
                       gender     0 vs 1       1.266       0.903       1.773                        
                       yrsteach                0.992       0.975       1.009                        
                       union      0 vs 1       0.841       0.568       1.245                        
                       discipline 0 vs 1       1.184       0.877       1.597                        
                       wealth                  1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       size                    1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       ratio                   1.018       0.996       1.040                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                   Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses                    
                                                                                                    
                        Percent Concordant      60.8    Somers' D    0.222                          
                        Percent Discordant      38.7    Gamma        0.223                          
                        Percent Tied             0.5    Tau-a        0.080                          
                        Pairs                 516889    c            0.611                          
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC PROGRAM 

libname in "E:\"; 
data one; set in. nsopf99f; 
options fmtsearch=(in.frmt_fac); 
options ps=65; 
*format q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 x01_0 q93b q93f q65d q65e q66a q66d q65a q65b q65c 
       q66g q66h q66b q66c q60i q60j q60m q60n x01_64 q43 best8.; 
 
*the below subset data for group of interest; 
 
if x01_0=8; *public 2 year colleges only; 
if q2=1 or 2; *instructional duties included all or some credit courses; 
if q3=1; *primary responsibility was teaching; 
 
if x09_41 = 0 then disted = 1; 
if x09_41 = 1 or x09_41 = 2 or x09_41 = 3 or x09_41 = 4 or x09_41 = 5 then 
disted = 0; 
 
if q43 = 1 then webuse = 0; 
if q43 = 2 then webuse = 1; 
 
autonomy = (q65a + q65b + q65c); 
compens = (q66b + q66g + q66h); 
if x35_0 ge 1 AND X23_0 ge 1; wealth = (X35_0 / X23_0); 
timecommit = (Q66A + Q65E + q66d); 
if x23_0 ge 1; size = X23_0; 
 
if q61d = 1 then training = 0; 
if q61d = 2 or q61d = 3 or q61d = 4 then training = 1; 
 
 
if q81 = 1 then gender = 0; 
if q81 = 2 then gender = 1; 
 
if q64 le 3 then union = 0; 
if q64 = 4 then union = 1; 
 
yrsteach = q25; 
 
if X10_0 ge 1 then ratio = X10_0; 
 
if q5= 1 then ptftstatus = 1; 
if q5 = 2 then ptftstatus = 0; 
 
*the following create 0=occ_ed and 1=gen_ed; 
if q14 le 0 then delete; 
if q14 ge 101 and q14 le 130 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 141 and q14 le 150 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 161 and q14 le 280 then discipline =0; 
if q14 ge 291 and q14 le 320 then discipline =1;*"english .language"; 
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if q14 ge 331 and q14 le 380 then discipline =0;   
if q14 ge 390 and q14 le 420 then discipline = 1;  
if q14 = 430 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 ge 440 and q14 le 442 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 = 470 then discipline = 1; 
if q14 = 500 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
if q14 = 510 then discipline =1; 
if q14 ge 520 and q14 le 530 then discipline =0;*"soc_sc"; 
if q14 ge 541 and q14 le 560 then discipline =1;*"humanities"; 
if q14 ge 601 and q14 le 690 then discipline =0;*"occ_ed"; 
*if q14 ge 900 and q14 le 900 then discipline ="other"; 
 
 
proc surveylogistic; 
class training gender union discipline ; 
model disted = Training autonomy timecommit compens gender yrsteach Union 
discipline wealth size ratio ptftstatus; 
stratum istratum; 
cluster psu; 
weight weight; 
run;   
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5-SAS SURVEYLOGISTIC OUTPUT 

The SAS System        
                                                                                                    
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                         Model Information                                          
                                                                                                    
       Data Set                      WORK.ONE                                                       
       Response Variable             disted                                                         
       Number of Response Levels     2                                                              
       Stratum Variable              ISTRATUM                    Sample: Institution Stratum        
       Number of Strata              2                                                              
       Cluster Variable              PSU                         Sample: PSU                        
       Number of Clusters            248                                                            
       Weight Variable               WEIGHT                      Sample: Weight                     
       Model                         Binary Logit                                                   
       Optimization Technique        Fisher's Scoring                                               
       Variance Adjustment           Degrees of Freedom (DF)                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Number of Observations Read        3610                               
                              Number of Observations Used        3111                               
                              Sum of Weights Read            244828.9                               
                              Sum of Weights Used            209795.3                               
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                         Response Profile                                           
                                                                                                    
                        Ordered                      Total            Total                         
                          Value       disted     Frequency           Weight                         
                                                                                                    
                              1            0           250         16763.05                         
                              2            1          2861        193032.28                         
                                                                                                    
                                 Probability modeled is disted=0.                                   
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 424 observations were deleted due to missing values for the response or explanatory           
      variables.                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
NOTE: 75 observations having nonpositive frequencies or weights were excluded since they do 
not contribute to the analysis.                                                                   
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Class Level Information                                        
                                                                                                    
                                                           Design                                   
                                Class          Value     Variables                                  
                                                                                                    
                                training       0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
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                                gender         0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                union          0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                discipline     0                 1                                  
                                               1                -1                                  
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                     Model Convergence Status                                       
                                                                                                    
                          Convergence criterion (GCONV=1E-8) satisfied.                             
                                                                                                             
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Model Fit Statistics                                         
                                                                                                    
                                                           Intercept                                
                                            Intercept            and                                
                              Criterion          Only     Covariates                                
                                                                                                    
                              AIC           116870.47      105993.86                                
                              SC            116876.51      106072.41                                
                              -2 Log L      116868.47      105967.86                                
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                              Testing Global Null Hypothesis: BETA=0                                
                                                                                                    
                      Test                 Chi-Square       DF     Pr > ChiSq                       
                                                                                                    
                      Likelihood Ratio     10900.6115       12         <.0001                       
                      Score                14185.5936       12         <.0001                       
                      Wald                    63.0313       12         <.0001                       
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                                    Type 3 Analysis of Effects                                      
                                                                                                    
                                                      Wald                                          
                          Effect          DF    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                            
                                                                                                    
                          training         1        6.3230        0.0119                            
                          autonomy         1        0.0469        0.8286                            
                          timecommit       1        0.0847        0.7710                            
                          compens          1        5.2643        0.0218                            
                          gender           1        1.6566        0.1981                            
                          yrsteach         1        1.9387        0.1638                            
                          union            1        0.6442        0.4222                            
                          discipline       1        5.0433        0.0247                            
                          wealth           1        0.0440        0.8338                            
                          size             1        2.0222        0.1550                            
                          ratio            1       10.9495        0.0009                            
                          ptftstatus       1        1.3128        0.2519                            
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Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
                                                                                                    
                                                Standard          Wald                              
              Parameter       DF    Estimate       Error    Chi-Square    Pr > ChiSq                
                                                                                                    
              Intercept        1     -3.8162      0.7350       26.9542        <.0001                
              training   0     1      0.3304      0.1314        6.3230        0.0119                
              autonomy         1     -0.0115      0.0530        0.0469        0.8286                
              timecommit       1      0.0157      0.0539        0.0847        0.7710                
              compens          1      0.1045      0.0456        5.2643        0.0218                
              gender     0     1     -0.1098      0.0853        1.6566        0.1981                
              yrsteach         1      0.0102     0.00733        1.9387        0.1638                
              union      0     1      0.0906      0.1128        0.6442        0.4222                
              discipline 0     1     -0.2342      0.1043        5.0433        0.0247                
              wealth           1    -0.00001    0.000061        0.0440        0.8338                
              size             1    -0.00003    0.000020        2.0222        0.1550                
              ratio            1      0.0460      0.0139       10.9495        0.0009                
              ptftstatus       1     -0.3304      0.2884        1.3128        0.2519                
                                                                                                             
                                   The SURVEYLOGISTIC Procedure                                     
                                                                                                    
                                       Odds Ratio Estimates                                         
                                                                                                    
                                               Point          95% Wald                              
                       Effect               Estimate      Confidence Limits                         
                                                                                                    
                       training   0 vs 1       1.936       1.157       3.240                        
                       autonomy                0.989       0.891       1.097                        
                       timecommit              1.016       0.914       1.129                        
                       compens                 1.110       1.015       1.214                        
                       gender     0 vs 1       0.803       0.575       1.122                        
                       yrsteach                1.010       0.996       1.025                        
                       union      0 vs 1       1.199       0.770       1.865                        
                       discipline 0 vs 1       0.626       0.416       0.942                        
                       wealth                  1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       size                    1.000       1.000       1.000                        
                       ratio                   1.047       1.019       1.076                        
                       ptftstatus              0.719       0.408       1.265                        
                                                                                                    
                                                                                                    
                   Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses                    
                                                                                                    
                        Percent Concordant      62.1    Somers' D    0.253                          
                        Percent Discordant      36.7    Gamma        0.256                          
                        Percent Tied             1.2    Tau-a        0.037                          
                        Pairs                 715250    c            0.627                          

                                           


