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As populations in the U.S. continue to shift, we see
concomitant shifts in the enrollments of students who make up our
higher education institutions. Recent data show that while the popula-
tions at elite institutions tend to be stable, less selective institutions are
increasingly more likely to enroll a more diverse population of students,
including immigrants (Massey, Charles, Lundy, & Fischer, 2003). These
population shifts have resulted in institutions that have become known
as minority serving institutions (MSIs).

Lane and Brown (2003) maintained, however, that we can not assume
that Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs) nor Predominantly Black Institu-
tions (PBIs) provide either congenial or intimidating campus environments
for students. For example, HSIs began serving the Latino population be-
cause of geographic location and demographic changes (Benitez, 1998).
The institutional missions of many HSIs and some PBIs do not directly ad-
dress the specific needs of students of color (Contreras & Bensimon, 2005;
Lane & Brown, 2003). By contrast, the institutional missions of Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) do directly address the
needs of African American students (Redd, 1998). Hispanic Serving Institu-
tions were not created under federal law nor with a historical purpose of
serving Latino students. Predominantly Black Institutions typically have
geographic circumstances that have resulted in their serving Black students.
These types of institutions can be called minority serving institutions.
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Along with circumstantial shifts, many minority serving institutions
also face financial difficulties and report understaffed and underfunded
campuses. These challenges may impact the ability of minority serving
institutions to successfully benefit their student populations. As funding
for higher education grows tighter, we see increased emphases on mea-
surement and accountability (Brown & Lane, 2003). As institutions turn
their focus to document value added and achievement of students, they
produce studies that assess student views of their learning and their col-
lege experiences. Relatively few of these studies examine the attitudes,
perceptions, and preferences of the instructors who work with those
students.

Faculty attitudes toward students and teaching significantly influence
the campus environment. Faculty beliefs, practices, and values can di-
minish or enhance outcomes for students of color (Bensimon, Pefia, &
Castillo, 2004). Possible differences between Predominantly White In-
stitutions (PWI) and minority serving institutions raise several questions
regarding whether discrepancies exist in the learning environment of un-
dergraduates. Do faculty attitudes at PWIs differ from faculty attitudes
at HSIs and PBIs? Do faculty perceptions and preferences about under-
graduate students at PWIs differ from faculty at minority serving institu-
tions? How do these characteristics affect the conditions of student
learning?

By examining variations in faculty attitudes, opinions about students,
and satisfaction with their profession, we explore differences in learning
environments for students attending HSIs and PBIs. Results will be of
interest to administrators and faculty who seek to optimize the learning
environment for college students of color. This paper describes the atti-
tudes, perceptions, and preferences of faculty at Hispanic Serving Insti-
tutions and Predominantly Black Institutions. Using the 1999 National
Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-99) data set, we compared in-
structors of these minority serving institutions with instructors from
similar institutions that had high enrollments of Caucasian students.
Highlighting dissimilarities allows us to understand how campus envi-
ronments and faculty culture may differ between minority serving insti-
tutions and other PWI campuses with similar academic missions. These
factors are examined under the framework of campus environments and
institutional ethos. Brown and Lane (2003) cautioned against comparing
all institutions within large groups when student populations, institu-
tional mission, and educational goals differ. In this study, we attempt to
address that issue by grouping institutions according to Carnegie Classi-
fication and examining differences across campuses of different popula-
tion groupings.
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For this study, we used the following definitions:

HBCU Historically Black Colleges and Universities

e PBI Brown (2003) describes as predominantly black institu-
tions those that have a 50% or greater Black student enroll-
ment. For this study, predominantly black institutions were
defined as those with 25% or greater Black student enroll-
ment, and included HBCUs.

* HSI For this study Hispanic Serving Institutions are institutions
with Latino enrollment of 25% or greater (Benitez, 1998).

e MSI  For this study, minority serving institutions include any in-
stitutions that are defined above as a PBI or an HSI.

* PWI  Predominantly White Institutions are those that do not

carry a Historically Black College or University designa-

tion and are not a Predominantly Black nor a Hispanic

Serving Institution. For the purposes of this study institu-

tions with enrollments of Black and Latino students under

10% of the total were designated as Predominantly White

Institutions.

Historically, many postsecondary institutions in the United States
were established to improve society, empower its citizens, and promote
democratic values. The aim to educate citizens enhanced the diversity of
American higher education (Lane & Brown, 2003). Understanding cam-
pus environments and faculty attitudes toward undergraduate education
helps us examine institutional environments and educational structures
to see whether they encourage opportunity for future leaders in our
society.

The Campus Environment

Institutional Ethos

Institutions and, in particular, faculty can serve to enhance or detract
from students’ views of themselves as scholars. Bandura’s and others’
work on self efficacy demonstrates that positive faculty beliefs about the
abilities of their students as well as their own abilities to teach their stu-
dents can result in positive student achievement (Bandura, 1986, 1999).
Additional research shows that Black students at HBIs are likely to ex-
perience more positive attitudes regarding their abilities than are Black
students at PWIs (Brown, 1994; Trent & Hill, 1994). Negative attitudes
can diminish enthusiasm on the part of learners at the least and at worst,
embarrass or intimidate them. Nelson Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo,
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Williams, and Salinas Holmes (2007) found that African American stu-
dents at HBCUs reported significantly more support, more student—fac-
ulty interaction and more gains in cognitive and personal development
than African American students at PWIs. By providing classroom experi-
ences that foster participation and encouragement for a broad array of stu-
dents, faculty can enhance student learning (Stage, Muller, Kinzie, & Sim-
mons, 1998). Taking students who are not well-prepared and working to
develop their skills rather than screen them out, institutions can produce
proportionately more graduates. Additionally, at institutions predomi-
nantly serving students of color, students are more likely to encounter role
models who can reinforce aspirations for academic pursuits. By fostering
an institutional ethos regarding a belief in the ability of all students to
learn, administrators and faculty can help students feel welcomed into the
academy and unafraid to explore new learning challenges. By examining
attitudes of faculty, we can obtain a “snapshot” of institutional ethos.

Faculty

Most studies of faculty occur within single and selective institutions
and tend to focus outside the context of their classroom and their rela-
tionships with students. Those few national studies that do exist tend to
focus on research publication and career advancement. Additionally, few
studies focus on differences across institutional type.

To assess campus environments, many studies have examined the col-
lege experience from the student viewpoint, but few have explored fac-
ulty attitudes and opinions about undergraduate students and their edu-
cation. Most recent studies of faculty examined job satisfaction,
scholarly productivity, employment status (e.g., tenure), compensation,
and attitudes toward their work environment (Clery & Lee, 1998; Black-
burn & Lawrence, 1995; Centra, 1993).

In studies of college student outcomes most researchers attempt to
take into account student incoming characteristics that make a differ-
ence, but seldom include measures of faculty attitudes and perceptions
toward teaching and students—an important part of the educational
process and the creation of institutional ethos. Institutions and in partic-
ular faculty can serve to enhance or detract from students’ views of
themselves as scholars. For example, Black students at PWIs have re-
ported skepticism on the part of faculty as well as classmates regarding
their abilities to perform college level work (Brown, 1994). In addition,
Nelson Laird, et al. (2007) found that African American students at
HBCUs are more engaged with faculty than their counterparts at PWIs.
However, Hispanic student engagement with faculty are similar at PWIs
and HSIs.
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Faculty attitudes towards students and teaching significantly influ-
ence the campus environment. Their beliefs, practices, and values can
diminish or enhance outcomes for students of color (Bensimon, Pefia, &
Castillo, 2004). Stage and Kinzie (1999), in a study of three institutions,
found that not only classroom practices, but also faculty attitudes and in-
stitutional ethos combined to promote students’ beliefs about themselves
as students and to promote classroom success. By examining variations
in faculty attitudes, opinions about students, and satisfaction with their
profession, we can explore differences in learning environments for stu-
dents attending minority serving institutions. Results may be of interest
to administrators, faculty, and policy makers who seek to optimize the
learning environment for Latino and African American college students.

Methods

In order to better understand the attitudes, perceptions, and prefer-
ences of faculty at Hispanic Serving and Predominantly Black Institu-
tions, we focused on institutions with higher percentages of Latino and
African American enrollments, and we included PWIs for comparison
purposes. Institutions with higher percentages of Native American en-
rollment were not included in this study because the dataset included
few faculty from these institutions. Using the 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF-99) restricted use data set, we compared
the responses of instructors of these institutions with instructors from
similar PWIs. Describing differences allowed us to understand further
how campus environments and faculty culture may differ between HSIs,
PBIs, and other campuses with similar academic missions. Specifically
we explored the ways in which faculty from HSIs and PBIs differed
from other similar institutions (PWIs) based on: (a) Satisfaction with
academic career; (b) Perception of teaching and undergraduate students;
(c) Satisfaction with instructional duties; and (d) Opinion about the in-
stitutional environment.

The NSOPF-99 survey included two questionnaires—the institutional
survey and faculty survey. The data set includes information on faculty
and instructional staff employed by 819 institutions in the United States
(Abraham, Steiger, Tourangeau, Kuhr, Wells, & Yang, 2000). The insti-
tutional survey obtained information on the number of faculty em-
ployed, tenure policies, retirement benefits, and faculty hires/departures.
This faculty survey had seven subsections, which included: employ-
ment, career background, institutional workload, job satisfaction, com-
pensation, socio-demographic characteristics, and opinions.

Public and private not-for-profit degree granting institutions receiving
U.S. financial aid (N=960) were selected to participate in the NSOPF-99
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data collection. Of these institutions, 819 institutions participated in the
study by providing a list of faculty for the study. These efforts produced
a sample of 19,213 faculty members. Data collection from individual
faculty members began in February 1999. Participants chose between
completing their questionnaire by mail or via the Internet. Faculty from
the sample received emails, telephone follow-ups, and mail to increase
the response rate. Of the original 19,213 faculty selected for the study,
18,043 completed and returned the questionnaire—a 83.2 percent re-
sponse rate (Abraham et al., 2000).

From the NSOPF-99 data set, we selected only full-time faculty with in-
structional duties who indicated their principal activities as research and
teaching. We excluded part-time faculty, administrators, and non-instruc-
tional researchers. In addition, we selected faculty from Doctoral, Com-
prehensive, Liberal Arts, and Community Colleges'. We excluded Re-
search I and II institutions because few of them are minority serving
institutions and because the focus of this study was on undergraduate edu-
cation. With these restrictions, the sample size was 5,870 from 636 institu-
tions. Next, we divided the sample into four categories: (a) Latino enroll-
ment less than 10% (N=5590); (b) Latino enrollment greater than 25%
(N=369), (c) African American enrollment less than 10% (N=4855), and
African American enrollment greater than 25% (N=735). For comparison
purposes, we decided to use the 25% or more student of color enrollment
as our definition of Hispanic and African American serving institutions be-
cause it is frequently used as the criterion to identify HSIs (Benitez, 1998).

To measure the preferences, attitudes, and perceptions of faculty from
these institutions, we selected 15 questions (measured on a 4-point
scale: 4 strongly agree, 3 agree, 2 strongly disagree, 1 disagree) from
NSOPF-99 (Table 1). The first four items addressed academic career;
satisfaction with the authority to make other job decisions, with work
load, with advancement opportunity, and with the job overall. The next
four addressed perceptions of students and teaching, satisfaction with
the time available to advise students, with quality of undergraduate stu-
dents, time preferred teaching undergraduate students (as a percentage
of total time), and opinion of undergraduate education at the institution
(4-point scale expressing disagreement or agreement that the quality of
undergraduate education had declined-reverse coded). Three items dealt
with instructional duties: satisfaction with authority to decide course
content, with authority to decide courses taught, and with time available
for class preparation. The final four elicited opinions about their institu-
tional environment, opinion regarding treatment of female faculty, treat-
ment of minority faculty, choosing academic career again, and atmos-
phere of expression of ideas.
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TABLE 1
NSOPF-99 Items

Satisfaction with academic career Satisfaction with authority to make other job decision
Satisfaction with work load
Satisfaction with advancement opportunity
Satisfaction with job overall

Perception of teaching and Satisfaction with time avail to advise students
undergraduate students Satisfaction with quality of undergraduate students
Time preferred teaching undergraduate students
Opinion of undergraduate education at institution

Satisfaction with instructional duties Satisfaction with authority to decide course content
Satisfaction with authority to decide courses taught
Satisfaction with time available for class preparation

Opinion about institutional environment Opinion about treatment of female faculty
Opinion about treatment of minority faculty
Opinion about choosing academic career again
Opinion of atmosphere for expression of ideas

In our analysis, we compared the responses of faculty from institu-
tions with less than 10% Latino enrollment with faculty from those same
kinds of institutions with over 25% Latino enrollment and from institu-
tions with less than 10% African American enrollment with faculty from
similar institutions with over 25% African American enrollment. Table 2
provides the number of institutions represented for each Carnegie Clas-
sification.

Using analysis of variance (ANOVA), we compared the means of the
faculty responses from institutions with higher percentages of minority
enrollment with those from lower percentages of minority enrollment.
For the first comparison we pooled the four intuitional types. Using
SPSS we also took a random sample from our first comparison groups to

TABLE 2

Institution Sample Size for Each Carnegie Classification and Students of Color Enrollment Percentage.

Carnegie classification # of institutions African American enrollment Latino enrollment
<10% >25% <10% >25%

aDoctoral & comprehensive 277 199 23 235 11

Liberal arts 76 52 12 70 0

Community colleges 283 175 49 190 31

dcombined for subsequent analysis;
bnot included in final analysis because of low representation of HSIs
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equalize group sixes for comparison. We randomly selected 300 from
the less than 10% Latino enrollment group (original N=5590), 300 from
the greater than 25% Latino enrollment (original N=369), 300 from the
less than 10% African American enrollment group (original N=4855),
and 300 from the greater than 25% African American enrollment group
(original N=735)2.

We then proceeded to compare differences based on Carnegie classifi-
cation. Because of the relatively small numbers of faculty in some cells
within the Doctoral and Comprehensive institutions (see Table 2), we
combined the analysis for the two classifications and compared the dif-
ferences based on Latino and African American enrollment. Similar to
the first comparison, we randomly selected faculty from the Doctoral
and Comprehensive comparison group. For Doctoral and Comprehen-
sive institutions, we randomly selected 150 responses from the less than
10% Latino enrollment (original N=2,879), used the original 131 from
the greater than 25% Latino enrollment, 260 from the less than 10%
African American enrollment (original N=2,503), and the original 246
from the greater than 25% African American enrollment.

Finally, we compared the differences in faculty responses from Com-
munity Colleges based on Latino and African American enrollments.
Similar to the other two comparisons, we again randomly selected fac-
ulty responses. We randomly selected 250 responses from institutions
with less than 10% Latino enrollment (N=1,140), used the original 230
from institutions with greater than 25% Latino enrollment, 350 from in-
stitutions with less than 10% African American enrollment (N=1,313),
and used the original 329 from institutions with greater than 25%
African American enrollment. We did not include a comparison of Lib-
eral Arts institutions alone, because the NSOPF-99 data set did not have
a sample of HSI Liberal Arts institutions (see Table 2).

Because NSOPF-99 is a large data set and we are only using a small
portion of the data set, the sample’s effect size (ES) is an important
way to measure the magnitude of the interaction with the dependent
variable. The effect size differs from a significance test because the
measure is independent of sample size. There are several methods to
determine effect size (Cohen, 1988). For this study, we used Cohen’s d
to measure the effect size. Cohen’s d is calculated by measuring the
difference between the two means and dividing by the standard devia-
tion of one of the two groups. Generally, a Cohen’s d of .2 is consid-
ered a small effect size. A Cohen’s d of .5 is of moderate size, and
Cohen’s d of .8 is large (Cohen, 1988). However, Cohen (1988) and
others suggest that these values hold for fields characterized by potent
variables and a high degree if experimental control, neither of which
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describe higher education research. Cohen suggests that values would
be more modest in nonexperimental fields characterizing much of
education.

Results

The 15 NSOPF-99 items were used to compare the attitudes, percep-
tions, and preferences of faculty from MSIs with those from PWIs.
ANOVA was used to identify differences based on Latino and African
American enrollments. Table 3 presents the results for all faculty se-
lected for this study, from Doctoral, Comprehensive, Liberal Arts, and
Community College institutions. The far left column of the table identi-
fies the NSOPF-99 item. The next two columns present the response
means of faculty from institutions with less than 10% Latino enrollment
and greater than 25% Latino enrollment. The next column indicates the
significance level of the ANOVA, and the Cohen’s d measure of the ef-
fect size. The next three columns present the same statistical information
showing differences in response means of faculty from institutions with
less than 10% and greater than 25% African American enrollment
enrollments.

As indicated in Table 3, with pooled data from several Carnegie insti-
tutional types, few differences existed. Faculty from institutions with
higher Latino enrollment preferred to spend a greater percentage of their
time teaching undergraduate students than faculty from institutions with
lower Latino enrollment (p<.05). In addition, faculty from institutions
with high levels of Latino enrollments were significantly less satisfied
with their authority to decide their course content than faculty from pre-
dominantly white institutions (p<.001). As Cohen (1988) suggested
would be the case for nonexperimental research, the effect sizes were
modest at .21 and .20 respectively.

Comparing differences based on African American enrollment pro-
duced several significant results. But more positive responses did not al-
ways favor similar institutions. Faculty from institutions with higher
African American enrollment preferred to spend more time teaching un-
dergraduate students (p<.001). However, faculty from institutions with
higher African American enrollments were significantly less satisfied
with their opportunity for career advancement, less satisfied with the
quality of their undergraduate students (p<.001), and less satisfied with
their authority to decide course content (p<.001). The Cohen’s d indi-
cated relatively small to moderate differences between the two groups.

Institutional type and mission can also impact the attitudes, percep-
tions, and preferences of faculty members (Boyer, 1987). Therefore, we
compared the responses of faculty based on Carnegie Classifications.
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TABLE 3

Comparison of Faculty Responses from Doctoral, Comprehensive, Liberal Arts, and Community

College Institutions.

Latino Enrollment

African American Enrollment

Doctoral, comprehensive, <10% >25% <10% >25%
liberal arts, & N=300  N=300 N=300  N=300
community colleges
NSOPF-99 item Mean Mean Sig. Mean Mean Sig.
(SD) (SD) (SD) (Cohen d) (SD) (SD) (Cohen d)
Satis w/authority make 2.98 2.99 0.889 2.96 2.95 0.964
job decision (0.88) (0.89) (0.01) (0.87) (0.92) (0.01)
Satis w/work load 2.80 2.90 0.227 2.81 2.89 0.291
(0.94) (0.95) (0.11) (0.90) (0.95) (0.09)
Satis w/advancement 2.97 291 0.486 3.02 2.85 0.029*
opportunity (1.02) (0.97) (0.06) (0.94) (0.96) (0.18)
Satis w/job overall 3.23 3.24 0.867 3.19 3.17 0.730
(0.71) (0.75) (0.01) (0.69) (0.73) (.03)
Satis w/time avail 3.09 3.10 0.836 3.04 3.10 0.381
to advise students (0.784) (0.795) (0.01) (0.82) (0.86) (0.09)
Satis w/quality of 2.75 2.76 0.889 2.87 2.63 0.001%*
undergrad students (0.84) (0.91) (0.01) (0.84) (0.91) (0.29)
Time preferred teaching 51.78 57.37 0.011* 54.41 59.33 0.031*
undergraduatess (26.17) (27.29) 0.21) (27.36) (28.40) (0.18)
Opinion of undergraduate 2.63 2.62 0.920 2.63 2.73 0.152
education at institution (0.80) (0.83) (0.01) (0.81) (0.84) (0.12)
Satisfaction w/authority 3.72 3.60 0.023* 3.79 3.70 0.043*
to decide course content (0.61) (0.75) (0.20) (0.52) (0.60) 0.17)
Satisfaction w/authority to 3.34 3.27 0.339 343 3.38 0.392
decide courses taught (0.80) (0.82) (0.09) (0.69) (0.74) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/time 2.99 3.05 0.388 2.97 3.06 0.203
available for class prep (0.85) (0.85) (0.07) (0.84) (0.89) 0.11)
Opinion about treatment 3.06 3.11 0.464 3.03 3.05 0.709
of female faculty (0.78) (0.78) (0.06) (0.76) (0.77) (0.03)
Opinion about treatment 3.12 3.09 0.564 3.07 3.03 0.486
of minority faculty (0.74) (0.81) (0.04) (0.70) (0.82) (0.06)
Opinion about choosing 3.38 3.37 0.875 3.33 3.38 0.369
academic career again (0.76) (0.80) (0.01) (0.78) (0.77) (0.06)
Opinion of atmosphere for 2.38 2.42 0.488 2.39 242 0.650
expression of ideas (0.82) (0.83) (0.05) (0.81) (0.82) (0.04)

#=p<0.05;  **=p<0.01

Table 4 presents the results of comparing randomly selected faculty
from Doctoral and Comprehensive institutions with less than 10%
Latino enrollment with faculty from Doctoral and Comprehensive insti-
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tutions with greater than 25% Latino enrollment. Similar to Table Three,
the left column identifies the NSOPF-99 item. The next two columns
present the means and standard deviations of faculty responses from in-
stitutions with lower percentages and higher percentages of Latino en-
rollment. The far right column indicates the significance level of the
ANOVA and Cohen’s d statistic.

As indicated in Table 4, faculty from institutions with higher percent-
ages of Latino enrollment preferred to spend a smaller percentage of
their time teaching undergraduates (p<0.05) and were less satisfied with
their authority to decide course content (p<0.05). This may be evidence
that administrators from HSIs have more bureaucratic control over fac-
ulty decision’s concerning undergraduate instruction. However, faculty
from schools with a higher Latino enrollment also indicated they would
be significantly more likely to chose an academic career again. Cohen’s
d statistic for these differences was slightly more robust than for the ear-
lier comparisons, particularly for the course content item. The Cohen’s d
of 0.34 indicating that the dissatisfaction on that item for faculty from
HSIs was meaningfully different from their colleagues at predominantly
white institutions.

Table 5 is similar to Table 4; however the comparison is based on
African American enrollments. Results from this comparison identified
four significant differences. Faculty from institutions with higher per-
centages of African American enrollment significantly less likely to feel
satisfied with their authority to make job decisions (with a moderate
Cohen’s d of 0.21), significantly less satisfied with the quality of under-
graduate students (with a more robust Cohen’s d of 0.31), and were more
likely to believe that minority faculty were treated unfairly (p<0.01).
However, the Cohen’s d of 0.11 for that item was very small indicating
no meaningful difference. Finally, faculty at predominantly black insti-
tutions reported being significantly more satisfied with the time avail-
able to advise students (with a moderate Cohen’s d of 0.20).

For the final analysis, we compared the differences in faculty re-
sponses for the Community College classification. Following the similar
format from previous tables, Table 6 presents the results of this compar-
ison based on Latino Enrollments and Table 7 presents comparisons
based on African American enrollments.

Results indicate that faculty from community colleges with higher
percentages of Latino enrollment significantly preferred to spend less
time teaching undergraduate students (p<0.001). This teaching prefer-
ence result differs from Table 3 which indicated that faculty from the
pooled group of all institutional types in the study with higher percent-
ages of Latino enrollment preferred to spend more time teaching under-
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TABLE 4

Comparison of Faculty Responses from Doctoral/Comprehensive based on Latino Enrollment

Doctoral and comprehensive Latino enrollment
institutions <10% >25%
Mean Mean
NSOPF-99 item (SD) (SD) Sig.
N=150 N=130 (Cohen d)
Satisfaction w/authority make job decisions 2.95 2.94 0.915
(0.89) (0.91) (0.01)
Satisfaction w/work load 2.75 2.55 0.100
(1.02) (0.99) (0.20)
Satisfaction w/advancement opportunity 2.92 2.89 0.817
(0.99) (1.02) (0.03)
Satisfaction w/job overall 3.11 3.02 0.315
(0.76) (0.81) (0.12)
Satisfaction w/time available to advise students 3.12 3.07 0.580
(0.76) (0.82) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/quality of undergraduate students 2.79 2.77 0.797
(0.75) (0.95) (.03)
Time preferred teaching undergraduates 46.28 40.75 0.05*
(24.235) (24.565) (0.23)
Opinion of undergraduate education at institution 2.63 2.63 0.935
(0.81) (0.87) (0.00)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content 3.79 3.60 0.016*
(0.56) (0.75) (0.34)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide courses taught 341 3.26 0.110
(0.69) (00.86) (0.22)
Satisfaction w/time available for class prep 3.13 3.03 0.340
(0.75) (0.86) (0.13)
Opinion about treatment of female faculty 2.95 3.06 0.267
(0.83) (0.81) (0.13)
Opinion about treatment of minority faculty 3.02 3.03 0.960
(0.73) (0.91) (0.01)
Opinion about choosing academic career again 3.21 3.43 0.029*
(0.87) (0.73) (0.25)
Opinion of atmosphere for expression of ideas 2.42 2.38 0.713
(0.78) (0.85) (0.05)

#=p<0.05;  F=p<0.01;  F¥=p<0.001

graduates. This result demonstrates that institutional mission and type is
important when comparing responses of faculty at minority serving in-
stitutions. The Cohen’s d for this difference was .38 indicating a mean-
ingful difference and the strongest effect size observed in this study. In
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TABLE 5

Comparison of Faculty Responses from Doctoral/Comprehensive based on African American
Enrollment

Doctoral and comprehensive African American enrollment
institutions <10% >25%
Mean Mean
NSOPF-99 item (SD) (SD) Sig.
N=260 N=230 (Cohen d)
Satisfaction w/authority make job decisions 2.98 2.80 0.031*
(0.87) (0.99) 0.21)
Satisfaction w/work load 2.68 2.71 0.681
(1.00) (0.94) (0.03)
Satisfaction w/advancement opportunity 2.97 2.85 0.211
(1.01) 0.99) 0.12)
Satisfaction w/job overall 3.12 2.99 0.058
0.77) (0.76) 0.17)
Satisfaction w/time avail to advise students 2.97 3.13 0.035%
(0.84) (0.80) (0.20)
Satisfaction w/quality of undergraduate students 2.81 2.54 0.001%*
(0.87) (0.93) 0.31)
Time preferred teaching undergraduates 45.63 45.03 0.802
(25.83) (27.15) (0.02)
Opinion of undergraduate education at institution 2.60 2.73 0.099
(0.81) (0.95) 0.16)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content 3.72 3.60 0.055
(0.64) (0.74) 0.19)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide courses taught 3.32 3.21 0.119
(0.78) (0.84) 0.14)
Satisfaction w/time available for class prep 2.96 3.02 0.429
(0.84) (0.82) 0.07)
Opinion about treatment of female faculty 3.07 3.02 0.502
(0.78) (0.78) (0.06)
Opinion about treatment of minority faculty 3.06 2.89 0.017*
(0.76) (0.85) 0.11)
Opinion about choosing academic career again 3.32 3.35 0.706
(0.83) (0.85) (0.04)
Opinion of atmosphere for expression of ideas 2.38 2.36 0.776
0.79) (0.80) (0.03)

#=p<0.05;  *#=p<0.01

addition, faculty from institutions with higher percentages of Latino en-
rollment were significantly less satisfied with the quality of undergradu-
ate students and less satisfied with the authority to decide courses taught
(with moderate Cohen’s ds of 0.20 and 0.21 respectively).
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TABLE 6

Comparison of Faculty Responses from Community Colleges based on Latino Enrollment

Community college Latino enrollment
institutions <10% >25%
Mean Mean
NSOPF-99 item (SD) (SD) Sig.
N=250 N=230 (Cohen d)
Satisfaction w/authority make job decisions 2.95 3.01 0.465
(0.92) (0.90) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/work load 2.97 3.06 0.263
(0.92) (0.90) (0.10)
Satisfaction w/advancement opportunity 2.92 2.87 0.580
(1.00) (0.99) (0.005)
Satisfaction w/job overall 3.32 3.31 0.865
(0.74) (0.72) (0.01)
Satisfaction w/time avail to advise students 3.08 3.05 0.754
(0.84) (0.82) (0.04)
Satisfaction w/quality of undergraduate students 2.86 2.70 0.048%*
(0.81) 0.91) (0.20)
Time preferred teaching undergraduates 73.27 65.11 0.000%%*3*
(21.20) (25.48) (0.38)
Opinion of undergraduate education at institution 2.52 2.65 0.097
(0.82) (0.81) (0.16)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content 3.70 3.60 0.120
(0.61) (0.74) (0.16)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide courses taught 3.44 3.28 0.035*
(0.75) (0.84) 0.21)
Satisfaction w/time available for class prep 3.02 3.03 0.979
(0.88) (0.86) (0.01)
Opinion about treatment of female faculty 3.05 3.13 0.279
(0.74) (0.76) (0.11)
Opinion about treatment of minority faculty 3.08 3.11 0.638
(0.73) (0.79) (0.04)
Opinion about choosing academic career again 3.46 3.36 0.124
(0.66) (0.81) (0.15)
Opinion of atmosphere for expression of ideas 2.34 243 0.210
(0.75) (0.84) (0.12)

#=p<0.05;  F*=p<0.01;  #**=p<0.001

The comparison of community colleges was also conducted based on
African American enrollment (Table 7). The comparison produced no
significant differences between faculty from institutions with higher
percentages of African American enrollment and faculty from institu-
tions with less than 10% African American enrollment.
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TABLE 7

Comparison of Faculty Responses from Community Colleges based on African American Enrollment

Community college African American enrollment
institutions <10% >25%
Mean Mean
NSOPF-99 item (SD) (SD) Sig.
N=350 N=320 (Cohen d)
Satisfaction w/authority make job decisions 3.05 2.94 0.119
(0.90) (0.94) (0.12)
Satisfaction w/work load 2.95 3.03 0.279
(0.96) (0.94) (0.09)
Satisfaction w/advancement opportunity 2.97 291 0.358
(0.97) (0.94) (0.06)
Satisfaction w/job overall 3.26 3.31 0.402
(0.73) (0.70) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/time available to advise students 3.05 3.11 0.398
(0.84) (0.84) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/quality of undergraduate students 2.82 2.70 0.072
(0.88) (0.84) (0.14)
Time preferred teaching undergraduatess 68.85 69.06 0.908
(24.188) (23.42) (0.01)
Opinion of undergraduate education at institution 2.59 2.64 0.346
(0.82) (0.76) (0.07)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content 3.66 3.66 0.986
(0.68) (0.64) (0.00)
Satisfaction w/authority to decide courses taught 3.42 341 0.818
(0.79) (0.75) (0.01)
Satisfaction w/time available for class prep 2.99 3.11 0.073
(0.88) (0.91) (0.14)
Opinion about treatment of female faculty 3.17 3.11 0.272
(0.72) (0.75) (0.08)
Opinion about treatment of minority faculty 3.20 3.10 0.093
(0.69) (0.75) (0.14)
Opinion about choosing academic career again 3.37 3.34 0.594
(0.75) (0.74) (0.04)
Opinion of atmosphere for expression of ideas 2.39 243 0.517
(0.81) (0.75) (0.05)

#=p<0.05;  **=p<0.01

Discussion

This study examined variations in faculty attitudes, opinions about
students, and satisfaction with their academic career across two types of
MSIs compared with similar PWIs. We explored differences that faculty
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might make in learning environments for those students. Questions ex-
plored covered four categories: (a) Satisfaction with academic career;
(b) Perception of teaching and undergraduate students; (c) Satisfaction
with instructional duties; and (d) Opinion about the institutional envi-
ronment. Results may be of interest to administrators as well as faculty
who seek to optimize the learning environment for students of color.

In general some differences emerged when contrasting these MSIs
with other similar institutions. Results indicated that institutional type is
an important factor when looking at differences between PWIs and
MSIs. At our first level of analysis we pooled all institutions regardless
of type (excluding research institutions). We found only a few differ-
ences between Hispanic Serving Institutions and those with fewer
Latino students suggesting further evidence that HSIs do not have insti-
tutional missions that directly serve the needs of the Latino population
(Contreras & Bensimon, 2005). Most HSIs became Hispanic serving be-
cause of their geographic location and demographic shift of the popula-
tion. Unlike HBCUs, HSIs do not have the cultural artifacts, institutional
missions, or historical rationales of serving Latino students. Therefore,
these institutions demonstrate few differences with PWIs.

In contrast, we found more differences when comparing PBIs and
those with lower enrollments of Black students (see Table 3) although
the differences were small to moderate. A positive result was that faculty
at PBIs, more than other faculty, preferred teaching undergraduate stu-
dents. However, they were less satisfied with the quality of their stu-
dents, their career advancement opportunity, and authority to make deci-
sions about course content. This pooled sample included several types of
institutions (Doctoral, Comprehensive, Liberal Arts, and Community
Colleges).

When we divided the analysis according to institutional type, we
found more specific differences. At Doctoral and Comprehensive insti-
tutions, faculty in institutions with large numbers of Latino students pre-
ferred to spend less time teaching undergraduates and were less satisfied
with their authority to decide course content. Disparities between minor-
ity serving community colleges and other community colleges included
satisfaction with the quality of students and conditions of faculty ser-
vice. While community college faculty reported that they preferred to
spend a greater percentage of time teaching undergraduates than their
peers at Doctoral and Comprehensive institutions, the most significant
and strongest effect size tested was the difference between faculty at
HSI and PWI community colleges. The community college faculty at
HSIs preferred to spend less time teaching undergraduates. This finding,
given the mission of community colleges underscores the importance of
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considering the role campus ethos plays in the college student experi-
ence. Perhaps faculty at HSI community colleges are overburdened with
teaching load or unprepared to teach students whose first language is not
English. In addition, Bensimon (2005) reported that faculty used deficit
oriented attributions to explain unequal educational attainment of Black
and Hispanic students.

There were some limitations to our study—we included only full
time faculty because we thought they best represented the ethos of the
institution. Nevertheless, part-time faculty represent a population that
has grown and likely accounts for many of the faculty that undergradu-
ate students encounter. Additionally, we were limited in our ability to
study faculty who teach some students; NSOPF-99 did not have data on
faculty from Liberal Arts institutions with over 25% Latino enrollment.
Additionally, we were unable to compare faculty at colleges with high
enrollments of Native American students because of very small num-
bers of such institutions in the data set. In general effect sizes of the
samples were moderate. According to Cohen (1988) fields like higher
education that are not characterized by potent variables and a high
degree of experimental control produce effect sizes that are expected to
be small.

Clearly HBCUs have a positive impact on the education of African
American students. HBCUs also provide diversity in the types of institu-
tions that serve college students. Several Liberal Arts institutions had
African American enrollments over 25% (many of them HBCUs). By
contrast, no Liberal Arts institutions had more than 25% Latino students
or Native American students. A wide variety of HBCUs and PBIs pro-
vide a wealth of choices for African American students. Unfortunately,
Latinos and Native American students remain underserved by the Amer-
ican higher education system.

Recommendations

This research suggests that Minority Serving Institutions—Predomi-
nantly Hispanic and Black Serving Institutions should not be grouped
into one category for research. Such groupings mask differences based
on institutional type and mission, enrollments, faculty attitudes, behav-
iors, and practices. This study reinforces Brown and Lane’s (2003) rec-
ommendation that important aspects of individual campuses not be ig-
nored. The differences between MSIs and PWIs that were found in this
study indicate that more research is needed to describe how MSIs meet
the needs of their students.
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While we learned of differences in faculty across institutions based on
the demographic profiles of students served, more issues could be ex-
plored using national data sets. Brown (2003) advised that because of
their more explicit mission and history HBCUs not be confounded with
PBIs. With this data set we were unable to separate HBCUs from PBIs.
Some questions that could be answered through future quantitative ap-
proaches include: Are there differences in faculty attitudes, behaviors,
and practices between HBCUs and PBIs of similar types? Are there dif-
ferences in faculty attitudes, behaviors, and practices across PBIs (not
HBCUs), and HSIs of similar types?

Qualitative work might include institution specific examinations of
the role of faculty in the college student experience. Additionally, ques-
tionnaires and interviews with faculty at a small number of institutions
exploring similarities and differences in faculty attitudes, behaviors, and
practices across institutions with differing missions would be produc-
tive. Finally, comparisons of institutional ethos across institutions with
explicit missions to serve students of color and those with no such mis-
sions might be informative.

The faculty role in college students’ experiences has not been closely
examined, even though faculty are the most consistent point of contact
with students (Hubbard, 2005). Researchers have found that they form
an important link to the success of students (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991), but in studies of student access and success, students are typically
asked only a few cursory questions regarding their relationships with
faculty. As resources become tight and faculty experience greater de-
mands on their time, it is important to understand the ways that condi-
tions of faculty work can affect the campus environment and the student
experience.

Faculty attitudes, opinions about students, and satisfaction with their
profession, form an critical aspect of the conditions under which college
students seek to learn. It is important that administrators and faculty
who seek to optimize the learning environment for college students of
color add this important source of information to their efforts to make
campus environments more conducive to learning.

Notes

IThe NSOPF-99 dataset included several Carnegie Classification systems. For this
study we used the 1994 Carnegie Classifications.

2After selecting random samples we compared mean responses of the original and
random sample groups to the fifteen items that we examined. We found no significant
differences (p<0.05).
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