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This doctoral dissertation is concerned with faculty development strategy
and needs for faculty development of instructors at open public universities
and restricted public and private universities, respectively. Compared
additionally are personal factors and present workloads of instructors.
Examined also are practical factors of faculty development strategy insofar as
they impinge upon the countervailing factors of needs for faculty development
and the present workloads of instructors.

The research sample was divided into two groups. The first group was
comprised of 389 instructors in all types of universities. The data was collected

through the administration of a questionnaire. Data analysis was conducted by
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means of descriptive statistics. Data were analyzed, formulated and tabulated
in the forms of frequency, percentage, and mean. Results were tested through
a chi-square test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and Pearson’s
correlation coefficient.

The second group of the research population was comprised of thirty-
one key informants who were academic executives, employers at workplaces |
and students. Data were collected by means of interviews and analyzed by
means of descriptive explanations.

The results of the research are as follows:

1. All types of universities under analysis evince similar faculty
development strategies at a moderate level.

2. There was a significant difference in the needs for faculty
development among universities at the statistically significant level of 0.05.
Moreover, if considered in regard to each aspect, the researcher found that the
instructors in private universities need development in regard to textbook and
article writing, academic social services and advanced higher education at a
higher level than those in public universities.

3. There was a significant difference between personal factors and
present workloads at the level of 0.01.

4. There was a slightly negative relationship between the faculty
development strategy in restricted public universities and needs for faculty
development at the level of 0.05. There was a slightly positive relationship

between the faculty development strategy in open public universities and
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needs for faculty development at the level of 0.05, and there was no
relationship evinced between the faculty development strategy in private
universities and needs for faculty development.

5. There was no relationship between faculty development strategy and
the present workload of instructors.

6. There was no relationship between the present workloads of
instructors and faculty development factors.

7. There was a moderately positive relationship between faculty
development strategy and faculty development factors at both open public
universities and restricted public universities and private universities at the
level of 0.01.

8. There was a moderately positive relationship between needs for faculty
development in open public universities and faculty development factors. |
However, there was no relationship between needs for faculty development in
restricted public universities and private universities and faculty development

factors at a level of 0.01.





