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MHEC Faculty Development Survey Report 
 
Summary 
 
This preliminary report on the 2010 Midwestern Higher Education Compact faculty 
development survey is intended to describe the survey’s methodology and response 
rates, and to examine initial findings on the characteristics of respondents versus 
non-respondents. The survey was designed to gather information on the status of 
minority and women faculty development efforts, as well as to identify higher 
education institutions that can be matched with members of the HEART 
collaborative for future evaluation. Data collection took place between October 18th 
and December 1st. 197 surveys have been completed, and the overall response rate 
for MHEC institutions is 21 percent.  
 
Response rates were lower for certain states, schools with smaller enrollment 
numbers, community colleges and other local schools, specialized schools, 
proprietary schools, and tribal colleges. There does not appear to be an important 
difference in response rates between public and private schools, or religious versus 
non-religious schools. Analysis of refusals and other communications with 
institutions indicate that the survey is less likely to be completed when staff 
resources are tight and the survey’s subject matter is not perceived as important to 
the institution. Alternative next steps include leveraging the influence of MHEC 
commissioners to address state-by-state response differences, targeting institutions 
more likely to respond for completion of an abridged survey, and termination of 
data collection.  
 
 
1.  Survey Design and Purpose 
 
The 2010 faculty development survey is a study of higher education institution’s 
support for recruitment, retention, and support of women and minority faculty. It 
was designed as an updated version of the 1995 women and minority faculty 
development survey conducted by Dr. Samuel Myers and Dr. Caroline Turner. The 
1995 study surveyed the membership of the then Midwestern Higher Education 
Commission by paper, mail-in surveys. The original instrument was modified over 
the summer of 2010 to update classification systems related to the institution type, 
undergraduate headcount categories, and new census reporting categories for race 
and ethnicity. New questions were added to address online coursework, the impact 
of state budget cutbacks, curriculum transformation, and endowment assets. This 
new instrument was designed for online distribution as a cost-savings measure. The 
sample of 953 higher education institutions used in the new survey is larger than 
the original study, in part because of the establishment of new institutions over that 
15 year time span, and in part because the now Midwestern Higher Education 
Compact contains three more member states than it did in 1995.  
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The 2010 faculty development survey was intended to meet two objectives. First, it 
will allow the Midwestern Higher Education Compact to compare the state of 
recruitment and retention of women and minority faculty in Midwestern 
institutions with the status of efforts fifteen years ago. Second, it was designed to 
generate data needed for the evaluation of the Higher Education Anti-Racism Teams 
(HEART) collaborative. By identifying similar institutions that can be matched with 
HEART member institutions for comparison, the faculty development survey will 
help create a counterfactual for understanding the impacts of anti-racism programs 
in higher education.  
 
2.  Data Collection 
 
The study was announced in early August by an advance letter sent to the Chief 
Academic Officer (CAO) of each MHEC institution by US mail from the President of 
the Midwestern Higher Education Compact. On August 18th, the survey was emailed 
to each CAO from the University of Minnesota Office of Measurement Services 
(OMS), with a request that it be forwarded to the appropriate person at the 
institution responsible for faculty development activities. Shortly after survey 
launch, a number of institutions responded to the email to request that the survey 
was sent to a specific person within the institution. The OMS responded to these 
requests, re-routing the survey to the correct institution staff, and as the survey 
reached those responsible for faculty development, completed surveys began to 
arrive. The first reminder email was sent on August 25th, and a second was sent on 
September 8th. By September 13th, 102 web surveys had been completed, and 
another 61 were in progress. A final reminder email from the President of MHEC 
was sent on September 28. The web survey remained open throughout the month of 
October. 
 
3. Mid-Point and Current Response Rates  
 
By October 18th, 145 surveys had been completed, with another 46 surveys in 
process. The overall response rate for the entire list of MHEC institutions on this 
date was 21 percent, with the Minnesota response rate at 23 percent and the North 
Dakota response rate at 40 percent. The Principle Investigator and Rossana Armson 
from the Office of Measurement Services discussed these response rates, and the 
decision was made to begin conducting follow-up phone calls to a sample of the non-
responding institutions. The PI received cost estimates for follow-up phone calls to 
Minnesota and North Dakota as well as an estimate for calls to the larger sample. 
Based on the high cost of phone calls for the entire sample, a decision was made to 
create a stratified random sample of 75 institutions. The sample was stratified based 
on three objectives: (1) increase the response rate of the Minnesota sample to 30 
percent in order to have a more robust response for the purposes of the HEART 
evaluation, (2) attain survey completion by two HEART institutions that had not yet 
responded, one in Minnesota and one in North Dakota, and (3) increase the 
response rates of all states presently below the threshold of 20 percent. Based on 



Midwestern Higher Education Compact Survey – Response Rate Report 
Jessica Armstrong 

December, 
2010 

 

 3 

these priorities, the follow-up phone call sample was constructed based on random 
samples from each state’s non-responding institutions as follows: 
 
 

State Institutions Randomly Selected For 
Follow Up Phone Calls 

Iowa 0 
Illinois 0 
Indiana 2 
Kansas 6 
Michigan 6 
Minnesota 40 
Missouri 2 
North Dakota 1 
Nebraska 0 
Ohio 16 
South Dakota 0 
Wisconsin 2 
          Total 75 

 
 
Phone calls were conducted between October 26th and November 23rd. Survey 
completion continued at a slower rate, with the web survey remaining open for 
submissions until Dec 1st. Of the 75 institutions to receive follow-up phone calls 
from the Office of Measurement Services, only seven completed the survey. On Dec. 
2nd, Christopher Rasmussen, MHEC Vice President for Research and Policy Analysis, 
met with the research team. By this date, the combined response rate for Minnesota 
and North Dakota had been boosted to 31 percent, but the response rates for five 
states remained below 20 percent, and the overall sample response rate was still at 
21 percent. These response rates remain current as of December 13, 2010. 
 
 
4. Response Rate Literature 
 
As web survey use has increased exponentially over the past decade, the number of 
willing respondents appears to be on a steady, long-term decline (Couper & Miller, 
2008). Recent scholarly articles on response rates for web surveys indicate that web 
surveys are at a disadvantage compared to other collection modes (Lozar Manfreda, 
et al, 2008). One study conducted an experiment with multiple survey modes in its 
survey of the University of Michigan community, using different combinations of 
paper and web surveys and pre survey and reminder postcards. The researchers 
found that surveys conducted with paper had a mean response rate of .31, whereas 
those that used email and some combination of a pre-postcard, a reminder post-
card or both had a mean response rate of between .29 and .25 (Kaplowitz, Hadlock 
& Levine, 2004). Finally, the surveys delivered by email with no postcards had a 
mean response rate of .207.  A meta-analysis of 68 web surveys found slightly better 
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response rate results on average. The mean response rate was 39.6 (Cook, Heath & 
Thompson, 2000). However, another source cited in this article concluded that web 
survey response rates tend to fall between 25 and 30 percent (Cook, Heath & 
Thompson, 2000). The key variables that impacted response rate for web surveys 
were found to be the number of contacts made with the respondent, whether the 
contacts were personalized, and whether there were pre-survey contacts (Cook, 
Heath & Thompson, 2000). Based on this research, it appears that a web survey 
response rate of 21 percent is not out of the ordinary, especially given that 
personalized contact was not possible and given the difficult nature of the questions.  
 
 
 
5.  Response Rate Analysis 
 
This section considers four major variables by which it is possible to compare 
responding institutions to non-responding institutions. These variables; state, 
Carnegie classification, enrollment size, and institutional affiliation, provide some 
basis from which to interpret the response rate. A fifth variable, tuition, was not 
analyzed due to time limitations. No other institutional characteristics are available 
on all MHEC institutions. 
 
Response rates by state shown below are the latest response rates for the survey, 
and reflect the results of the follow up phone calls. States that fell below the average 
response rate of 21 percent include Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio and 
Wisconsin. There appears to be a weak positive correlation between the number of 
higher education institutions in a given state and that state’s overall response rate. 
Of the six states with the greatest number of institutions, four of them also had 
below-average response rates, and of the five states with the fewest institutions, 
three of these had above-average response rates.  
 

Response Rate by State 
 

State 
Respondent 
Institutions All MHEC Institutions Response Rate 

    

IA 17 59 0.29 

IL 34 157 0.22 

IN 15 77 0.19 

KS 9 56 0.16 

MI 18 101 0.18 

MN 26 94 0.28 

MO 21 105 0.20 

ND 9 20 0.45 

NE 7 34 0.21 

OH 24 150 0.16 
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SD 5 18 0.28 

WI 12 64 0.19 

Unknown 0 1  

    

TOTALS 197 936 0.21 

    

MN+ND 35 114 0.31 

 
 
The second feature by which the full MHEC institution list was analyzed for possible 
response patterns was Carnegie classification. The Carnegie Classification 
framework covers all accredited, degree-granting colleges and universities, and 
groups higher education institutions into similar institution types. These 
classifications, available through the National Center for Educational Statistics 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), separate institutions by 
whether they grant associate, baccalaureate, masters, or doctoral degrees, whether 
they are special focus institutions (such as seminaries and technology schools) or 
are tribal colleges. Response rate analysis by Carnegie classifications indicate that 
research institutions were the most likely to respond to the survey, followed by 
doctoral and masters universities. The least likely to respond were associates-
granting institutions, specialized schools, and tribal colleges. The 23 percent 
response rate for four-year, baccalaureate institutions is somewhat surprising given 
that such institutions are structurally similar to institutions offering masters and 
doctoral degrees.  
 
 

Response Rate by Carnegie Code 
 

Carnegie 
Classification 

Respondent 
Institutions All MHEC Institutions Response Rate 

    

1 Assoc Private 8 67 0.12 

2 Assoc Public 47 259 0.18 

3 BAC 45 200 0.23 

4 Doctoral 5 17 0.29 

5 Masters 44 154 0.29 

6 Research 15 45 0.33 

7 Specialized 30 176 0.17 

8 Tribal 3 17 0.18 

Unknown 0 1  

    

TOTALS 197 936 0.21 
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This trend of higher response rates among universities is also reflected in response 
rates by enrollment size. The general trend is that the larger the enrollment, the 
more likely the institution was to respond to the survey. The smallest institutions – 
those with enrollments of under 1,000 students – had the lowest response rate, 
while the institutions with the largest enrollments had the highest response rate: 
over 33 percent. 
 

Response Rate by Enrollment Size 
 

Enrollment Frequency Percent 
0 1 11.11 
Under 1,000 40 15.21 
1,000-2,500 49 22.79 
2,500-5,000 38 24.36 
5,000-10,000 31 27.68 
10,000-20,000 16 26.23 
Over 20,000 13 33.33 
Missing 9 10.00 

 
 
Despite these trends of higher response rates for universities and institutions with 
larger enrollment, an analysis of response rate by institutional affiliation indicates 
that religious institutions, state schools, and independent, non-profit institutions 
were all relatively more likely to respond to the survey. In contrast, state/local 
schools, local schools, proprietary institutions and tribal colleges were less likely to 
respond.  

 
Response Rate by Institutional Affiliation 
 

Institutional Affiliation Frequency Percent 

Religious 56 28.2 

State 54 27.4 

Independent, Non-Profit 40 20.3 

State/Local 16 8.1 

Local 11 5.6 

None used 11 5.6 

Proprietary 6 3 

Tribal 2 1 

Other 1 0.5 

Total 196 99.2 

 

 
This examination of responding and non-responding institutions by state, Carnegie 
classification, enrollment size, and institutional affiliation indicates that institutions 
are more likely to respond if they offer higher-level degrees and enroll larger 
numbers of students. Smaller local, state/local, proprietary, and tribal institutions 
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were less likely to respond.  Institutions in states with the highest response rates 
prior to the follow up calls included Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota, while institutions in Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio and 
Wisconsin were less likely to respond. Some of these states that were less likely to 
respond are also states with higher numbers of higher education institutions.  
 
 
6.  Refusal Analysis 

 
Of the 75 institutions chosen randomly for follow-up calls, Office of Measurement 
Service staff was able to contact and receive an answer from 46. The remaining 29 
institutions remained in “active” follow-up status because, even after repeated 
attempts, OMS was unable to make contact. The 46 completed follow-up calls 
returned the following results: 
 
24 agreed to complete the survey but did not follow through 
7 agreed to complete the survey and did submit a completed survey 
3 were unwilling to make a commitment 
4 refused because of insufficient staff time 
3 refused because they were “not interested” or do not fill out surveys 
3 refused because they did not feel it would impact/benefit them 
2 refused for another or unknown reason 
 
It appears that most institutions had the intention to complete the survey but simply 
did not follow through.  None of those that refused to complete the survey stated 
that the decision was related to the length of the survey. Three of those that refused 
indicated that the survey was not relevant or important to them. One of those three 
stated “We are not at a point where we are thinking about a diverse staff”, while the 
other two simply stated that the survey did not impact or benefit their college.  
 
These patterns of refusals, when matched with the available information about the 
characteristics of respondents and non-respondents found above, suggest that non-
responding institutions are more likely to be smaller schools offering lower level 
degree programs that are limited in the staff time available for survey completion. 
 
 
7.  Analysis of Selected Responses of Participating Institutions 

 
Although analysis of non-response is limited to a small number of variables to which 
data is available for the full MHEC institution list (state, Carnegie classification, 
institutional affiliation, and enrollment size), data provided by responding 
institutions was also considered in trying to understand response rate trends. The 
goal of this analysis was to take a very preliminary look at any indications that 
survey respondents were obviously biased in some characteristic.  However, no 
such concerning biases were found.  
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Responses to survey question number two indicate that the responding institutions 
were a balance of both public and private schools.  
 

Public or Private 
 

 

 
 

Responses to question number five suggest that institutions with a range of online 
courses participated in the survey. Because it is expected that few of the 937 MHEC 
institutions are online colleges, it is not surprising that relatively few responding 
institutions deliver the majority of their courses online. 

 
 
Courses Taught Online 
 

% Undergrad Courses 
Taught Online  

Frequency Percent 

None 57 30.16 
1- 9 percent 81 42.86 
10- 49 percent 43 22.75 
50- 90 percent 6 3.17 
More than 90 percent 2 1.06 

 
 
Because completion of the survey requires access to and familiarity with data on an 
institution’s faculty development efforts, one might expect responding institutions 
to be more likely to have an individual or unit that is responsible for faculty 
development. In fact, just over half of responding schools have such a coordinating 
unit or person. 
 

Whether Institution Has On-campus Person or Unit for Overall Coordination of 
Faculty Development 

 
Coordination unit/person? Frequency Percent 
Yes 105 53.57 
No 91 46.43 

 
The vast majority of survey respondents do not have a special office that is 
responsible for minority faculty development. 

 
Whether Special Office for Minority Faculty Professional Development 
 

Type Frequency Percent 
Public 89 46.11 
Private, not-for-profit 97 50.26 
Private, for-profit 7 3.63 
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Office for Minority 
Faculty? 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 8 4.21 
No 182 95.79 

 
Responding institutions were distributed fairly evenly across three out of four 
response categories for the level of priority that retention of minority faculty has at 
their institutions.  
 

Level of Priority Frequency Percent 
Very high priority 44 22.3 
High priority 58 29.4 
Somewhat of a priority 61 31.0 
Not a priority 25 12.7 

 
 
Finally, institutions that completed the survey indicated that Vice Presidents and 
Academic Deans were the most likely individuals to be responsible for planning and 
coordinating minority faculty development. 
 

Who Coordinates Faculty Development 
 

Title Frequency Percent 
President 1 .5 
Vice President 60 30.5 
Academic Dean 63 32 
Department chair 4 2 
Faculty Committee 18 9.1 
Academic Senate or counsel 1 .5 
Academic personnel office 4 2.0 
Learning center 24 12.2 
Program director funded by 
grant money 

0 0 

Other 16 8.1 

 
 
Analysis of this data on selected survey items did not identify any particular 
concerns or patterns regarding survey response. Furthermore, a review of missing 
values in survey responses did not indicate particular “problem questions”.  A small 
set of seven emails from survey participants received by the Office of Measurement 
Services was also reviewed for indications of problems. The emails consistently 
mention questions related to (1) reporting of students and faculty by IPEDS racial 
group, and (2) reporting of full-time and part-time faculty. While these survey items 
may have caused confusion for a handful of respondents, the Office of Measurement 
Services was able to quickly address these concerns, resulting in completed surveys 
for these institutions. 
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7.  Discussion of Tentative Findings and Alternative Next Steps 
 
This report has provided an overview of the 2010 MHEC faculty development 
survey methodology and response rates. It has examined the available information 
on the characteristics of responding and non-responding institutions, and it has 
provided a preliminary review of selected survey responses to check for evidence of 
particular patterns in responding institutions.  
 
The data available on the characteristics of responding versus non-responding 
institutions indicate that there may indeed be a problem on the level of the state 
higher education system, as the disparities in response rate across states are 
substantial. Institutions offering associates degrees, as well as specialized schools 
and tribal colleges, have responded at lower rates. Schools with a smaller 
enrollment size, state/local schools, local schools, and proprietary and tribal 
institutions also have lower response rates. Again, the response rates for four-year 
baccalaureate universities appear to be slightly lower than expected, given their 
similarities in structure to universities that grant masters and doctoral degrees. 
 
Refusals to complete the survey do not appear to be related to any technical 
problems with the instrument, but instead are the result of institutions’ perception 
that the survey is of too little importance to invest time and staff energy. 
 
Respondents appear to represent a range of institutions, based upon their answers 
to selected questions. There is no indication that response rate varies based on 
whether the institution is private or public. In addition, institutions are filling out 
the survey even though they rarely have a minority faculty development office, and 
despite the fact that few of them consider minority faculty retention a “very high 
priority”.   
 
With 197 completed surveys and data collection closed as of December 1st, the 
MHEC faculty development survey has reached a decision-making point for data 
collection. As the analysis of respondents, non-respondents, and refusing 
institutions has indicated, online surveys present the challenge of capturing the 
attention of institutions with more limited resources or less interest in the survey 
subject matter. These realities have even made successful completion of follow up 
phone calls challenging for the Office of Measurement Services. Given the costs of 
any additional data collection efforts, the following alternative next steps are 
intended to maximize the study’s remaining resources. For options one and two, the 
research team should first determine the full costs of re-opening data collection for 
on the Office of Measurement Services (not the cost of follow up communications, 
but simply the cost of re-opening and closing the web survey). 
 

1. To increase response rates for the institutions in states with the lowest 
response rates, focus efforts on low-cost options for follow up targeting those 
states. This may include leveraging the influence of MHEC commissioners in 
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the form of emails to key outstanding universities in these states reminding 
these institutions of the importance of the survey. Bear in mind that the 
political costs of asking such a favor may in some cases be prohibitive. 
 

2. To increase response rates for those most likely to respond, target 
institutions similar to those with the highest response rates (large 
institutions that offer masters or doctoral degrees and have large enrollment 
numbers) by follow-up email from the MHEC President. To reduce the 
perceived burden of the survey, consider asking for completion of an 
abridged survey with a shorter expected completion time. Consider whether 
any IPEDS information may be retrieved independently by the research team.  

 
3. Terminate data collection.  
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