
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 091 959 HE 005 465

AUTHOR Faricy, William H.
TITLE Department Affiliation and Faculty Reference Group:

Some Effects on Faculty Opinions.
SPONS AGENCY EXXON Education Foundation, New York, N.Y.
PUB DATE 74
NOTE 44p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational Research Association (59th,
Chicago, Illinois, April 1974)

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

MF-$0.75 HC-$1.85 PLUS POSTAGE
*College Faculty; *Departmental Teaching Plans;
Department Directors (School); *Higher Education;
*Institutional Administration; Research Projects;
Statistical Data; Surveys; *Teacher Attitudes

Opinions obtained by survey of faculty members of 42
universities on various aspects of department and university
operations were categorized according to the faculty respondents'
departmental affiliations. This paper reports an investigation of the
relationship of faculty members' departmental affiliation to their
responses to certain institution-related variables. Chi-Square tests
of dependence and the phi coefficient of contingency were used to
assess t1.e variables' relationships. Most of the relationships were
significant but weak. (Author)



4

Department Affiliation and Faculty Reference Group:
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(y, Source of data

C2)

C The findings reported here are based on data Gathered in a survey conducted in

Spring, 1971, by the Departmental Study Project at Michigan 'State University. We

mailed the survey questionnaire to 10,000 faculty members at 42 universities, in nine

departments on each campus (biology/botany, chemistry, economics, electrical engi-

neering, English, history, management, mathematics, and psychology). The survey in-

cluded administrators, board members, ani state legislators, but only faculty

responses are reported here. About 1,100 faculty members responded, making a rate of

40 percent.

On the questionnaire, the faculty members were asked ''!hat is your main depart-

mental affiliation?' and "In general, do you usually think of yourself primarily as a

member of your: (check one) university, department, discipline?' Thus, we could

:Investigate the relationship between faculty members' department affiliation and

reference group to the opinions they expressed throu'h responses to other question-

naire items.

rote of caution

The low response rate of 40 percent suegests that the N)saonding group might

not represent the opinions of the entire sample. Also, ye identified only one of

many departmental characteristics--the subject matter or discipline studied and ig-

nored other possibly' relevant characteristics such as the department's size,

structure, and mode of operation. Thus, the value of these findings are limited by

a possible population bias and by confounding, variales.

Also, "department affiliation' in this report should he interpreted as

"discipline,' although the respondents are in fact all meml)ers of a university de-

partment.

ethod of analysis

The findings are presented chiefly as the mean responses for each departmental

group, reference group, and the total population. In order to show the pattern in

the responses and to indicate tendencies, this report used a measure of mal-reore-

sentation based on the mean responses that are 10 percent greater or lesser than the

population mean. This simple analysis is intended only as A rough suggestion of the

patterns of var:ation In these data.

An analysis based on the chi-square statistic seemed appropriate for these data,

but since the population was large, and chi-square tends to be inflated by a large
**

number of subjects, the phi coefficient was used instead.
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not represent the opinions of the entire sample. Also, cae identified only one of

many departmental characteristics--the subject matter or discipline studied and ig-

nored other possibly relevant characteristics such as the department's size,

structure, and mode of operation. Thus, the value of these findings are limited by

a possible population bias and by confounding, variables.

Also, 'department affiliation' in this report shou1.1 be iaterpreted as

"discipline,' although the respondents are in fact all members of a university de-

partment.

:':ethod of analysis

The findings are presented chiefly as the mean responses for each departmental

group, reference group, and the total population. In order to show the pattern in

the responses and to indicate tendencies, this report used a measure of malrepro-

sentation based on the mean responses that are 10 percent preatee or lesser than the

population mean. This simple analysis is intended only as n rough suggestion of the

patterns of variation in these data.

An analysis based on the chi-square statistic seemed appropriate for these data,

but since the population was large, and chi-square tends to be inflated by a laree
**

number of subjects, the phi coefficient was used instead.

A
This project was supported by the Exxon educational Foundation. The findines were
summarized in Dressel and Farley, 1972, Chapter 2.

**
See Marascuilo 1971, pp. 406-409, for a discussion of the effect of sample site on

chi-square and phi: and Connover 1971, pp. 176-134, for a discussion of various
measures of dependency such as contingency coefficients. 'fie measure called phi in
this report is what Connover calls Pearson's contine,eney

S DE PARTVESI. OF HEALTH
E CUCAIO'Si .h WARE
N ATIONAL INSTI TUTE OF

EDUCATICS



-2-

Use of phi removed the size factor (which made almost all the chi-square relationships

significant) and indicated relationships in a way that resembles a correlation

efficient.

The phis for these findings were all quite low, raneing from .04 to .45. Phi

may be interpreted as 0-33= weak, 34-66= moderate, 64nee strong. However, the

true meaning of phi is ambiguous. At any rate, the phi's reported here indicate that

there actually are relationships in the data, and that some relationships are

stronger than others. In most tables a phi is given for both departmental affilia-

tion and the reference group, to allow for comparisons.

Findings--institutional encl. individual

The 42 universities in the survey were identified by size, type of control,

graduate prestige, and general educational caliber. These institutional character-

istics had negligible relationships to department affiliation or reference group.

The only noteworthy finding was that the university reference group tends to be

slightly over-represented in small, private universities.

Analysis of the relationship of rank (see Table I) to the other individual

variables showed that some departments tended to have relatively more full professors,

(chemistry, economics, history) and others to have relatively more assistant profes-

sors (English, mathematics). Also, full professors tended to be slightly over-

represented among the university-oriented; assistant professors to be slightly over-

represented among the discipline-oriented.

When department affiliation and reference group ere related, however, the

pattern changes slightly, (See Table II). History was slightly over-represented in

the discipline reference group although it had relatively more full professors, and

more full professors tended to choose the university as reference group. Departments

over-represented in the discipline reference group were economics, history, and

psychology, those over-represented in the department reference group were biology,

chemistry, and electrical engineering! those over-represented in the university

eference group were chemistry, electrical engineering, and management.

indings--faculty opinions

The survey asked respondents to indicate their opinions about a series of

statements (Table III and item 1 in the appendix.) The statements in Part A of this

section fell into two categories; those dealing with autonomy of departments and

universities (statements 2, 5, 7 in Table III) and th:gqe dea/i with various re-

straints on autonomy (statements 3, 4, 8, 9 in Table III), Usine the averages of

each department's mean resporses to these sets of statements, one could form these

rank orders:
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Findings--institutional and individual

The 42 universities in the survey were identified by size, type of control,

graduate prestige, and general educational caliber. These institutional character-

istics had negligible relationships to department affiliation or reference group.

The only noteworthy finding was that the university reference group tends to be

slightly over-represented in Small, private universities.

Analysis of the relationship of rank (see Table I) to the other individual

variables showed that soue departments tended to have relatively more full professor,

(chemistry, economics, history) and others to have relatively more assistant profes-

sors (English, mathematics). Also, full professors tended to be slightly over-

represented among the university-oriented; assistant professors to be slightly over-

represented among the discipline-oriented.

When department affiliation and reference group ero related, however, the

pattern changes slightly. (See Table II). History was slightly over-represented in

the discipline reference group although it had relatively wore full professors, and

more full professors tended to choose the university as reference group. Departments

over-represented in the discipline reference group were economics, history, and

psychology; those over-represented in the department reference group were biology,

chemistry, and electrical engineering! those over-represented in the university

reference group were chemistry, electrical engineering, and management.

Lndings--faculty opinions

The survey asked respondents to inlicate their opinions about a series of

statements (Table III and Item 1 in the appendix.) The statements in Part A of this

section fell into two categories: those dealing wiiii-autonomy of departments and

universities (statements 2, 5, 7 in Table III) and-Tthose'dealine with various re-

straints on autonomy (statements 3, 4, 8, 9 in Table III). Using the averages of

each department's mean responses to these sets of statements, one could form these

rank orders:

See Dressel aad Faricy, 1972, Appendix B, for discussion of these characteristics.
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Autonomy_ aestrnints

English 2.11 nanacme,At 1.62
History 2.07 3iology 1.33
Biology 1.93 Electric :11 Engineering 1.36
Mathematics 1.P7 Chemistry 1.33
TOTAL (1.85) EcoomIcs 1.33
Psychology 1,32 TOTAL (1.30)
Chemistry 1.75 History 1.28
Electrical Engineering 1.69 Mathematics 1.26
Economics 1.67 English 1.23
Management 1.39 Psychology 1.18

Discipline 1.95 University 1.47
Department 1.87 Department 1.31
University 1.63 Discipline 1.20

In Par; B, the first five statements sut,gest an activist attitude toward the

university's problems. (The last two statements in Part B have small or negative

correlations with the first five statements, and therefore appear to be a separate

dimension.) A rank order based on the averages of mean responses to this set is as

follows!

Activism

Biology 2.38

Management 2.36

Psychology 2.27

(
Elec.

Engineering 2.27

English 2.26

TOTAL (2.24)

Chc7Astry 2.21

History

( Economics 2.19

Mathematics 2.15

University 2.30

Department 2,27

Discipline 2.21

The order for this factor differed considerably from tie rank roL outolwmy .t

restraints.

Another section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the most

appropriate institutional level for review of various derauimental functions. (See

Table 11/ ar.d item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section, t'.-.c rank order of the

averai.,e means for departments and reference groups 1../as

Level of review
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Another section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the most

appropriate institutional level for review of various doraumental functions. (See

Table IV and item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section, fte rank order of the

average means for departments and reference groups WS:

Level of review

Mathematics 3.09

Nanoq!ement 3.03

Y.conomics 3.04

(Elec.

17.nE!incerin 3.04
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History 3.02

English 2,98

TOTAL (2.97)

Chemistry 2.96

Psychology 2.86

Biology 2.76

University 3.04

Department 2.90

Discipline 2.36

These means indicate the overall level of review chosen by members of each department.

They indicate that many members of mathematics departments would approve reviewing

departmental functions at an institutional level higher than that approved by members

of biology departments.

Faculty respondents were also asked to indicate which principles from a list of

nine principles) would justify the review of departmental functions, whether by a

department itself or by others outside the department. (See Table V and item 3 in

the Appendix). The analysis in this section was based on the percent of respondents

who chose each justification, since a mean score would be meaningless.

The justifications appeared to represent two broad valuest the humane (in

Table V, items 2, 3, 5, 6) and the managerial (items 1, 4, 3). The mal-representation

(over and under) shown in Table V indicated that departments reflected these values

a3 follows: the humane--biology, English, psychology; the managerial -- economics,

electrical engineering, management. History and chemistry seemed ambiguous.

The questionnaire also included a section concerned with the faculty's percep-

tions of the influence that various persons or groups :,.eem to have on departments.

(See Table VI and item 4 in the Appendix.) The major influences appeared to be with-

in the departments (chairman, faculty). Departments varied only slightly in the

total amount of influence their members perceived (measured by the average means).

Conflicts between departments and the university administrations was the

subject of another survey section. (See Table VII and item 5 in the Appendix). The

amount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general. Financial matters seemed to

involve the most conflict; teaching loads and faculty personnel matters involved

less; and curricular matters involved relatively little conflict. Department members

perceived differing amounts of conflict overall, as indicated by the rank order based

on the average means:

Amount of conflict perceived

Biology 1.47

Elect.
( Engineering 1.41
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They indicate that many members of mathematics departments would approve reviewing

departmental functions at an institutional level higher than that approved by members

of biology departments.

Faculty respondents were also asked to indicate which principles from a list of

nine principles) would justify the review of departmental functions, whether by a

department itself or by others outside the department. (See Table V and item 3 in

the Appendix). The analysis in this section was based on the percent of respondents

who chose each justification, since a mean score would be meaningless.

The justifications appeared to represent two broad values the humane (in

Table V, items 2, 3, 5, 6) and the managerial (items 1, 4, 3). The mal-representation

(over and under) shown in Table V indicated that departments reflected these values

,13 follows: the humane--biology, English, psychology; the managerial--economics,

electrical engineering, management. History and chemistry seemed ambiguous.

The questionnaire also included a section concerned with the faculty's percep-

tions of the influence that various persons or groups seem to have on departments.

(See Table VI and item 4 in the Appendix.) The major influences appeared to be with-

in the departments (chairman, faculty). Departments varied only slightly in the

total amount of influence their members perceived (measured by the average means).

Conflicts between departments and the university administrations was the

subject of another survey section. (See Table VII and item 5 in the Appendix). The

amount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general. Financial matters seemed to

involve the most conflict; teaching loads and faculty personnel matters involved

less; and curricular matters involved relatively little conflict. Department members

perceived differing amounts of conflict overall, as indicated by the rank order based

on the average means:

Amount of conflict perceived

Biology 1.47

Elect.
( Engineering 1.41

( English 1.41

Management 1.38

TOTAL (1.35)

Economiqs 1.32
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Psycholo,,,,y 1.32

Pistory 1.30

Chemistry 1.28

Mathematics 1.24

Discipline 1.39

Department 1.33

University 1.31

The departments emphasis on various educational objectives was the topic of

two sections on the questionnaire. In one, the faculty was asked to indicate how

they perceived the departmental emphasis. (See Table VIII and item 6 in the

Appendix.) In the other, they were to indicate what they thought the departmental

emphasis shoulJ be. (See Table IX and item 7 in the Appendix.) ."rorl, ?orccivee

emphases, graduate instruction was the most emphasized, but only slightly more so

than research or undergraduate instruction; disciplinary contribution was emphasized

only slightly less than the others, while service was clearly the least emphasized.

The findings were much clearer for the emphasis preferred, since 62 percent of the

respondents favored undergraduate instruction, against 15 percent for graduate

instruction and less for the other objectives. Differences between the department's

!references were marked. English departments were clearly oriented to undergraduate

instruction, psychology to graduate instruction and research: electrical engineering

and management both preferred more graduate instruction but less research. The

reference groups differed chiefly on research and disciplinary contributions, the

discipline-oriented favoring more, the university-

favoring less.

orlonted and dopraCmcnt utionted

Correlations and ran'. orders

A correlation of all items on the questionnaire crave a few interestinn

results. "Lithin each of the seven sections of the questionnaire, correlations

wL:e usually low but some were moderate to weal-. (.73 to .3C) between sectloun,

correlations were usually ne,ginible (below .10) . This findinn sunneste(' that

the sections did in fact deal with separate areas of orlirin.

Corelations of the sections on influence and on conflict indicated that

when faculty, students, and department chairmen (heads) .,1,011 influence

on departmental affairs, the amount of conflict is le,.': and conversely, when

the influence of t.::e administration is hinh, the amount of conflict is hinh.

Conflict appeared tore closely related to the influence of thr: central adninis-

tration than to that of deans.

Correlations of the sections on emphasis and on conflict sunnested that

''hen a department emnhasizes nraduate instruction and research it has sli!,htly

less conflict. IIIIIMEWM01
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emphases, graduate instruction was the most emphasized, but only slightly more so

than research or undergraduate instruction: disciplinary contribution was emphasized

only slightly less than the others, while service was clearly the least emphasized.

The findings were much clearer for the emphasis preferred, since 62 percent of the

respondents favored undergraduate instruction, against 15 percent for graduate

instruction and less for the other objectives. Differences between the department's

preferences were marked. English departments were clearly oriented to undergraduate

instruction, psychology to graduate instruction and research electrical engineering

and management both preferred more graduate instruction but less research. The

reference groups differed chiefly on research and disciplinary contributions, the

discipline-oriented favoring more, the universiLy-0L-ipnted and doparLinciti-orinuted

favoring less.

Correlations and rant_ orders

A correlation of all items on the questionnaire nave a few interesting

results. rathin each ofthe seven sections of the questionnaire, correlations

we:e usually low but some were moderate to weal. (.73 to .30); between sections,

correlations were usually negligible (below .10). This finding suggester' that

the sections did in fact deal with separate areas of opinion.

Corelations of the sections on influence and on conflict indicated that

when faculty, students, and department chairmen (heads) have Liah influence

on departmental affairs, the amount of conflict is low and conversely, when

the influence of.theadministration is high, the amount of conflict is high.

Conflict appeared more closely related to the influence of the central adminis-

tration than to that of deans.

Correlations of the sections on emphasis and on conflict suggested that

when a department emphasizes graduate instruction and research it has sliahtly

less conflict.

The reference group variable showed al,lost no correlation with other

items. Its highest correlation coefficient was .24, with the opinion 'Depart-

ments exist to carry out university policy." For this same item, the phi

was .19 (second highest phi for the reference croup variane) .

Further interpretation of the correlations indicted a key relationship
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between three items in the review-level section (in Table IV, items 3, 5, 11)

and three items in the statement of ooinions section (in Table III, part A, items

2, 5, 7). These correlations were weak but they were the only non-nenligible

correlations between these two sections. Apparently, attitudes about the appro-

priate review levels for tenure matters and selection of chairmen are key

attitudes vis-a-vis autonomy of faculty and denartments.

Also, it appeared from the correlations that an attitu(!e favoring firm

student discipline and against student participation in governance (Table III

part B, items 5 and 6) might be a key attitude for a 'conservative" form of

activism. Faculty with such an attitu:e would likely also lee against autonomy

(to judge from correlations uith items 3, 6, 8 in Table III part A) and against

broadening the university's social involvement (to judge from correlations

with items 3 and 4 in Table III part B). l!owever, these inferences from

correlations are at est clues that suggest oossibilities for further study.

?hen the various rank orders already shown (including the rank orders

for the key item,just-mentIoned,, which are not shown) were combined into a

single classification, the results were thus:

Depart-ental characteristics

Fro-autonomy Anti-autonomy
Anti-restraints Pro-restraints
Low levels of review Kfrh levels of review

'ost typical!

English
Psychology.(not pro-autonomy)

Less typical:

History Cherisrry
Biology (pro-restraints) Econcr.ics

.iathematics (high review levels)

Electrical Engineering
"anngement

P.ole of university as agent in social context

Activist role 'leutralist role

Electrical Engineering
"anagement

Psychology 1 social activism
English

Chemistry ]

conservative activism
History

Fconomics
'fathematics

Correlations of the rank orders showed only one clearly meaningful result:

for activism and conflict, the rank order correlation coefficient (Spearman

rho) was .76. That signifies that when a department favors an activist role,

its members perceive store conflict with the university administration. (Pre-

gum hia,
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',Then the various ran orders already shown (inclndinp the rank orders

for the hey items lust mentioned, which are not shown) ire combined into a

sinole classification, the results were thus:
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Low levels of review

*!ost typical.

rnplish
Psychology (not pro-autonomy)

Less typical:

History
Tiiolocry (pro- restraints)

!Lathematics (hic'h roview levels)

Anti-autonory
rro-restraints
I'.' oh levels of review

Flectrical EirineerinE,,
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Cheminrry
Fcono: ics
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electrical F.noineering
'!anaoement

T3iolony ]

Psychology ] social activism
Enc'lish

Chemistry ]

conservative activism
History

Fconomics
!lathematics

Correlations of the rank orders showed only one clearly meaninpful result:

for activism and conflict, the ran% order correlation coefficient (SpearMan

rho) was .76. That sipnifies that when a department favors an activist role,

its members perceive more conflict with the university administration. (Pre-

sumably both the department and the university are activist) , This result

seemed to accord with a common sense interpretation.
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Summary and conclusions

1. Department affiliation does appear to affect faculty opinions. Al-

though the relationship is not precise in the findings of this study, it is

clear that certain departments are often associated with certain. opinions.

2. A tentative but mostly consistent pattern emerges from this analysis.

The survey that produced these data focussed chiefly on faculty opinions about

various aspects of departments' autonomy and the un-).versity's social role.

The report suggests that three complex dimensions, each vith two aspects, can

be discerned in the data.

Dimension A: Control of departmental functions -- (1) locus or control

(internal or external),,(2) scope of control (the functions that are controlled

and the degree of control).

internal
controls

English
History

Piology
.a.thematics

Small scone Large scope
(narrow, weak),

Psychology
Elect. Engr.
1;anagement
Economics

(broad, Itronp)

C'hemistry

external
controls

.ie bit of evidence for the complex nature of this dimension seems to be the

finding that the influence factor (Table VI) produced different rank orders for

the total, external, and internal influences. In other words, the locus of

control by itself is not likely to account for the observed differences. Also,

restraints or 'reviews seem to have greater weight when applied to some depart-

mental functions than to others,. which again suggests that by themselves the

level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently explain the situation.

Dimension B: Attitudes toward the university's social role -- (1) kind of

role (socially involved or traditional/conservative), (2) deree of performance

(activist or neutralist).

activist

'!anaf-ement,

Psychology
English Chemistry

Socially Traditional/

involved conservative

Economics
'Taehematics'



internal
controls

Large scope(lm all scone

English
Mstory

Riology
lathematics

(narrot,, td('1i4)
Psychology

Elect. Enpr.
!anagement
7.conomics

(broad, strong)

external
control

oe bit of evir.lence for the complex nature of this dimension seems to be the

finding that the influence factor (Mlle VI) produced different rack orders for

the total, external, and internal influences. In other words, the locus of

control by itself is not likely to account for the observed differences. Also,

restraints or revievs seem to have Rreat,ir weight when applied to some depart

mental functions than to others, which again surnests that by themselves the

level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently explain the situation,

IDi",ension R: Attitudes toward the university's social rote -- (1) kind of

role (socially involved or traditional/conservative), (2) degree of performance

(activist or neutralist).

Psychology
English

activist

Mnagement

Chemistry
Socially
involved

Traditional/
conservative

Economies
'!athematics

neutralist

Dimensions A and 3 are similar to some extent but they are not co- terninous in

the present study. Dimension 7, reflects the faculty's attitudes toward the

universities' role, and a department could approve a neutralist role for the
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university while approving a high review level for departmlzetel functions.

Dimension C.; Departmental philosophy - (1) educational obi.x.tives, (2) basic

values.

humane
values

undergraduate

English
Biology

Psychology

graduate instruc-
instruction

Elect. ::mgr.
Economics

rlanarement

tion and research

managerial
values

There appears to be a slight tendency for departments to be in the same quadrant

on each dimension. However, the inter-relation of these dimensions cannot be

made clear in the present study because of the limitations in the data mentioned

at the beginning of this report. The value of this analysis is only in suggest-

ing topics and concepts that may he of use to other investeigators. Both objec-

tives and values would have to be treated in far more refined manner than

was relevant for the survey analyzed here.

3. The reference group identified by faculty members (discipline, de-

-:artment, or university) appears to affect the responses to this survey only

;lightly. However, a pattern of tendencies can he discerned here, also.

:he department-oriented are almost always similar to the average faculty

response; the discipline-oriented are less tvoical, and the university-ori-

ented least typical. The strongest contrast is !)etween the discipline-oriented

and the university-oriented.

'Compared to the average faculty member who responded to this survey, the

nniversity-oriented are more likely to be full professors in positivistic

disciplines (chemistry, management, electrical engineering), in smaller private

universities. They prefer to emphasize research less, and consider the faculty

senate and similar all-campus groups relatively more influential.. They are less

likely to cite academic freedom, advancement of a discipline, or assigned role

as justifications for reviewing departmental functions. Thee give more approval

to restraints on departments and to a conservative universie/ role. Most sie-.

nificantly they tend to believe that the department exists fer the sake of

the university.

The discipline-oriented are relatively more often. assistant professors

in social sciences (history, economics, psychology). They are more likely to

emphasize basic research and service within their de artme t
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universities. They prefer to emphasize research less, and consider the faculty

senate and similar all-campus proups relatively more influential. They are less

1.1.1:ely to cite academic freedom, advancement of a discipline, or assiened role

as justifications for revivelne departmental functionc. The, rive more approval

to restraints on departments and to a conservative universle/ role. Most ail-

nificantly they tend to believe that the department exists 1.,,r the sake of

the university.

The discipline-oriented are relatively more often assit,tant professors

in social sciences (history, economics, psycholomy). They are nore likely to

emphasize basic research and service ,,ithin their departments, atd they per-

ceive the faculty as having less influence on the department. To justify

reviewing departmental functions, they cite student welfare or administrative

uniformity less than averaee, but cite advancing a disciplire more than average.
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APPENDIX: Items from the survey questionnaire

1. Statements of opinions (See Table III)

Part A:

"The following statements express opinions about universities that one en-

counters today. To what extent do you agree with these statements? (Check one blank

on each line)."

Part B:

"Various ways are being, suggested today to increase the universities' prestige

and credibility with the general public. Please indicate your reaction to each of

these possible ways."

Respondents were asked to chose from five levels of aereeeent (for both parts) :

very great, great, some, slight, no.

2. Review of departmental functions (See Table Iv)

On these pages 'actions or decisions usually initiated in university departments

ere listed. For each-action, please indicate your opinion as to the highest level

which an action could be justifiably reviewed with authority to veto it. While

making your choices, consider them in terms of an ideal situation, not your actual

situation.

'Please write the number of the organizational level from List I, below, to

:ndicate the highest level, at which departmental actions could. justifiably be

eeviewed with authority for final veto.

"List I: (1) Individual faculty member, (2) r)epartment (chairman or faculty

committees, (3) College or School (dean or faculty committees, (4) All-univeristy

faculty committees, (5) Administration (nresident, vice-nresir1ents), (6) Trustees,

governing board, (7) Central administration of a multi- campus institution, (3) Public

officials or Legislature, (9) No review at all."

Justification for review of departmental functions (See Table V)

"PleaSe write the number of a statement from List II, below, to indicate the

best justification for the veto authority you have inricated.'

"List TI: (1) tlelfare of total faculty, (Z) '.7elfare of students, (3) Aca-

demic freedom, (4) Improvement in quality of education, (5) Advancement of a discip-

line or profession, (6) Efficient use of financial or human resources, (7) Assigned

role in a multi-campus system, (8) Counter-balance to departments' self-interest,

(9) Uniform practice and policy in a university, (10) Other reasons.'

4. Influences on departmental affairs, as perceived by the faculty

"In general, how much influence does each of the following have over

what pees on in your department? (1) The department faculty as a whole, (2) The



2. Review of departmental functions (See Table IV)

On these panes "actions or decisions usually initiated in university departments

re listed. For each action, please indicate your opinion as to the highest level

which an actioft could be justifiably reviewed tyith authority to veto it. While

your choices, consider them in terns of an ideal situation, not your actual

situation.

'Plec,se write the number of te oroaniz9tional levpl from List I, below, to

dicate the highest level at which departmental actions could justifiably be

evieved with authority for final veto.

"List I: (1) Individual faculty lember, () r'eparteot (chairman or faculty

committees, (3) Colleoc. or School (dean or faculty coTraittnes, (4) A]l- univeristy

faculty committees, (5) Administration (nresident, vice-nresi,!ents), (6) Trustees,

ooverning board, (7) Central administration of a multi-campus institution, (3) Public

officials or Legislature, (9) io review at all.'

Justification for review of departmental functions (See_ Table V)

"Please write the number of a statement from List II, below, to indicate the

, best justification for the veto authority you have Wicated:'

"List II: (I) t.Telfare of total faculty, (") Yelfare of students, (3) Aca-

demic Freedom, (4) Inprovemnt in quality of education, (5) Advanceent of a discip-

line or profession, (6) Efficient use of financial or human reScurces, (7) Assigned

role in a multi-campus system, (A) Counter-balance to 02partients. self-interest,

(9) Uniform practice and policy in a university, (11) Other reasons.'

4. Influences on departmental affairs, as perceived by the faculty

In oereral, how much influence does each of the following have over

what goes on in your department? (1) The department faculty as a whole, (2) The

dean of this collee or school, (3) The department head or chairman, (4) Graduate

students, (5) vrylergraduates, (C) The university adminirtrit*In (president, vice-

presidents), (7) You, personally, (n) s11.1-university ^YGi :,.:0,-ittces, senate))

(9) Department committees. (Check one on each



AVIT1fliN,

aespondent were as%ed to choose one of five levels of influence: very great,

nreat, some, slight, none at all.

Iters (1) and (9); items (2) and (f) and itemo (4) and (5) were

eerblued Into sinnle variables because they were relatively IsiPhly correlated.

5. Conflicts between departments and university administrations, as per-

ceived ty the faculty

your university, how rnch Cifference of onL:ion exists between

tbe central administration ane the departments (or sinilar units) pith teqard to

the matters listed belcr4? (Choc!: one 'Annk or each line) (1) Hiring practien

(2) Promotion practices, (3) Salary decisions, (4) Curriculum innovation,

(5) Teachinn leads, (6) ,'inancial allocations, (7) Course offerings."

Respondents were asknO to choose one of five levels of difference of opinion:

very 5:reat, preat, sore, slight, none.

'!otn7 Items (1), (2), and (3) ; and items (6) and (7) were combined into

ale variables7sin.ae., they ere relatively hiPhly correlated.

Emphasis on objectives within departments, as perceived by the faculty

"Within your department how much emphasis is actually placed on each

the following? (Check one on each line) (1) Undergraduate instruction,

'2) '.graduate instruction, (3) Basic research, (4) Contrihutinp to the discipline

your denart ent, (5) Service to business, industry, rr eoverpment.

Respondents were ash'..! o emose one of five 1vr.11,l of very

?neat, preat, seine, Y]irlt, none at all.

Emphasis on oblecti:ns, preferred by faculty,

'Prom the list in the item r)] above, select the one item you feel

luld receive the most emphasis in universities penerally. (Urite the letter

the space belo!;) shoule receive the most emphasis"



TABLE I. RKIK, DEPARMENTAL APrILIATIO.4, X1D RErnRLECE GROUP

Li

42Z

Bi0 Chem

i tnore

Peon

more

Department:
1ncr Ens31

Professors

Associcte Professors less less more

iVisis.Unt Professors 29 less less
r

less more

!list Mgmt

1 more

1-
1 less

less

more

T.T.01-2; Department 0 =.14 Reference 0 =.15

* Percent of total population



772) REIT,R1:110E GROUP

Departnent . Refereoce
L'con Eni:r Pn1 "1st Mp,mt Y.atli Psyc ': Disc Dept

1-t
less

1

imore 1 more 11

loss ; more

less more ! less

less

tIore less

more .1 more

Ua iv

more

less



TA:31,r II! 7)EPARTMENT AFFILIATION AND REFFRE'10E GROUP

11
Department

Tliol Chem Econ Farr Fna Pist Mgmt

discipline 3:17* less less

^eparttent more more

Univerty 207. loss more

.

more less i

1

more i

less more , less 1 less

more more

= .21

* Percent of total population



ICE GROUP

Department
Econ Eagr Engl Kist Mgmt nath Psyc

less

less

more

more

more more

less I

1

less .1ess

i

i

i more less less
i

1



TA3LE III: STATEMENTS OF OPINION
PART A: Autonomy in university and department

Mean*
Dept.

phi
-R.ef.

phi i

Biol. 1Chem tEcon .111

Universities generally are trying
to do more than their resources permit 2.65 .19

;

.07
1

1

i

!

Autonomy is essential for quality
educntion; chairmen should procccc
the 1,icuitys' autonomy: laymen lack
understanding of autonomy 2.57 .20 .14

1
l

1

4
1

Incursions into autonomy are
justified wheL a university or ,.

department is inefficient 1.97 .20 .14

i

1 more

The faculty sould. spend more time
on teaching aid be more attentive
to instructioLal problems 1.35 .13 .12

Infringements on departmental
autonomy imply a denial of profes -
sional com2etency 1.78 .19 .12 less

r,epartments exist to carry out
university policy 1.28 .16 .19

Operation of the university should
be turned over to the faculty 1.22 .17 .11

1

!less Iles

governing boards and legislatures
have the right to set teaching loads
the university administrators should
exert more control over teaching loads .85 .13 more
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LII: cot tinued

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _

Uept. Ref.

itean * phi phi Biol

&isle co.,flicts of interest between
departments and a university require
monitoring 1,y others outside the

universjty
_

.55 .15 .05

tion: a university should take to improve
i2restiw,e and cre.".ibility

1[1:71-2z1se cur,municotion with all

elient,-2tos sho t. that university's
out.at justi:ies input of resources 2.75 .17

Rationalize and streamline the
university's oronizational structure 2.40 .13

fake the 'overnirig board more
r'presentative cf. the university's
totel ce71-nnity 2.20 .15

thn co7munity with new, relevant
nrogrems and covrses provide more and
better services 2.16 .13

involve studentF more closely in the
r,overnance oE tte university 1.73 .14

T7aintain firm student discipline
OR campus 1.72 .20

1:educe the university's budget .25 .13

.06

.05

.0')

.03

.12

Chem rcon Fnex

oore . more

.09

less 1 1 less
iti 1 f

I

i

!i

more
1

I more
i

f

more less i more

I: On a five-point scale of agreement: 4 - very !-Treat, 3 - great, 2 - some, 1 - s1.iht, 0 non
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'7:7 .7

Chem reon 1,11,74r 1:npl Aist Psyc Disc
Reference

Dept ;Dilly

i
1

,

.

?

.;

. n5 'Aare. more less leSS more I
i1

. r)':' II
1 i

' , [- 1-
1

I

i

.06 ;1_II ........f .....4*
i

I
.

ii.
i,1 ,

,i -__ ...)__ I

.05 ..

,,
'I

.0') i' I

ii I

11 ,

i. ;

.03 ,i less ! less more
'r+-- ,

_4_ -.,

: ,

,

.12 ; more I

i

!

!

more-i
t.09 tore less more

more

1

more
t-

more more

more

t

1 less more

less less less TS lore

U

3 - great, 2 - some, 1 - 0 none.



TA3LF LEVILS OF MIYV OF DEPARTMEML

Neun
Dept. Ref,

hi ohi iol icon

Policies afEecting non-academic
persoanel
-------

4.76 .21 ,0)

dilin a neu deiree program 4.34 .17 ,07

..)efiLing tenure criteria '.21 .20 .14
,

Amount of time lermitted for paid
off-campus constlting 4.06 ,2`)

.18

.17

.16

---s--

rTenure appointrent of a
faculty member 3.67 highe

......

3.50 .27 .06 lowerUse of computer services

:)etemining sale-ry for a

faculty member 3.43 .19 .15

Applicr,ttons for research grants

made ty departmental faculty 3.13 .37 .13 lower

on-reappointmert of a
non -- tenured fact lty member 3.12 .20 .13 j

Criteria for adcitting under-

Graduate students 3.11 .23 .09

i

f

lhigheSelecting departmental chairman 3.03 .23 .15

.11

t

I

)lower

I

_.4

Allocating experses to accounts
(supplies, instruction, research,
travel, etc.) 2.98 .23
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Ref IA!.partmuut Reference 1

phi ) 3iol Chen Peon Eagr 1t i1't Hgmt )Ilath ! Psyc Disc Dept Univ
)

,07

14

.17

IA

!lower

4

.15

)

.13 Ilower I

r

.13

.09

.15

1

--t

1--

)

)

;

I

-1- 1

1
i

1 i

--1. 4- 4- -I-
, 1.

1
,

1 ___ __ _____l_
i

1

;

i
,

i

1

HI

)Ii ;-1

tt.

i

1 i II'

.

I

Tr"

V

i......),_____

higher

1

1

1

ihiTher

I hi-4.-;11ri

1-

i
1

t 1
!

'higher:

continued--



TA2L.: IV! Cuntiuue.!

Adiin!--4 a new course

Dept. Ref.

rean phi phi i Blot Chem

2.91 .21 .09

ium17:cr and lenn;th of class meetings 2.90 .25 .03 Ilower

Econ ; Engr

-4

Tine of class meetings 2.'32 .27 .09 flower
1

i

!higher
i

___

Wrovinc expeniiitures for
,:,hest sdeAers, concerts, etc. 2. .31 .16 ,

ii

-1---

lower

ufflber of students admitted to li

depertmont 2.79 .24 .06 power

-F

Class credit ur contact hours T
aosi:red to a Irofessor 2.76 .23 .11 !I

IJ

4'.

Determining faculty participation 1

in departmental governance 2.74 .22 .12

Determining student participation
in departmental governance 2.72 .23 .10

Adequacy and fairness of grading system 2.55 .17 .07

Class or sectioi. size 2.49 .31 .10
1

: lower

Authorizing professors travel

paid from departmental funds 2.47 .16 .09

1
Adding a variant of an existing course 2.34 .24 .07

i

Assigning teachers to courses or to
III

sections of multi-section courses 2.03 .24 .06

Course reading assignments, requirements,
and type of instruction used 1.52

0
.21 .09 P
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TA-:"LL LoCLI11_!.+C.; 4) ViT 7 1TAL ATTAI"S, A°: :..,Y I'M:111r

Oen:Irt::ent

facdIty

"clan* nhi
"ef
uhi Aol (en !'con Ern

.l( .]32.7r,

2.91.) .0:'.0

uw:versity) 1.';4 .16 .07

The flcult7 hioself/herself 1.74 .17 .1`;

All university !:rouns
(senzte, co:cdrtees) 1.3. .16 .11

3tu,letAs ey,raAntes and underl,,raduate:0 1.27 .19 .1n

i More

*On five-voint scale of influence: 4 - very great, 3 - great, 2 - some, 1 - slight, 0 - non



1.1.01 t''en !*cou F1171-1 'Th71 :Ast -r,nt Psyc : W.LL Dept Jikiv

rare 1

1c=ss

i VOY0 :more

great, 2 - some, 1 - slight, 0 - none.

ore

1

rixw....*.....ar

less



TALLE VII corrucTs DEFART=S ,1,10 AnInsTnATio 1 AS PLaCEIVM BY FACULTY

ry

Uept.

phi

Ref.

phi :Biol Chem ]'con F.nor

Financiol ullocar5.ons 2.02 .15 .05

loals 1.43 .19 .r)4 more more

an courses 1.35 .13 .07 less
!

7acuLtv affairs
salary pro.lotions) .97 .14

1
.05 I less

.

* 'IT, . five-point scale of ,.lifference of opinions: 4 very p,reat, I - preat, 2 - some, 1 -



STRATIOIT, AS PERCEIVED BY FACULTY

pt. Ref.

i phi ..Biol !Chem Tcon 7'nor En.:71 .Pist Ngmt Math Psyc iDisc IDcpt ! Univ

i---
1

--t.

,

!

1

E i

,
i

i I

:Less
, i

JepaLtment Reference

1more
1

less
1

- very great, 1 - great, 2 - some, 1 - slight, 0 - none.



TA.L:1 "III: :1 ,V 1° "II' 'I! JP:PA°,T"'2,ITS, AS P°'( I"' NoPLTY

!ean**
Pent ':cf

n1.11.

let
C1 cn '71Th

Graduate instruction 2.-3 .1c: .4'1.1

haoic reL;earc:, 2...4 .33 .15 r+ore*

Ull&n:0,1"al10.tt!

lostr-ctiou
2.',3 .27 .13

I

Contrutions tc
a k:ftcinline

2.6?. .15 ,,91

Service to .1:liness,

int'.ustry, ,°,/rrnment

1.1 .45 . more more more morel

** On a five-pcint scale of amount of emphasis:

4 - very nrett, 3 - great, 2 - some,

1 - slight, - none.

!.o''e or leqs
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I.inderrnte irstrection

Grad;t1te instruction

percent of
total faculty riol ,'con

Ilore

13

110r0

less

iIontrutnon to a discipline 8 i less 11.es '10re less

Ler,Ac,.. to business, inclustry 1

fwveranent

mV: .7)eeartrient nhi = .25; reference rroun phi = .21
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