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

*
vy Spring, 1971, by the Departmental Study Project at liichigan State University. Ve

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

departments on each campus (blolony/botany, chemistry, econonics, electrical engi-

ncering, Fnglish, history, management, mathenmatics, and psycholoey). The survey in-

[+

luded administrators, board members, ani state leviszlators, but only faculty

responses are reported here. About 4,700 faculty members responded, making a rate of

4
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v

0 percent,
On the questlonnaire, the faculty members were asked “*'hat 1s your main depart-
ental affiliation?” and "In general, do you usually think of yourself primarily as &

ermber of your: (check one) university, department, discipline?’ Thus, we could

.nvestigate the relationship between faculty members’ department affiliation and

r

n

a
]

eference group to the opinlons they expressed throuzh reswonses to other question-

aire items.

ote of caution

The low rasponse rate of 49 percent surrests that the Pasoonding eroun might

not represent the opinilons of the entire sample. Also, ve identified only one of

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

nored otlier possilbly relevant characteristics such as the department’s size,

S

a

tructure, and mode of operatton. Thus, tie value of these findings are limited by
possible population hias and by confoundins variahiles,

Also, "department affiliation” in this report shoulil be iaterpreted as

“discipline,’ althoush the respondents are in fact all members of a university de-

p
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artment.

ethod of analysis

2

The findings are presented chiefly as the rean resnonses for each departmental

roup, reference group, and the total population. 1In order to show the pattern in

the responses and to indicate tendencies, this report used a measure of mal-repre-
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entation based on the mean responses that are 10 percent esrcater or lesser than the
opulation nean., This simple analysis 1Is intended only as a rough suggestion of the
atterns of var.’ ation in these data.

An analysis based on the chi-square statisitic seemcd appropriate for these data.
at since the population was larze, and chi-square tends to be inflated by a larne

A%
amber of subjects, the nhi coefficlent was used instead.
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responses are reported here. About ¢,700) faculty members responded, making a rate of
40 percent.

On the questionnaire, the faculty members were asked ''That is your main depart-
wental affiliation?” and "In geuneral, do you usually think of yourself primarily as a
member of your: (check one) university, department, discipline?” Thus, we could
nvestigate the relationship between faculty members’ department affiliation and

reference group to the opinions they expressed thiouzh reszonses to other question-
naire items,

iote of caution

The low response rate of 40 percent sur~cests that the resnonding eroup might
not represent the opinions of the entire sample. Also, ve identified only one of
many departmental characteristics-~the subject matter or discinline studied -and ig-
nored other possibly relevant characteristics such as the Jdepartment’s size,
structure, and mode of operation. Thus, tie value of these findings are limited by
a possible population bias and by confoundinn variables.

Also, "department affiliation’ in this report shoul.l be iaterpreted as

“discipline,' althounh the respondents are in fact all members of a university de-

pattment,

*lethod of analysis

The findings are presented chiefly as the mean responves for cach departmental
group, reference group, and the total population., In order to show the pattern in
the responses and to iIndicate tendencies, this report used a measure of mal-repre-
sentation based on the mean responses that are 13 percent gtroatey or lesser than the
population mean. This simple analysis is intended only as a 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 largze, and chi-square tends to be inflated by a larse
number of subjects, the phi coefficient was used instead.**

-

“This project was supported by the Exxon Fducational Foundation. The findines were
sumnarized in Dressel and Faricy, 1972, Chapter 2.

**See Marascuilo 1971, pp. 436-~409, for a discussion of the cffect of sample size on
chi-cquare and phi; and Connover 1971, pp. 176-134, for a Jdisccussion of various
measures of dependency such as contingency coefficients. The peasure called phi in
this veport is what Connover calls Pearson’'s contingenny - “ficient.
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Use of phi removed the size factor (vhich made almost all the chi-square relationships
significant) and indicated relationships in a way that resembles a correlation co-
efficient. ‘

The phi’s for these [indings were all quite low, ranjing from ,04 to .45. Pui
way be interpreted as: 0-33= weak, 34-66= moderate, 64~1NC= gtrong. However, the
true meaning of phi is ambiguous. At any rate, the phi's revorted here indicate that
there actually are relationships in the data, and that sowe 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 and individual

The 42 universities in the survey were identified by size, type of control,
graduate prestige, and géneral educational caliber.* These institutional character-
istics had negligible rclationships 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 (3ee Table I) to the other individual
variables chowed that some departments tended to have relatively more full professors
(chemistry, economics, history) and others to have relatively more assistant profes-
sors (English, mathematics). Alsov, full professors tended to be slightly over-
rapresented among the university-oriented:; assistant pr«fessors to be slightly over-
represented among the discipline-oriented.

When departuent affiliation and reference group are related, however, the
pattern changes slightly. (See Table I1). History was slirhtly over-represented in
the discipline reference group although it had relatively wcre full professors, and
more full professors tended to choose the university as refercnce group. Departments
over-representad in the discipline refereance group were ecouomics, history, and
psychology; those over-represented in the department reference group were biolegy,
chemistry, and electrical engineering' those over-represented in the university

ceference group were chemistry, electrical engineering, and management,

indings-~faculty opinions
The éurvey asked respondents to indicate their opinions about a serics of
statements (Table III and {tem 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 those deallsy with various re-
straints on autonony (statements 3, 4, 8, 2 in Table I1I). Usine the averages of
each department’s mean resporses to these sets of statements, one could form these
rank orders:
ERIC
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UoTom R Lne rerereEnce Eroup, to allow for comparisons.,

Findings--institutional and individual

The 42 universities in the survey were identified by size, type of control,
araduate prestinse, and peneral educational caliber.* These institutional character-
istics had neplipible relationships to department affiliatior or referance 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 (sce Table I) to the other individual
varlables showed that soue departments tended to have relatively more full professors
(chenistry, econorics, 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 slishtly over-
represented among the discipline-oriented,

When department affiliaticn and reference group arec related, however, the
pattern changes slightly. (See Table II). History was slinhtly over-represented in
the discipline reference group although it had relatively wore full professors, and
more full professors tended to choose the university as refercnce group. Departments
over-represented in the discipline reference group were ecounomics, 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.

-ndings-~-faculty opinions

The survey asked respondents to indicate thelr opinions ahout a seriecs of
statements (Table IIT and item 1 in the appendix.) The statements in Part A of this
section fell into two categories: those dealing wfﬁh”au;onomy of departments and
universities (statements 2, 5, 7 in Table III) andfihose‘dealing with various re-
straints on autoncny (statements 3, 4, 8, ¢ in Tahle'III), Usinpg the averages of
each department's mean responses to these sets of statemcnts, one could form these

rank ovders:

%
See Dressel and Faricy, 1572, Appendix B, for discussicen of these characteristics.




_Autonony .Restraints
English 2.11 Manarcnent 1.62
History 2.07 Biology 1.38
Biology 1.93 Electrical Fngineering 1,36
Matheouatics 1.07 Chemistry 1.33
TOTAL (1.85) Ecouomics 1.33
Psychology 1.32 TOTAL (1.30)
Chemistry 1.75 History 1.28
Electrical Enginecering 1,6¢ Mathematics 1,26
Economics 1.67 English 1.23
Management 1.39 Psychology 1.18
Discipline 1.95 University 1.47
Department 1.37 Department 1.31
Uiiversity 1.63 Discipline 1.20

In Part B, the first five statements supgest 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
Fnglish 2,26
TOTAL (2.24)
Chendstry 2.21
History 2.1
(Economics 2,19
Mathematics 2,15
University 2.30
Department 2.27
Discipline 2.21
The order for this factor differed considerably from the rank orders four autonomy o
restraints,

Another section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the most
appropriate institutional level for review of various depatvtwental functions. (See
Table 1V ard item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section, t!» rank order of the
,~rerage means for departments and reference groups was:
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In Part B, the first five statements suggest 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.

Englneering 2.27
Fnglish 2.26
TOTAL (2.24)
Chenistry 2.21
Ilistory 2.1¢@
(Economics 2.19

Mathematics 2.15

University 2,30
Department 2.27
Discipline 2.21

The order for this factor differed considerably from the rank orders fur antonouwy vi
restraints.

Auother section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the uost
appropriate institutional level for review of various depavtmental functions. (See
Table IV and item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section, the rank order of the

average means for departments and reference groups was:

_Level of review

Mathematics 3.09

lianagenent 3.08
“conomics 3.04
(Elec.

Yneineering 3.04




History 3.02
English 2.98
TOTAL (2.97)
Chemistry 2.96
Psychology 2.86
Biology 2.76

University 3.04
Department 2.90
Ciscipline 2.8¢

These means indicate the overall level of review chosen by members of each department.
They indicate that many members of mathematics Jdepartments 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 taean 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
a3 follows: the hunane--bilology, English, psychology,; the managerial--economics,
electrical engineering, manapement. Iiilistory and chemlstry seemed ambiguous.

The questionnaire also included a section concerned with the faculty's percep-
tions of the influence that various persons or groups reem to have on departments.
(See Table VI and iten 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 thelr 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
anount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general. TFinancial matters seemed to
involve the most conflict; teaching loads and faculty personnel matters involved
less; and curricular matters involved relatively little conflict. Departiment members
perceived differing amo;nts of conflict overall, as indicated by the rank order based
on the average means:

Amount of conflict perceived

Blology 1.47

Elect.
( Fngineering 1.41

| G —




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 menbers
of blology 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. 4

The justifications appeared to represent two broad values: the humane (in
Table V, items 2, 3, 5, &) 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. 1iistory 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 ceen to have on departments,
(See Table VI and item 4 in the Appendix.) The major influences appeared to be with-
in the departments (chairnan, 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
anount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general. Tinancial 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)

Ecorionxrns 1.32
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Psychalony 1.32
History 1.30
Chemistry 1.28
Mathematics 1.2¢4

Discipline 1.39
Department 1.33
University 1.31

The departuents' emphasis on various educational objectives was the topic of
two sections on the questionnaire. 1In one, the faculty was asked to indicate how
they perceived the departmental emphasis. (See Table VIII and item & in the
Appendix.) In the other, they were to indicate what thoy thought the departmental
emphasis should be. (See Table IX and item 7 in the Appendix.) ‘rong perceived
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
respendents favored undergraduate instruction, against 15 percent for graduate
instruction and less for the other objectives. Differences between the department's
rreferences were marked. FEnglish 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-orlented and department: ovieuted

favoring less.

Correlations and ran' orders

A correlation of all items on the questionnalre cave a few Interesting
results., “ithin each of the seven sections of the questicunaire, correclations
uose usually lowr but sone vere moderate to wea® (073 to .30): thetween sections,
correlations were usually nerliecible {(below .10). This findine sugeested that
the sections A1d in fact deal with separate areas of opirion,

Corelations of the sections on influence and on conflict indicated that
vhen faculty, students, and department chairmen (heads) have .leh influence
on departrental affairs, the amount of conflict 1is lowr: and croaversely, vhen
the influence of tlie administration 1s hieh, the anount of canflict 1s hiech,
Conflict appeared rore closely related to tiie influence of tlr central adminis-
tration than to that of deans.

Correlations of the sections on emphasis and on conflict suecrested that

Q
[ERJf:n a departnant emnhasizes eraduate instruction and rescarch it has sliohtly

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

less conflict. - NI
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PPenaIix.)  Joong nerceived
emphases, graduate instruction was the most emphasized, but only s¢lightly 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 Rreferred, 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
rreferences were marked. Fnglish departments were clearly oriented to undergraduate
instruction, psychology to graduate instruction and rgsearch: electrical engineering
and management both preferred more graduate instruction but less research. The
reference groups differed chiefly on research and disciplinary contributions, the
discipline-orientad favoring more, ,the university-oriented and depavtment: orieuted

favoring less.

Correlations and ran’: orders

A correlation of all items on the questiohnaire cave a few interesting
results. T/ithin each of the seven sections of the questionnaire, correlations
weoe usually low hut some vere moderate to weals (.73 to .3C): between sections,
correlations were usually neelirible (below .10). This finding suggesfeﬂ that
the sections did in fact deal with separate areas of opirion.

Corelations of the sections on influence and on conflict inddicated that
vhen faculty, students, and department chairmen (heads) hava high influence
on departrental affairs, the amount of conflict is low: and conversely, vhen
the influence of. the administration is hich, 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 erphasis and on conflict suspested that
vhen a departnent emnphasizes éraduate instructien and research it has slightly-
less conflict.

The reference group variable shoved alwmost no correlation with other
items. 1Its hirhest correlation ccefficient was .24, with the opinion "Depart-
ments exist to carry out university policy.' Tor this same item, the phi
was-.19 (second hishest phi for the reference aronp variable).

i .

Further interpretation of the correlations indicated a key relationship

O
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between three items in the reviewr-level section {in Table IV, items 3, 5, 11)
and threes ijtems in the staterent of oninions section {(in Tabla III, part A, items
2, 5, 7). These correlations vere weal: but they were the only non-neecligible
correlations betveen these tvo scctions. Avparentlv, attitudes about the appro-
priate reviers levels for tenure matters and selection of ctairmen are key
attitudes vis-a-vis autenony of faculty and denartments.

Also, it appe;red<from the corralations that an attitude favoring firm
student discipline and apainst student particination in covetrrance (Table III
ﬁart B, items 5 and 6) might be a kev attitude for a “'conservative" form of
activism. Taculty with such an attitule would likely also e against autonomy
(to judee from correlations with items 3, 6, § in Tahle IIT part A) and anainst
bhroadenine the university’s social involvermant (to judee from correlations
with items 3 and 4 in Table I1T part B). However, these inferences from
correlations are at uvest clues that suggest vossitilities for further study.

’ lhen the various rank orders already shown (including the rank orders
for the ley itevﬁajustumentioned,rwhich are not shown) were combined into a

sinele classification, the results were thus:

Nepart~antal characteristics

Pro-autonony Anti-autononmy
Anti-restraints Pro-restraints
Low lavels of review FEich levels of review

“lost typical:

Tpelish Electrical Enaineering
Psycholeev. (not pro-autonony) Manarenent

Less typical:

History Cherisrry -
Bioloey (pro-restraints) Econorics
tfathematics (hieh review levels)

“ole of university as acent in social context

Activist role . leutralist role
Blectrical Fnrineering Fconomics
Manacement Yathematics
Diology

Psycholony social activisn

Enelish

Chenistry

. conservative activism
History

e L e

Correlations of the rank orders showed onlv one clearly meaningful result:
for activism and conflict, the ranl order correlation cocfficient (Spearman

@ ) was .76. That sienifies that when a department favors an activist role,

E!Sgé; members perceilve more conflict with the university administration. (Pre-
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correlations are at lL.est clues that sugpest vossitilities for further study,
‘hen the various rank orders already shown (including the ranl: orders
for the ey iters iust rentioned, which are not shown) were combined into a

sinele classification, the results were thus:

Nepart-ental characteristics

Pro-autonony Anti-autonomy
Anti-restraints Prosresteaints
Lov levels of revien Eieh Jevels of review

“lost typical:

I'nelish Tlectrical Ineineering
Psycholoey (not pro-autonony) Manaeonent

Less typical:

History Cherfarey
Rioloey (pro-restraints) Fcono: ies
‘lathematics (hieh rovier levels)

“ole of university as agent in social context

Activist role Teutralist role

Nlectrical ¥neineerine ' Tconori.cs
Yanaeenent Mathematics

Pioloey
Psycholony
Enelish

saclal activisn

Chenistry

onservat {vism
listory < ative activ

[y G R G S

Correlations of the rank orders showed only one clearly meanineful result:
for activism and conflict, the rank order correlation coefficient (Spearman
rhe) was .76, That sienifies that when a department favors an activist role,
its members perceive rore conflict with the university administration. (Pre-

»

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

seerred to accord with a cormon sense interpretation.

ERIC
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Summary and conclusion

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

though the reliaticnship is not precise in the findines of this study, it is

_clear that certain derartments are often associated with certain opinions.

E

2

A tentative but mostly consistent pattern enerces from this analysis.
The survey that produced these data focussed chiefly on faculty opinions about
various aspects of departments’ autonomy and the university's social role.

The report suveests that three complex dimensions, each vith two aspects, can
be discerned in the data.

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

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

and the desree of control).

internal
conﬁrols
Enelish 2ioloay
History ‘fathematics
Small scope Large scope
(rarrou, weak) Psycholony Elect. Enfr. (broad, strone)
' tanacement
Zeononmics
Memistry
external
controls

ne bit of gvidence for the complex nature of this dimension seems to be the
firnding that the influence factor (Talle VI) produced different rank orders for
the total, extern§fl and internal influences. In other words, the locus of
control by itself is not likelv to account for the obnerved differences. Also,
restraints or reviews seem to have greater weight when aprlied to some depart-
nental functions than to others, which asain sueeests that by themselves the
level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently explain the situation.
NDimension B: Attitudes toward the universitv’s social role -- (1) kind of

role (socially involved or traditional/comservative}, (2) decree of performance

(activist or neutralist).

activist

~

Wan?ﬁemenLA

Psycholoeov
Enelish Chemistry

: Traditional/
conservative

~

Socially
involved

O

l(j : . Fcononics
o - “athematics ’

s :



W

internal
controls
Frelish “iolony
History fathematics .
Smill scona l.aree scoya
narvoy, weak Flect. Enpr., o strone
( ] ) Psycholonv . .p (br ad, I‘O ,)
: Y'ananement
“cononics
Mhondstry
external
controlsw

n2 bit of evidence for the comnlex nature of this dimensfon scens to be tue
finding that the Influence factor (Talle VI) produced different rank orders for
the total, external, and internal influences. In otler words, the locus of
control by itself is not likelv to account for the observed Jdifferences. Also,
restralnts or revicws seem to have arcat2r welght when apnlied to some depart-
nental functions than to others, which apain suaecests that by themselves the
level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently evnlain the situation.
Dimension B: Attitudes toward the university's social role -- (1) kind of

tole (socially involved or traditional/corservative), (2) ‘le-ree of performance

(activist or neutralist).

activist

anarement
Psycholoev T
Lnelish Chenistey
Socially | Traditional/
involved { conservative
Fcononics
“Mathematics

neutralist

Dinensions 4 and B are sinilar to some extent tut they are not co-terminous in
the present study. DNinension 7 reflects the faculty's attitudes tovard the

gniversities' role, and a departrent could anprove a neutralist role for the

ERIC
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university while approving a hich review level for departreztal functions.

Dimension C: TDepartmental nhilosophy - (1) educational obj.ctives, (2) basic

values.
humane
valuas
Enclish
. Psycholosy
Biolosy 7 v
underc~raduatae graduate instruc-
instruction - . tion and research
Lcononics
Llect. Engr. anapement
manarerial
values

re

inere appears to be a slicht tendancy for departments to be in the same quadrant
on each dimeﬁsion. Nowever, the inter-relation of these dimensions cannot be
made clear in the nresent study because of the limitations in the data mentioned
at the becinnine of this report. The value of this analvsis 1is only in supgest-
ing topics and concepts that may be of use to other investigators. Both objcc~
tives and values would have to be treated in far more refined mnanner than

was relevant for the survey analyzed here.

3. The reference group identifizd by faculty members (discipline, de-
rartment, or university) appears to affect the responses to this survey only
sliehtly. lHowever, a pattern of tendancies can bes discerned here, also.

The department-oriented are almost always similar to the averape faculty
rasnonse;: the discinline-oriented are less tvoical, and the university-ori-
ented least tynical. The stronpaest contrast is haetween the discipline-oriented
and the university~-oriented. .

‘Compared to the average faculty member vho reéponded to this survey, the -
aniversity-oriented are rore lilely to be full professors in positivistic
disciplines (chemistry, management, electrical enpineering), in sraller private
universities. . They prefer to emphasize research less, and consider the faculty
senate and similar all-campus rroups relatively more infiuential, They atre less
liliely to cite academic freedom, advancement of a discipline, or assirned role
as justifications for reviewine departmental functions. Thoey cive more approval
to restraints on departments and to a conservative universit; role. #ost sig-
nificantly they tend to believe that the denartment exists [ur the sake of
the university.

“ne discipline-oriented are relatively more often assistant professors

E[{:(}ocial séiencgs (history, economics, psycholosy). They are wore likely to

o o e . . ;
emphasize basic research and service within their departmentsg, and they.




E

There appears to be a slieht tendancy for departwuents to Le in the sane quadrant
on each dimension, MUowever, the inter-relation of these dirmensions carnot be
made clear in the nresent study because of the limitations in the data nentioned
at the becinnine of this renort. The value of this aralvsis 1s only {n surgest-
Ine topics and concepts that may he of use to othar invest'sators. Both objec~
tives and values would hove to be treated in far more reficwi nanner than

was relevant for the survey analvzed herve,

3. T.e reference aroun fdentifi! by faculty menmbere (discipline, de-
artment, or university) appcars to affect the responses to this survey only
“lichtly. lowever, a pattern of tendancies can be dizcerned here, also.

‘he department-oriented are alnost alvays sinilar to the averiape faculty
vesnonse: the discinling-oriented are less tvoleal, and the uriversity-ori-
anted least tynical. The stroneest contrast iz “otween the disciplinc-oriented
and the university-oriented,

Conpared to the averace faculty merber tvho responded to this survey, the
‘wmiversity-ovientaed are rore likely to be full professofs in positivistic
1isciplines (chemistry, ranapement, electrical enpineering), in smaller private
universities. They prefer to emphasize research less, and consider the faculty
senate and sinilar all-campus sroups relatively riore influential., They are less
lilely to cite academic freedon, advancenent of a discipline, or assirned role
as justifications for reviewina departmental functions, Thar cive more approval
to restraints on departments and to a conservative universir; role. Most siq-
nificantly they teod to believe that the derartment exists f[uor the sake of
the university.

The discipline-oriented are relatively more often assiutant professors
in sccial sciences (history, economics, psycholoey). They are wore likely to
eriphasize basic research and service vithin their departrments, avd they per-
ceive the faculty as having less influence on the denartmeat. To justify
reviewing departmental functions, they cite student welfare or administrative

uniformity less than averare, hut cite advancing a disciplire more than average.,

O
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IX: Items from the survey questionnaire
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-

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 aesrce with these statements? (Check one blank
on each line)."

Part B:

"Various ways are beins sucgested today to increase the universities' prestige
and credibility with the general public. Please indicate your reaction to each of
these possible ways." .

Fespondents were ashed to choose from five levals of agreewent (for both parts):

very great, preat, seome, slicht, no.

2, Review of departmental functions (Sée Table IV)
On these pares "actions or decisions usually initiated in university departments
nre listed. TFor each-action, please indicate your opinion as to the highest level
- L which an action could be justifiably reviewed with authority to veto it. Uhile
maling your choices, consider ther in terms of an ideal situation, not your actual
 gituationm, ' ' |
"Please write the number of the orpmanizational level from List I, below, to
‘vdicate the highést level at which departméntal'aétions could_justifiably‘be'
weviewed with authority for final veto.

"List I: (1) Individual faculty member, (2) Dapartﬁent (chairman ot faculty
cormittees, {3) Collece or School (dean or facﬁlty cnnﬁittcos, {4) All~univeristy
faculty committees, (5) Administration (oresident. vice~ﬁresidents}, (6) Trustees,
povernine board, (7) Central adrministration of a rmulti-campus institution, (é) Public

nfficials or Legislature, (9) Ho revieu at all.”

Justification fof review of departmental functione (Sen Table V)
"Please write the number of 2 statement from List II, below, to indicate the
v:e best justificétion for the veto authority you have indicated.”

"List TI: (1) Welfare of total faculty, (?) elfare of students, (3) Aca-
demic freedom, (4) Iﬁprovenent in quality of education, (5) Advancniment of a diécip—
line or profession, (6) Lfficient use of financial or human rescurces, {7) Assigned
role in a nmulti-campus system, (8) Counter-talance to dzpartments’ self-interest,

(9) Uniform practice and policy id a university, (19) Other reasons.’

4. Influesnces on departmental affairs, as perceived by tie faculty

) Q
EEERERt eroes on in your department? (1) The department faculty as a vhole, (2) The
: — S

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




2. Review of departmental functions (See Table IV)

On these paces 'actions or decisions usually {nitiated in university departments
're 1isted. Tor each 1ction, please indicate your opinion as to the highest level
+ which an action could be justifiably reviewed rith authority to veto it., Uhile
makine your choices, consider ther: in terns of an ideal situation, not your actual
situation,

‘Please write the number of the orpanizational level from List I, below, to
rdicate the highest level at vhilch departmental actions could justifiably be
"evieved with authority for final veto.

"List I: (1) Individual faculty »ember, (2) nopartaent (chailrman or faculty
cormittees, (3) Collece or School (dean or faculty co~mitters, (4) All-univeristy
faculty committees, (5) Administration (nresident. vice-nresidents), (0) Trustees,
sovernina board, (7) Central adninistration of a rulti-campus institution, (3) Public

nfficlals or Legislature, (9) 'lo revierr at all."

Justification for reviev of departrnental 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 inticated.”

"List TI: (1) Velfare of total faculty, (?) "elfarc of students, (3) Aca-
demle freedom, (4) Inmproverent in quality of education, (5) Advancesnent of a discip-
line or profession, (6) Nfficient use of financial or human regcurces, (7) Assigned
role in a multi-campus svsterm, (8) Counter-balance to dzpartments’ self-interest,

(9) Uniform practice and policy in a university, (11) other reasons.’

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

“In serceral, how nuch influence does each of the followine have over
what goes on in your departnent? (1) The department faculty as a vhole, (2) The
dean of this collere or school, (3) The department head or chairman, (4) Graduate
students, (5) Vnderrgraduates, (5) The university adrinistratisn (president, vice-
oresidents), (7) You, personallyv, (%) All-university ~rour: [corvittees, scnate),

(9) Department co-mittees. (Cieck one on eich 1in=)




AVPENINTX, CRITTIUED:

Respondarts vere asted to chioose one of five levels of influeace: vary ereat,
ercat, sone, slight, none at all,
Jote:r Iters (1) and (3): itens (2) and (€)' and items (4) and (5) vere

corhinad Into sincle varlables because they vere relatively tLiechly correlated.

S, Conflicts between departments and university administrations, as per-
celved bty the faculty
“Hthin your university, how ruch J{fference of oniiion exists between
the ceatral adrinistration and the derartrments (or sinilay units) vith regard to
the ratters listed belos? (Chece one “lapk or each line) (1) Hirlng practices,
(2) Promotion practlces, (3) Salary decisions, (4) Curriculum innovation,
{3) Teaching loads, (6) Vinancial allocations, (7) Course offerines.”
Respondents vere asked to choose one of five levels of difference of opinion:
véry ereat, preat, some, slicht, none.
fote:  Items (1), (2), and (3): and items (%) and (7) vere combined into

sivle variables’ singe.- thav vere relatively hichly correlated.

" trphasis on ohjectives within departments, as percelved by the faculty
“ithin your department how much emphasis 13 actually placed on each
* the following? (Check one on each line) (1) Undersraduate instruction,
1) Graduate instruction, (3) Basic research, (4) Contributine to the discipline
in your department, (5) Service co business, industry, er aovernment.’
Respondents were ashed to ¢-nose one of flve levels of eonpannis:  very

sreat, orecat, some, viicht, nonme at all,

7. “mphasis on ohiecti s, preferred by facultv
"From the 1list in the Ilten {5] above, select the one item you feel
»uld receive the nmost emphasis in uriversities cenerally. (Irite the letter

i+ vhe space balow) should receive the most enaphasis’
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TACLE T. RAYUK, DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION, AU'D RETURLECE GROUP

H Departnent
Bio Cheun Lecon Engr Fngl Nist Yt
-, . i ' ’
Professors 427k nore more i | more less
- - :
; . ! \
Associcte Profegssors  20% less less | more i - 1ore
- —— - - — T i —
Ausistent Professors 297 )l less | less | . less more , less

OTE.  Department § =,14+ PReference § =.15

% Porcent of total population




U0 REYTRUIUGCE GROUP

Departnent : Refereoce
Leon Fner Yarl st et Math Psyc ’ibisc Dept Univ

e et e i = SR e = £ ¢ 3 o i i o o e i L

! ' | | | ; | E :
more . | | more | less loss i} less | motre
3 ! ] . .
t - ] * '
— - - 4 ; ——e
| t ) ¢
: ! . a ; ;
less ¢ more - rore | less i |
' | ' § !
) ! : .
! ; i ' # |
less nore ¢ loss ! wore | | nore ! less
: ‘ ) v
O
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TASL!I I+ NEPARTHMENT AFFILIATION AND REFEREVCE GROUP

f Departaent
3ol Chen Econ Fopr Engl Pist Mot
| : !
isclpline 3G57* less  !less rore less 1 nore i
C o e ——— e —— - : - ———— 1[

T |
n“epartoent 62 more more less rore less less
_ i ;

-, { \ ‘
University 207 less  !more | more ! j wore
I ! ; !

. —— . !

TS o= 21

% Percent of total populatien




ICE GROUP

Department
Econ Engr Engl Hist Momt Math Psyc
! 3 |
nore less ! more more
! !
i |
less more i less less less
|
i
more ! i é more less less
3 H
i ! 3
O
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TASLE 1III: STATEMENTS OF OPINION

FART A: Autonomy in university and department

Mean *

Dept.
phi

-Pef.

nhi

Biol

Universities generally are trying
to do more than their resources perwmit

2.65

.19

et s e

Autonomy is essential for qualicy
educntion; chairmen should protece
the tacurrys' autonomy: laymen lach
vnderstcanding of autonomy

.20

.14

Tucursions into autonomy are
justified when a university or
department is inefficient

1.97

.20

.14

niore

The faculty slould spend more time
ot teaching and be more attentive
to instructioiral problems

.13

.12

Infringements on departmental
autonomy imply a denial of profes -
sional comnetency

.19

less

Trepartmants exist to carry out
university policy

16

Operation of the university should
be turned over to the faculty

1.22

.17

less

lesf

foverning boards and legislatures

have the right to set teachiug loads:
tne university administrators should
exert.more control over teaching loads

.85

.16

.13

more
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TASLY (11, cot tinued

'.D'[:Ipt Ref,
ilean *  phi nhi ) 8101 Chem | lcon Fner
-— e
dasic coullicts of interest between ; ' i ’
departuents and a university require ) }
wonitoring L'y others outside the f ]
university .55 .15 .05 i nore § more
e e - e N |
BRI sotiont a university should take to improve ! } ;
i+ prestize and cre’ibllity i _ ;
: ‘. "
- e e —= - i ; ——t
Increese conmunication with all i : ! ’
clientzles shov that unlversity's ? ! i
out-ut justilies input of resources 2,75 W17 N2 ! ; i
. ——n ; , ;
Rationalize and streamline the ‘ f i
university’s orpanizational structure 2.40 .13 .06 i : i i
- — e e t N
siake the poverving board more f ; E i
representative ¢f the university's ! : 1
total comunity 2,20 .15 .05 5 : ]
S + S
brovide the corpunity with new, relevant ;i ] : ‘
srogrems and covrses’ provide more and d : ! ,
betrer services 2.16 .13 LGy [ l I
Tuvolve students more closely in the :! i f
povernance of tle university 1.73 14 .03 i iless | | less
T e 4 7l ‘L ,L ———
taintzin firn student discipline } i ! i
O Canpus 1.72 .20 .12 ;' more | | more
. e ]
' i
reduce the university's budget .25 .13 .09 nore ' ! more

less

@ * On a flve-point scale of asrecment: 4
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TABLI iV LOVILS OF RIVINYS OF DEPARTMEVTAL FY CTIuS

Nept. Ref.“-—g ‘ h
Hean nhi phi Biol Chem Fcon ngr

Policies affecting non-academic E ,
personnel 4.76 .21 .09 : :
—— - : b i
adding a new dejree procran 4,34 17 07 ‘ i i
{
S— - ]
Jefinine tenure criteria 7,21 .20 W14 i : !
‘t v l
Xount of time jermitted for pall E
of f-campus const lting 4,06 .29 .17 | {
— - _— _ :
Teanre anmpoiatment of a j l f
faculty menmber 3.67 13 A4 | ! ;highe
- — 4~ _A‘L
Use of computer services ’ 3.50 .27 .06 lower {
A t t
seterwining salery for a 3
facualty member 3.43 .19 .15 i
i — -
Applicstions for research grants {
made ty departmental faculty 3.18 .37 .13 lower
Jon-—-reappointmert of a
non-tcnured factlty member 3.12 .20 .13
Criterila for adecitting under-
craduate students 3.11 .23 .09 5
Selecting departmental chairican 3.03 .23 .15 highe
= - —f— 1
Allocating experses to accounts 1 ; i
(supplies, instruction, research, | { :
travel, etc.) 2.98 .28 .11 | tower
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TAZRL. IV Cont inueld

Dept. Ref. ;
Huan phi phi ,t Biol  Chem
— - - - - - [ --..}...__....--
] H
Alilng a new course 2.91 21 09 i
e )
iunber and len~th of class meetings 2.90 .25 .03 } lower f
—— E 1L_
Tine of class meetings 2.92 W27 .09 lover ?higher;
—- _ ; ! -
Anprovzing exnenditures for .
cuest speakers, concerts, estc. 2,79 .31 160 : lowver |
e e e e e I :
b ;
Cumber of students admitted to i !
departiont 2.79 24 06 !iloNer
Class credit or contact hours ‘y
assi»ned to a jrofessor 2.76 .23 A1 ﬁ
Jetermining faculty participation 1 |
in devartmental governance 2.74 .22 .12
Determiuing student participation
in departmental governance 2,72 .23 .10
Adequacy and failrness of grading system  2.55 17 07 1
—— -— I {
Class or sectioi size 2.49 .31 .10 |§lower
T '
Authorizing professors’ travel {
paid from departmental funds 2.47 .16 .09 i
T ) T e e 1 t
Adding a variant of an existing course 2.34 .24 .07 ;
1.
*
Assipning teachers to courses or to { ;
sections of multi-section courses 2.03 .24 .06 : i
- ——— e — -
Course realing assignments, requirements, J X
and type of instruction used 1.52 .21 .09 &
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ALLY W FISTIFICATIOONR O W VIEILAG DLUART 7 ooval i Ty

. vercent of ‘ Jenar
total cholcesn ol -Chem Neon FlEn
: :
A‘Ik ' - o
Efficiont us> of financlal or 247 1loge smore |
Wunan resources , ; !
1 . —
! :
Lavyvovenont {a cuality of education 1° leas  [less
! v
i i
! ! a
Jelfare of students 15 Iler, i
- e Ji
. ! !
unifore practice and policr 13 r ¢ ; | rore
in a university i i l |
v .
! i ’
“flalfare of total faculty 11 iriore  iless
- :
Acadenic troadop 3 nore
l
j
Advaucenent of ¢ discipline 5 | less nore
or srofun,.un |
Counter-valance to departnents 3 ‘less
self-interest N | e
: : ; i ' 1
Assigned role ir a nulti-cammus 1 L less | ‘less 059
systen : i
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TATLL VI LAULULICE 00 oupART T ITAL AFFAIRS, AT TRG 'IVED DY TACHLTY

et of :
eand ohi nai ~iol Chen I'con Elfn
1
i i
' Ny “ !
Denaytiant seal 2,50 10 A : ) ‘ L
; 3
: ' ? i
] !
terartimt faculty R 1€ 13 3 i
~— '

. i t
Accitdstration ‘ \
(cellenn and university) 1,:4 16 07 . | rore

1 @
|
The faculty wed' er, iimself/herself 1.74 17 o 15 f
1 :
All vniversity crouns i : |
(senzte, con.ittees) 1.3 16 A1 X iless i more
A 5_ -
) | | '
Students (gradui tes and underpraduates)  1.27 .19 AN ¥ g i
i -

*On five-ypoint scale of influence: 4 - very preat, 3 - great, 2 -~ some, 1 - slight, 0 - non
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TALLE yir: COUFLICTS BETUERLG BETARTALTYS Au ADUIDUISTRATION, AS PEACEIVED BY FACULTY

(AP ——

Dept. Ref. ‘
Jdean®  pht phi ;Bto)l Chem ‘lecon  Ener

U S ~—t},

Financiol allocatrions 2.02 15 .05 | ; ; !

S S

I '
R [ :
foachine loads 1.43 .19 .Nh t}more rore |
SRR, r——— e . PO i
i i
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