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ABSTRACT
One-hundred forty-one administrators (70.1 pe
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were: (1) overall similarity between administrators and faculty on
most variables; (2) within administrative subgroups differences by
functioni but not by level; and (3) facul y subgroup differences by
age and discipline. (Author)
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Administrator and Faculty Responses to increased

Black EnrollMent in White Universities

ABSTRACT

One-hufidred forty -one (1'41) adMinistrators70.1% return) and

363 faculty (54.% return) in four universities responded'oi) their

attitudes, perceptions, beliefs, and behaviOi-s with respect to the

impact a rapidly increased black enrollment had on their institution.

Factor analyses produced indices for within and between 4roup

parisons. UsiDg F and t tests, principal findings were: -(1) overall

similiarltw between administrators and facult on most variables;

(04/40s
(2) within administrative subgroups by function, but not by level;

and (3) faculty subgroupdifferentes 'by age and ,discipline.



Introduction

Among the many consequences of the civil rights movement, the late

,

1960's saw the accelerated enrollment of blacks in some colleges and
. ,

universities. When the increase in numbers was appreciable and took place

in a short period of tine, the new clientele impacted on the institutions.

As human organizations whose products.; processes, and raw materials are

primarily'people-related, college :and university structures and processes

.

had to be affected both socially and'academlcally. Decisions. had, to be

made with respeCt to living accommodations as well as"whether Or flot to

launch separate or integrated academic programs. The organization's main-

tenance, productive, and adaptive functions were impacted upon whether the

increased minority presence involved conflict or not. In short, colleges

and universities which responded positively to a most important human problem

simultaneously provided a laboratory'for the investigation ofaorganizational

impact. The'findings reported here are selected faCulty, and administator

responses to-Increased black :enrollment and represent one segment of a larger,

inquiry-
*

This paper is adapted from a part of Chapter 7 in a forthcoming book, 'Colleges

and Changing Clientele: The Impact and Response of White Instituti /Ons to Black

Enrollment Increases, by Marvin W. PeterSon, et 21. The research was supported

by an NIMH grant,(MH 23770-02).
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Conceptual Framework and the Research _Questions

Although this n'was a exploratdry studY, the desdgn deriv, s from a

-1

theoretical framework for analyzing institutions. We,view institutions of

higher education as complex' organizations which must "deal with certain in

ternal and external problems. 'internally, colleges an universities must

provide conditions so that the subgroups-which keep/lt goingfaculty, members,

4a administrators, students7-can continue to perform institutional tasks. Ex-

Wnally, they must -deal With threatening and supRortive groups in such a way

to both maximize institutional integrity and institutional responsiveness.

Structures and processes develop in argand-zations to deal with these issues.

In a setting as large-and diverse as a complex university, it is impossible

to understand its workings as an undifferentiated conglomerate of people.

Rather, the need is to identify -the regular patterns of behavior (processes)

and the, regular relatlonshipt j6f poitiOns and processes. (structure) that en-

able the university to f

tain purposes.

tion as an organiZed entity which accompliShes.cer-

The activities and interactions of students., faculty, staff, and adminisr

tratort, constitute patterns of behavior that describe the university)-s varYing

processesteaching, research, admissions,,placemdnt, decision-making, commu

nication, conflict resolution, etc. The processes themselves lead to certain

functional (or dysfunctional y outc
1

mes such as.prOduciag degre
/

and research

(productive); allocating resources and evaluating effectivenesS (managerial);

limiting the stress on or providing rewards to human beIngs (mOintenanoe);

maintaining external relations (boundary); and adapting to newlrealitiesf or

planning (adaptive). These processes and their results are determined in part

by the human, physical, and informational resources the .university Obtains.

from its environment and by the influence of.external powe( grouts and

organizations.
5



The formal organization is the formally approved set of positions,

committeeS, and programs (the organization chart) and the goals, poli6res,

rkles, and regulations by which they are related. All of these act to

control the pattern of individual behavior, the requisite skills for various

positions, and the Patterns of.interadtions with othe ons whether they

are students; faculty, or administrators.' The sOcial organ zation.referS

- to the Informal groups_of people that emerge in any organization based on,,,

personal needs, motives, expectations, values, and Interests. These groups

often develop ttitudes toward their work (sentiments) and/or patterns of

behavior (nor s) that may or may not be consistent with the patterns: required

it

by theformal organization. 'finally, the technofOgyraf an orgenizationn-efprs

to thephysical medhap:sms and techniques utilized. yln a uniVersitythe kin

of teaching resource- materials the kind of budget format, or, the mode of

formation hanOling are expmpips.

All three of theselsubsystems, the formal, social, and technological,

obviously are affecte ,,b7,hekinds of inputs the university receives and, in

"turn,i-theiaffect the'wp people behave and the manner in which the prOdesses

(behavioral patterns) Contribu e to functional outcomes; What-is less, obvious,

but widely recognized byisod 0 Organizational theorists, isthat changing

any _of thebsysteMs is likely tcraffect the others.

In this study the major change 'is Tp. npuumthe human itthe introduction____
...

.

,

"of bladk students with newcharacteristidsabilities,'egpedtations, and needs.
..,

In the past, Institutions of -higher edUcationi, particulaniy the-most setettive

\schOols,i could count on a close match between ege and Sttident'S

What happens, as with, the recent inclusion Ofminority groups in higher educe-.

Lion, when high selectivity and matching betWeen students and institution are

no longer possible? Of course,,not all colleges and .uniVersities%in the U.S.

.

-are faced with this question: some have chosen--or.have not yet had demands



Made on.them- -not to enroll significantly intrease numbers of m noritys

students: Qthers; among them the most, prestigious private cpilegeS in tiler_

country,ahave been able to find minority students from the top abil.ity, and

social clasS strata. But many colleges and Universities have had to wrestle

more.painfu,lly with the problem. What have they doper, How have roles changed?

Do all constituencies view the .phenOmenon a t i ke? . Share the saMe values?

Have the same gOalS? -These-and related questions. derive from our conceptual:
.

view of the university as a complex ,organization..

Setting, Population, and Instruments

.

'After research team visits to 13' midt-west and mid-east- olleges and unt-

versities

. -

ascertaixed what had transpired betweeh 1968 and 1 72 when black

.enrollment more than doubled, four universities were'selectec for survey

analysis in Spring:, 1975. The universities differed in type of control (three

one private), complexity (mostly undergraduate to ful research arid

'Ph.D. activity), size (8,000-20,000), student selectivity (open admissi

,

hligh-SATs), 'and ecology (rural-to large', urban) . An extensive-,,,preteseed

.questionnaire obtained responses on perceptions of institutional ,goals

minorities (A, Fl ; the responding inclivIduars goals with regard t blacks (fa.;

Questionnaire sections were, sometimes identical for all constituencjes--

administratOrs (A),faCulty (F), a!tid students (S), sometimes for two of the

three groups, as in the case just :asterlsked; and sometimes unique to a

group.

perceptions of -the university's racial climate (A,F,S); support for minority

effotts (; rTiinority:student needs '(S); the inStittPtion'S responsiveness and

effecTiVenest tominority students ); black student impact on the

7
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N.

University (A,F); future,concernr(A F,S); and black student impact on

indLViduals (A,F, and S, althOugh different question sets for. each group)..

The student,group 'consisted of-all black undergraduates and a random
/

sample:Ofithite studentS equal- in number to the black population, all arts

and science facuTty,' and all administrators with' an assistant director and/Or

dean or higher title. .Student response rates were too-low to permit. reliable
1

,./
analyses. Returns from administrators and ?acuity were 701 and Swjpercent,

respectively. (Faculty N = 3loa ; Administrator N =I(0 ). Factor analysis was

used for data\ reduction and index construction. F and t tests were used for

the compartSons. reported 'here.

Findings

.

Faculty Responses: Rank, Sexand DepartMent

general, faculty responses show a positive ideology, intent, ynd actual

behavior vis-a-vis minority issues. This overwhelmingly white group 'expresses:

concern about the access and success of minority students in colleges and uni

versifies, including' their own, Their, average index scores consistently show

_"moderate"- Values and aCtiOns, on the liberal rather than the "conservative"

For, example, with respect to their views of the role of racial minorities

in colleges and universities, faculty (and so do administrators even more

positively--see Section II and II) below) believe they have a social commitments

to minority ,issues, that the entrance of minorities into their unjversity

be healthful in the long run, and that segregation.is_not desired. They have

some questions about such matters as activism, open.admissions, and performance

standards. However, the overall tone is,one which is in the hopes

and aspirations of the new cl entele.
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Similarly, while there are some "differences between the four. institu-

tionsparticipating in the survey on perceptions of their university's goals

for,blacks; again a moderate to positive response prevails toward .such

jectives as strong black and/or ethnic studies programs and the recruitment

and'hir'ing of minority faculty and administrators. While faculty express p

personal commitment to, altruistic goals and believe that their institutions

have shown real signs of concern, they remain critical on"a number of points.

For example, they say that their university's response to btacks has been

less than adecplate. ,Faculty are sensitive to the impacts that increased black

enrollments have kad on departmental matters, but most state that their pro-

fessional lives,have not been altered in profound ways.

Despite this overall moderate to liberal response, subgroup differences

occur. Comparisons by rank,' sex, and academic department give insights into

the range of faculty behavior and help illuminate a university' variations

and complexities,

A. Rank

Academic rank-carries status and Influence in academic communities when

it comes to matters of governance program approval,,recruitment, hiring, and

promotion: in addition, rank as a variable is la proxy-for age and for tenure,

Therefore; differences full and associate profesSors (older, tenured,

and powerful) -and-aasi-stant-professors and ilstructors (younger, less

secure, and with:little infidence) can be:expected- Furthermore, the compari-

.1.
sonS give-insightslinto,the internal dynamics of an institUtion..

All, four ranks perceived the four institutional goal indices essentially .

alike. Also, two 0 the three role indices had insignificant F scores. Only

the- long-term minority impact index was judged'differently (p.< .01) by faculty

in different ranks.- -Here, in a steady progression through the ranks, the



older and more

-7

seasoned full professors saw the long-term minority impatt to

be significantly less thah each of the other three groups. The full profes-
1

Isors didpot view it to be inconsequentialI however, they did not, see the

long-term impact of minorities to be as great 's'instructors

[InSert Table 1 about here.]

n the other hand, three of the four racial climate indices and all

seven, of the institutional responsiveness indices generate F ratios large

enough for p values of .05 or less. With the exception of only one other

lindex--authdritarian treatment, i.e. the tendency for black issuesi in'con-

trast to other.uniVesity issues, dealt with in a more closed fa.shiorr

and for decisions on 'black issues and their implementation to come from the

top down--there are no differences betwegn ranks: With regard to their view

of future institutional commitment, to minorities, and a hOst of activities

that deal with instruction, curriculum, and governance matters, instructors

and all three professdrial ranks reply essentially the same way.

'When statistically,significant differences ddocCur (Table 1), the pattern

is a highly consistent one either up or down the ranks. That is, with some

slight exceptions, full professors and instructors are on opposite ends with

their responses and the two intermediate ranks in between and 16 progression.

Some inferenceSseem to follow, from this data and give a first glimpse of

faculty internal dynamicls Vis-a-vis the new clientele they face.

Ffrst, the .outcomes seem-to-be less a consequence of'-the : manifest variables

of Status (rank) and security (tenure for associate and f011 prOfessersthan

they are of the correlated Latent characteristics of age .and years

fesston. On this basis, older and more experienced\acad miss 'See-events dlf-

ferently than 'do the youngerjlovitiates The older faCuliy are probablypore:

10
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removed from conflicts which took place and from direct interaction with

minority students. The senior members give highs, positive credit to their
,

institution's respon s;, its wilIrrigness, and, the commitment of all consti-

tuencies. They see high positive interaction. At the Same time, from their"

greater experience, they do not appear to expect the long-run impact of this

phenomenon to be as great as do those who are,more directly involved and who

have less of.1 an actual history iirt higher education. Their experience and

positions ofUpower university governance also have older faculty judge

black entry to be more administratively dominated aA dealt with outside of

er events Which4ffect the university.faculty involvement than are o

Younger facutty answers ar consistent with this interpreetion based

upon age. Being more idealistic and direcOy involved, they see the fnadegua-

cies of the univ rsity response. They personally think blacs have an impact,

.

one that will 1 st. They are dou tfurthat the necessary commitments for the

Successful treakment of the new clientele are as strong a they need to be

Second, the aberrations in he patterns tend to occur within the associate

\professor group. P1/4. studied by chuman and Laumann (1967) , Blackburn,,(1972),

and Sherman (1973) have demonstrated,faculty at thisCareer stage sometimes

than do.their colleagues in.the ranks
40

themselves show once

display more conerVative characteristics
- . ,

\ .

.above or below them, or, for that thanthey,will

.

they are promoted full professor As\sociate\professors possess

career optiopS; they recognize that they Oust first earn promotion

'Associate profesSors are especially sensitive to the interilai power of the or-

the fewest

at hothe.

ganizatiOn and exhibit a good Company-like ehavior, one they had'not had before

achieving this rank and one.they wilt not a

example, the associate professors respond 1

prOfessos,on;black/white trust but higher th

bilityand influence..

have after leaving it. ForL,
fr

than either full Or 'assistant

these two groups ors' black.

-----------
11
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Third, when .matters -come. ciOseri to the faculty.role. of teaching,

ating students, course content, demands on time: and the like, age matters

very little. In/these areas of day-to-day jobperformance, the effects are

the same on airl. Faculty assert that their teaching techniques and, evaluation,

arepractices are tne sap- or black as for white students, that the new clientele

has incr/ased th time t eyrgive to teaching, counsel ing, and other instruc-

. I

tion matters, and that this ddi-tional time has come from a sfighting of

holarlyl work. In additionn o ty is514es have affecEed departmental hiring

and promotion matters, but the overall Impact has been between "very little"

and "somewhat,!', so faculty at all ranks say.
\ ,

In 'summary, then, age and experience.are factors WillchAb distinguish

faculty perceptions, especlaIly on how the unlve sity respOnded to black issue§,:c,

on what the'current racial climate is on camp, how such .issues .are dealt with,

and what their long range impact will be. At the same time, when it comes to

day -to -day behavior tin the job--teaching, departmental governance, and the like--

ageArank) does not seem to matter:

B.. Sex Differences

Difference§ between female anl.malefaculy are pronoUnced most by their

absence. Afronly three instanCes do F ratios exceed the :1) level; (See
ir

Two-of.theselong-term minorIty imp an-authoritarian treatment
II

[.Insert Table 2 about here

,rr

are the 'same ones that occurred above inthe romp r isons by rank. In fact,

y well be a funCtion of the 5ame latent factor that Operated there,

'viz., age. Women are both, newer to academic posts and not di5fributed across

ranks to the way Men ri but are more concentra d in theAower echelons.

That i5, the differences just noted maybe mic more a function of age than of

sex.

1 "2
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the sex difference with respect to departmental black concerns

ay be in oPerationThere.it the more inclusive issue of affirmatiVe.

he hiring, f womemas well as minorities.

as competitors for a diminishing set of new staff openings in the departmerk.

Women may see blacks

Our data, however,o not allow ei definitive expl nat1Qn for this particular

7

rence.

WhlJe studies' on female

halie:concentrated On Jls

pd promotion.-

quity have beW numerous the peat ffw years,

im net h, especially with respectto salary..

An ther_lare body of research has examined female and

cholarly productivltly, a factOr not likely to bp.OPeratiV?in the domain.,

under consideration-here. Differences in interest in teaching and resear

have appeared '(see, for ekample,, Behymer (1974)).

, o

However ''comparisons of a kind which might be expected to affect r sponae

to. the concerns oTthis study have not be'en Made. little research ,exists

In the area of wnichmkA shoVi*ex differencc.scif the e>tent that

only b ck- hitt, i.Ssues are at stake, we have ne'i'ther- p ter.evidence or:Strang,

reason to ant

are what,resu

pate major sex differences. 'And, essent\ial l y no differences

ted,

Depart

lip the bas

they deal )./4

tion

and soc

nt "and /or Iii sc 'pline Differences,

of the nature of different disciplinesthe kinds

the methodologies they employ and the pr
,

oduts they prOdu,ce,

t,three -people ar'e differentially, attracted to fields of study

d into the academic'-profession in graduate schOots and on the job.

is not prising, then, that valU between ac dem c units differ. Exton-
.

e t
ive research documents attitudinal and vatUe diff, rences. For example, dis-

cipl ne2difference have been shown to exist with espect tojacuity attitudes

toward students (Wi lson,and Gaff, 1975), pal i t ica it a9k1 add
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an0 Upset 137 collectkie bargaining (Garbarino, 1375) and a number of

otherlaCtoeS.
.

1

\_, .-. .

0
As was stated a-130e, while faculty from many units-were-suryeyed,'a

special eff'ort Was made to increase theresponS rate in nine arts and sci

ence departmentt -two the,huManitie (English and 'history), three in,the'

..
.

natural sciences (biology-chemiStrY: and mathematics), andJout in the
..;

poiWcal science, psychology, and SoCiology).-social sciences (economiCs
.

it is ,coMparlsons Of .theSe,-nine departments. which are displayed below.
. P

z , , ,

- .

-Table 3 ispip0:/the\means, F ratio and the between department diffe
,

,

ences which are ificant onAhe seven indices and three items which haVe
, ,, ,

-..

-p (.05 (one exc p ion th `btack visibility and influenCe indice has p=.07
,

but is included). Some- inteeestiinTpatteens begin to emerge.

(lbSert 1ible 3 about here.] NO

1,16te that mathematics h s the highest mean on four of the seven, Is

t;
,secod on, two others, and is third on the remaining one At the other.extreme'

e'th sociorOgilts, lowest on-six of the seven and second from the
,*

bottom,

on they remaining one Note pext that biotogy, another natural science, ranks

iN

high (fiest, second and tIhrd) on the first three indices, intermediate on the

fourth, and then eight4 of nine on the last three. Psycholbgy, a second social

science, .follows a mirror image pattern, being second from the bottom with

sociology on 'the first four (that is, with low means), intermediate on the fiffh,,
=

andat the top.on two of the'last thre dbd
0
third on,,..the last. Said another

%.1

way -;'a second natural and social science start out like their respective 'com-
s

pa-nioris of mathematics and sociology but replace one anothet on the. last three

indices, psychology now being close to mathematics ancibiology next to :sociology.

-At the extremes, t' ppears as if the malhematisians are idealists.' They

find gbals, climate, tmpact, adequacy of respon*, commitment, and influence



high without exception whi e simultaneously stating that the presence of

blacks has not altered:the r courses and, their departments. Mathematics is
.

mathematics and has no al dimension,', these faculty seem to say, and,

since. few blacks major it 'math, thedepaptMental concern is comparatively

low. On the opposite end,

.
racial issues; express a m

ae'P

sociologists,jhe faculty whoseexPertise inclUdes

re realistic and Skeptioal:view. They do not see

integration as the goal, are most raserVed about the health of the. campus

climate, rate the impact to judge the institution's reSponse'to be.the

least adequate, and,furthe'more core Commitment lowest. Their courses-a e

affected somewhat, and sp °a e departmental concerns. HoWever, the degree is

not as high as it 'els forth humanists. The English faculty probably are con-

fronting, issues of the incl sion of 'black,authors in literature course,s and

dealing with, student writing problems resulting from less than adequate _prior.

instruction. SiMilarTyl, historians now must reorganize the traditional,western

civilization course when black history 15 called for.

As for the biologists, hey value'integration and perceive a healthy.cli-
,

mate.. "Like the mathematicia s, biologists have less instructional contact with
. 1

black students: However, whe it comes. ,
to their own vibw of the adequaCy of,

the institution's response a 'commitments subgroups have made, 'biologi'sts

find, ihem comparatively weake Why this difference occurs is not clear from

the data. Perhaps biotogical faculty emPloy their scientific side in the for-

mer category but utilize their people conceptual apparatus and seem to behave

like the ,Socioiogists, in the l tter4

Research on faculty frequ ntly shows,disciplinary differencesr al.number

\

behavior Variables--politica0 liberalism. vs cOnservatism,Wpset and Ladd,

15



1971), productivity-.(Fulton and Trow, 1974),' and others, However; Only. a

Some of the better research pieces establishingjaCulty disciplinary differs

ences along a.number of diMensions are Vreeland andBidwell (1966)CFriedmen'

(1967), Spaulding and Turner

and Centra-(1975)..

(1968), Kelly and H rt (1971),,'Teters

few: studies have investigated faculty-student interactions. Gamson (1966),

for example found social science-Faculty much more fiii'Volv d with all of a

'student's problems /,,not just her or-his course and/on lntejectual ones, where-
-,

--as science 'facultY tended,to 'keep students more at an arm is length.and saw

.their principal relationships with students as persons tq whom they transmit

a specalized body of knowledge and a set of rational skills. Her findings

are eonsistent' with the low scores biologistOreport comes to black

impact on their courses and their departments. Like the mathematicians, these

natural scientists are asserting that even biOlogy is biology and is not much

'influenced by race.
**

Otherreseareh.on faculty-stqdent relations Shows field and /or discipline

differences. For example, Astin 0965) found three bipolar factors along

psychological characteristics. Blackburn and Lindqu st.(1971) uncovered

faculty trusttrust of students to differ by field of specialization, a r suit

similar to Wilson et al. (1975) vbiLth regard to penMssions facultylare will-
(

ing to extend to students. Krathwohl (1960), Feinberg (1968), T lelens 1:1970)

Snow (1973), and. Sayer (1975) also:report data which Oonfirmicdic.. Ipline dif-

ferences. However no research 6as been reported on department 1 differ-

ences for- black students and white faculty, a matter of high importance.

16



Last, the psychologrsts,4 kin.to the sociologists in the matter Of. goals

and climate, switch to a personal framework froM a societal -one on the\commit
\

ment indices: PsycholOgists are saying that their personal commitment (apci
! ,

students and blacks, as well) is high-. They tare and believe others also do

Along the commitment indices, they expreSS the same idealism, the mathematicians

cf

Faculty then, art-not all alike in their viewpoints,: befiefs,!perce07' __

-L-tlonsiandpre-SUMablY,A their behaviors vis-a-vislflack students. In addition,

0,

individual variation, which, of course, occurs within indiVidual departments,

also is related to academic disciplines. Blacks will not find all faculty

.reacting the same way. toward them.. Furthermore, entire departmentshave

haNlior5 that distinguish, one from another.
*

11..,
*
llOw such.differences may be related to disciPlineS blacks tend to specialie

in_and/or choose elective's in are important questions. Unfortunately, they

answers "to these0 beyond the scope of this study.

question,'

Our data do not permit

II. Administrative RespOnses

In generalL administrators demonstrate essentially the same moderate to

liberal social values faculty do, even 'a bit more strongly (see below). While

individual variation exists, on the average administratorS' respond with con-

cern for blacrelated issues and believe that they and their institution have

given a positlye reply to an important social matter. In the main,.adminis-

trator views parallel, those of faculty and the differences are more 'ones of

degree than they are of kind. (See below for administrat9r,faculty:clifferen6ps.



Nonetheless, within the administrative structure, subgroups can exist. Both

*BecauseBecause. of the smaller administrative N, fewer group comparisons are poSsible

than--was the case within 'the faCultY sa

their similarities and differences-are-revealing.
a

,

. By Appointment Level
or-

m a "toom-at*the-top" perspeCtiVe, one might expect those at 'Zlifferent

administratiVe levelS to both value and view any -black,iI ssue differently The

nature ithe problems chief executive officers. have to deal with--say, trustee

.
.,7

and/or is'l

,
xator questions egardi,ng who -i

Pi'.01

s hing"the university--presumably

are different in kihd from the prOler-TIS assistant or"associate personnel con-

front on a day -to -,lay basis- -like lounge space or security staff accused of

racism.

The sample size made possible comparisons between mean scores of adminis-

trators- at three levels,Of appointment: 1) executive.officers (presdents

and vice-PresidentS), (2) deans and directors,Thh& (3) assistants and associates

to individuals in the first two categories. The principal fOnding from these

,analyses, is the'l-ack- f significant differences between administrative

On only one index did the F value reach a significance-ValUe less than ,05,

.

result which by itself would be -expected to hdppen by 6hahce-alonewhen compari-

sons are made on, twenty - nine,, (2p). variables.' In fact, the,,similaritieS between..

the' administrative hierarchies are so great that only one other p value was -

below .25, and that was .24. Heirarchjes may exift, and values and perceptions

may differ up and down an organizational ladder, but in these universities

administrative stratification exists only in titles and functionS, not in

beliefs and views. These.organizations gave a highly unified set of responses'

8



when vertical analyses were undertaken. Within the administrative cohort,

bureaucracy is not visible on goals and commitments to minorities.

!y21ELnistratiVelArea of Appointment

Reclassifying the administrative respondents by four areas of appoint-

ment--(1) academic affairs, (2) business or finance', (3) student affairs, and

(4) black/minority affa rs--yielded quite a different picture. Over half of

the indices were significant at or less than the .05 level and el even of these

at less than the, .01 le el. Table 4 shoOs the mean indlc scores, P. values,

end significance levels.

[Insert Table 4 about here.]

Without displaying t tests between the administrative categories, insp

tion reveals that it is the black/minority affairs personnel who are always

farthest away from the other three groups.' In addition,in almost every case,,

it is the business /finance grOup which iS'at the otker pole,- high:on an index

( ,

In some instances, low On others, To the extent-that there:is:an additional

Consistency °io the pattern, more often than not academic affairs is.Opse-r to

business. /finance and Studentaffairs leans toward black /minority affairs..

Again, though, the atypical, group. is black/minority 'affairs.

Moreover, Table 4 reveals more than statittitat subgroup :differences:

It shows that those who work the black/minority-area 7-and:this t'S-where.the.

highest proportion of black administrators reside- -and, it is safe to assume,

Were whites who are most'sympathetic to black oats are most l'i'kely to Ue

found--perceive the rapid increase of, black Student enrollment appreciably

differently from their colleagues in other, administrative offices. Those in

minority affairs see the long-term impact to be much greater than does, the .

,

average individual in the other appolntment areas. At the tame time, the

-t

19



-17-

minority office staff view the racial climate to be considerably less favor-

able than do the others? They see less'black/white trust, less black visibility,

`less openness to kobjemS, less interaction between Campus. grodp , In addition,

the minorityeffairs personnel view the institution's response to black student

entry as the least adequate, and they judge the willingness and commitments o

all whites--administrators, faculty,and Studentsto be the weakest. ,In fact,,

black/minority area staff see black influence to be much less than all others.

(The last four indices in Impacts and Responses7-Administrative category re-

`fleet the same perspective.)

While it is understandable that, those who are most intimately involved

in a cause, as .those in black/minority affairs olviously are, will tend to have

more.extreme views (and in the-direction found iikpach instance in Table 4), it

is not equally apparent why those in business and financial roles reside at

the other extreme. Some understanding is achieved by noting a couple of relevant

,

and related factors. First, increased black enrolfment entailed an appreciable

rise in financial aid. While often the funds largely were externally supplied,

,'the amount Of bookkeeping and energy in financial aid liffices rose rapidly,:

1.Orge numbers of previously unlipndled .dollars Were now proceSsed,'and:not always

moothly despite the 'good intentions of those involved. Most. of these dollars,
.

nt to blacks, millions of dollars, i6Jept, Furthermore, the money .was se"-

z. red -and:4isperted only after considerable effort a d difficulties. From this':

.pe speCtiye of activity and effort, it is not too surprising-'that financial,

nistrators see"a strong institutional response.

Second, -noOlpfrequentiy indiOdualS in:busineSS/finance bare most removed

from the life of academe." They are less likely to have be e/ h faculty than

are.th se administrator's now in, say, academic affairsoffices. Business

officers ar4i!.more,apt to have closer.relantionships with-bankers and merchant
. ,

;I-

t.
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in town than they are with people in either student or academic affairs.

If some biases exist in town, especially racial but alSo vis-a-vis students
it.

.

in general4 business personnel will quickly hear the remarks.

In summary, then, the numerous differences that exist between adminis-

trative areas but which do not exist in analyses by level of appointment

suggest that black administrators (and whiteS Oho have similar aims and.

values) are dispersed vertically throughout the organization even-though they

are segregated .by/functional areas. The average response at all administra-

tive levels is much the same. Attitudes and beliefs, however, differ from

one adminiStratiVe area to another.

III. Admi ni stra tor /Facul ty Compar i sons

While the general posture of faculty and administrators toward the larger

issue of blacks in higher education has been described as being similar, viz.,
f.

concerned, responsive, and committed, there remains the question of Possible

differences between the two-OPulations. Lohg-run success and goal actomplish-

merit require that these two constittiencies,hold basically identit.M positions,

,\

' for either group r by 'itself most 1 il.0.! could hot,..Succeed without the\ endorse7

menu and support of the Other. At the same time, we know that most unNersifies

*
have.the typical ''we-they" schism between faculty end' administration: The

, The literature iis extensive on administrative-faculty relations. However, Most

As essayistic and without empirical data Ni land (1364) and Lutes" (1972) have

studies in this aree Even they however,. do hot answer the 'questions raised

here:

,igep!s width. varies from College -. to cOlegeland sOMatiMes is more rhetorICal than .

substantive. 'Nonetheless, more oftenthan not, differencesof oplhion and ideas

21
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for action can surface on sensitive issues.

Table 5 shows that on several indices statistically -significant adminis-.

trafivefaculty differences exist - -On role, goals,. institutional responsive7

ness, and impact on the institution. However, for the most part the differ-

ences are ones of degree, although a few separations indicate that the two

subgroups have different interpretations and/or priorities. For example, in

each instance administrators have higher scores on all four goal indices.

[Insert Table 5 about here.]

That is, administrators more strongly endorse integration, affirmative, action,

financial support, and their university's high priority vis-a-vis blacks.

(Remember, though, that faculty also subscribe to these same goals. The dif-

ferences here are ones of intensity, not of one constituency for and the other

against.) Administrators also see impact and commitment to have been stronger

than facUltY perceive. AAdministrators,also score facility commitment :higher

than faculty themselves d. but the difference 'did not reach statistical

nificance.) As,administrators strive td achieve the goals they have set, they

believe, particularistic standards may be necessary, an" issue onwhich faculty.-

disagree. Finally, despite the number of indices which show more active ad/

ministrafive concern and

their university's' response to be less adequate than faculty say is. 0

Additional evidence supports the stronger stand administrators ,take. /The'

data are collected in Table,6. These are items from the first section of the

questionnaire for all constituencies and deal with the role of,racial minori-

'

ties in colleges and universities. They cqnstitute eight of the twelve items

not used in any indice and all that reached a p level of .05 or less.

level of .activity, the administratNe groap,declaresi

Insert Table about here.]
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While the tendency to agree.or disagree continues to shoW the basic con-

cordance between administrators and faculty, in every case administrators take..

the stronger position with respect to minority concerns. AdminiStrators adv8-

cate a more activist stance (items 7, 9, and 1O) and particularistic practices

(items 12, 14, 15, 19, and 20) than facultY do. When .a Position is favored,

administratOrsexpress a higher level of:agreement; when4 position receives
. ,

. ..
.

a d iOree vote, administrators disagree less strongly; and when there is a

genuine difference.as tO agreement or disagreement, administrators come put-on

theminority s -ide.

4.Most often the decision to take a_ strong position tOward increasing black

enrollments uas made at the top. (See the last index in Table 5. Even admin-

istrators admit this fact, one that normally is contrary to the collegial form

of governance these institutions espouse".) Once a decision has been made and

the necessary machinery set into action, administrators a4to accompl ish the

goait they set. 'they give the support and loyalty 4n organization needs to

function smoothly. On-the- other hand 0,elthough theYare:often accused of being

so, faculty are .not really less loyal. RatherfecultY tend to have multiple

Loyalties. They are kikely to identify with professional dsiciplinary societies

which transcend any-particular -university's boundaries as well as with their

,

departments and schools. Furthermore, faculty endorse a set of professional
,.

canons.of conduct, including_ the right and duty to criticize in public the em-'

ploying organization. "The-univetsjty right or wrong" will not be subscribed

to 14 faculty to the same extertt thatlit will "be by admi ni s tra tors , especially

--bY-npnacademit Ones

ma,in. , the data -show this faculty - administrative-division.

the issue of increased black enrollment,', however, administrators can knOW the

faculty are behind them, f I guratively;:end Hteral 1 y, The OW point of

2 a
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contention hinges around standards. Traditionally, faculty 'have subscribe'

to universalistic performance criteria, ones that are independent of secondary

characteristics. It'is tie product that is to be judged, and 't is the
/
product

alone, regardless of the maker. Supposedly administrators also hold these

performance values. However,4n the case of black enrollments (whether' for

admissions, t..ourse success, or retention),1dministrators opt for the heed of

individualistic considerations.

We saw no signs that this difference was a crucial stumbling block on

any campus we visited. Overall high agreement prevails between administi=ators

and faculty. If goal accomplishment were singly dependent upon this harmony,

success would be assured.

DisCussion

_Other data (not reported here) :reveal that few differences exist between

the universities on items and indices. :The response similarity across institu-

,

tions is the major outcome. Homogeneity results.despite the varied nature of

the pressures_ the institutions faced, the_different-kind of programs they.

developed, the Aii,ofty of uniVersity-types i n the sample, and the indepen-.

'dence.Of the` rrst,i,tufons-frofil one anothe
4444

from.a non-random sample of four,

be generally tru4

Hence, 'while One cannot generaijie

;dente indiCates that.thefindings may

"The wincIpalittidfvtdual find-ref juSt reported with. respect to faculty:

-'age and [sclpline and to adMinistrkive area show that the rapid increase in

black enrollmOthad'a greater t on prodesses and structures than iCdid

on Individual role behaViOr,

.

in progress i .,attemptog to

rator faculty. '-Related research now

relate individual charatteristiCs withofeculty

24
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attitudes and behavior. Similar studies heed to

administrators.
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TABLE 2

FACULTY_DiFFERENCES AS:RELATED TO SEX:
.

INDICE AND ITEM:SCORES, F VALUE;. AND P'LEVEL

Indices
and Ftem -s_-

Sex

Female

Long tern minority impact

10Pact

6.87 '6,37

10.39

4.66 7.08
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d
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r
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