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Facultywprovihciality is an area of higher education research

vwhich remains relatively unexpldred but is becoming increasingly

significant as institutions of higher learning strive. for maintenance

of academic ‘standards through personnel actions.

- Comparative institutional provinciality ‘studies should be considered

when faculty recruitment, faculty effectiveness, and curriculér changes
are considered on either depart;ental, divisional, or iﬁstitution-wi&e
basis.

This aésessment model identifies t?e implications of geographic
provinciality -upon the training of college-level faculty and the

resultant staffing patterns at employing institutions.
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Introduction

>
-

At what point is a university's (Qr component of that university's)

faculty consideréd academically provincial? Is it desireable to have

-

| alumni coﬁprise a certain propbrtion of an institﬁtion's féculty? If
so,‘what percentage énd at which levei (bachelors, méstefs, doctoral)?
Is geographic diversity of academic preparaﬁibn a desireable'facu;tyﬂ
trait? ’ .

.When one reads a university's faculty'regiéter whiéh includes
‘attalned degrees and.the 1rst1tut10n from which the respectlve degrees
were granted, it is sometlmes striking to note the high number of faculty
members who have begn granted one or morendegrees by the institution at
which they are now employed; Upon closernexamination it 1is sometime;_
obsérvedvthat a.large proportion of the remaining faculty (degrees) were

o~

awarded froﬁ other institutions within the same state or from those
located .in bordering states.

Are some publicly-supported institutions more provincial (in this
respect) than others within the same state? Are some state systems‘of
‘public higher education more provincial than others? Are there
-significant differences between publicly-supported and private institutipns?

The followiné study attempts to find answers to provinciality-
related questians. Further, it is hoped that the implications of
geographic proviﬁcialit& upon the training of college level faculty and
the resultant staffing patterns at employing inétitutions will be

identified.
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Review of Related Literature

There seem to be no prior studies available which deal with the
qﬁestibns at hand on either an inter-institution, public &s. private
‘ institution: or state-by-state basis. |
A number of studies exist which treat teacher mobility in light of

‘changing supply and demand but these studies focus.primarily on

-

elementary and secondary levels. -~

For example, Pedérson'sl study was‘designedtto generate a research
format and an index capable of the analysis of substantial data about
the turnover behavior of teaéhers‘from Michigan school districts. It also
set out to acquire further understandings about the‘con;omitgnts of teécﬁer
migration.

| ‘Other school district-oriented studies such as Henley's? deai with

the academic preparation of specific subject'area secondary teachers
without reglly ever addressing the question of proviﬁ&iaiity._

A numbe: af recent?community¥cqiieée level ‘studies assessed academic
- backgrounds and personal characteristics of faculty members on both regional3
.and_subjecﬁ-area specializationh basés, Ann Davenportfslunpublished
master's the5155 came very close to dealipg with the provinciality
question and stated in her findings that 62% of all sociology instruéﬁors
in junior colleges of the South received their entire égllege béckgrﬁund
in the'South. Again, howéver; her study was subject-;rea based‘and also

dealt rather generally with a broad region of the United States as opposed

to an institution-by-institution or state-by-state analysis.
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Medicdl school faculty characteristics also seem to be well
scrutinized as in "profiles of U.S. Medical School Faculties".6 This
study presents a»series of national profiles of salaried'medical school
faculties and covers demographic characteristics, major areas of professional
activity, and sources of recruitment, among others. Medical school ngulty
mobility analyses are found quite frequently as in Anderson’s and Larson's
1975 study. |

Senior college le&el studies on an intra-institutional basis are
quite common as offices of institutional research are continually .compiling
faculty daté regarding sex, age, institution ffom which highes£ degree
was attained, level of highest aegree, etc., but these characteristics

are generally of a purely descriptive nature.

Rarely have researchers eveh remotely courted the notion of comparative‘
institutional provinciality. One such casé, however, entitled "The | |
Higher Education Faculty of Pennsylvania: Selected Characteristies”.
actually went so far as to state that less then 20% of faculty on Common-
wealth campusés have returned to theirléigé maters as teachers.9 Again,
purely descriptive data with no inter-institutional or public vs. private
comparison 1s presented.

The f;regoing‘citations represent examples of studies in the order

of their proximity to answering the questions being dealt with in this

study. A.review»of the literature revealed that no prior ;tudy has been

. undertaken which deals precisely with those questions of comparative

institutional provinciality previously stated. Consequently, this study

6
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might very well serve as an introduction to further research which, -
through modification; will provide a broad data base from which
statistical inferences can be drawn. As such, comparative institutional
provinciality ratings might be considered when_i@eul@y.recruitment, faculty

effectiveness, and curricular changes are considered on either a

departmental, divisional, or institution-wide basis.

Data Cathering and Statistical Procedures

In order to facilitate the data gathering for the initial phase of
this study it was decided to focus on the State of Maine's relatively;
compact systeﬁ of higher education. The most recent college catalog or
faculty‘register was obtained from senipr-level,.general purpose,
public and private‘Maine eolleges.lQ Full-time ranked faculty were
catagorlzed by bachelor's, master's, and doctoral levels accordlng to
1) Degrees awarded from the employing 1nst1tut10n, 2) Degrees awarded
from otﬁer institutions within the same state; 3) Degrees awarded from
institutions located within other New England stateé; and 4) Degrees
avarded from institutions located in all other states‘of countries.

Pearson correlations and t-tests were performed comparing.all publicly
supported institutibns_with one-another, all priﬁate‘institutionsiwith
one-another, public institutional totals with private institutional ~
totale, in addition to composite pﬁblie and composite private EOrrelations.

: | Y
All null hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of statistical

significance.
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The major limitgtioﬁ of the study arises as a re;ult of considering
only attainsd degrees. This practice preclﬁdes the consideration of
such provinciality dispelling'contingencies as non—degrée graduate
study, extensive tfavel, and prior teaching location. Hoyever, siﬁce
this liability appears t¢ he distributed over all institu£ions without
regard to pyblic ;r pri§ate nature, its influence‘is negligible éxcept
when an institution with a high proportion of terminal degrees is ‘
compared to an insﬁitution with a low proportion of terminal degrees.
For in that case, faculty guality predicated upon high proportions of

attained terminal degrees would ordinarily be considered superior

regardless ofﬂprovinciality levels.




- Findings

1. . a)

a)

c)
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P

266 degrees held by 1175 public institution Ffaculty members

were awarded by the employing 1nst1tut10n (lhO undergraduate

and 126 graduate).

9.4% of all degrees held by public institution faculty members

- were awarded by the employing institution (11.9% undergraduate

and 7.6% graduate).

55 degrees held by 531 private institution faculty members
were awarded by the employing institution (55 undergraduate

and O graduate).

4.29 of all degrees held by private institution facuity members

‘were awarded by the employing institution (10.1%.undergraduate

and 0.0% graduate).

263.degrees held by 1175 public institution faculty members

were awarded by other institutions within the same state
(150 undergraduate and 113 graduate). .
9.3% of ‘all degrees held by public institution faculty members

were awarded by other institutions within the same state

(12.7% undergraduate and 6.8% graduate).
80 degrees held by 531 private institution faculty members

were awarded by other institutions within the same state Cyas

undergraduate and 33 graduate)

-

6.1% of all degrees held by private 1nst1tut10n faculty ‘members

were awarded by‘other‘1nst1tut10ns_w;th1n the same state (8. 6%

. -
°

undergraduate and L4.3% graduate).

9‘
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519 degrees held by 1175 public 1nst1tut10n faculty members

were awarded by institutions located within another New England

state (222 undergraduate and 297 graduate).

18.3% of all degrees held by public institution fa'cult& members
were awarded by institutions located within anotneru

New England state (18.9% undergraduate and 17.8% graduate);

409 degrees held by 531 private institution facuity members

were awarded by institutions located within another '

New England state (145 undergraduate and 26k graduate).

31.2% of all degrees held by private institution faculty members

were awarded by institutions located within another

New England state (26.6% undergraduate and 3l4.5% graduate).

1794 degrees held by 1175 public inStitution faculty members
were awarded by"institutions located outside New England

(665 undergraduate'and 1129 graduate).

65.1% of all degrees held by public institution faculty members

were awarded by institutions located outside New England

(56.5% undergraduate and 67.8% graduate).
767 degrees held by 531 private institution faculty members
were awarded by institutions located outside New England (299

undergraduate and 468 graduate). ' M

58.5% of all degrees held by priwate inctitution faculty members

were awarded by institutions located out51de New England‘

(54.8% undergraduate and 6L.2% graduate).

10
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57% of public institution faculty members. and 62% of private
institution faculty members hold the earned doctorate.

There is a very high correlation (r = 0.94) between public
institution faculty degree.characteristics.and,private
institution faculty degree charactéristics (tdtals).
However, a significant chi square (X2 = 30.06) is obtained
when public institution faculty characteristics are compared

to private institution'facuity characteristics (on a proportional

‘basis with averages as expected cell data). This appears

to indicate that item analyses are warranted.

~,

11
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Conclusions

On the basis of the‘broportion of degrees'held by'public and priyate
institution faculty membersnwhich werevawarded by.institutions located -
outside New England,‘it appears that neither public norbprivate‘institution
faculties as a whole are particularly prov1nc1al “ y ; -

Public and private 1nst1tution faculty members also compare

favorably when thetproportion of earned'doctorates andfthe correlation '

h of degree characteristics are considered. . i‘ |

It should be noted, hoWever, that a) it is far _more likely for a
public 1nst1tution faculty member to have recelved a degree from the

employing institution; and b) it 1s far more likely for a public

institution faculty member to have_received a degree from an institution

located within the same state.

Since no graduatefprograms exist at any of the private institutions

within the state, all graduate degrees feand in the catagory ent1tled
"awarded from an 1nst1tution ‘located within the same state were - awarded L
from public institutions. It follows that lOO% of all graduate degrees |

in this catagory held by public 1nst1tution faculty members were awarded‘

by a publicly -supported 1nst1tution. . , -

Further, since 0.0% of all graduate degrees in th1s catagory held
by private 1nstitution faculty members were awarded by a privately-
supported institution, it follows that in this particular catagory a

- more diverse mode of.graduate tra1n1ngjex1sts among prlvate institution

faculty members.

12
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Conclusions (cont'd)
Preliminary datd gathered from Oth?r states suggest that a high
degree of provinciality €Xists within certain publicly-supported

. . . : ‘
institutions, privately-supported institutions, and entire state-

wide systems of public higher edﬁcation- »

Because 6f increasing demands for program accountability in.ﬁOth
fiscal and éUrricular directions, institutional researchers should begin
to conduct provinciality Studies to be used as planning t°l°'ls to ensure
proper levels of faculty heterogeneity. For; institutional provinciality

should be one of the factors considered when personnel‘decisions are

made on €ither gepartmental, divisional, or institution-wide levels.

13
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TABLE 3.  Correlation Matrices

~ Public -
Colleges A B c D _E F. -
A .91 - .78 .9k .95 .92
B .91 .58" .85 .92 .81
: ¢ ‘78 ¢ 58* '85 . L aran '.8,}__-,
D .9k .85 .85 97 .97
E .95 ~.92 ST 97 .93
F .92 .81 .81 .97 .93
» »
*significant at 0.05 level
P ) r
rivate v
Colleges Al B1 Cl D1 E-L Fl Gl_
. . ) *
IS Py .99 .98 .92 .89 58 | .13
. : . . N
Bh .99 :::>*<::: .96 .93 .85 .58 A1
cl .98 .96 .92 .94 .51* .09*
1 7 * *
D .92 .93 .92 87 .55 .19 .
o
gt | .89 .85 .9k .87 .57 | .18
F 580 | .58 517 55| 5T 18%
Gt 13" 11 .09 19| 8" | .8

*
Significant at 0.05 level
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TABLE k.

t<Test Matrices

Publie - .
Colleges| A -B ¢ D E F
A 1.87 2.90" | .65 | 2.36 j.oe*
B 1.87 3:16* 1.78 o 4. 00*
c 2.90" 3.16* 2.8 | 2.52" | 1.58"
p | .65 1.78 | 2.48" 1.36 3.54"
E é.36* Lo 2.52% 1.36 b2l
"F 3.02° | w.00® | 1.58 3.54 | L2k
*significant at .05 level
el I I B R B
-t P .88 1.00 a7 | 1.89 2.02 | 2.00
B .88 89 | .87 | 1.% 2.09 | 2.06
cl 1.00 .89 1.11 2.03 2.12 2.07
pt 77 .87 1.11 67 92 | 107
ou 1.89 1.96 2.03 .67 o .2h .07
F 2.02 2.09 2.12 .92 2L .20
@l 2.oo.» 2.06 | -2.07 1.07 .07 .20

(none significant‘at .05 level)
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