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o Abstract . y

I. Introduction . . ‘ )

.
P

Tﬁis\abstract is not to be taken as,.nor should it be construed as, a summary
" . or overview of a&ll of the findings of the Report. It is only an abstract of sbme

s “ — . .

but not all parts of the Report .It should not be read without either %1comp1ete

L3

reading of the accompanying Report or at 1east extensive reference to it. The

reader is further’ advised to keep in mind that any research report is an abstracti\n
. .
from reality, and that therefore any abstract is a further apstraction from reality.

. .
4 . .

II. PFaculty patterns of association with other fadulty
. .
The Health Sciences Division was excluded from the sample because of 1ow

‘e response ‘. . <
N\ ‘. . N 4 . :.: "‘ .
. It was found for the remaining respondants that faculty members in general

=tend to have more friends (or at least versons with whom they interact regulerly) ,

!

. X .
s within their own Division than from other Divisions. That is! there does seem

1o be ‘segregation or compartmentalization by Division, 5ut_whether this is due to

‘e

the House Plan is not known at this time, When sige of Division was controlled for,

o

it was found that zhe, facﬁlty members in the Buslness Education Division reported
\

* having the 1argest number of friends wdthin the Division and the lowest muber of

>

- friends ontside the Division, which mey indicate a high degree of internal cbhe-

A} -
- - v -

_siveness, ', RN . — e . .
PR . . . ' - . 'S - N

III Facultv patterns of_aésociation with administraters

Y

It was found that in general faculty members tend to. interact with fewer

' - R - . ‘ “ N
" - g »
\)‘ . .. ' " - [N Ve .
w - * . N
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A
administrators than with other faculty members. This is nrobabilistically exvect-
able by virtue of the fact that there are far fewer administrators than there are
'faculty. It may also be sociolbglcally expectable by yirtue of the fact that
'faculty members probably have more in common with each other ﬁran they do with

administrators. Lo ’ : . C

. , vt
IV. Faculty use of House snack bars.

te

v

It was found that 809 of th time, faculty members do not eat lunch in the
- House snack bars. For the remaininp 20% of the time, when they do eat lunch in

the House snaca bars, they prefer their own House snack bars .to those of other“

.Houses by a ratio of about 3 to 1. The low rate of usagg of the House snack bars

b

.
hd -

does_not’necessarily indicatz lack of gregariousness, since faculty members may

>\ ® , .

be'choosing'other places (e.g., in their offices or off campus) to congregate.
N L, : .

V. Facul y attendance at meeti_gs and particination in other activities

-

It was found that about 3/h of the sample attend between 1 and 3 meetings per

week: In contrast 60” of the samnle reported /;tendlng or participating in no

\\.
other campus activities, sSuéh as House extra—curricular activ1ties. The Report
indicates why this high rate of %acuity nbn-participation in ﬁtudent activities may
0 A - - . *

not necessarily be had _ N ' : oot

S

o

‘The. reader’ is again urged to read the complete Report and not to rely solely

on the abstract?
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THE CON_CEPT OF THE HOUSE

\ ¢

- . . N

ﬁigness‘in education has the advantages of efficiency and

economy, but élsé its disadvantages -- the greatest of which is ‘

the tendéncy of the student to become indistinguishable ;nd.
"lostl” Breaking up the bigness into more eduéatiyg, manageable
and-sociologicallyiacceptable groups is the essence of the House,
g}an;

1

Architectural response:

A. Each House, sexrving from 400 to 1000 students will
be located at a pedestrian node. .

\

.By Each House has its own conveniently located parking areas.
C. The House is’a place where (1) student meets student\
(2) prqfessor meet professor, and even more important; .
(3) student meets professor in an informal relaxed’
atmosphere. /

Spacés within the House consist of student-faculty
lounge, seminars, snack bar-kitchen, library, carrels,:
student officers’' office, offices for faculty )
associates and‘counﬁelors, terraces, etc.

The House permits more personalized student services.

Al -

\
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Research Report #3 "Faculty Attitudes." : " ’

[

re

1. Intrdduction .

I3

This report is part of a multi—phase multi-method study of the House Plan.

A preV1ous report (Research Report #3) dealt with faculty attitudes towards the
e
House Plan and other aspects ofgCypress College. This report will deal with !

faculty patterns of association and partlcipatlon in a few aspects of campus life.

€ .

‘The basis for investigation of both faculty attitudes and patterns of association

is the assumpflon that the faculty has a great impact on campus life and the

general camous milieu. This report would best be read in conjunction with

Late in April, E1976 a straflfied random sample of the fu¥l-time teaching
&

faculty was drawn uslng a table of random numbers, with a nrojected sample

size of N=100. Strat1f1cation was again done along Division linec, as it was

for Research Report #3, however it should be noted that the sample for this

-

Report was dravn completely independently from the drawing of the sample for
N
Report #3, and therefore the individulas who appeared in the sample for Report #3
1
are not necessarily the same as the persons in this sample. . T

Because the response from the Health Sciences Div1slon was only approxlmately

50% of that stratum, the1r questionnalres were excluded from the general: sample,

[N

therefore anything said in’ ‘this Report should be understood to speclflcally not

include Health ScienceSu“The response rate-from the rest of the faculty, once

1 = S ' -
The probabil:ty of a given individual's appearlng in both sampies is of course
(1/2) (1/2) /b . ‘. ;

2

&~ > - . [N f Y




. - i ’ . - N . - ’
Health»Sciences was excluded, was 85%, with semple N=Tl. Since the 15% of non-

-

responses were distributed evenly throughout the strata and were not concentratéd

] N ) .

in any one DiviSion,. then it is probably safe to assume that these T1 responSes ‘

t
N ~
are more or less representative of the entire faculty {with the exception of the
\ ' * " a

. Health Sciences Division), although our confidence in its representativeness"is: .

of courge not as great as it was for Report‘#3. Further consultation with R
mathematician demonstrated that the probability is adequately high that this

sample does constitute a random sampling of the faculty ‘and can therefore be

’
taken as ‘representative of the faculty (w1th the' expeptiZE;of theVHealth Sciences

PR
v

faculty) ' ‘ T . ‘oL

A copy of the questionnaire is attached. (See figure i.) Note that like
that other research instruments I have’HSSIgned it is very short, and4with the >
exception of the question about‘lunch the respondants were required to fill in
ansyers rather than to choose them from a number of mulitple-choice categories.
The purpose of *this kind of response—category design is to prevent loss of data.

Given fill-in response categaries, the researcher can always group the data once

she has if; however, given multiple-choice\gvguped response categories to begin

>

with, then the raw data are ‘irretrievably lost.

<

-

»
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I have number of
I see regularly (Note:
to you. ) y

I have number of

.see 'regularly?

N have
s8¢ regularly.
Last waek I saw or jalked to
. either a~formal or

Last week Ijate lunch at:

|

\

friends ,among the

nformal bastis.

A}

frlends(among the faculty outside my D1v151on that I

Figure 1.

.
-

faculty within my own Division that
"regularly"'is to be defined in terms of what it means

~

‘number of friends including(relaﬁ%ves'oﬁtéide of Cypress that I '

number of members of the administration on

-
(Check one. for each day}

.
~

' . y - - R A \
Monday: _ Muir-Twain  Tuesday: _ Muir-Twein Wednea3day: _ Muir-Twain
' . Bernstein | __Bernstein . ' __Bernstein
__\Einstein . Einstein | ‘\ _ Binstein ‘
. __Edison - . ) __Edison __Ealson ’
__Carnegie '~_9arnegie __Carnegie
- _In my office . In my, ce __In my office
__Off-campus _;pffaéﬁmpus v _:pff-campus
_bi at lunch __Pidn't eat lunch- __pldn't eat lunch
b ' L] S
Thursday: __Muir-Twain )\, Fridey: _Muir-Twain =~ - .
. _- Bernstein ° ' o C " Bernstein . ‘
" Einstein - .} TFinstein S R
., _Edison ’ ~e i Edison -
' %+ _ Carnegie ’ 5 : Carnegie . V/ .
, ' _Inmy office In my office
__Off-campus ~Off-campus ‘
.t Didn't éat lunch ©, _Didn't eat lunch

Last week I attended

a

. R . "
Last week I participated in

House extrarcurricular actlvities

"nigkp¥ of'meetings

number of other campus actdv1t1es, such as

-

-
~a
3

. ¢ 4
¢ . f b
2 . - S
- b
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i - -
v
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°
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2. Statistical Summary of results

PR

1. Reported number. of friends within the respondant's Division.

Number of friends' Freguencx. Percentage o
N = S 10 "1k.08%
2-3 18 25.36% .
. A5 15 21.13% .
-eta L 6T 10 14 .08%
‘ = 8-9 .. 4 5637
o= v .10-1) 5 7.04%
\ <.t 12413, 0 0.002 ‘- 7
- \ 1h-15 - 3 .. b.e3t .
- 16-17 , 0 L0.00% -
T . 18-19 - 1 1.2 . "
20+ 4 5.63%
Other . 1 1.11%
(misread question) 1 160.00%
‘ & ) l ' .
» Arithmetic mean (computed from raw,, ungrouped data):.
. ¥=6.11
. o Standard 'deviatior'{n (computed from raw, ungrouped data):
K 825,83 ‘
s "2.. Repoz;ted number of friends on faculty but outside res_ponda.nt’s Division.
’ Nunber of friends Frequency Percentage
R R | - 28 39,42 o
¢ - 2:'3, 16 QZ-S’“%
.+ Las 15 21.13%
- 67— 2 2.82%
, , 89 : 0 0.00%
10-11 Ly y 54637
. 12-13 "2 2.82%
' 1h-15 2 2.827
- - . Other 2 2.827%
- = ("I don't know") T

-

THER refers to the frequency of responses
. with which these friends are seen) .

- e

100.00%

in the category (not to the frequency

e
) ‘ '“ﬁh\




& * s
.
-

A Arithmetic mean (computed from rav, ungr upe,d data.)
- T=3.20 - .
N " -
Standard deviation (computed from raw, ungrouped data):
. 8°5.83 L '
3. Reported number of administra.tors w:Lth whom respondant interacted over a
one-week period.
Rumber ' Frequency _ Percentage
y 0 15 - 21.13% ¢
1 18 " 25.3L4%
‘ 2 © 16 . 22,537
4 9.86%
2 3 L, 23”
A ) { . (§2 A B 8 H F o~ L3
X 0 okos . I
8 . 1 1, ’41/3 . -
5 .M ' 100.00%
P Arithmetic mean: X=1,97T ’ Btendard deviation: ‘ 8=1.77 . -
N b, Faculty members' reports of .where they -ate _lunc;h over a one-week period,
N-71x5=355 . . ) T Lo
Q Location ) ' Frequency ¢ . Percentage of 355 '
Bernstein House 10 C 2.82‘/1-
Muir-Twain House : 21 - 5.92%
Einstein House . 17 . . - L.79%
- ' Edison House _ T ~ o 1.97%.
. .- Carnegle House , - 16 . : 4.51%
' L In regpondant's office 4 .
. or lab %2 " 25.92%
e . ) Off-campus - nr . 32.95§ h
" oo Didn't eat lunch ‘ a5 - 21.13
s . ‘ , - 35 ) . 100,007 .
Ii:* i : o ) . o R . )
location Frequency " Percentage of 355
/ v . ' ’ . .
2 Own Hc(;ée - > © 53 - 1k, 93% '
Other Honse 18- - 5.07% B
.In respo\ndant's office T P -
, . ‘ or-leb - 92- | - -t 25,923
N ' Off-campus . T . 117 T . 32.95%
' _Didn't eap dunch g5 0 o _21.13%
S ' ; © 14 - B 2T e~ 71000008 0L
O . = - ) ) oo

~ s (3




’ L J
; \ , - -
' o = 6.
5. Reported nunmber of meetings attended over a one-week peric;d:— '
. Number of meetings ‘ Freouenéx . Percen:tages *
. o ° . - 19.72% -
. ‘ 1 ' . 18 . ) 25.35% -
g : : 2 . 20 [ 28.16%
. , 3. “ S VSR 19.72%
¢ -t h - 3 h-23$
. 5 1 . 1.41% -
B . No answer 1 A 1.b1%
- ’ T1 . 100.00% -
) Arithmetic- mean:
X=1.67
i Standard deviation:
S , N s=1.21
. .
' “ 6. Reported number-of other campus activities partiéipated in over a one-week
period.
1) - “ * . VoL
: N‘ Number of. activities - Frequency -~ Qercentages
' N - -~
- ’ 0 . . k2 - 59.1h%
- 1 . i 1 19.72% "
. : 2 9 . 12.68%
3 2 o 2.82%
| A 3 4.23%
! : 5 ’ 1 1.41%
" ) . o - T 100.00%
l" ‘Arithxﬁétic mean: . ) : \
) . —X-;"T?s i B ‘ . . ™~ N
. o '
- Standard deviation: .

g

. : 621,207 -
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3. Intradivision patterns of faculty association

The respondants of the semple were first asked -the following.éuestion:
I have ___ number of friends among the faculty within my own Division that I
see regularly.‘ (Note: "Regularly is to be defined in terms of what it means
to you.) .
Note:that rather than imposing s definition of vhat "regularlr" means, the
instructions direct the respondant to use his or her own definition. This is
to avoid the impositio§ of a researcher's ge?inition wvhich of course mey be
entirely ::ong. The-non-use of some sort of |"objective™ eriterion, such as
"N times a week", also controls for individual variations in gregariousness.
The distribution for the entire sample is given on page 4 in the statistical
summery, and is graphed on page 8, Figure 2, Sote that the mode is in the 2- 3
category, but the mean of 6.11 is substsnti higher because of a few extreme
scores.> Hote further that about 3/k of the sam le (f\all into the catégories
from 0 to 7, i.e., a safe generalization wouid be\that most of the faculty have
between O %pd 7 persons within their own Division with whom they associate regu-

larly. o :

» A
- .

The extent to which sample findings can be generalized to hald true for tne
popuietion wifl now be examined, Note first of all that the ssmple size is not
cuite large enough to make use of the Law of Large Numbers, since sampling wss
done without replaceﬁent.f That is, in general: the sample size should be at

least around N=100 in order to make\uge of the Law of Large Numbers; ﬂowefer,

when the sample ‘size is smaller than 100 but is still g large fraction of the

1

A

3 . . -
Remember that the arithmetic mean is very sensitive to a few extreme scores
_ahd ¥ill'be pulled" in the direction of these extreiljscores, -

2 . ~—
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population size, normality of the sampling distribution of the means can be

.. e]

assumed but only if sampling is done with replacement i In the case of polling

faculty members,vhowever, sampling with replacement is obviousiy not practicable.

e
’ ¢

Conservatively speaking, then, the sample size in this case is really too small
R Y

" to meke use of the assumptions ‘of the Law of Large Numbers. There are’ samnllnp

'\\

distrlbutions for small sample siaes, such as "Student's" "distribution and the
chi-square distribution but these require the assumption that the underlying |
pOpulation distribution is itself normal, an assumption wh1ch it would be unwise
to meke in view of the evidence so far which 1ndicates that the population dis-
~tribu.tion is probably sharply negatiyely skewéd (i.e., skewed in theﬂdiregtion\

_of loyer aumbers of friegds).' If, however, we regroup the response categoﬂdes
into just tyo%categories, then we can make use of the binomial distribution, '

L

normality as sample size increases}

which, as vas pointed out in Research Report #3 pp. 10 & 16, rapidly apprzaches

While use of the binomial distribution

does involve some loss of finenéss of analysis of data, by virtue of the collap—

sing of the 11 response cetegories down to two response categories, in this case
<+

&

t is preferable to making the probaoly untrue assumption of normality of the

-

L

underlying noculation distribution. The original distribution of reported number
of friends withln the resoondan 's Div1sion for the total smmple is given in -
_the statistmcal summary on page.4. On the basis of the distribution og the data,

we §hall regroup the data into, the following two categories .

R

Number of friends, ' Frequency Percentages
{

" -7 53 P 75.715
W, 8-20+ 17 ' - 2h.29%
‘ - "70. 100.00%

.

L. "

&
In fact, binomially distributed variables approach normulity with sample size
as small as N=30. :
\? L]
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We therefore, are dealing with a variable X=p£=proport;on of responses reporting

0-T friends within the respondait's Division, and of course, l-X=proportion of

| ;esponses reporting 8-20+ friends withing the fespondant's Division. The under-

lying theoretical probability distribution has the following individual‘terms;

w o
- &

* . . -
[ & - -

i N

‘Nunber of respéﬁses Probability of obtaininé

reporting 0-7 friends . this number of responses
; by o ’ , ; )
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"Again, as in Research Report #3, pp.(11-12), this distribution ciosély aporoxi-

mates a normal distribution as N gets larger, with.meaq){_=p=propogtidn of

' responses reporting 0=T friends, and standard.error qf (1-p) . So in
B ’ ( ‘ ] R-ﬁ_L

this particular sampling diétribdtipn with which we are dealing, the mean of the

sempling distribution is estimated by p,=.T5T1, and the standard errér is
(.T571)(.2b29). * = .P51. Given these parameters, we can now place confidence

T0 , . -

limits on our use of the sample mean as an estimator of the population mean.’

L]

Because the sampling distribution closély approximatés;h normal distribution, then '
-
. ~ A)

99.73% of the area .under. the probability curve will be within #* 3 sﬂ%ndard

deviations.of the mean: \ o

b vul'




& Sha.ded area is 99. 73% of ‘the area
under the curye. ‘

\.6011 <7571 .9131
: L]
That is, about"99% of the time, the actua.l popula.tion mean will fall into the

: shaded area, é.nd that given repea.ted sampling from the Ea.me population using
samples of size N=Tl, over the 1ong run we would expect tha.t the propoz"tion of
fa.culty responding ‘that they have between 0 and 7 friends vithin their Division
" vould be between about 60% and 91% abgnt ‘99% of the time. If we lover the coh-

fidenée lével to 90%, the limits become .6T11 and .83L.

»

S | "134 é—- Shaded erea is 90.00% of the area
ERE N under the curve..

e’ Ganins IR et 2 ¥
.6011 .6711 .T57T1 .8431 ,9131

-Again this means that wilh repeated eampling from the same population using
samples of if=’(l, over the long run wve could expect that the proportion of
faculty'respondd.n'g that’they have between 0 and T friends within their Divieibn
would be between about 67% and 84% a.bout 90% of the time. Conversely of course,
we would exped‘b that the pr0portion of faculty an;\\ve;ing that they have between

L 4

8 and - 20 or more friends within their Division would be between .about -8% and

about 40% with a probability of 99 73%, or between about 15% end 33% with a proba-

-,

bility of 90%.

2

+ It might. be informative to £ind out in vh’ich Division the faculty are the

. most grega.rioua, g.e., in which Division did the persona in the sample indicate.

- - - -

A

the highest number of intradivision triends? The dietribution by Division followa.




2-3 .
k-5
- 6-T
h.v ’*- 8-9

Business Education

e

Number of friends . .Frequency of responses
~ . . e ..
£ 0-1
2-3 -
b5 .
6=1
8-9
10-11
12-13 -
14-15

=

-

Language Arts , . ; _

" Number of friends | ' "-_

0-1
2-3
b5
6-T
8-9

Physical Educatdion

Number of friends

0-1 !
2-3
45
6-T -
[ 8_9 et R
10-11 ’

Social Sciences

\

Number of ‘friends ’ Frequency of responses
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Science, Math, & Engineering “n
9 ‘? . ’ ‘ g “

Number of friends - ‘ : Frequency ofaresponsesﬁ

: C o1
’ 2-3, - .
b5 - .

NS

-

Vocati\\;i/Technical Education '; . ST,

PV Number of friends , &?Frequepcy of%responses ~

~
-

e . -
. N 2_3‘ ) ) Yo /' . ‘
’4- ’ .
) 6—% - . ot I4

8-9 ?
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These are -the rav data; however, #ince the number of intradivision friefds one

-

has may depend on_how large the. Division is;‘these nunbers should be Weighted

Lt such that the figures would reflect the relative frequencies of friends under
- w o~ o
_ the assumption that all Divisions were of egual siZe. The figures below are

T ~

b

such weighted frequencies. Note that these are no longer'"nﬁmber of friendsy" ™
S~ a. -
i.e., one would not want to_say from these figures that on- the average faculty
N N
members in Fine Arts have .059 nuMber of friends. Rather the figures*below are;“
° ':"’ % . > - -
only weighted frequencies for comparative purposes: , ' oo, :
i R :?'5”. °, T
' N g L. \ S - ',45. RO a
Fine Arts CL o R e
Number of friends .- ‘Weighted fregiency’
T , N S LT i o
o1 ' L ,059 ‘ ,
T 2-3 ) ‘ oo JOOO°, RS
’ . _‘z ‘v. . J L .059c te . P -
Ce . 8-’9 v . - o .059 . . ‘§) ¥
Weighted aritiimetic meane X =059 - - ° . % . o« - ' :
.. . N , -~ . 3’ P © . * .




Fine Arts L ‘ .

Number of friends ' Weighted frequency

0-1 ) ) .059
2-3 ' .000
& b5 . e 176
6=T ) ‘ : ‘ ]-059
8""9 X i 1059

Weighted arithmetic mean:

L X E.-059

L

Business Education

Number of friends = = .. ‘Weighted frequency

0-1" - ) . .050
.150
.150 -
.050
.000
.000
.000
.100

" Weighted arithmetic mepn: ’

, - X,=.067

5

- Language hrts
, * Y

‘Number of friends : i ‘ . Weighted rrequency'

- 0“1 . -100
_ 2"3 : - . i N -100
‘45 ‘ ; . 1133
6"7 , . -133
8-9 . ‘ ' . 4033 -
Weighted arithmetic'mean: - '
f'fwé.o38 :

-

4




Physical Education;\

‘Number of friends

0-1

~

Weighted Erithmetic mean: -

Xwﬁ.063 .

‘(\
Social Sciences

Number off friends -

Weighted arithmetic mean

X =.023

Science, Enpgineering, & Math

Number-of friends

0~1
. : . T 2a3
e R > h_s ?
g 6-7.
. 8_9 ‘.
10-11

P d

Weighted arithmetic mean:

st q
4 -t - -
e X = .036
¥ v W .
i ¢ - - .
- - ’
/ > +

L

> R

e

<
~r
Fa

< S

.
[
.

ﬁéighted frequency

125
L ,125 . .
' .063.

- .000
. .000
. ( .063

N

.
i
T

Welghted{ frequency

LObs
. .lllh
<t 4 .0Ls

’ .023
' 023 “’-

- . ,023
.000 -
.023 ,
. .000
- 023

A

FIRY
)

! Weighted frequency

.032_ .
09T
’ .032
~ . - 065’
. T .032
NP ..065 K

~~
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Al

Vocational/Technical Fducation

Number of friendé

T 0-1 K
2-3 '
\ h-s
' 6‘7 N
. 8-9 '
" 10-11

Weighted arithmetic mean: -

X =.059

sample thé lowest.

N
.

7

&

Division sample has the,hiéheét weighted»arithme

v
et . M

- Weighted frequency

.000

.118 N
059 °

-059
.000

059

1
}

i

3

I
. - . .
- . . i
Note that under the assumptiop of equal size of Divisions that thg}Business

tic mean and thg\gbcial\Sciences

§ o
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' b o
e Intendivis:ton patterns of fa.culty associa.ti‘on ;

»

-

had . hd v
f

The resp’ondants of the sample were-asked to angwer fhe‘ followiné .question: -

I have - rumber of friends among the faculty outside my. Division that
I see reglﬁa.rly. ! s : : :

“y, . . . ' > . ’ ) . .
The distribution for the entire sa.mpl’e is given on, page 4 in the stat cal L

\

gwmary, and is gra:ohed on page 19, Figure 3. Note from the greaph tha.t the \,

w“ Y V @

distribution is modal in “the ca.tegory 0—1 i‘riends, whereas the distribution of
5 /

frlends within ‘ respondants' Division is moda.l in the gategow 2-3 f;'ie’hds%

‘4
~ (Figure Zgage 8). Note ﬂ&rther that if the responses to number of friends N

outside the Division are dichotomizéd the distribution is as follows

.

o

Number” of friends
- outside Division

1’ :
Percent age

‘ 0".7 o | ‘7 | B . 1 . ) * Banhlz :

v,

8-go+ ~ - Co T ankes-
& e RN ‘ . 100.00%

. o T ;
L,o'npare this to @e distzzibution\of num'ber of. friends within the responda.nt'

~

Division: . ‘ e e

Number of friends - \ . .
.within Division = - - - Arequency 0 Percentagés .-

J5.71%

¢ 1

Tha.t is, it wo\xld a.ppea.r that the sample respondants reported tha.'c, they have v

© ‘feyer fz‘iehds outside their I}ivision than within their Division and we can test )

\
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for- whether or not this ﬁifference is significant by using the sampling distri- |

.ll-

’;bution of “the difference beﬁvgen the following proportions:

" /Proportion of those reporting - -
" 0-T friends within Division-, = pA=~.TST.

Proportion of those reporting
0-7 friends outside Division pB= 8841

—
-

The sampling distribution of the difference between these proportion approaches

’ ‘.

~ 3 . - 3¢ 4
.normality as sample size gets larger, with mean }(’A - z“LB =0, and a standard

- 1 1 ) Np +N._p e,
.error of" 6A-B =,Jq(q-1);(ﬁ- +% ). , vhere q= AA B'B . Vhen the -
) A B - , N, *Hy .

standard score (i.e., the test statistic for the observed differences’ betvfeen the
o proportionsg) is'rcofnputed accordinglto the fermuia g = pA " pB it is found that
- . : o c-D ’
there is a signlfics.nt difference between the two proportions_a.t the, .02 level,
‘s i.e.,"on-e csn say that ifé.culty associate with significantly fewer persohs outside
thei‘rﬁfivision than within their Division. f'{esearch. Report #3 found tha.t faculty
i‘elt tha.t the leading disadve.ntage of the House Plan was segregation from fa.culty
. in other mvisions. Their perceptions of this segregation are now shown to be
correct, i.e., such segrega.tion does in fact exist, but whether or not '{s can be
causally imputed to the House Plan is e. different question, since it may be that
in any college or university faculty mem‘oers largely associate With those within

their owi disfiplines. > This question (i.e., vhether or not the House Plan is the

ca.use) should be examined through a control swdy of a non-clusﬁer college.
We shall now exan;ine/the reported num'ber of friends outside the réspondant’s
Division 'broken down by Division. Below are the distri'bution i‘requencies. Unlike

t’he frequency distributions . for number of friends within the respondant's Divisien,

N ¢

. thg frequencies below propably do not need to be veighted, since “the number of -

M .

S .




O |

_ friends one has outside one's Division prdpadbly does not have anything to do gith

>

the size of one's own Division.

A
Fine Arts ‘ . . _ Yo
o ! . ‘" i |
Rumber of friends Frequegecy of resporse
. RN °
T, 0=1 o 2

2-3 C . 4 3 o B

-5 : 1 -
Aritihmetic mean:

X=2.167 . - ,

13

Business Education

[y

. :
. Kumber of friends s " Frequency of responses
R R Py . .
0-1 , . 6 .
2-3 - L2y
\ ] h_s N 1 -
Arithmetic mean: . . 1
‘ X=1.111 . .
Language Arts : . ' . e
Number of friends Freouency of responses
-1, 2 1. ‘
2-3 3 6
k-5 - ) - 5 .
6-7 oo 0 : .
8-9 . 0 .
10-11 B 0
12-13 . = g 2 > ] —

Aritimetic mean:
AN ,

-

X=h,231

o




3

_’Phxsical Fducation ’ &

!

. . IS
> Number of friends . - Frequency of responses Q\.
‘ ac;
2-3

b5

3
2
1

Arithmetic mean:

2é1.667
é \

Soéial Seciences .

Humber of friends Frequency of respvonses

0-1

HOWOO&FH\WO

Arithmetic mean:

X=4,000
<

. Se¢ience, Yath, and Engineering : . K

Number of friends .« ° Frequency of responses

> , . < ~

o-1
2-3
k-5
6-7
89 - -
+  10-11:""°
12-13
14-15

HOHOHFMN &

Arithmetic mean:

' . X=b.182




'y

22,

V&éétional/Technical Education

\

Number of ffiends Frequency of‘?esponses
. \ -

N 0-1 .
“ . 2-3 ' 14
. . b5

6-7

= =wo

Arithmetic mean: ‘ B N !t

- "X=3.800 5 - . /

. ¢

Hote that Language Arts has tﬁeAhighest mean, Business Education has the lowest.

The fact that' the respondants from the Business Education Division ha%/the highest

weighted mean for reported number of friénds within the Division end the, lowest

mean for repo}ted number of friends outside the Division may indicate a high degree

.

kY

of internal cohesiveness within éhe Business Education Division.

Respondants in the'saiple were also asked to indicate how many other friends

they .have besides those on the faculéy’through the following question:

I have number of friends including relatives outside of Cypress that
I see regularly. .

The purpose of this question,was to pontrol'for the possibility of bias in the

previous two answers occuring through the appearance in the sample of large ,b

numbers of persons who have no associétions either on campus or off camphs: That

is, the question was pld%ed in the questionnaire to discover if any "hermits"
N

tugne& up in the sample who would infiuence the distributions and give a biased
picture of on-campus facultj associations, Since no such turned up in the sample,

then we can assume that the respondents of the.sample are normall&.gregarious, and
- - : . ’
that a high or low number of on-campus friends #s not due solely to personality

charac%eristiqs. ‘ ' ] - . ~

&
»




F-
(3

~
L]

)

"Administration shgll be defined.to include Division Chairpersons"

‘ cenﬁions of who adm1nistrators arew With the question left purposefully vague,

B 23'0

‘en

5. Faculty-administration.contacts: ”

Respondants in the sample were asked to indicate their emount of contact

s

-

with the administration through the following question:

Last week I saw or

talked to ' humber ¢f members of the administration -
on either a formal

or informal basis.

;

Note that exactly which pef3ons "members of the administration" includes is

-

left unspecified, and was done-so purposefully for the following reason; cur-

rently the status of Div1siqe/phairpersons is somewhat ambiguous on campus, with

some persons perceiving them as faculty and others Derceiving them as adm1n1strat1on. )

Id

Rather than the researcher's arbitrarily,defiqing who are administrators and who

are not, this was left up to the respondant. Hote that if the question had been
. . Q .

phrased to "clarify" the definition of‘"administrator,"‘with something such as
or "Admini-

stretion shall be defined to exclude7Division Chairpersons,” then the inforhation

received from th1s would be less accurate from the point of view of faculty per- ’

ve cam be sure:that the’ faculty respondant s, answering ‘it accordlng to his or her
own perceptions of whom the set of administrators exists (although wve don't know

whether or not is includes Division &hairpersons which is largely ifrelevant for

k4

this particuler: phase of the study)

L4

The" distribution of responses for this questidn is given in the statistical

3

-summary on page 5, and are graphed on page 24,.Figure hu Note that the distribution
number of

. N 4 .
faculty contacts with administrators is far lower than the number qf faculty-faculty

* -«

_is modal at 1, and the mean is 1.97. Furthermore, while in general the

R

- . .. . .
. N ra . I3
.. - e . . ,
N . ,
. Y * A R s .
‘Y»
- . .
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contacts, this is to be expe;ied to a degree by, virtue of the fact.that there/igxr*\%
far fewer administrators éhan faculty. ?urihermore, the low réte of faca!tif
administxation contact has both potentially positive and.neéé%;ve dspects for the
faculty; on the éne hénd, access to administrators is one of the forms of access

to power, partigularly with,respect to power over.diséiibution of scarce resources
and decision—makipg power (as it will be pointed out in eithéi Research Report #5

or #6); on the other haﬁd, the low rate ;f faculty-adndnistréiton codkacp ensures
that the faculty member is autonomous within th€ classroom, and some facuity
,memBérs‘bave §pecificali& ?émarked on the low rate of faculty-administratign

contect as an advantage.‘

It»may be in;ormat;ve ®o -look ét fécﬁity-adm;nistration contact by Division. f
The following are’the distributions er‘edbh'Division: l |
Fine Arts . ‘ .

'Number of administrators
interacted with® . ° - Frequency

Arithmetic mean:.

X=1.833

Business Education ) ,

‘Numblr of administratoréa
interacted with
v

Arithmetic mean:

.ilx.soo




o - ( * \ L. Y
, ' s A '-‘? .
~ A\ a i : Z"’- “F 260
- N ~ ?E .
N E g .
’ . /"’
. Lanpuage Arts
. Number of administrators ‘ '
. interact® with ° " Frequency " ’
0 8 \ C3 )
’ l i a. R < 5 ©
2 . 3 i\:,\
3 g B
13 . h & 1 k)
5 1
Arithmetic mean:
. ¥=1.733 .

Physical Fducation .
Number of administrators - ‘ .
interacted with . Frequency -

0 1 "
1 0 .
2 ’ 2 ¥
3 0 .
L 3 \
« 2

Arithmetic. mean: © A ) .

' N — v :ﬂ ‘ 4 s
. X=2.667 ° o - .
. SociaYt Sciencesk ‘ v } . T

) Number of administratq& . , - L
interacted with ’ ' Frequency * -

~ » 0 » - 6 . ”\/ -

) A l & &' N S e -~
2 . D2 .
. 2 \ .
L] . -4\ ’ £
- 3 . Y . 1 hd t
5 ‘ —
JArithmetic mean: - . T a0
X=1.431 , )
. . l < ,q + ” i
. o ) - -
[-] = . . _ 4
P . (}‘ »
, 35 . 3 - s R
’ LOLs .. -Dt";." - 2 O




-Secience, Engineering, and Math

i : ¢ v
“ -
. Number of administrafors o .
interacted with . © % Frequency - ’
- . . et S
"‘ R 0 - ] ’ 2 Vi )
1 ‘ 3 D )
RS 2 ! 2 . !
3 - 17 &/. ' <
- " ] Y . . . 1 o . *
5 + 2 1 : >
A ’ 6 ) , . 5 ‘1 /
. . 7 i 0 "o\:’/ L “ -
8 , & 2 T
. ) o . co s - I : LS
Arithmetic mean:. o : [ oo T, A ‘
" ‘ st . . N '» ' . .. u_ . . .
Y : - X=3c 300 . rT‘ . [ . . - d
: \g - ’ - .
Vocational/Technical Education ) N . o -
Number of administrators B S X . i;/;7;>LTj
. interacted with . e Fréquency -
v Q . . ' X ‘/0*. - .
1 . X 1 "
‘ : 2 A - - -
' > AN o1 - "
> 4 ' X o’ ’ > .
? S ' L] ol -
\‘ 4 6 . ' 1
' . < - . -
Arithmetic mean: - o ¢ ) .
. . v ]
¥=2.800 . Ce )
e ’ . .

‘Note that Socia‘rsctences has the lowesdt mean number of’interectiéns'with admin~

, istrators, while Science, Engineering, and Math has the highest.‘ One must reme&gcr,

.- :1however that a high or low rate of faculty interaction may .or may ney be good
- . - - from the point of view of the fdculty member . Whether or not such interaction is
-

viewed positively or negatively ppobably depends on %he faculty member and_Hes a .

positive or negat1Ve attitude toward the administration (see Research Report #3

for-faculy attitudes) LR I

Iy
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. N
6. _Faculty members' reportd of where they ate
%
. lunch over a one-week period

»

- s s .
The sample respong;;ts were asked to indicate where théy dte lunch over a

. one-week (i.e., five-day) period. The distfibutiqn is reported in the/§fétistical

swimary on page 5 in two ways: (1) by location, irrespective of the respondant's

o
L)

* Division. Note that N=3S5§ i.e.,.5 déys for each of 71 respondants™in the sample.
.(2) bf\ ocation with respect to the House with which the feépondant's-nivisioh is
. . ( ' . .
affiliated. Again, N=355. These distributions are grapMed in Figures 5 and 6 on
. . . . 5 v ¢

pages 30-313\_No£e that 80% of:the time, the respondants in the Eample ate some-

N . - i
where other zhhn House snack bars, and that about half the time, the respondants

4

either ate off campus or did not eat lunch. When the éespondants of the sémple

did use House snack baré,_they pfeférréd their own House snack bars about Jtol

over other snack bars. o .

I want to parentheticallf note that this question may not be a particulariy S
good measure of faculty-faculty association, since it mey very well be that a low

¥

rate of usage of the Housé snack bars does‘ggg_méan low sociability; for example,
it may very well be that membe£s sf the facu}ty-eat lu;cp togefher in each other's
?ffices or somewhere}off'campus. "rhe main import of this qneétién, thgrefor;;
should be as»in indicator of ﬁﬁeir usage of House facilities. : '

With spéét to the SH.Oé% Sf the time which the respon&ants repofted that
tbey either did pot eat lunch or that they ate off campus, we can qbﬁain confidence

. limits for our &;; of 54.08% as an estimate ofhfhe popylation mean. Eigfe we are

v -
- .




LT ’ . ' . ‘ 29'.

+

¢ . B

again dealing with ar binomial sampling distribution with mean of j‘(, = 5&08 and
standard deviation 6 , P<P"1 = 059, and since the sample size is —large
enough to aSSume normality, then with a probability of 99 73% * the population

mean will lie between the limits .36h and ,T18:

. B )y ; Yo - /s .
T« . .36h - 508 .18 . # :

If we lower the confidence interval to 90.00%, then the limits become Lkl
o Ny

and .638:" ., - ”

>4

¥

Q—— The' ‘shaded area is 90 00% of the
o ar@a uhder the c

.364 Wik .5ho8 .638 .T18

This means that g:lcren repeating sampling from the same 'pOpulation of sample . -

size N=T1l, then we could e@ect that 997 proportion of times the faculty members
either eat Iunch off campus or do not/ eat lunch will be between about 36% and T2%.

_With 90% probability, we could expect the proportion of times the faculty

s, ° R ] . ¢ .
members either eat lunch off campus or do not. eat lunch to be between about 4h%
. mld: 6h%o ! ‘ °

o
\

The statistical summary on page 5 shQWSL: that the respondants of the semple
‘reported «that they ate lunch in a House snack ber 20% of ‘the time (dyring the

'§~day period of reporting) With respect to this proportion of 20%, we can . also

Ve - »

obtain confidence intervals on our use of this proportion as an estimator of' the

P . A

-

“w
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B populatibn me‘an.(\éAgain‘; b.t'ecause the sa.mple size 'is large, then the sampling
-distributioh approaches noMity with mean of/‘(, =,2000 and standard dqlviation

{ P(P‘l) .04T. With a prebability of 99 739, the population mean will

p

6lie, between the 1limits .059 and .31&1:

(—The shaded area is 99.73% of the
area under the curve.

¢

T

.059 .200 341 .

: : ! _

1‘¥or a confidence level of 90%, the population mean will 1lie between .123 and .277} .
. = Q , \

-

amaey

& The shaded area is 90.00% of' the
ares under the cutrve,

.050 .200 341

. ;23 277

r

What this means is that za.s’suminé~ that this was a typicali :reek for faculty n}émbers
- and assuming the pat.terns don't cha.nge- » then ;we can expec{that given rep;.ted
sampling. from the éame population of size N=T1l, that with a proba‘t?ility of 997,
the ’fe,cult‘y :rill ase the Héuse sxrlack bars between about 6% and 34% of the time,
and the rest of_ the time Atli;ey will either eat in their offices, or off campus, or

pot eat lunch.

. _ . . e
~ bars between about 12% and 28% of the time, and the rest of the time will either

|

eat in their offites, off ¢ampus, or not eat lu.nc/h. This su'rVey, howevér, was

taken before the opening otl‘ the Culinary Arts SeryiCes, and there mey or mey not
. ’ . R . .‘ ~ . B ' ’: .
9 ' " ‘ . : -| . . . R e ‘ i Y

| ' « o

With a pr’obability\of- 90%, the faculty will use the House snack - |

€




[N . .
therefore be significant changes in these patterns.

The following are the distributions broken down by Division:

-

Own House .
"Other House
Office or lab’
Off campus
Didn't eat lunch

h)

TOVI N

"1

-

Fine Arts/(;,=6 'responda.nts x 5 days = 30) - -

Business Education (N=10 respondants x 5 days = 50)

o
Own House
Other House
Office or lab
Off campus
Didn't eat lunch

u -
3
15
16
5

-

Lenguage Arts (N=15 respondants x 5 days = 75)

,‘gwn House
Other House
'Office or lab

, Off campus
Didn't eat lunch

L]

b

9

2
27 ~
28

9

Physical Education {N=6 responda*.nts X 5 days = 30)

<

v

As of the‘.date of this Report, Physical Education had no House.,

& .
Carnegie -HOuse

-~ Office ar lab -
Off- campus.
Didn't eat lunch

Social Sciepces (N=17 respondnats x ?d
. \-—-

1

B Own Houge

Other House
Office or lab
Off campus:
"Didn't eat lm\xch

L

T
10

9

T

2
2k
29
23

.

-

>

ays'-= 85)

A

33.




_Science, Engineering, and Math (N=12 respondants x 5 days = 60)

Own House - 12 - -
. Other House 1 .,
fice or lab 12
" Off cempus 19
Didn't eat lunch .16 -

Vocational/Technical Education {X¥=5 respondants x 5 days = 25)

Own Héuse _ '
Other House
Office or lad
Off campus
- Didn!t eat lunch ’

P ~
F

" In summary, the respondents of the sample reported that they ate lunch in
~ ’
Bouse snack bars only about 207 of the time, and when they did, they preferred

. p ) -
therir own House snack bar to others by a ratio of about 3 to 1. They also re-

~

ported that a little over half the time they either did not eat lunch or they

ate off campus.
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7. Participation in meetings and other campus activities

Respondants of the sample were asked a.bout their participation in camms

"

‘meetings through the folloving question:
Last week I attended-___ number of meetings.

The distribution of ;:espenses is reported in the sta.tistiez;.l summary on page 6,

and is graphed in Figure 7 on page:36'. Note that tl(e distribution is modal at 2,

and the mean o.f 1.67 is quite ciqse to this mode. _Rote further that the slope

drops sharply betveen 3 meetings per week end 4 meetings ‘Tote further tha.t

73.23% of the resvondants reported that they attended between 1 a.nd 3 meetings per

week. 'That is, we can sw about’ 3/h of' the faculty attend at lea.st 1 meeting

per week but n;t more than 3, and we can place confilence limits on, this state-

ment. Usi;g the proportion of .7323 a.s~a.n estimator of thé mean"of the sampling
. distribution (with standard devia.t:l;on 5 ’;(D‘l 053) then 99.73% of the

timey the actual nopula.tion mean vill lie between .54 and .809 ‘ N

>}

e—The shaded area is 99.73% of the
area-under the curve.

’

-

he L3

v . ‘e rd

The shaded area is 90.00% of the A
ares under "the curve.
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Tnis means that with‘a probability rof about 99% Ené given repeated sampling fron"
the same population of sample size N=T1, that we would find between about 57%

\and 90% of the faculty’attend between 1 and 3 meetings ‘per week. With a proba-
bility of 90%, we would find between agout 64% and 82% of the faculty attending
netween'l and 3 meetings per week. This of course assumes t&gz the week for which
the,respondants of fhe sampie were answerin% was“"typicalg" sincejthe questiennaires
were sent out in late April, which }s neither near the beginning or the end, of

the semester and which is therefore not extraordinary in that sense, we may at

least to be to assume that the time period for. which the respondants of the sample

N 1y

were answering was not typical.
?he following are the distributions for number of meetings attended over a
one-week period broken down by Division:, =

Fine Arts

Number of meetings ' Frequency of response.

[y

v

~.

»

)_ Ardthmetic mean:

X=1. 833

Business Education CL =

<

Number of meetings Fregueney of response

Arithmetic mean:

’f=1..800




Language Arts

>

~

Number of meetings

Arithmetic mean:

T=1.400

Physi.ca.i Fducation

Number of meetings

* ~ .

"Arithmetic mean: - -

- ¥=1.333

-

Social Sciences

.

Number of meetings

v

Arithmetic mean: . .

. X=1.500 -

. .
Séieglce; Fngineering, and Math

\
Number of meetings

¥

Fad

.
. .

T

-~

Arithmetic rﬁgean :

L

"X=2.250

v~

Frequency of response -

¢

Frequenc); .of response

k4

4 \

)
& | 2
"0" 3

«©

Freaquency of resvonse

. &
Freoquency of resvonse




[

activities other than meetings which they attended within the same one-week

Vocational/Technical Education

Number of neetings

Frequency of resvonse .
. » ' . L

WO
[
WO,

Arithmetic mean:

. X=1.600 d ' , -
Note that‘with the éxception of the Science, Engineering, and Math‘Division,

-
which has’a rather high mean, that most of the Division means are more or less

' clustered around the mean of the total sample, :?}oh was 1. 6T.

The distribations for both the total sampl and'the Division subsamples must
be interpreted with caution for the following reason: not all comittees to ’
which faculty members belong meet on a weekly basis. The presence in both the,
total sample and the Division subsamples' of respondants answering that they ettended
, ~3

no meetings du:ing the week should therefore not be interpreted to mean that either

in the total sample or in the Division subsamples there are individuals who are

not going to any meetings ever,g it means is that for this particular week for

which respondants were asked to enter, their particular committee vas not meeting.

~

For the entire sample, however, we probably have a good ceross~section for agiven
week, and we could probably expect that had the questionnaire been given during
another week, call it Week.#2, that we would come up wit;’wbout the same distri-
bution, since during Week #2, there would probably be other individuals {n the

sample whose cormittees were not meeting during thdat particular week.
¥ - ’ ‘ | : *
Respondants of the sample were also,asked to indicate the number of dempus~_

Y

”

...l' o
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\v)

< . L% -

- L , 4
(i.e., five~day) period through the following qhestion: ' i\
Last week I pérticipated in number of othgr campus activities, such

> as House extra-curricular activities. v \\\ -

L)

The‘distribution of responses is given in the statistical summary on page 6, and

is -graphed in Figure 8 on page b1, HNote the relatively low meen of - .775 compared

’

W
to the mean of l 67 for number of meetings attended. Note further that the distri;

bution for number of other activities is modal at O and drops off.sharply there~ °

" after. Note further that slmost 60% of the sample report.attending no other

4 ' -

a

activities, and wve can obtéin confidence levels foy the use of this proportion

as an estimator of the population mean. The meen of the sampling distribution with

vhich we are dealing is /U(, =.591k with a standard deviation of cf’ -1 =.058.
Since this sampling distribution approach!s normality as sample.size increases,’
then, with about 99% probggility, we can expect the actual population meen to lie
between h16 and .766 . _ . _ : o
. X . , « L v
“ . ) >
& The ‘Shaded area is 99.73% of the C
o area under the curve.
;\ 2
R oh16 osglh 0766
\ . : s 5 - . ‘ - '_ e » o ’r
’ » . @\ - ’
With 90.00% probability, we can expect the actual population mean to lie between
o'h96 and 0687: * x .- 4
a ’ haded aYea is 90.00% of the area
‘ under the curve.
T

< we o, r . . - >~ . -
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In other words, given repeated sampling from the‘same population and using samples
of N=T1, then about 99% of the time we could expect thet between about hz%\and’TT%
- of the faculty would report participating in no.campus activities other than
meetings over a one;week period. About 967 of the timé; we could expect that

between about 50% of the faculty and about 69% of the faculty would renort partici-

AR

pating in no campus activities other than meetings over a one-week period. This .
_ of course assumes that the parﬂﬁcular week for which the respondants wére answerdl g

was not extraordinary some ways; since it was in late April, when ‘there is more

)

or less a normal" amoun of extra~curricular activitdes happening on campus
(as opposed to, say, either the first or last week of school when there are few ‘

campus activities) then it is probably safe to at least assume that this week

L

was not extraordinary. . '

N a . B
A comparison of the distributions and the sampling curves.for the number of

) meetings attended (in the earlier section of this chapter) with these d1stributions

end curves for the number ‘of other campus activitieg narticipated in will demon-

-

strate that faculty members participate in more meetings than they do in other
activities such as House extra-cu;ricular activities, hawever this probably

shouldn 't be interpreted as necessarily being bad for the following reasons: —

(1) Extra-curricular activities are designed priharily for the“students, and it

.

may therefore be unreasonable to expect faculty members_to be interested in these

sorts of activites. (2) Since they are priqsfily for the students, it may also

.

be unreasonable to expect students to share these activities with facuitv or even
A

particularly welcome them at these activities, As was pointed out in Research

Report #2, there are indi~ations that students do take steps t0 maintain the status

o ?

differentiation between t} :mselves and the1r teachers, and it might therefore even

-~ m—— Py

chuse students some discomfort if large numbers of faculty started showing up at

. \,\ o

- ~

.
-—
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-a1l the éthdents' campus functions.

pation in activities such as House extra-curricular actjvities may contribute to .

. t:"}’: - .
On the other hand, faculty

AN

's lagk of partici;

a certain lack of communication between the House and the Division. -
3 N N > ’ : . -~
/‘ .
~ » -
R — ¢
- - ° R X
- X . T >
L4 AN
< . !
\ !
Ay .
&
. e . I . s
, ) 3 ' Ld ¥ AT, .y . N ,“ -
ey, + " -
S, .
./ L :
. ’ y. .
/
<! ' d | )
. ‘-} "‘? i a &4 s
' ,_%: te
datd .
L Al »
& ~
2
- . - > +
. .
2’ : . . v
! N .
. ’
- - d rd . -
- ! i E) ‘ N ’
1 - - - N .
- . e -
. -
. . . 3 _
‘ \ -
. - R
- 5 .
N L.
. - - o Al . -
. 4
’ « ! <
- <, - . N e
* . - N -
. » C o~ 52 / . b
T o ve .
. H . } . W - - :

&




. @ N
8. After\\f'ord

~
i ) <

There does seem:to be a degree of segregation by Division with respect to

facultydfaculty associational pattersn, but whether or not this segregation can
It 3

be attributed solely to the House Plan is a question which cannot now be answered

~

and which eventually could be answered through a proper control study. {aculty

-.Q

members tend to_have more contacts with their fellow faculty members than with
T

[y

administratores, and this is probably exPectable by virtue of the facts thay

4

«(l) there are f?wer administrators than. faculty, and therefore; other things\beiﬁg

L
’

. - A
equal, the -sheer Probability a faculty member's interacting with another Taculty -
member are much higher than the~probability of interacting with an administrator,\,

and (2) faculty members have more in common with respect to funcbion (2.e., teaching)
. D
with other faculty members than they do with administrators.

Faculty members seem to be fairly conscientious in fulfiliing their’ committbe

a .

obligations and attending meetings. They in general participate in few other ‘
* Ry
campus activities, such as House extra-curricular activities, but as was pointed

out this may. not necessarily be bad and mey even have some positive functions from
~ ’ ‘; R 0 s
the student 8 point of view. '

The reader is again reminded that these results do not include faculty in the
/'- X

Health Sciences pivision.

. . 4
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