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- "A Study. of Faculty Perception of, the
- Implementation of the Articulated Faculty Concept -

' . o . .
: 7

"The faculty'cherishes‘the prestige of affiliation with a major univer-

sity."  ..This statement appears -in the report made by the evaluation team which

'

represented the North Central AéSOciation of Colleges and Secondary Schools for

. ) . »

an on-site visit to Theg. Ohio State University Lima Campus in February§.1972.

Cor ’ : ) o - .
The observation that the resident instructional staff "cherishes" the prestige

of being a part of:the faculty of The Ohio State University S§rved-as an
impetus for studies conducted on the campus in 1975 and 1981. .
To collect data for the first study, the "Articulated Faculty Survey"

! . i

instrument (Appendfx) was ‘developed and administered in 1975. The study was o

'
'

replicated in January, 1981. .The primary focus in this report is on the results

' t

ilof the 1981 study; however, several cdmparisons between the 1975 and 1981

. , . ct . ‘ ,
findings will be made. : : o R
' . : v ; R T
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The affiliation 6f>0hio State's regional campus faculty members with the
University faculty extends beyond nominal membership. The academic prganization

idea referred to as the articulated faculty concept was conceived and has been

developed to maximize.potential benefits to students, the regional Eampusjythe

.

univeisity, and to the individual féculty members through the full affiliation
of. regional campus faculty as members of the individual academic departments.

The subject of faculty articulation was first discussed at a meeting,of
‘ i

. . R . ) 2
regienal campus directors and the Dean of University College on August 30, 1966,
Y : ",’_ . R | : . £

T . 2
. . . . #
' , :

‘1 - . . ..
North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Commission on
Higher Education, "Report of Examination for Accreditation . ... Lima Campus of
. - . . i K
The Ohio State-University," February, 1971, p. 24. : *
- Iz ) N

Zimmerman, Richard H., "Faculty Articulation," unpublished paper E1969],
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just a few days before the first classes met on e new campuseé at Lima and
Mansfield. The point was made at that time and several t;méS'thereaftér, that
. ; ] ! > m I

. , 3 ] P . v _ 4
University College supported the concept ﬁbgt "faculty people need to be fully

—

.V‘affiliated Wieh the parent inStructioﬁgi unit on the Columbus Campus."
The notion of fuli affiiiatipn of regional campus faculty hembérs with tﬁe
several era:tment; of the university is brought into'focué especially during
the bro;ess for :ecruitﬁent'and selection of new faculty members and during the:

evaluation associated with the granting of tenure and promotion. Details of.

. tbe relationship bQCQeeh 0osu inst@Uctional'units and the regional campuses

appearé 4s a policy statement issued by the.then afting Provost of the Univer-

’ f,

siﬁy, Albert J. Kuhn, in NOVember,Al97la The exten} of the full affiliation of

the regional campus faculty members with their several departments is forcefully

o

presented in the policy statement:

N At b PR
. The primary responsibility for evaluation of regional campus
faculty rests with department chairmen. As an aid in this matter,’
~_ each regional campus director shall, at least once a year, submit
« . to the appropriate chairman a written evaluation for each faculty
member on his campus . . . It is expected that the same criteria ,
[as publicly stated by the appropriate department] wiZll be ;applied
in evaluating the faculty on the regional campuses and on the
central campus. While appropriate scholarship and research are
encouraged, the relative emphasis on teaching and service expected
at a regional campus will ordinarily be greater.

Altaough one ‘might assume that regional campusvfécﬁlties might have moved
away f;om a strong-affiliation with home departments in the fifteen years of the
 campuses’ existance, this Zfi:iiié;appeneq. As the regional campuses beécame
more mature instiﬁutions with morelhighly qualified faculty, regional campus
faculty members have become more fdlly integrated into the fab;ic.of the larger

T P

Y
[

3Prior to the formation of the Office of Regional Campuses in 1970, .
University College had administrative responsibility for the regional campuses
at Lima, Mansfield, Marion, and Newark. .

N 4 ‘I'_ . " . .
Ibid. r P 1 i

(" . *
5Kuhn, Albert J., "The Relationship of The Chio State Univepsity Instruc-

tional Units and OSU Regional Campuses,'" November, 1971, p. 2. .

4
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. strengths of the articulated faculty concept, and areas of needed improvement.

) ”
N 4 3

i

university’ faculty. However, this assimilation has not been uniform--a fact

.
i

which ,is substantiated by this particular research .study. -

It should be emphasizedfﬁhat two fairly recent studies have revealed that

- there is c¢onsiderable support for continuiné and strengthening the close hffilia-

~

tion of regional campus faculty members with their departments. Both the
6, N

Regional ‘Campus Review Panel 1n 1977 and the Task Force on Teaching in 1979

have made general and specific suggestions which would strengthen the relation-

ship between regional campus faculty members and the deéartments of instruction.
i . ' !

The'SurjgX Ihstrument ' ’ — ’ N

/ . N !

i

The surveys conducted in 1975 and.1981 provide data on ﬁacultyvperceptions

1

6n a variety of topics, all believed to have some relationship to the” articu-

]
A

lated faculty concept. The data should be useful in providing a better under-
standing Of perceptions, motivational factors, present levels df understanding,
. . It .

i ’

\ ‘
The surv?y instrument is comprised of four elements. First, an attempt is
; , ’ ,
made to determine the level of understanding of “the concept. Second, faculty
- . !
! Al
members are.asked to identify the extent to which they believe each of the ten

s
B -

factors is a benefit of the articulated faculty concept. Third, respondents

are to indicate what they believe to be the importance of eagh factor. Fina}ly,

W

' 3 (3 (] (] - (] (3 ' (3
the participants are to indicate what they perceive to be the relative weights
given to teaching, research, and service in the promotion and tenure review

process. Additionally, they are asked what they believe the relative wéights

should be in the process.

. . ' ] )A
6An eleven—-member panel selected from throughout the university (faculty
ahd administration, Columbus campus, and regional campuses) to study the

regional campuses and report to the Provost.

A six-member Task Force to follow up on Review Panel findings.
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Understandihg'of the Articulated Técul@y_concegt

Participants in both the 1975 and 1981 studies were asked to indicaté the

degree to which they understoéd the articulated faculty concept.

]

i

Responses were

given on a five point scale extending from "very clear" to "very confused." #

{ . ! g (3 . .
when comparisons are made between the two groups, substantial differences are
I i

observed (Table 1). Among the 198l tenured.participants, there appears to be a

relatively high degree of understanding of the.concept, sinée approximately

70 percent indicate a very clear or clear understanding and just 5 percent

report a very confused understanding of the concept. These responses reveal an

improvement when compared with the 1975 group, when only 45 percent were clear

\\

¥

’

or very clear in their understanding'and 13 percent were very confused.

3

]

TABLE 1
FACULTY UNDERSTANDING OF THE ARTICULATED
FACULTY CONCEPT—-;97S AND 1981

(In Percentages)

2

BN

rtm———

]

Very Clear

/

#e of Understanding

Very Confused

»

Group Clear\_Neutral  Confused
1975-Tenured (N=7) 29 14 43 ‘ 14
1975-Non-tenfred (N26) 8 % 27 15 23 27
1981l-Tenured (N=22) . 20 50 25 5
1981-Non-tenured (N=15) ‘ 13 27 13 27 20

{

. ' ; .ok 8
Changes in OSU Lima faculty have been considerable since 19717, and even

gsince, 19785. éQ@e changes come from an actual change in personnel, while

uthers are the result of the professional development ‘of individuals who have

!

3

.

]
"A Report of Faculty and Instructional Staff Resources"

’Jr

(1971) .

-~

#
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/  ) ,
been bn the campus for six or more years. All tenured members of ‘the 1981
: ' e

group would have held an appointment on the campus in 1975; therefore, changes’

in the level of understanding result, in part, ffbm knowledge gaiﬁed by
B - ’ !
professors during the promotionlandﬁtenure review process, c?mmittee participa-
, ) . ) .
tion on the gentral campus, research support from the departments and through
; I : .
the 0OSU Research Foundation, and from other sogrcei.

’

The changes in the makeup of the faculty also are revealed in the

3

proportion of tenured and non-tenured faculty members responding to the two

.
J

surveys. In 1975, 21 percent:of the respbnden;s were tenured, while iA 1981

59 percent wefe in that’ category. This dramatic increase in the percentage of
tenured faculty members suggests that comparisons between the total groups in

!

1975 and 1981l could be misleading; therefore, compariéons, when made, will

usually bé between the two tenured. or the two non-tenured groups.

Relationship of Factors to Articulated Faculty Concept
' . Tk

¢

Faculty members were presented with ten factors believed to have some

v a0 :

relationship with The Ohio State University's implementation of faculty

articulation on its regional campuses. The factors range from personal ones

(prestige, salary, and mobility) to professional contacts ‘ac departmental,
state, and nawional;levels) and include the traditional elgménts of the
University faculty assignment (teaching, research, and serviée). The ten
factors, arranged in rank order according to the perceived association with

the articuiﬁted‘faculty concept and as determined by the pooled responses; are

»

presented in Table 2. : f'»

» ’ . XY LN

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they believed these
factors to be benefits associated with the articulated faculty EOncept. The

extent of perceived relationships between the factors and faculty articulation
was indicated on a five point scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "gtrongly

\ ~

5

disagrce."

i
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. 2 : TABLE 2 o
: RANKING OF FACTORS AS ASSOCIATED WITH
THE ARTICULATED FI\CUQTY CONCEPT
(TOTAL GROUP .1981)
B
. Value
Factor . ‘ ,Ran&; " (Range 1-5) Agreement
Provides me with prestige ' 1 " 3.8l °  agree
' Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms o ' /
of research/creative work A 2« 3.62 agree
Provides an opportunity for
professional interaction with _ : o
central campus faculty members in ,
my depar tment . : 3 3.49 agree

I 2 ' )
Facilitates professional contacts _
' and benefits for me in my !

Q 3 ' ‘ . f
ERIC - \"\\Jj
o o] _ ( < i

.discipline on the national level 4 3.38 agree
provides me with salary benefits 5 3.23 neutral
Provides professional contacts and <
benefits for me in my dis@ipline \\
,on the'state level s 6 3.19 neutral
: ' ' ' ' h

a brovides dssistance in securing B .
helpful materials, supplies, etc.

o for .teaching or research : 7 Yo 3.17 neutral
Provides encouragement and support , ’
toward my becoming a more effectlve -
teacher 8 2.97 neutral
Provides me with professional
mobility in texms of future
position (s) 9 2.73 neutral

‘ . l},"‘ " ”
Provides me with encouragement and ‘.<;
support in the service component * W o 7,
of my professional life . 19 ’ 2.56 neutral
]
valueg: Agree, 4.2-5; Agree, 3.4-4.1; Neutral, 2.6-3.3, Disagree, 1.8-2.5;
Strongly Disagiree, 1-1.7. ¢ .
o)

~"- ) - - .

v
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When responses are pooled, four factors are found to fall in the "agree"

range and the remaining six in the "neutral" range. Two of the items, however,

are near the bottom of the neutral range (professional mobility and the service

component). In fact, these two are;the‘only two items falling below the
mid-point of ‘the total range (1-5). For the total group, no factor is
categorized ag "strongly agree," "disagree," or "strongly disagree"” in terms of

being a benefit associated with faculty articulation.

'

THe,responées of individuals do, however, rande from“"strongly agree"” to
5 .
"strongly disagree" for each of the ten factors (Table 3), with the modal

responsg being the "agree" category. The highest loading of responses is found
ke ' : .

for item one (prestige) where 49 percent of those responding indicate that they
e

agree with the statement, and item two (salary) where S1 percent indicate a

neutral condition. '
Ll
For the tenured group in 1981, four items fall in the agree range (the

same as for .the total group), five in the neutral range, and one in the disagree

range (Table 4). In general, faculty members €o not perceive a .positive Nela-
4 B ;7

tionship between the articulated faculty concept and the level of encouragement
’

1

in the service component of faculty service.

The non-tenured group in 1981 perceive the situation somewhat. differently

I
PR

from the. tenured group (Table 4). They. strongly agree with one statement

(salary), agree with four, disagree with one, and catego%ize five as being

neutral. The two grpups reveal similar perceptifons $N~six factors and somewhat

different perceptions on four (salary, national contact, service component, and

instructional materials/supplies). ’
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’ ‘ TABLE 3 ’ s :
FACULTY MEMBERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE -
. , RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED FACTORS TO ) I :
. THE ARTICULATED FACULTY CONCEPT ’ '
(TOTAL GROUP-1981)
(In Percentages)
A . ‘. » ! l
1
' Strongiy e Strongly
Factor . Agree ~ Agree Neutral' Disagree Disagree :
I3 .
Provides me with prestige 24 49 19 0 8 I
provides me with salary benefits 5 27 51 3 14
Provides an opportunity for .
professional interaction with !
central campus faculty members ' =
. in my department 27 32 16 11 14 l
Facilitates professional cohtacts ' :
and benefits for me in my l
discipline on the state level 22 24 14 32 ., 8 g
.
Facilitates professional contacts T ‘
and benefits for me in my -
discipline on the national level 19 41 16 8 16
v , : N . g
‘provides encouragement and l '
support toward my becoming a more |
effective teacher ' - 11 24 32 16 16 B
provides engouragement and .
support teward professional ' - .
growth in terms of
research/creative work .- 35 " 24 19 11 11 A
provides encouragement and .
support in the service component l
of my professional life 6 17 32 22 24
provides assistance in securing I
helpful materials, supplies, i
etc. for teaching or research ' 19 25 29 - 8 19
provides me¢ with professional l
mobility in terms of future , T ‘
position(s) / 14 16 24 22 24
; ‘
POTALS uﬂ 29~ 25 13 15
" - ' 7 _ - 1
+
/ |
[
L 3 Ly
' |
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- " TABLE 4 -
. i AGREEMENT WITH ARTICULATED FACULTY/E’KCTORS STATEMENTS ' }
- l (TENURED-AND NON-TENURED GROUPS--1981) |
- - ), S ) ]
. l Factor ' ) Tenured " Non-Tenured
- l Provides me with f‘[ﬁ{restige agree agree
l Provides me with salary benefits E neutral strongly agree
pProvides an opportunity for . ' .
« professional interaction with ,
‘ ' central campus faculty members in ' g /
, my department ) : agree agrex
l Facilitates professional contacts i . _
and benefits for me in my discipline o ' ' ‘ )
: : on the state level \/’ neutral neutral N
l Pacilitates professional contacts . ¢
. - and benefits for me in my discipline .
" on the natiopal level /! agree neutral,
. \ ‘
' Provides encouragement and support . ! ’ -
toward my becoming a more effective - ‘ , '
l , teacher; : neutral 3 neutral '
Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms : 1 ‘
l of rescarch/creative work ' agree agree
Provides encouragement and support
' in the service component of my / ¢ ,
| professional life disagree ' neutral
Provides assistance in securing ' f7
helpful materials, supplies, etc. g ‘
for teaching or research neutral” # agree i
Provides me with professional 5 ‘
wobllity in terms of future . :
position(s) neutral neutral A

—

\
\

n;
\

\!
e
A
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Importance of thé FPactors
. =alLl 2,

pParticipants in both the 1975 and 1981 studies were asked to indicate the

importance of each of the ten factors. Responses were made on a five point

/
<

e . N

con;ihuum extending from "very idportant" to "very unimportant." ih Table 5, B jf.
;:he. ,ten i?éctors are :p‘resented_i‘n ra’nk order as"' determined by ‘the tota,]..'{;_roup“@;i . l
1981. For this groug‘all ten factors except salary are rated as{beihg”impértant._"'s ' ;
or v,eryl,bimportant. 'I\vo'facto,rs (encouragement in the research/créagi,%. a';ea.. and - ' 5.
/ encouragement toward more effectivg teaqhingy~are identifiédvas_Béing Qg;yf. ’
imporfénﬁ. ! "“‘i “_; _.' | EJ;Zﬁkil . K 0
/ k : ) ' c

N
>

When comparisons are made between the tenured and»hoﬁ;tenuraavIQBI

¢, respondents, some expected differences are found .(jfijﬁélb'le 6) ., While there is
R P
agreement on six factors, non-tenured faculty membexs .ascribe more importance to

. ‘o o\ | 1 * A
" four of the factors than do tenured respondents. Tenured faculty members rate
two factors as very important, seven as important$ and one as neutral. SR

[N N -

.

v

Non-tenured participants in the study place five in the very important-iahge and
« - 7 ‘ i » .t
five in the important range.

N N

Responges to the importance question are considerably less dispersed than

are thoge for the benefits gquestion for both tHe tenured and noﬁ-canureé groups
in 1981. The distribution of responses for the total 1981 group appear in

.

Table 7. : ’- \ " ‘
Comparisons Between 1975 and 1961. , - .

Relationship of Factors to the Articulated Faculty Concept. When responses
R - RN i N

of tenured Faculty members in 1975 and 1981 -aye compared, six. factoxs remain at
the same level of agrcement as to their being identified as benefits of the

articulated faculty concept (Table 8). Two have a higher level of'agreement

in 1981 and two have a higher level of agreement in 1975. Salar& and professional
‘gontacts at the national level increased one lével between 1975 and 1981 while

ERIC e

_ X . 4 :
R I N O @y o .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' " TABLE 5 . ¥
IMPDRTANCE RANKING OF FACTORS s i . s
L (TO’I’AL GROUP—1981) . . , : A" _
i . ’ - : i
Fl _ S 1
S Value B
. Rank (Range 1-5) : Importance-.
. o o _
- '{.‘ . P V
'ouragement and support
sdiponal growth in terms o : :
1/ {eatlve;w STk }" s 1.5 4.39 .- +  very important
. . TSmO i ‘ . : . .
agement and support » Vo
com} g’ a mé{e effectlve B - . s o
,‘(" > " 4.39 | ‘very important -
R . . 1 : !
pportunlty for : o .
S « S
3 ' 4.11 ‘ " important
. Py RS ) .
Fac111tates profess1onal ‘contacts - ,
and beneflts for me ‘in my : . §
dlSClp“ ne on tHe national level . 4 4.08 © ' important
Prov1des ass1stance in securlng
] helpful materlals supplies, etc. ‘ _ DL :
-for teachlng or research ! L, .5 4.06 important
i , l ) _ v _
~Prov1des qe Wlth prestlge v -6 3.83 . important
Fac111tates profess1onal contacts : ~ o .‘ o o ] i
and beneflts for 'me in my _ " St S ' i
dlscrplrne on 'the state level 7 3.78 X - important
.. (‘ . 3 ‘ ‘. I . - R
" provides’ me w1th professional
‘moblllty ;n terms of future NG S - . , C
_ p051tlon(s) ' _ . 8 oL 3.64 ¢ important -’
, : . : o S 3
Provides encouragement and support . . e 0 o C N
in the segvice component of my - = -l . o , ) : '
professional-life . oL e s . 3.40 o - important:
C ' g Lo, - _ , .
Providés me with 'salary bénefits, -~ : , 2.89 . neutra
: Importance Values. Very Important, -4.2#5; Important, 3.4-4.1; Neutral, 2.6-3.3; ey
. : Unlmportant, 1.8~ 2.5h¥»Very‘Unimportant; 1-1.7.. ¢ ‘ ' '
, , _ a
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: A | TABLE 6
* . : : IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS
Er o (TENURED AND NON—TENURED GROUPS——1981)
) - i 4
1 » - - - Al -
Factor o . Tenured , Non-Tenured
' 7
- f . : l, T
Provides me with prestige -important important
: .- R ' .
Provides me with salary benefits k important important
. _ o R N )
Provides an opportunity for ' -
professional ‘interaction with , .
" central -campus faculty members in A
" my department - . fe . < 'importagt} very.im§0rtanc“
. . . i A ‘ . el )
' Fac111tates professaonal contacts ' . )
and beneflts for me in my discipline C : o . )
on the state level ‘ important ' ~important
. . o 7
Facilitates professionai contacts = o
and benefits for me in my dlSClpllnev Af' -
on .the national level important - important
Provides encouragement and suppéft B ’ -
toward my becomlng a more effectlve s . Lo
‘teacher’ "' very important very important
) o
Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms
of research/creative work ' very important very important
e ~ Provides encouragement’and support ¢
.in the service component of my Vv ) .
_ profess1onal llfe - . neutral . . important
) ProVides7assistance in securing ‘ e o
helpful materials, supplies; etc. = ,
for teachlng or research ' important ‘very important
4\ Az . B
s !
Prov1des me with profess1enal : y
moblllty in terms of future , S
- pOSlthﬂ(S) o ‘ ... ", important ‘'very important

. .( A
& - L

E-MC

s e ' . - / 2




C o s TABLE 7
'DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES INDICATING
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FACTORS
‘ (TOTAL GROUP-1981)
(In Percentages) '

-

Factor Imporfant  Important Neutral L'UnimPOrtant Unimportant
Provides meIWith'preStige - 25 56 14 0 5

Provides. me . w1th salary

benefits 22 3 3 : -5

Provides an opportunity
for profess1onal 1nter—
action’ with central campus
'faculty members in my

Py

department J,a{.v

e

18 0 5

'.Facilitates professional .
contacts and benefits for
me in my discipline on o -
the state .level 27 o 41 22 5 5,

Facilitates professional

-contacts and benefits for

me in my discipline on the .

national level ’ ‘ .38 40 ' 14 ~ - 8 ' "0

Provides. encouragement and - ) - : ,
support toward my becoming c ) _ ‘ .
a more effective teacher. -~ 58 ‘ - 28 1l . 0 o 3

Provides encouragement and
support foward professional’ ,
growth” 1n ‘terms of ’ f'@ ) - L N
research’/creative work. - Yﬁi‘ss : ‘ 28 11 0 3
Provides encouragement and .
_+ support in the service '
component of my professional _ .
life 11 : 34 43 6, 6 «
Provides assistance in - o . : . .
securing helpful materials, '
supplies, etc. for teachlng

or research — - 39 36 19 3 3

Provides me with professional
mobility in terms of future .
position(s) ) 31 K 33

LU

TOTALS . 36 37

22 6 -8

20 S 3 4
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AGREEMENT WITH ARTICULATED E‘ACULTY/FACTORS Cp o T
. STATEMENTS .
~(TENURED GROUPS--1975 AND-1981)
. /
s
Factor _ -1975° 1981
. / « #
- ’ - - .
I : '{ . : ! ,;‘ s
Provides me with prestige - agree agree
Provides me with salary benefits Jdisagree neutral - !
provides an opportunity for-
professional interaction with p ‘
central campus faculty members in: : :
'my department ’ agree agree .-
Facilitates professional contacts
and benefits' for me in my ‘discipline # _ )
on the state level ; neutral neutral
‘Fagilitates professional contacts
and benefits for me in my dlSClpllne "
on the natlonal level neutral agree .
1
provides encouragement and support
toward my becoming a more effective :
teacher ‘agree neutral ;
) : !
Provides encouragement and support . ,
toward proféssional growth in terms t
of research/creative work agree agree
Provides encouragement and- support o
in the service component of my . a
professional life . disagree disagree
Provides assistance in securing
_helpful materials, supplies, etc. , .
for teaching_or research ' ’ agree neutral
Provides me with professional mobility N
in- terms of future position{(s) ’ neutral neutral

%

.
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encoliragement towards being a better teacher and a551stancg\1n securing

it : Y

h) : *

i .

or tegching and research decreased one level.
& » X ’

N i LA
'matefials/sugplies f

-

‘ i i o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ '
-Among the non-tenured participants in the study, five 'factors remain at th
. Fa ) 3 o ‘.,'; B . ; .

“ 3

‘ . T v s, " \ : /
_same level from 1975 to 1981 and five show a positive movement (Table 9). For

r : .

example, in 1981 non-tenured faculty members believe éalary to be strongly .
associated with faculty articulation. In 1975 the non-tenured group indicated
a neutral relationship. When responses for the non-tenured group of 1981 are

compared with the responses of the comparable group in 1975, no factor is found:

=

3 . . . . .

to have decreased in the perceived benefits .resulting from fagulty articulation.
-

1

Importance of the Factors. When a comparison is made between the responses

]
H . -3

vaéhe‘tenured groups in 1975 and 1981, agreement 1is fopnd.on six of the ten
.itémé'(Table'lO)fgn terms of imbor;ance. However, four of the factors are judged

. as being more imporéant i@ 1981 thah they wére in 1975. Those factors considered
mérg impprtant by the 198l group are prestige, professional contact on the state

’

level, encouragement to becomé a more effective teacher, and encouragement in
1 :

N

~

the research/creative dimension of the faculty assigqment. , . i ' )

\

Very little change in the responsés of the non-tenured groups appears

between 1975 and 1981. . Nine of the ten fdctors fall'in the same ranges in the
A . , :

two years (Table 11). One factor (interactfon with central campus faculty

i

members) moves from the important levei in 1975 to the very important level in
‘ , ,
1981.. The ten factors in 1981, as perceived by the non-tenured group, are

equally divided between the important and very important categories.

£ a1
- . '
'

Some Apparent Strengths of the Articulated Faculty Cohcept

L3

X
Most descriptions of the articulated faculty concept cite the academic and

]

programmatiC‘advantages to the student. A well-qualified faculty, potential

l : transferability of credits, and overall academic quality are believed to be

7

benefits of this approach to academic organization, However, in this study, the

’IEI{IIC, . . ‘ 17 | L
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TABLE 9
. AGREEMENT WITH ARTICULATED FACULTY/FACTORS
STATEMENTS
K (NON-TENURED GROUPS--1975 AND 1981)

Facﬁo; | . . 1975 51981

T

Provides me with salary benefits ' neutral . strongly ag7ee
. A / ; ) N * ! ‘ '

Provides an opportunity for . / /)

professional interaction with '

central campus faculty members in -

my department : neutral agree '

Facilitates professional contacts
~and benefits for me in my discipline
on the state level . neutral ' neutral

Pacilitates profeséional contacts
and benefits for me in my dlsc1pllne

Provides me with prestige ) agree agree .

on the national level neutral ‘neutral

/ . )

Pli‘ovides encouragement and support : Lo l

‘toward my, becoming a more effectlve

teacher : ' neutral neutral
L / o b

Provides encouragement and /sppport ’

toward professional growth in terms ‘

of research/creative work neutral ., agree

. f II

Provides encouragement and support

in, the service component of my

" professional life disagree ! neutral
Provides assistance in securing

helpful materials, supplies; etc. »
for teaching or research neutral agree ‘

in terms of future’position(s)( . _ neutral neutral

Provides me with professional mobi lity , ' l
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TABLE 1.0

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS
(TENURED GROUPS--1975 AND 1981)
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~ helpful materials,

?n the national level

Provides encouragement and support

-toward my becomlng a more effective

teacher

1

Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms
Y

- .of research/creative work

Provldes.encouragement and support
in the service component of my
profeSSLOnal life

Provides assistance in securing
supplies, etc.
for teaching or research

‘Provides me,with professional mobility
in terms of .future podsition(s)

“important - . ."
important’

neutral

s

important
S ~?#?
s« 1lmportant

Factor . 1975 1981
eVl
 Provides me with prestige neutral important
Provides me with salary benefits ' important important”
.érovides anbopportunity for -
professional interaction’ with
central campus faculty members in
my department important important
. _ . Y ) ¢
Facilitates professional contacts
and benefits for me in my discipline
on the state level neutral important
7 - /
Fac111tates professional contacts
‘and benefits for me in my discipline &,
important important

" Very important

very important

neutral

important

" important
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TABLE 11
IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS

7

Provides encouragement and support
toward my becoming a more effective
teacherl
Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms
of research/creative work

Provides encouragement and support
: a . pl
in the service component of my

professional life

- Provides assistance in securing

helpful materials, supplies, etc.

‘for teaching or research
)

»

Provides me with professional mobility f

in terms of future position(s) .

very important

)
'

very important

.important

very important

very important

‘\ . (NON-TENURED GROUPS--1975 AND 1981) ;
A=
N Factor 1975 -1981

Provides me with prestige important important
Provides me with salary benefits important important
Provides an opportunity for
professiohal interaction with ,
central campus faculty members in
my department important very important
Facilitates professional contacts
and benefits for me in my discipline
on the state level important important
Facilitates professional contacts -
and benefits for me in my discipline _
on the national level important important

very importént

7

very importanﬁ

important

Tk

very important

very important

X L.
! I
*
, -
} l
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ﬁopié is approacﬁed in a different h;nné;, with the focus be;ng upon the faculty
mémber and how he or she pefceives the a%ﬁituiated faculty concept as a function-
iné professional.

- From the faculty member's perspective, it is suggested that some factors

have a pbsition of special significance. For the total group in 1981, four

. factors not anly receive high ratings as benefits of the articulated faculty

concept, but also high ratings in importance (Table 12). Prestige, encouragement

L4

-

in the research/creati?e area, professional interaction with the departmental

members, and contact‘d " the national level are believed to be important while

also being a benefit of Ohio State's regional campus facult Structure.
k g g p LCY

' ’

. TABLE A2
FACTORS RECEIVING HIGH RANKINGS <
IN BOTH BENEFITS AND IMPORTANCE ‘ '

(TOTAL GROUP-1981) '

Factor . . Agreement Importance

Provides me with prestige - - agree important
. )
Provides encouragement and support ,
toward professional growth in terms
of research/creative work . agree very important

.
, -

pProvides an opportunity for
professional interaction with

¢entral campus faculty members in

my department agree ' important

. l \ “ '
Facilitates professional contacts ! ,

and benefits for me in my discipline ‘ ¢

on the national level : agree important

"

Among the tenured faculty members in 198l, three factors are perceived as

!
)

being benefits of the articulated faculty concept and are considered important

as well (Table 13). These three factors are among the four identified by the

i

total group in 1981., The exceptidn is the absence of the prestige factor for the

tenured group,”who view prestige as being of less iﬁbortancef

.
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, TABLE 13

FACTORS RECEIVING HIGH RANKINGS :

IN BOTH BENEFITS AND IMPORTANCE ’
(TENURED GROUP-1981) :

Vi
4
‘ ki gl
(/Wir Factor Agreement Importance
Provides encouragement and support
toward professional growth in terms , i A
of research/creative work " agree very important
Facilitates professional contacts , C
and benefits for me in my dlsc1p11ne ‘
on the national level " agree important
Provides an opportunity for I '
professional lnteract;on with N -
central campus . faculty ‘members in
my departm?nt ; By agree important

1 X . :

‘ /
i N )

For the non-tenured group in 1981, five factors appear to have special

vy

significance (Table 14) Two of the five factors (departmental contacts and

encouragement in the-research/creative area) are common to the tenured and

non-tenured groups. Prestige, salary, and securing of materials/supplies appears

- ra

to be more sngnlflcant for the non—tenured than for the'tenured group.
"-‘-’l

ert
£y

s r .
Teaching, Research, and Service

{

The final sedtion of the Articulated Faculty survey deals with the three

.

’ [y . . . . B
componenty of the total faculty work-load: teaching, research/creative work, and
, . S e N /

service. The importance of faculty perceptions in these areas led to the develop-

ment of a &iffexe&s approach from that employed earlier in the survey and one
~whiich not’ only would provide for a ﬁo:e‘in-depth study but which also could offer
an opportgniﬁy for cross-validation.

The supportive ;ela;iohship of the articulated f;cplty concept towafdbfaculty

endeavors in these three areas was reported earlier. The implementation of the

articulated faEulty concept, it will be recalled 1s belleved to be much more
) )
&~

-~

. . . - . - .
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| , * TABLE 14
% FACTORS RECEIVING HIGH RANKINGS - ~
| IN BOTH BENEFITS AND IMPORTANCE ~
, : ' (NON-TENURED GROUP-1981) :
‘ 1 .
y 4 Ll
.. Factor Agreement Importance
Provides an opportunity for
professional interdction wit ‘ ' ‘ .
central campus faculty member
in my departmernt o ’ agree very important
Provides encouragément‘and support / ;
toward professional growth in terms
of research/creative work . : agree very important 'Y
Provides assistance in securing ,
helpful materials, supplies, etc. , ,
for teaching or research g agree ‘ very important
l !
Provides me with salary benefits . - strongly agree - important
. A ,u
. . ' (3
Provides me with prestige agree important

1]

t

. . '. ¢ . R
‘Supportive in the area of research than in the area of service. These findings’

are further substantiated in the final part of the survey.

. © participants were asked to determine the relative values placed on teaéhing,
. s . ) ;

<

research/creative work, and service by their departments in making promotion and

tenure recommendations for regionail campus faculty members. Since nearly forty :
faculty members representing more than twenty departments responded, a divergence

. of responses was expected, and clearly occurred.

/ /

’TeAbred faculty members report~tﬁat they believe that teaching accounts for
approximately 36~percen;/of the promotion and tenuré decisioﬂ“(Tabie 15), with

" the gange of responses falling between a low of 10 percent to a h$gh of 80 percent.
In ontrgst, they believezthat teaching should account for 52 percent of the :

prvotiOhhand tenure decision. The ideal values ("should be") i range from

33 percent to 80 peréent. The pergeption of the non-tenured group ig almost

'

I identical (Table 16).

ERIC o 2
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TABLE 15 . v ;
A COMPARISON OF 1975 AND 1981 RESPONSES '
TO RELATIVE EMPHASIS ON THREE . 3 A
TRADITIONAL SERVIC_:ES AREAS N l
TENURED GROUPS
* - (In Percentages) . {
x |
, ’ .
, 1975 1981 - I
is should be is should be l
" . ey ¢ ) .
. » e J T - -
Teaching T 35 ., - 68 36 52 ' I
) ’ v -
'Research/creative 58 .21 53 29 '
) A
Service 6 11 11 19 : l
’” s P o - . l
. : ll.
/
_ TABLE 16 ) ~ I
A COMPARISON OF 1975 AND 1981 RESPONSES ‘
TO _RELATIVE EMPHASIS ON THREE o
TRADITIONAL SERVICE AREAS '
NON-TENURED GROUPS :
(In Percentages) ’ ‘
, ' Lo 1975 1981 |
/ el
is should be 1s should bé
) .
- Teaching n 36 52 35 52
L
Research/creative 53 29 53 27 ’
Service 11 19 12 21 T
t
;
2.

-
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Tenured faculty members perceive that more weight (53 percent)’ is dgivern to

“ .
- . .

research/creatlve work than to teachlng The range in this case is from a low

of 10 percent to a high of 80 percent The ideal weight for the research area,

[

i

as determined by computing the mean percentage, would be 29 percent. . Again,
+

responses of the non-tenured group are almost identical. |
Finally, the tenured faculty members perceive that the value given to the'

service component (1l percent) is not far from the ideal (15 percent). For the

non-tenured group, there is a 9 percentage point difference. between what .is

presently percelved and the value whlch should be given, the service component

M e

N

(12 percent as compared w1th 21 percent).

Not unexpectedly, some changes in perceptions have occurred since the

x

what is perceived to be and whap should be has narrowed conSLderably (Table lS).
/. .

This narrowing'results from the decreased relative importance of teaching and o

' the ehcreased relatlve importance of research and service under "ideal" condi-

ey “

tions. For the tenured group, the approximate weights given to the three =

elements should be: teaching, 50 percent; research, 30‘perqént; and service,”
" ‘ N
/ . '

€

20 percent.

Among the non-tenured respondents there was little change Between 1975 and
!

1981. 1In fact, the approximate weights assigned by the non-tenurea groups in

both studles are almost identical to those of the tenured group in 1981. In the

existing condltlon the non-tenured group perceives the following weights being

’

. assigned in the tenure and promotion process: teaching, 35 percent; research/

!

creative, 55 percent; and service, 10 percent. For this group the ideal weights

would be: teaching, 50 percent; research/creative, 30 percent; and service,

20 percent.

l first oWy was conducted 1n 1975. Among the tenured faculty, the gap bev(ween

JAruitoxt provided by ERic
" N
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. Summary . )

Faculty members in 1981 exhibit a relatiyely high degree oftundefétending

Lk
of the articulated faculty concept Tth LS epsecxally true among ‘the tenured

5 . [

respondents, and even truer in- comparlson with faculty members who part101pgted
/ . v ! _
# in the 1975 study. ' . :

©

Faculty in the 1981 total group dlte the followlng as benefits strongly
-

associated with the articulated faculty concept: prestige, encouragement and

. ‘.
' support in reseifch and creative work, professional interaction with departmental-

O collquueé, and professional contacts on the national level. Faculty members dg

fe
not percclve a strong association between the articulated faculty concept and

encouragement and support in the service component of their proFe@slonal Lives.

Tenured and non-tenured faculty members égree to a largc extent on the

w .

benefits of the articulated faculty concept.. Their greatcst disagreeément is on.
salary, which the n0n~tenured group perce}yes to be much more of a benefit than
do the tenured faculty members
i baculty mLmbérb respOndlng to the 1981 survey judger almost all of the
! factors identified as be%ng important. Exceptions are saxaxy (neutral) and

]

encouragement in both research and teaching (very important). Again, thére is

/

) a high degree of agreement between the tedured and non-tenured groups.

when the 1975 and lQBl;ténurcd groups are compared for the relationships
. i

they perceived between the ‘Factors as benefits and the articulated faculty con-

eept, a few small differences are noted. More differences arc pres ent when the

-

two non-tenured groups are compared. ALl changes from 1975 to 1981 for the non-

tenured group are positive, with five factors being identified more favorably
ag a benefit of the articulated faculty concept.
for the total group, four factors are perceived asg being more important in
o : !

1981 than in 1975 (prestige, professional contacts at the state level, tcaching,

and research). Few changes. in importance are noted for the non-tenured group.

] ' . o
<0
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_Among. both the tenured and non-tenured groups regarding the promotion and

" tenure decision, there.is the'feeling'that the relatryelwelghts of teachin%L

research and serv1ce should be. altered. As‘groups,'faculty members;believe .

"

that teachlng should have a welght of approx1mately 50 percent research,
A

30 percent; and service, 20 percent

. A gap between what was perceived to be.and what should be was observed in

1975 however, in 1975, it shouldrbe_noted'that~theAgap‘was even greater than
. ; . ) ) ’ N oo ’ '
v1n 1981. The convergence observed in the 1981 study results in large part from

“the perceived increase in. the 1mportance of research and serv1ce comblned w1th a

concomltant decrease’ of teachlng as factors in the promotlon and tenure decision
maklng process However, this result. does”not necessarily mean_that the teachinq'”

act is of less unportance for OSU lea faculty members in 1981 than 1n 1975 . and

r

the 1981 respondents contlnue to belleve that con51derably more welght should be

glven to teaching effectlveness in . the promotlon and tenure rev1ew process than
[T . :

they perceive to be the case as 1t now exlsts. The ob rved convergence between
the perceived exlstlng condltlons and the 1deal condltlons (for the tenured group)

qulte possibly results from faculty members who are less threatened by research

< .
o

requlrements and who belleve that they can be. productlve in all three- tradltlonal

: / g S . .
» areas of the faculty assignment. . o

* S w Tk * Tk
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PLEASE RETURN BY FRIDAY DECEMBER 5.
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o s osu Communm
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"'A;ticu.lated E_‘aculty" Concept

December 1, 1980 H

W. W. Zlmme rmarLL{L‘

m'ﬂl,

O R, RN

[mc

'

. . To OS-EI,‘:EAaculty s R E L
l Some of you mlght recall that I ccmducted a survey on the"'Artlculated
) Faculty" concept approxn'nately six years ago. I now wish to replicate-
' that study and I am. .asking for your cooperation. ' A summary of the- ,
, _flndlngs will be shared with Self-Study Committee B. An identification .
number 'is found on the lower right hand corner of the last page of the
survey . Please return the survey to my secretary, Cathy Eley, .who w111 s
“tlip the number from the survey and record that the survey has been
' / returned. ‘I will See no’ surveys ‘with 1dent1fy1ng.numbers. v :
- Please 1nd1cate your understandlng of, the "artlculated faculty" concept
I : s on the continuum below: .
- . ,
4
I i 7 / / Vo N
; Very Clear " very OQnfused
I Understanding’ Underst i
o . : . - . -,
If you wish, .please provide a definiti}on of the term "articulated
l - faculty” concept. A ' ‘ o '
A , IS i
ce Ca ’
l * : . :3
' >
l 4 L}
' PLEASE 'RETURN BY 'FRIDAY DECEMBER 5
. p ’ J -
| . )
l 2629
Je -
;7:: __; { ! ' s
i oo -
| ) See " side for addr “ ‘ " . -
Ll ¢ 9 . . - c
The Onio Stefe Univarsity s . : ’ o e 2rd

Foim 700~Rev 5176, Stores 53610 o RERT

-
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The- follow1ng 1téms Seal w1th posslble beneflts of the "artlculated faculty
concept. In. the. left column indicate your . agreement with the statement,,and
in the rlght column 1nd1cate ‘the. impor tance of this possible benefit to you. ;
SA-Strongly Agree - , ' ~ VI-Very Important k
SD-Strongly Disagree ' . VU-Very Unimportant .
1) Provides me with prestige . E la) Importance to me
/ [ 7 . / / /[ i/
SA , SD . VI : VU
3 ’ .. ‘ »
2) provides me with salary benefits 2a) Importance to me "
. ) ! - ‘ *
‘ L / /7 /- ' / / / /
SA Sb - VI ‘ o wu
¢ ! , - ! .
3} provides anropportunity for pro-
fessional interaction with central
campus faculty" members in my
department ) , , 3a) Importance to me
I .
/) / | / /s )
‘SA -SD ' o V1 vu
7 fe . : ! . ‘ . .‘,/‘
l o
4) Facilitates professional contfacts : -
_ and benefits for me in my disdi- ' g
- ' . pline on the state level ' 4a) Importance to me * ,
1 o ~
/ / / /. . - / / / /
l - SA . SD’ C VI o vu .
5) Facilitates professional contacts '
and benefits for me in my disci-. ﬁ
R , pline on the national level : 5a) Importance to me
-
S S / / / / /
, ‘SA : sh VU
" ] N
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6) Proviﬂeé éncburagement and
suppdrt toward my becoming
a more effective teacher.

/) / -/
SA SD

N R .

'7) provides encouragement and |
support toward professional
growth‘iq terms of research/
creative work '

SA~ 'SD

8) .Provides 'encouragement and.
" . .support in the service
component of my professional

- - life i '

SA o SD

.9) provides assistance in- securing
helpful materials, supplies,
etc. for teaching or research

> "t/ [/
SA ' ©sD

/

Provides me with professional

6a)

7a)

‘9af

.

Impbrtahce to me

VI o VU

Importance to me

VI £

Importance, to me

VI _ vu

Impdrﬁance to me P

B o 5

VI » VU

Importance’ to me
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In making tenure and promotion recommendations for regional campus faculty
members my department appears to value the three areas of service as follows:

. . !

Teaching , %
Research/creative work , . * %
. p o
Service L} ;o
" TOTAL o 100% '
- ' e Ll

For most persons on a regional campus-I believe an’appropriate distribution

would be: . r ) s
; . ¢ o
Teaching - % :
. ! 1 ’
Regearch/creative work % \ﬁf
Service. ' 3 o y )
» ' s ‘.
.~ TOTAL / A 100<s~ .. k : 1,

» . . @
Pleagse check the appropriate statement

I have tenure with The Ohio State University _ ' -

I do not have tenure with The Ohio State University

- ) ‘ R

ERIC Clearinghouse fovr"Junior Colleges

University of California= = ‘ o
Los Angeles, California 90024 | | . /o

FEB 25 1983 - T | _ /




