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Background: For a complete statement on the background and conceptual framawork of

this study, see Aurbach and Flexner, "Respcase of Four-Year Colleges to Student
Pressures for Institutional C;hange," AERA presentation, March, 1972.
'Purgose: This investigation is part of a larger exploratory study dealing witﬁ the
response of four-year colleges to student pressures for institutional change, directed
by Professors Herbert Aurbach and Hans Flexner, and sponsored by the Center for the
Study of Higher Education at the Pennsylvania State Universiﬁy.

This study deals with faculty* perceptions and attitudes regar;ling: (1) the
extent and nature of student pressures for ins.titutional change; (2) the extent to
and manuer in which the institutions under ctady have responded to such pressutes,
and; (3) the institutional functioning characteristics that appear to be significantly
related to both student pressures and institutional responses. Specifically this
study deals with the following questions:

1. Do different types of faculty perceive differently various dimensions
of institutional functioning?

2. Do different types of faculty perceive differently the responseé of
institutions to student pressures for change?

3. Are there differences between the institutions studied in terms of

faculty perceptions of the dimensions of institnutional functioning
at their institutions?

4. Are there differences between the institutions studied ir terms of
faculty perceptions of institutional response to student pressures for
change at their institutions?

Instrumeats: The concepts of faculty types, institutional functioning char-

acteristics, and student preséures led to the use of the following instruments.
In order to deal with the diversity of perceptinr_ amary €2cuilty, a typology
was employad as a manageable research tool for dealing with faculty orientations.

-

Based upon the work of Robert Nertor'l,' Alvin Gouldner, Burton Clark and others, the

*Student perceptions are analyzed in a companion study by Thomas J. Quatroche,
"Di fferences in Perceived Institutional Functioning and Responsiveness to Change
as Related to Student Types in Selected Four-Year Colleges." -
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direc;tors of the larger study (Aurbach and Flexn-~) designed a Faculty Typology
instrument. This instrument includes four facrlty types (Local—-A'cademic, Local-
Vocationzl, Cosmopolitan-Acsademic, Cosmopolitan-Vocational) modified from those
suggested by Clark in 1963, and two types (Advocate and Activist) included to identify
faculty members who related their philosophical stances to their involvement in current
societal issues. Faculty respondents to this instrument were asked to read descriptive
statements of the six faculty orientations, and to rank the first three choices that
best described their own personal orientations. They were then classified into types
on the basis of their first choices.

As part of an extensive study of instituticral change and reform in higher
education, Earl J. McGra_th and two of his Columbia University associates, JB Lon
Hefferlin and Hans Flexner, contributed to the development of the concept of
"institutional vicality." The term "institutional vitality" was eventually replaced
by the more neutral term "institutional functioning," and resulted in tﬁe development,

-.—by Richard Peterson and others at the Educational Testing Service, of the Institutional
Functioning Inventory (IFI). This inst rument includes eleven institutional functioning
dimensions: Intellectual-Aesthetic Extracurriculum (IAE); Freedom (F), Human Diversity (HD);
Concern for Improvement of Society (IS); Concern for Undergraduate Learning (UL);
Democratic Governance (DG); Meeting Local Needs (MLN); Self-Study and Planning (SP);
Concern for Advancing Knowledge (AK); Concern for Innovation (CI), and; Institutional
Esprit (IE). These dimensions, in varying combinations', reflect an institution's
functioning characteristics. The compiete instrument is comprised of 132 items,
responses to which yiell sc~res +n the eleven dimensi'oﬁs. ‘Mean faculty scores for
each of the dimensions were calculated for each of the three institutions and across
the three institutions. ..

Student pressures for change and reform have been manifested in se\.reral different
areas -- curricular and educational changes, _changes deéling with the governance of the

institutions, and changes which increase student autonomy, constitute three ~f the most
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vital areas. In examining these aspects of change, this study was concerned with
faculty perceptions of the kind and degree of student requests fotr change, and of the
ways in which their institutions responded to such requests. To idenﬁify these
perceptions, Aurbach and Flexner designed an instrument, the Student Perceptions of
Institutional Response (SPIR). This instrument collécts perceptions of both faculty
and students regarding three hypothetical change situations, each of ﬁhich serves as
a specific case in one of three general areas -- curzi?ulum, governance, and student
life. Following each situation is a series of six questions that deal with: (1) the

nature of the response (consideration); (2) the time takep *~ reenond; (3) the extent

- nf ctident and faculty participation in discussion; (4) tue en~iccutc of student and

faculty participation in decision-making; (5) the type of action by students necessary

“T"to get ‘a"decision, and; (6) the response of institutions to student actions (consequences).-

Means for each of the six questions were obtained by situations and by institution.

Faculty responses were utilized in this study.
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This investigation was, therefore, concerned with determining if relationships

existed between the two independert variables, (1) faculty types and, (2) the three

Institutions, and the two dependent variables, (1) institutional functioning characteristics

and, (2) student pressures for change and institutional responses.

- -Procedures: 1In the fall of 1970, questionnaires were administered to randomly
selected members of the faculties of three colleges in Pennsylvania that were, in
the opinion of trained vuservers, lifferent from one another in respect to their
.. settings, goals, ﬁethods or styies of attaining those goals, and their overall

1o

institutional "climates." State'" College, located in a rural area of nothern

Pennsylvania, is a state-owned and supported institution predominately devoted

to the undergraduate education of teachers. Most of its students are state residents

and live on-campus. "Ivv" College, located in the suburbs of a large city, is a
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private, academically selective institution with a strong liberal arts tradition and

a geographically diverse, largely resident student body. ''Coalton' College, located in

anoﬁher urban area, is a private libcral arts college which offers some
pre-professional and vocational education. Many of its student commute from the
surrounding area. Total respouse from usable questionnaires were: S;ate, 182
faculty (a 91% response) Ivy, 43 faculty (a 58% response), and; Coalton, 102
faculty (a 567% response).

Mean faculty scores on the IFI and on the SPIR instruments were compared by faculty
type and by institution to deterinine the nature and extent ~f apv relationships which

may h-~ye existed between the variables. Analyses ot variauce we:e also performed t

discover if there were significant differences, by independeut variable on the mean scores of
the dependent variables. Data of a demographic nature were collected from the faculty
respondents in order to describe the sample.

Findings: The demographic data, useful in observing the make-up of the sample,
are included'in Appendix I.

First-choice responses to the Faculty Typology instrument (See Appendix II-A)
indicated that a majority of the respondents (187 or 57.2%) assigned themselves to
Faculty Philosophy A (Loéal—Academic). Furthermore, the combination of Philosophy A
and Philosophy C (Local-Vocational, 81 or 24.8%) accounted for fully 82% of the total
responses. Further analysis of the response patterns revealed that at all three
~institutions responses to Philosophies E (Advocate) and F (Activist) were negligible,
accounting for only 4.67% and 1.2% of the total responses respectively. However, it
.is‘interesting to note tiai wucu Zi2ulty second and third choices were combined with
first choicgs, the standings chénged. The Advocates (Philosophy E) moved from fifth
| place to replace the Cosmopolitan-Academics (Philosophy B) in the third highest place,
énd there was a general shift in the middle three places (See Apbendix II-B).

Comparisons of mean faculty scores on the IFI-Intellectual-Aesthetic Extracurriculum

dimension by type of faculty, by .astitution, and by type of faculty within institutions




were derived from Table 1 belbw.

Insert Table 1 here

The mean score differences between types of faculty on this dimension were
inconsistent and were, we believe, masked by the lack of N in some of the cells.
Differences between institutions on this dimension showed some slight variations
between the scores for Ivy and Coalton. When comparisons were made by types within
institutions, we noted substantial agreecment among State respondents of all types,
some slight differences among Ivy respondents, and substantial agreement amo.ng the
Local—Academics, Lotali-vocationels und Advocates at Craiton. Analyses of variance
tests were performed to determine if there were significant differences between
mean faculty scores on this dimension, by faculty type and by institution. Both of
tﬁese independent variables showed significant differences between means at the .01
level on this dimension (See Appendix III).

'.T-hg‘ diffefences between mean s:ores by type.of faculty on the IFI Freedom
dimension (see Table 2 below) were inconsistent. and were, we Delieve, masked by the
lack of N :iin some of the cells., Differences by institution varied considerably, with
the Ivy faculty mean scofe almost five points higher than the nexf highest score at
Coalton. Comparisons of mean scores by type of faculty within institutions revealed
that at State and at Coalton, the Local-Academics and Local-Vocationals seemed to
perceive their_ institutions as relatively at the same level on this dimension, while
the mean faculty scores for the Local-Academics and Cosmopolitan-Academics at Ivy

wrve hoth similar and very positive.

Insert Table 2 here

Analyses of variance tests on the means for this IFI dimension revealed significant

differences at the .01 level both by type of faculty and by institution (See Appendix III).
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Comparison of mean faculty scores on the IFI Human Diversity dimension by type
‘of faculty reavealed that the differences were inconsistent (See Table 3 below) and
were, we believe, maskeci by the lack of N in some of tl:le cells. Analysis of mean
scores by institution revealed tha: State and Coalton faculty rated their institutions
within one-tenth of a point of each other, and that the Ivy faculty rated their
institutions more positively than did the other two rate their institution on the
dimension. Again, we found on this dimension si.milarity of mean scores of the
Local-Academics and Local-Vocationals at State aund at Coalton. We note a significant

Jlfference between the scores of Local-Academics and Cosmopolitan-Academics at Ivy.

Iﬁs;'-j.'i: Table 3 here

Analyses of variance tests on the mean ccores for this IFI dimension revealed significant
differences at the .05 level by type of faculty and at the .01 level by'_n.‘.nstitution

(See Appendix III).

Comparison of mean fa.culty scores on the IFI Un-clefg.r°adu'at_:e i.earning .dimensién by
type of faculty indicatad that the differences were incunsistent (See Table 4 below)
and were, we believé, msked by the lack of N in some of the cells. An‘alysis of
mean scores by institution revealed that once again Ivy 'facul’cy rated. their institution
as most positive, with Coalton as the ﬁe:’ct most positive and State as least positive.
When the mean faculty scores on this dimension were compared by type of faculty within
institution's, we noted that at State the ‘Cosmopolitan-Vocationals joined with the
Local—Acade_mics and Local-Vocationals .in similarly rating their institution. It
should be pointed out that the most positi;re scores came from the Ivy ytfaculty responses.
And we noted that the Coalton f.aculty mean scores on this dimension were relatively
hi.gher than those at State. It is significant to poiﬁt out that on this Undergraduate

Learning dimension the mean Advocate score from Coalton was more positive than any

of the scores at State.




Insert Table 4 here

Analyses of variance findings.on the mean scores for the IFI-UL dimension revealed that
there were significant differences at the .05 level by type of faculty and at the .01
level Ly institution (See Appendix III).

Comparisons of mean faculty scores on the IFI Improvement of Society dimension

by type of faculty, by institution, and by type of faculty within institutions were

derived from Table 5 below.

Ingert Tahlo 5 here

The mean score differences between types of faculty on this dimension were

incensistent and were, we believe, masked by the lack of N in some of thé,“ cells. There

were some great differences between institutions on this dimension. Sco_r'_;es ranged from
a mean institutional score of 7.6 for Ivy to a 3.8 for State. The Cosnioﬁolitan—
Académics at all three institutions ranked their institutions as least po‘éitive on this
dimension. Analyses of variance tests revealed that there were significant mean score
differences at the .Ql level both by type of faculty and by institution <:m this dimension
(See Appendix III).

Comparisons cf mean faculty scores on the IFI Democratic Governance dimension by
t.ype of faculty revealed that again there. were no cousistent patterns of differences
(See Table 6 below). By institution comparisoﬁ revealed that the State and Coalton
mean scores were relatively the same whilt;. Ivy's scores were significantly more
positive. By type of faculty within institution analv-is revealed relgtively low scores
of 1.5 and 2.8 respectively for the Cosmopolitan-Academics at state and Cosmopolitan-
Vocationals at Coalton. The scc;re of 7.3 for Ad-vocates at Coalton was among the n;ost
positive at that institution, while the 10.6 score of the Locél-Academics at Ivy was

the most positive mean score on the entire dimension.

Insert Table 6 here

5
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Analyses of wariance tests revealed that there were significant differences between
mean scores at the_ .01 level both by type of faculty and by institution on this
dimension (See Appendix III) ..

Mean faculty scores on the IFI Meeting Local Needs dimension are reported in

Tahle 7 below.

Insert Table 7 here

The inconsistencies in mean faculty scores as compared by type of faculty make these
findings subject to some doubt. When compared .by institution on the Meeting Local
Needs rdimension, these mean facultv scores wcre most revealing. They shoﬁed thac
the Coalton faculty, with a mean score of 9.2, perceived their ins titutioﬁ much more
positively than did the faculty at Ivy with a mean score of 2.1. Likewisia the State
faculty score, at 6.6, was much more positive than the Ivy score.- Mean g;:ores for
types of faculty within institutions consistently reflected the levels of positiveness
rever;lled in the above comparison of institutional scores, ranging from a 'iO.l score
for Local-Vocationals at Coalton to a 1.5 score for Cosmopolitan-Academicls at Ivy.
Analyses of variance tests revealed significant differences between means on this
dimension at the .Gl level both by type of faculty and by institution (See Appendix ITI).
On the IFI Self-Study and Planning dimension the mean scores by type of faculty |
again failed to show any consistent diffe;.'ences (See Table 8 below). By institution,
the comparison of mean scores showed insignificant differences, with the Ivy faculty
score only slightly less positive than the scores of the State and Coalton faculty.
Comparison of scores by types of faculty within instit_*ionc sh~:ad that the
Cosmopolitan—Academics at State and Coalton, and the Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at

Coalton rated their institutions as least positive on this dimension.

.Insert Table 8 here
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Analyses of variance tests revealed that there were significant differences at the .0l

level between means by type of faculty, and no significant differences by institution,

on this dimension (See Appendix III).

Comparisons of mean faculty scores on the IFI Advancing Knowledge dimension by
type of faculty, by institution, and by type of faculty within institutions were derived

from Table 9 below.

Insert Table 9 here

Comparisons of mean scores by type of faculty were hindered by the lack of any
consistency in these responses, and by the lack ¢i N in éome of the cells., By institution,
however, some significant differences in mean scores were obser\'red. The most positive
mean score of 6.5 from Ivy faculty was immediately noted when compared with the least
positive score of 3.5 from State faculty. Within institutions and by types of faculty,
the responses of the Cosmopolitan-Academics and Cosmopolitan-Vocationals dominated the
least. _pc‘)sitiveA scores. Analyses of variance tests revealed that there were no
significant differences between means by type of faculty, and differences significant
at the .0l level by institution on this dimension (Sge Appendix III).

Comparisons of mean faculty scores by type of faculty on the IFI Concern for
Innovation dimension showed little consistency in these scores (See Table 10 below).
By institution, comparison of mean faculty scores revealed some slight diffez;ences in

féculty perceptions on this dimension. For example, Ivy faculty rated their institytion

" (9.0) as only slightly more positive than did both State (6.7) and Coalton (7.1). Once

.again, we discovered som:- similer r-tterns when we analyzed the mean scores by types of

faculty within institutions. Cosmopolitan—Academics at State and Coalton, and Cosmopolitan-

. Vocationals at Coalton again assigned the least positive scores to their institutions on

-

thié dime.usion.

Insert Table 10 here

16
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The significance of differences between means on this dimension were tested, utilizing
analyses of wvariance tests, by type of faculty and by institutions. “n both cases we
found the differences signifi'cant at the .01 level (See Appendix III). -
Comparisons of mean faculty scores by type of faculty on the IFI Institgtional
Esprit dimension showed little consistency in the scores (See Tabl: 11 below). By
institution comparison of mean faculty scores revealed that Ivy faculty (10.0) and
Coalton faculty (9.1) rated their linstitutions relatively thé same on this dimension.
The State faculty mean score of 7.7 was significantly lower. By types of faculty
and within institutions, the mean score comparisons showed that the Cosmopolitan-Academics
at Stace rated their institution (4.1) muck less positively than did any lother cype of
faculty at elther of the other two institutions. The most positive scoré (10.8) on this

dimension came .from the Cosmopolitan-Academics at Ivy.

Insert Table 11 here

..Analysis of variance tests revealed that there were no significant differences

between means by type of faculty, and significant differences between means by type

of faculty, and significant differences between means at the .01 level bly institution
on this dimension (See Appendix III),

Comparisons of mean faculty scores on the SPIR Consideration scale by type of
faculty, by itistitution, and by types of .faculty within institutions were de'rived

from Table 12 b_elow.

Insert Table 12 bel..

The mean score differences by type of faculty on this scale were inconsistent
and, we believe, were masked by the lack of N in some of the cells. Differences
between institutions were minimal, with Ivy gcores only slightly more positive than
those from State and -Coalton. Camparison of mean scores by types of faculty and

within institutions showed a similar pattern of Iitt‘l'e difference. The most

[RIC 11
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positive score of 3.2 came from Local-Academics at Ivy and the least positive score

of 6.0 from Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at Coalton. Analyses of variance tests were
utilized to test the signific.ance of differentes between means by type of faculty ar}d :
by institutions. Results of these analyses revealed that there were no signific;ﬁt
differences between means by type of faculty, and differences between means significant
at the .01l level by instituti'on' (Sée Appendix III).

The comparison of mean faculty 'séores by type of faculty on the SPIR-Time scale
showed little coqsistency (See Table 13 below). By institution, there were some
differences which should be noted. The Ivy faculty perceived their institutjon more
positively (5.2) thau aid the faculty at State (6.6) perceive their institution, and
much more positively than did the faculty at Coalton (8.2) rate their institution.

The scores ranked from the most positive of 5.3 from the Local-Academics at Ivy to
the least.: positive of 9.9 from the Cosmopolitan-Academics at Coalton. In every type,
the Coalton faculty mean scores were consistently less positivg ihan all others of

the same type.

Insert Table 13 here

Analysis of variance tests revealed that there were no sig%ificant differences between
means by type of ‘faculty, and differences significant at 'the .01 level by institution
on this scale (See Appendix III).

Comparisons of mean faculty scores on the SPIR Participation in Discussion scale
by type of faculty, by in§titution, and by type of faculty within institutions were

Aarived from Table 14 below.

Insert Table 14 here

The comparison of mean faculty scorés by type of faculty on this scale showed

. ) i .
little consistency. By institution, there were some differences which must be noted.
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The Ivy faculty score (3.5) was the most positive and the Coalton faculty score (6.3)
the least positive. The Cosmopolitan-Academics at State and the Cosmopolitan—Vécationals
at Coalton had the least positive scores of 8.5 and 8.6 respectively on this scale, and
the Ivy Locai—Academics had the most positive score of 3.4. Analyses o_f variance findings
revealed that both by type of fac‘ulty' and by institution the mean score differences were
sighificant at the .01 level on this scale (See Appendix III).

On the SPIR Partii:ipation in Decision-Making scale, the mean score differences by

type of faculty were inconsistent (See Table 15 below).

aasert Table 15 her=z

By institution, there were some slight differences between mean scores. The Ivy
faculty mean score of 5.9 was the most positive, followed closely by the mean faculty
score of 6.8 from State. The Coalton mean faculty score was only slightly less
positive at 8.2. By'types of faculty within institutions, the Cosmopolitan-Academics
at Stété (9.3;) and Coalton (9.6), and the Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at Coalton (10.8)
dominated the least ‘positive scores. Analysis of variance findings revealed that
thére were no significant differences between means by typé of faculty, and differences
signigicant at the .01 1c.ave1 by institution on this écale (See -_Ap-pendix III).

On the SPIR Student Action scale, mean score differences by type of faculty were

~ inconsistent (See Table 16 below).

Insert Table 16 here

oy Li.titution there were slight differerces in the mean scores. The Ivy faculty w.cui
- score of 3,6 was the most positive, followed in order by the State faculty mean score
of 4.6 and the Coalton faculty mean score of 5.4. The most apparent differences

observed when mean scores were compared by types of faculty within institutions.was
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that the Coalton faculty in all types dominated the least positive scores on this scale.
Analysis of variance findings indicated that there were no significant differences betwee:
méans by type of faculty, and‘differences significant at the .01 level by institution on
-this scale (See Appendix III). | |

On the SPIR Consequences for Students scale, mean score differences by type of

faculty were inconsistent (See Table 17 below).

Insert Table 17 here

By institution there were slight differences in the mean scores. The Ivy
faculty mean sccre of 4.5 was I;IOSt positive, followead clésely by tue State faculty
mean score of 6.0 and the Coalton faculty mean score of 6.4. Tlie State Cosmopolitan-
Academic mean score of 7.1 and the Coalton Cosmopolitan-Vocational mean score of 7.2
were the least positive on this scale, and the Ivy Local-Academic score of 4.2 the
most positive. Analysis of variance findings revealed that there were no significant
differences between means by type of faculty, and differences significant at the .0l
level by institution on this scale (See Appendix III).

Summary and Conclusion: Comparison of mean facuity IFI dimension scores and SPIR

scale scores by different types of faculty proved to be difficult and less than
satisfactory. We believe that the lack of sufficient N in some of the cells tended
. to distort"tfh_:i:s'. data, an_c_i that the faculty type tendgd to mask‘ differences_ i_l} the
scores. We could not, therefore, draw any meaningful conclusions about these findings.
When we compared mean faculty IFI and SPIR scores by institution, we found great
_differences between the faculty reenondent's perceptibﬁé bf”li}iéir institﬁfipns. For

ekétﬁple, Ivy College faculty respondents rated thair institution considerably higher

_ on the IFT dimensions of Intellectual-Aesthetic Extracurriculum, Freedom, Human

Divérsity, Concern for Improvement of Society, Democratic Governance, Concern for

Advancing Knowledge, Concern for Undergraduate Learning and Institutional Esprit than

*did those respondents at State and Coalton. In some cases, the Ivy faculty mean scores
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were as much as four points higher, on a one-to-twelve point scale, than the next highest
mean institutional score. The Ivy faculty mean scores on the SPIR institutional response
instrument were the most positive in all three institutions on all six of the SPIR scales.

On three of these scales (Consideration, Participation in Discussion, and Student Action)

the mean Ivy faculty scores were less than one point below the most positive score of
three, on a scale of three as most positive to nine or fifteen as least positive. We
concluded from these results that the nature of Ivy College, where free and open
discussion by al; members of the campus population and consensual decision-making are
in effect, exerted a positive influence on faculty perceptions of the institution's
functioning charactr.istics and on their perception of their institution'sc vesponse
to student pressures for change.

Analysis of the data by types of faculty and within institutions revealed some
similarit.ies aﬁd differences thch need to be related at this point. The most
startling similarities on the IFI d*mensions occured between the Local-Academics
and Local-Vocationals at State and at Coalton. For example, on all of the IFI
dimensions, the mean Local-Academic and Locgl—Vocational scores at State were within
five-tenths (0.5) of a point of each other. This would seem to indicate that locally-
oriented faculty on that campus shared similar views of the institution regardless
of their academic/vocational orientations. At Coalton College, the mean faculty IFI
scores showed a»larger spread between these two type‘s of faculty. The differz'ences
there ranged from two-tenths (0.2) to one and two-tenths (1.2).

Ivy faculty consisteptly rated their institution most positively on all but two
of the IFI dimepsions, those dealing with meeting local needs and with institutiona®
self-study and planning. The first of these is attributable to the fact that,

" deliberately or otherwise, Ivy has offered little to the surrounding community by
way of cont‘inuing education courses or extension services. Ivy is simply not a
service-oriented ins'titut.:ion, and their faculty reflect this lack of emphasis. .As

for the self-study and planning dimension, the slightly lower score from Ivy faculty

14
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may be a reflection of the fact that self-study and planning by administrators probably
do not appear to be ac significant on this campus as elsewhere because traditionally
the entire campus population ;akes an active part in the actual planning process.
faculty responses to the SPIR scales showed some surprising similarities and

differences. Generally speaking, on the scale which asked the respondents to reflect
upon the amount of institutional consideration that would be given to student requests
for change, the responses for all types at all three institutions lay between full and
some consideration. The Cosmopolitan-Academics at State and Coalton, and the

- Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at Coalton, were sligﬁtly less positive on this scale, perhaps
as a rcilection of their desire to see fheir tnstitutions as freer and more OpFf.ic LO
consideration of such requests. On this scale, the Ivy faculty respondeqts reflected,
with very positive scores, the openess of their campus. ]

On the SPIR scale dealing with the respondent estimates of the amoqq; of time for
action to be taken on a request for a change, we found that the Coalton Qollege faculty
différed significantly in their perceptions of their institution's respoﬁ;e when compared
with those of the other two institutions. For example, responses of the Cosmopo1itan-
Academics at Coalton'revealed that they felt that requests for a change ;ould be put
off indefinitely or denied after a reasonable period of time. On the other hand, the
Cosmopolitan—Academics at both 1lvy and State shared the same more positive level of
reéponsg? that is, that requests would be.granted after considgrable delay.

In response to the SPIR scale dealing with the estimates of the extent of student
and faculty participation in the-discussi;n of the request, the responses from Coalton
faculty were the least positive, and reflected the vie: that swek discussion would take
place fully among faculty and administration with little or no participation of students.

~'Once again, all Cosmopolitan faculty types showéd the 1éast positive scores on this
. scale when compared with those scores of the Local faculty types. Ivy faculty responses

revealed that full participation in discussion was a strong consideration on that campus .

L




. being less open to student requests for change than the faculties at State or Ivy.

‘were very low (See Appendix II-A). On the basis of these data; we concluded that the

: available, precluded activist faculty members from perceiving themselves as

-16-

In the estimates of participation in the decision-making process, the Cosmopolitans
dominated the least positive sbores. The responses of the Cosmopolitan-Academics at
State and Coalton and the Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at Coalton. revealed that requests
for change at these institutions would be finally decided upon by faculty and administration
with minimal student opinioﬁ énd no student voice. Ivy faculty resfonsés revealed that
sfudents there would have a voice in the final decision, albeit a minor one.

On the last two SPIR scales; faculty response estimates aﬁ all three institutions
revealed that, generally speaking, students could get final decisions on their requests
by.presenting them through their elected or appointed represeﬁtatives on faculty
committees. Turthermore, the responses revealed .nat tﬁe student Icaders advocating
such change could expect encouragement from individual administ;ators and faculty for
their efforts. At State and Coalton, however, the Cosmopolitan—-Academics were less
optimistic about such encouragement, as were the Cosmopolitan-Vocationals at Coaltonm.

When these differences and similarities were cénsidered together; we concluded
that the Cosmopolitan-Academics at State and Coalton, and the Cosmopolitan-Vocationals
at Coaltbn, generally disagreed with their locally-oriented colleagues in their perceptions
of institutional functioning characteristics and their estimates of institutional
response to student pressures for change. We further concluded that all of the faculty
of different types at Iﬁy College were generally in more agreement with each other in
their perceptions than were the faculties at State or Coalton._hénﬁ finally{ yeAconc}uded.

that the faculty at Coalton College were more likely to perceive their institution as

We had expected thuc facwult: iosponses from the Adovcate and Activist types of
féculﬁy (Philosophies E and F) would show respondent disenchantment with their
institutions. It is significant to note that the first-choice responses to these types

-

open atmosphere at Ivy, where free discussion and a large measure of freedom are

L . 16
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different from their colleagues and therefore within the confines of these faculty
types. We concluded that at Coalton College, where administrative rigidity and
control has prevailed in the past, this attitude may have affected the responses

of faculty at that institution. Finally, we concluded that the number of Advocate
respondents from State was proportionately larger than from the other institutions
because the Advocates at State coﬁld more easily see differences between their
orientations when compared with those of their less activist-oriented colleagues.
Analysis of the response frequencies to the Faculty Typology instrument, when

combined across all three choices, showed that there was enough movement toward

the Advocate type 27, a second and third choice to change its position fram fifth place
in first-choice analysis to third place in combined-choices analysis. This finding
led us Fq conclude that an activist orientation among some faculty may lay only
slightly below their dedication to their professional requirements. On the other
hand, the analysis of this data also revealed that at all three of the institutions
under’ study, Local-Academic types of faculty were firmly in the lead, followed closely
by the Local-Vocational types of faculty at State and Coalton.

The results of the one-way analyses of variance are reported iu Appendix III.
Based upon the lack of statistical strength of these resqlts, we have concluded that
the independent variables of faculty type and institution, as identified in this study,
mwe}e,not strongly related to faculty perceptions of institutiqqgl.functioning
characteristics or of institutional responses to student pressures for change.

These finﬂings had led us to conclude that there were positive relationships
tilwie, some of the independent and dependent variables which should be mentioned nt
this point. We have noted a definite relationship between responses of locally-
oriented fgculty and certain institutional functioning characteristics. On those
characteristics which called for ax measure of faculty loyalty and commitment to

institution, Local-Acadenmic and Local-Vocational faculty perceived their institutions

17
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more positively than did other types. Conversely, the Cosmopolitan-Academic and
Cosmopolitan—-Vocational faculty perceived their institutions less positively than
did other types. These conclnsions seem to suggest that an institution with a
majority of locally-oriented faculty will generally be evaluated more positively by
its faculty on certain IFI dimensions and SPIR scales than would an institution with
a more diverse mix of faculty orientations.

In the same manner, locally-oriented faculty were more ptonn to perceive their
institutions as being open to student requests for change and responsive to these
requests than were cosmopolitan-oriented faculty. Again we believe that this was a
reflect:ion of the loyalty and insticutional commitment which characterizeti the lucar
faculty types, and was relatively absent in the cosmopolitan types.

The overwhelming positiveness of all Ivy faculty perceptions of that:"' institution's
functioning characteristics and responsiveness to student pressures for enange, regard-

less of type of faculty, led us to conclude that type of faculty did not have as

significant an effect on Ivy faculty responses as it did on the faculty responses at
the other two institutions. At State and Coalton, the responses from cosmopolitan-
oriented faculty reflected some dissatisfaction with their institution's: functioning
and responsiveness when compared with responses from locally-oriented faculty. The
relative lack of dissatisfaction among Ivy faculty led us to conclude that the free

and open climate of this institution was recognized by its faculty respondents in

.. - bt - e ————r
e m et tmm—— v e e e = - o——

our sample..
In view of the fact that the institutions under study were not representative of
all four-year institutions, and because the Faculty Typnlogy »md Student Perceptions of

Institutional Response instruments were experimental in nature, the results of this

stu y must be viewed as exploratory only.

In sum, the results of this study seem to suggest that the nature or siyle of an

institution of higher education has a definite effect upon the way it responds to
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student pressures for change, If an institution is characterized by its faculty as
open in its methods of operation, and interested in the development of the whole
student, then we believe that that institution will be more responsive to student

pressures for change than an Institution characterized as less open by its faculty.

Furthermore, if an institution has; deliberately or otherwise, hired and retained

a majority of faculty members who perceive themselveg as being locally-oriented,

then we suggest that that institution will be more positively supported by its

faculty in efforts-_;o meet' the demands of student requests for change.

These sug.gestions imply that if an institution wishes *#n irprave its relationships

"'i':!‘: irs students, it should seek to improve its functioning processes with an eye

toward including substantial numbers of students and faculty in the actunil operation

"and development of goals of the institution. Further they imply that institutions

seeking to minimize conflict with students over student-raised issues would be well-advised

to seek and/or retain faculty who express a preference for teaching undergraduates and
for_pérti_cipafing i-n‘o-r-l;campu-smzi;;;”over facuity who prefer to coﬁ&uct researchﬂ oﬂru

who have heavy off-cémpus consulting responsibilities.

Some suggestions for further research arising from thisg study can best be

présented in.the Edrm of téntative research questions.

1. Do the six faculty types suggested in the Faculty Typology
insEr_t,gngg}:»gfﬁfgctj.yqu discriminate between different faculty
orientations?

2. Does the Student Perceptions of Institutional Response
instrument effectively identify major student-raised
-1ssues and provide adequate response Possibilities?

3. Do faculty respomdents .. wholly different types of

- institutions perceive their orientations and their

ins_tit_uti_ons differently?

S Are there relationships between the demographic characteristics
of faculty respondents angd their perceptions of their institutions?

5, Do faculty perceptions of themselves and their 'institutions
change lorgitudinally? -

LE.
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Each of these suggestions reflects the exploratory nature of the present study.
It has, we believe, provided background for many more exacting studies pertaining to
faculty perceptions of themselves and their institutions. For example, if further
research and modification on the Faculty Typology instrument is done, in order to
establish its psychometric properties and standardize its results, we believe that
it could be a valuable instrument for institutions to use in constructing faculty
orientation profiles ahd for comparing them with others. Further, it could be a
valuable informational instrument for institutions interested in evaluating candidates
for faculty positions. Further recearch into the properties of the Student i’erceptions

of Institutional Response iusciuwcut, and standardizsijom nf ite results, could provide

an institution with a waluable tool for assessing its response to its students' pressures

for change, for identifying major areas of student “¢oacern, and hopefully for comparison ~

with other institutions.
Studies using the same instruments employed in this study, but carefully controlled

for proportio.nality of N's, need to be done in ordér to more effectively intérpret

significance tests. 1In addition to such general studies, some individual studies comparing

separate faculty types in combination, and accompanied by intensive respondent interviewing,

would perhaps more cleariy reveal why some of the. respondents reacted as they did to

certain institutional dimensions and scales,and hence lead to the construction of some

firm hypotheses., Studies of institutional differences, using the same intensive methods

as above, would be equally illuminating.
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Mean Faculty Institutional Functionine Inventory

Scores Arranged By Facultv Type
and By Institution

TABLE 1

Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-IAE

Scoring Explanation

12=Most nositive
T1=least positive

_ Faculty Type
Institution A B C D
loc-Acad | Cos-Acad|lcc-Voc | Cos-Voc ota
n=84 n=8 | n=65 n=12 n=182
State (A) x=8.8 x=6.5 | x=8.7 x=8.7 x=8.5
. n=35 =6 | n=0 n=0 n=4
Ivy  (B) x=9.7 x=8.2 | x=0% x=0,0% x=9.1
n=59 n=9 n=16 n=5 n=102
Coalton (C) x=7.3 Xx=5.6 | X=7.5 x=6.0 X=7.2
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=327
Total x=8.4 x=6.6 | x=8.4 x=6.9 x=8.2
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABIE 2
~ Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-F
A B C D E F ota
n=84 n=8 | n=65 n=12 n= n=zk* | n=182
A x=5.9 x=3.3 | x=5.7 x=5.4 X= x=2. x=5.5
n=35 n=6 | n=0% n=0* n= n= n=43
B8 x=11.6 x=11.51 x=0.0 x=0.0 X= X= x=11.
n=68 | n=9 [n=16 | n=5 [ pn=3 | p=t* | p=l02
C X=6.4 x=4.,0 | x=6.7 x=b.6 { x= X= X=6.2
[i=187 n=23 | n=8] n=17 n= n= n=327
Total x=7.1 x=5.7 | x=5.9 x=5.5 X= X= X=6.5
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utiliz n the analyses
ol




TABLE 3
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-HD
A B C D E F Total
n=84 n=8 | n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2%* n=182
A x=6.1 x=4.5 | x=5.9 x=6,1 x=5.0 | x=2.0 x=5.9
n=35 n=6 n=0% n=0% n=lr* f p=T%k n=43
B x=9.1 x=6.7 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=10.0] x=9.0 x=8.4
n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 | n=T** n=102
C x=5.9 x=4.3 | x=6.6 x=4.6 x=6.3 | x=7.0 x=5.8
n=187 n=23  n=81 n-17 n=15 | n=4 n=327
Total x=6.6 x=5.0 | x=6.0 x=5.4 x=5.6 | x=5.0 | x=6.2
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 4
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-UL
A B C D E F Total
n=84 n=8 | n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2** | n=182
A x=6.7 x=4.9 | x=6.5 x=6.4 x=5.3 | x=3.5 x=6.4
n=35 n=8 | n=0* n=0* n=l** | p=]k* n=43
B x=10.4 x=9.7 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=10.0] x=12.0| x=9.9
n=68 n=9 n=16 n= 5 n= 3 | n=T* n=102
C x=7.9 x=7.2 | x=8.6 x=5.4 x=7.3| x=8.0 i x=7.8
n=187 n=23 | n=81 n=17 n=§5 | n=4 n=327
Total x=7.8 x=7.0 | x=6.9 x=5.8 X=6.0] x=6.8 x=7.3
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 5
Mean Facul-ty Scores for: IFI-IS

) C D E F Total

n=84 n=8 | n=6 n=12 n=11 n=2x | n=182

x=3.8 x=1.5 | x=4.2 x=4.4 x=3.1{ x=2.0 x=3.8
n=35 n=6 | n=0 n=0* n=1%* | p=T%* | n=43

x=8.3 x=5.3 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=8.01 x=8.0 Xx=7.6

n=68 n=9 n=1 n=5 n= 3 | n=1** | n=102

Xx=6.3 x=3.4 | x=6.4 x=4.6 x=5.3] x=7.0 x=5.9

n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 n= 4 n=327

Total x=5.5 x=3.3 | x=4.6 x=4.3 x=3.9| x=48 x=5.0
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3

LS
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TABIE 6

Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-DG
T T CATTTTTTR T D "V""'F'"""“Fh"""T:o;t'.ﬂ":
n=81 n= 8 | n=65 n=12 n=11 | n=2%"71 n=1872"]
A x=6.7 Xx=1.5 | x=6.5 Xx=5,2 x=4.5 | x=2.5 X=6.1
n=35 n=6 | n=0* n=0* n=1*%* | p=Tx* n=43
B x=10.6 x=8.8 | x=0.0 %=0.0 x=12.0f x=12.0] x=9.9
n=68 n=9 n=16 n= 5 n= 3 n=1** n=102
C X=6.5 x=5.4 | x=7.7 x=2.8 x=7.3 | x=6.0 x=h.4
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 n= 4 n=327
Tetal x=7.3 x=4.9 | x=6.7 x=4.3 x=5.6 | x=5.8 x=6.7
* No responses in these cells ¥ cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 7
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-MIN
R C D E F Total
n=84 n= 8 | n=hb n=12 n=11 n=2** | n=1£2
A x=6.6 x=4.8 | x=6.9 x=7.6 x=5.9 | x=3.F% X=6.h
n=35 n=6 | n=0* n=0* n=l®* | p=]** n=43
B X=2.2 x=1.5 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=2.0 ; x=3.0 x=2.1
n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 n=1]%* n=102
C x=9.4 x=7.7 | x=10.1 x=8.2 x=8.0 | x=9.0 x=9.2
n=187 n=23 | n=81 n=17 n=15 | n= 4 n=327
Total Xx=6.8 x=5.0 | x=7.5 x=7.3 x=6.0| x=4.8 X=6.8
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 8
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-SF
B C D E “F Total
n=82 n= 8 | n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2x% n=182
A x=7.3 x=4.0 | x=7.4 x=7.0 x=5.5]1 x=4.0 x=7.0
ﬂ=35 ﬁ: 6 ﬂ:O* D_:O* ﬂ=]** p_:]** .'l=43
B Xx=6.6 x=4,2 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=7.0] x=7.0 x=6.0
n=68 n=9 | n=16 n=5 n=3 | n=1** n=102
C x=7.6 x=5.8 | x=8.2 x=4,6 Xx=6.7{ x=8.0 x=7.4
n=18 n=23 | n=8] n=17 n=15 | n= 4 n=327
X = .7 | x=7.5 x=6.0 x=5.8} x=5.8 x=6.9
* No resp cells ¥ cells with an n of Tess than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses




TABIE 9
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-AK
A B C D E F Total
n=84 n= 8 n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2%* n=182
A x=3.6 x=1.5 | x=3.9 x=3.6 x=3.0 | x=3.0 x=3.5
n=35 n= 6 n=0* n=0% n=1** | n=T** n=45
B x=6.8 x=5.8 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=3.0 | x=9.0 x=6.5
n=68 n=9 n=16 n= 5 n= 3 | n=1** n=102
C x=4.3 x=3.3 | x=5.1 x=3.2 x=6.3 1 x=5.0 x=4.3
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 | n=4 n=327
Total x=4.4 x=3.3 | x=4.1 x=3.3 x=3.9 | x=5.0 x=4,2
* No responses 1n these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 10
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-CI
A B C D E F Total
n=84 n= R n=6 n=12 n=11 n=2k* n=182
A x=7.3 x=3.1 | x=6.8 x=6.8 x=5.6 | x=1.5 x=6.7
n=35 n= 6 n=0* n=0* n=T** | p=]** n=43
B x=9.6 x=7.7 } x=0.0 x=0.0 x=11.0] x=10.0} x=9.0
n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 n=Tx* n=102
C x=7.3 x=4,9 | x=8.2 x=5.0 x=7.3 | x=11.0] x=7.1
n=187 n=23 n=8] n=17 n=15 | n=4 n=327
Total x=7.7 x=5.0 | x=7.0 x=G.0 x=6.3 | x=6.0 x=7.2
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 11
Mean Faculty Scores For: IFI-IE
B C D E F Total
n=84 n= 8 n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2%* n=18
A x=7.8 x=4.1 x=8.1 x=8.1 x=6.7 | x=4.0 x=7.7
n=35 n= 6 n=0* n=0* n=1%* | p=7k* n=43
B x=10.4 x=10.8] x=0.0 x=0.0 x=12.0] x=9.0 x=10.0
n=68 n=9 | n=l6 n=5 n=3 [ n=I** [ n=102
C x=9.1 x=7.1 x=10.2 x=8.0 x=8.0 { x=12.0] x=9.1
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 | n=4 n=327
Total x=8.8 x=7.0 | x=8.4 x=7.7 x=7.3 ] x=7.3 x=8.4
* No responses in these cells * cells with an n of less than 3
A8 will not be utilized in the analyses
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Mean Faculty Studénj; W

Institutional Response Scores Arranged
By Faculty Type and By Institution

Scorina Fxplanation

3=Most positive
TABLE 12 9=least nositive(Scale
+ SPTR-CONS Consid)
Mean Faculty Scores For: SPIR-CONSID 15= least nositive( Other
Scale)
A B C D E F Total
n=84 n= 8 n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2%* n=182
A x=4.6 x=5.51 x=4.7 x=4.8 x=5.4 1 x=5.0 x=4.7
n=35 n=6 | n=0* n=(* n=1%* | p=]** n=43
B x=3.2 x=3.3] x=0.0 x=0.0 x=4.0 ] x=3.0 x=3.2
n=68 n=9 n=16 n= 5 n= 3 n=T%* n=102
C x=4.6 x=5.0] x=4.4 x=6.0 x=4.3| x=4.0 x=4.7
n=187 n=23 | n=81 n=17 n=15 n= 4 n=327
Total x=4.4 x=4.7] x=4.6 x=5.1 x=5.1] x=4.3 x=4.,5
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of less than 3
will not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 13
Mean Faculty Scores For: SPIR-TIME
A B C D E 3 Total
n=84 n=8 | n=65 n=12 n=11 n=2%* =182
A =6.5 x=5.5] x=6.8 x=6.8 Xx=6.6 | x=4.5 %=6.6
n=35 n=6 [ n=0* n=0% .. n=1¥*  p=]ek n=43
B x=5.3 x=5.51 x=0.0 x=0.0 x=7.0] x=6.0 x=5.2
n=68 n=9 | n=16 n= b n= 3 n=Tk* n=102
C x=8.1 x=9.9] x=7.9 x=8.0 x=8.3 ] x=3.0 x=8.2
n=187 n=23 | n=81 n=17 n=15 n=4 n=327
Total x=6.8 x=7.2}] x=6.9 x=6.9 x=7.01 x=4.5 x=6.9
* No responses in these cells ** cells with an n of Tess than 3

C
will not be utilized in the analyses
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TABLE 14

Mean Faculty Scores For:

SPIR-PRTDIS

n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 | n=T%* n=102
C x=6.0 x=7.6f x=5.9 x=8.6 x=7.3 | x=3.0 x=6.3
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 | n=14 n=327
Total x=5.1 x=6.9] x=5.6 x=6.8 x=6.0 | x=5.5 x=5.5
* No responses in these cells * cells with an n of less than 3
wili not be utilized in the analyses
TABLE 15

Mean Faculty Scores For:

SPIR-PRTIC M

n=35 n= 6 n=0%* n=0* n=T%* | p=]k* n=43

B x=5.9 x=6.3| x=0.0 x=0.0 x=7.0 | x=7.0 x=5.9
n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 | n=1%* n=102

C x=8.1 x=9.6| x=7.4 x=10.8 x=8.3 | x=3.0 x=8.2
n=187 n=23 | n=81] n=17 n=15 [ n=4 n=327

Total x=6.9 x=8.6] x=6.9 x=7.8 x=7.3 | x=6.5 x=7.1
* No responses in these cells * cells with an n of less than 3

TABLE 16

Mean Faculty Scores For:

will not be utilized in the analyses

SPIR-STOACT

3
3.
n=68 n=9 n=16 n=5 n= 3 | n=1** n=102
C x=5.6 x=5.41 x=5.1 ' x=4.8 x=5.7 | x=3.0 x=5.4
n=187 n=23 n=81 n=17 n=15 | n=4 n=327
Total x=4.,7 x=4.,9 | x=4.7 x=4.6 x=5.3 | x=5.5 x=4.7
* No responses in these cells * cells with an n of less than 3
- will not be utilized in the analyses




TABLE 17

Mean Faculty Scores For: SPIR-CONQST

A B D E F
n=84 n=8 [ n=b5 n=12 r= n=g*
A x=5.8 x=_7.1 x=6.2 x=5.3 X=6. x=8.0
-rl=35 Il: 6 _rl=0* D.=0* ﬂ.: * []_:]**
B x=4.2 x=5.8 | x=0.0 x=0.0 x=7.0 { x=6.0
_rl=68 ﬂ: 9 _rl='|6 p_.—..- 5 D_= D_: %k
C x=6.4 x=6.7 | x=6.3 X=7.2 x=6.0 | x=3.0
n=187 n=23 | n=81 n=17 n= n=
Total x=5.7 x=6.6 | x=6.2 x=5.7 x=6.3 | x=6.3
26
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Appendix I

Response Frequencies and Percentages

- of Total Responses of Faculty.

. by Institution on Demographic Items

Demographic Institution
Item . State Ivy Coalton TOTAL
N (%) N (%) N .- (%) N (%)
Respondents'
1. Colleges 182 (55.7) 43 (13.1) 102 (31.2) 327 (100.0)
2, Respondents'
Primary
Work Activity
A. Teazching 132 (74.6) 41  (95.3) 75 (73.5) 248 ( 75.8)
B. Non~Teaching i 45 (247 2 (4.7) 24 (23.5) 71 ( 21.7)
C. Missing 5 (2,7) - - 3 (2.9 8 ( 2.4)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100,0) 327 (100,0)
3. 7% of Respondents'
Work Activity
Spent with Students
A. Less than 50% 47 (25.8) 19 (44.2) 31 (30.4) 97 ( 29.7)
B. 50 to 75 % 49 (26.9) 16 (37.2) 22 (21.6) 87 ( 26,6)
C. More than 75% 80 (44.0) 7 (16.3) 47 (46,1) 134 ( 41.0)
D. Missing 6 ( 3.3) 1 (2,3) 2 (2,0) 9 ( 2.8)
Total 182 (100,0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100.,0) 327 (100.0)
%. Respondents' Major
Fields of Teaching
and/or Research
Interest
A. Science 37 (20.3) 15 (34.9) 24 (23,5) 76 ( 23,2)
B. Social Science 40 (22,0 9 (20.9) 10 ( 9.8) 59 (..18,0)
C. Human-Fine Arts 41 (22,5) 17 (39.5) 30 (29.4) 88 ( 26,9)
D. Education 38 (20.9) - —_——— 9 ( 8.8) 47 ( 14.4)
E. Business 7 ( 3.8) - — 11 (10.8) 18 ( 5.5)
F. Others 6 (3.3 - —_—— 7 (6.9) 13 ( 4.0)
G. Missing 13 ( 7.1) 2 (4.7 11 (10.8) 26 ( 8,0)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100,0) 327 (100,0)
27
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5. Academic Rank of
Respondents
A. Instructor or
Asst. Prof. 54 (29.7) 17  (39.5) 53 (52.0) 124 ( 37.9)
B. Associate Prof.} 79 (43.4) 6 (14.0) 17  (16.7) 102 ( 31.2)
C. Professor 46 (25.3) 18  (41.9) 16 (15.7) 80 ( 24.5)
D. Other - -_— 2 (4.7) 13 (12.7) 15 ( 4.6)
E. Missing 13  ( 1.6) - ——— 3 (2.,9) 6 ( 1.8)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100,0) 327 (100.0)
6. Tenure Statuses of
Respondents
A. Tenured 109 (59.9) 20 (46.5) 47 (46.1) 176 ( 53.8)
B. Non-Tenured 60 (33.0) 23 (53.5) 40 (39.2) 123 ( 37.6)
C. Not Applicable 10 ( 5.5) - — 12 (11.8) 22 ( 6.7)
D. Missing 3 (1.6) - —_— 3 (2.9 6 ( 1.8)
Total 182 (100.0) 42 (100.0) 102 (100,0) 327 (100,0)
7. Respondents Who
are Department
Heads
A. Yes 24 (13.2) 14 (32,6) 12 (11.8) 50 ( 15.3)
B. No 151 (83.0) 29 (67.4) 85 (83.3) 265 ( 81.0)
C. Missing 7 (3.8 | - ———- 5 (4.9 12 (3.7
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100.0) 327 (100.0)
8. Respondents’
Highest
Degrees Earned
A, Less than
Doctorate 112 (61.5) 7 (16.3) 61  (59.8) 180 ( 55.0)
B. Doctorate 65 (35.7) 35 (81.4) 37 (36.3) 137 ( 41.9)
C. Other —~— —_—— 1 ( 2.3) - —— 1 ( 0.3)
D. Missing 5 ( 2,7) - ——— 4 ( 3.9) 9  ( 2.8)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) 327 (100,0)
9. Respondents' Age
Ranges
A. Under 31 27 (14.8) 10 (23.3) 18 (17.6) 55 ( 16,8)
B. 31 to 40 58 (31.9) 17  (39.5) 33  (32.4) 108 ( 33.0)
C. 41 to 50 52 (28.6) 9 (20.9) 23 (22.,5) 84 ( 25,7)
D. over 50 38 (20.9) 7  (16.3) 25  (24.5) 70 ( 21.4)
E. Missing 7 ( 3.8) e ——— 3 (2.9 10 ( 3.1)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) 327 (100,0)
’8




10, Respondents' Sex
A. Male 146  (80,2) +0  (93.0) 79 (77.5) 265 ( 81.0)
B. Female 25 (13.8) 3 (7.0 19 (18,6) 47 ( 14,4)
C. Missing 11  ( 6,0) - ———— 4 ( 3.9) 15 ( 4.6)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100.0) 327 (100,0)
11, Respondents' Fyll-
Time Employment
Records at dif-
ferent Colleges or
Universities
A, Fmployed at
none 13 (7.1) 2 (4,7) 12 (11,8) 27 ( 8.3)
B. Fmployed at
one 60 (33.0) 16  (37.2) 50 (49,0) 126 ( 38,5)
C. Employed at
two 52 (28.6) 17  (39.5) 19 (18.6) 88 ( 26,9)
D. Employed at
three or
more 49  (26.9) 8 (18.6) 18 (17.6) 75 ( 22,9}
E. Missing 8 (4.4) - —— 3 ( 2,9) 11 ( 3.4)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100.0) 327 (100.0)
12, Respondents'
Total Length
of Employment
in Colleges or
Universities
A, Less than
3 years 27 (14.8) 8 (18.6) 21 (20.6) 56 ( 17.1)
B. 4 through
6 ycars 36 (19.8) 10 (23.3) 18 (17.6) 64 ( 19.6)
C. 7 through.
9 years 34 (18.7) 5 (11.6) 18 (17.6) 57 ( 17.4)
D. 10 through
14 years 36 (19.8) 8 (18.6) 11 (10,8) 55 ( 16,8)
E. 15 through
19 years 20 (11.0) 6 (14.0) 9 ( 8.8) 35 ( 10.7)
F. 20 years or
more 21 (11.5) 5 (11.6) 2 (19.6) 46 ( 14.1)
G. Missing | 8 (4.4 1 (2.3) 5 (4.9 14 _( 4.3)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100,0) 102 (100,0) 327 (100,0)
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13,

Respondents'
lLength of
Time at Pre-
sent College

A, one year
or less 11 ( 6.0) 7 (16.3) 17  (16.7) 35 ( 10.7)
B. 2 thru 3
years 54 (29.7) 8 (18.6) 18 (17.6) 80 ( 24,5)
C. 4 thru 6
years 47 (25.8) 8 (18.,6) 16 (15.7) 71 ( 21.7)
, D, 7 thru 9
years 24 (13.2) 2 ( 4.7) 13 (12,7) 39 ( 11,9)
E. 10 thru 14
years 26 (14.3) / (16.3) 12 (11.8) 45 ( 13.8)
F. 15 years or
f more 14 (7.7) 10 (23.3) 22 (21.6) 46 ( 14,1)
G. Missing 6 ( 3.3) 1 (2.3 4 (3.9) 11 ( 3.4)
Total 182 (100.0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) |327 (100,0)
14, Description of
Communities in
which Respon-
dents Crew Up 1
A. Large City 32 (17,6) 13 (30.2) 28  (27.5) 73 ( 22.3)
B, Medium City 18 ( 9.9) 11 (25.6) 28  (27.5) 57 ( 17.4)
C. Small City-
Suburb 42 (23,1) 8 (18.6) 16 (15.7) 66 ( 20.2)
D. Small City-
Non Suburb 49 (26.9) 6 (14.0) 21 (20.6) 76 ( 23,2
E. Farm or Vil-
lage 37 (20.3) 4 ( 9.3) 8 (7.8) 49 ( 15.0)
F. Missing _4 (2.2 1 (2.3 1 (1.0) 6 ( 1.3)
Total 182 (100,0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100,0) |[327 (100,0)
4
15. [Educational
Level of Respon-
dents' Fathers
‘A. Grade School 51 (28.v) 8 (18.6) 33 (32.4) 92 ( 23.1)
. Some High
School 27 (14.8) 8 (18,6) 8 (7.8) 43 ( 13.1)
C. Finished High
School 37 (20.3) 1 ( 2.3) 21 (20.6) 59 ( 18.0)
D. Some College 27 (14.8) 3 (7.0) 13 (12,7) | 43 ( 13,1)
E. Finished Col-
lege or
Beyond 34 (18.7) 23 (53.5) 25  (24.5) 82 ( 25.1)
F. Missing _6 ( 3.3) - ———— 2 (2,0) 8§ ( 2.4)
Total 182 (100,0) 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) |327 (100.0)
O
el an
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Occupation of
Respondents'
Fathcrs

A. Manager-Fxec- 58 (31.9) 8 118.6) 30 (29.4) 9% (29.4)
utive Small
Business Owner
B. Semi-or Unskill-
ed Workers 31 (17.n) 2 ( 4.7) 19 (18.6) 52 (15.9)
C. Skilled worker 36 (19.8) 4 (9.3) 20 (19.6) 60 (18.3)
D. Clerical of Sales| 19 (10.4) 8 (18.6) 7 ( 6.9) 34 (10.4)
E. Professional 30 (16.5)] 19 (44.2) 24 (23.5) 73 (22.3)
F. Missing 8 ( 4.4) 2 (4.7) 2 ( 2.0) 12 ( 3.7)
Total 182 (100.0)} 43  (100.0) 102 (100.0) | 327 (100.0)
17. Respordents' Des- !
cribtions of |
Political !
Orientations
A. Conservative 57 (31.3) 6 (14.0) 27 (26.5) 90 (27.5)
B. Middle of the
Road ' 63 (34.6)1 5 (11.6) 33 (32.4) | wi (30.9)
C. Liberal 53 (29.1): 25 (58.1) 38 (37.3) | 116 (35.5)
D. Left 4 ( 2.2) 6 (14.0) 3 ( 2.9) 13 ( 4.0)
F. Missing 5 (2.7) 1 (2.3 1 ( 1.0) 7 ( 2.1)
Total 182 (100.0)| 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) | 327 (100.0)
1.8. Respondents' Reli-
gious Preferences
A. Protestant 101 (55.5){ 15 (34.9) 40 (39.2) | 156 (47.7)
B. Catholic 32 (17.6) 4 (9.3) 23 (22.5) 59 (18.0)
C. Jewish and Nther 10 ( 5.5 10 (23.3) 16 (15.7) 36 (11.0)
D. None 18 ( 9.9) 8 (18.6) 10 ( 9.8) 36 (11.0)
E. Prefer not to
answer 15 ( 8.2) 5 (11.6) 11 (10.8) 31 ( 9.5)
F. Missing 6 ( 3.3) 1 (2.3) 2 (2.0 9 ( 2.8)
Total 182 (100.0)] 43 (100.0) 102 (100.0) | 327 (100.0)
19, TRespondents' Ra-
cial Identities
A. White 166 (91.2)] 40 (93.0) 96 (94.1) | 302 (92.4)
B. Black, Orien-
tal or Other 1 (0.5)] —-- —- - ——— 1 ( 0.3)
C. Prefer not to
answer 11 ( 6.0) 1 ( 2.3) 5 ( 4.9) 17 ( 5.2)
D. Missing 4 (2.2) 2 (4.7) 1 ( 1.0) 7 ( 2.1)
Total 182 (100.0)} 43 102 (100.0) | 327 (100.0)

(100.0) -




APPENDIX II
A. TFirst Choice Faculty Typology
Response Frequencies and

Percentages, by Institution

P

r i Institution
Faculty dtate lvy | Coalton Total
. Type N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Local ,
Academic A 84 (46) 35 | (81) 68 (67) 187 (57)
Cosmopolitan
Academic B 8 ( 4) 6 | (14) 9 (9 23 ( 7)
Local
Vocational C 65 (36) 0 - 16 (16) 81 (25)
Cosmopolitan
Vocational D 2 17 0| -- 5 ( 5 17 (5)
Advocate E 11 ( 6) 1| (2 3 i (3 | 15 { 5)
Activist F 2 (1) 1| (2 1 |t (1) 4 (1)
Total 182 (100) | 43 {(100) 102 :(100) 327 1(100)

B. Combined First, Second and Third Choice

Faculty Typology Frequencies* and Percentages by Institution

(37) 32 (33) 92 (32)

A 47 (29) 13

B 18 (11) 6 | (17) 12 (12) 36 (12)
c 46 (29) 4 | (11) 22 (22) 72 (25)
D 22 (14) 0.7 | (2) 14 (14) 33 (11)
E 19 (12) 7 | (20) 12 (12) 38 (13)
F 9 (6) 4+] (11) 6 ( 6) 20 (7

* Computed by adding together the total N of first, second and third choices
for the type and dividing the resulting sum by 3.

C. Faculty Respondents' Percentage Estimates
of the Faculty Philosophies Held by their Faculty Colleagues,

as Related to Faculty Types on the Faculty Typology Instrument

' Faculty Types B
Faculty Loc Acad | Cosm Acad| Loc Voc | Cos Voc | Advocate |[Activist | Total
Estimates at B ‘ C D E F
state 34.8 7.9 35.2 9.7 8.5 4.6 100.0
Ivy 49.8 18.6 6.7 5.4 11.9 7.1 100.0
Coalton 43,0 12.6 26.6 8.1 7.4 4.5 1100.0
Average 7 39.2 | 10.7 28.9 . 8.7 8.7 4.9 10G.0




D. Faculty Respondents' Percentage Estimates
of the Orientations Held by Students at Their Institutioms,

as Related to Student Types on the Peterson 8-%ay Typology*

Student Types |

1  Faculty Prof. Coll. Acad. Intell. Voc. Rad. Hip. Rit. ,
[Estimates at A B C D E F. G. H Total

State 17.6] 15.6 | 4.9 6.2 36.3] 3.4 2.8 {14.1{ 100.0 [

Ivy . 25.8] 15.7 | 15.3 14.6 1.5} 7.9 7.1 111.8} 100.0 :
Coalton 21.11 19.5 7.7 6.51 29.9 3.8 2.4 114.1 | 100.0

{ Average 7 19.7| 16.9 6.9 7.2 30.3§ 4.0 3.1 113.8} 100.0 "

* See companion papers by Quatroche and by Richard .




Homegeneity of Variance.

APPENDIX ITT

Summary of One-Way Analyses of Variance

All total Sums of Squares were corrected by the application of Bartlett's Test for
Those data which did not support this test's hypotheses of
equal population variance are so noted with a question mark(?) in the Fratio cell.

Independent Dependent 2
Variable Variable Fratio Significance est.,
Faculty Type IFI-IAE 3.663 p >.01 .039
IFI-F 3.171 p >.01 .032
IFI-HD : 2.389 p >.05 .050
IFI-UL i 2.894 p >.05 .023
IFI-IS | 3.533 p >.01 .037
IFI-DG { 3.182 p >.01 .032
IFI-MLN 3.633 p >.01 .038
IFI-SP 4.530 p >.01 .051
IFI-AK 1.772(?) NS 011
IFI-CI 3.581 p >.01 .037
IFI-IE 1.607 NS .009
Institution IFI-IAE 19.864(?) p >.01 .103
IFI-F 89.923(?) p >.01 .352
IFI-HD 26.387 p >.01 <134
IFI-UL 42.333(?) p >.01 .201
IFI-IS 50.527 p >.01 .232
IFI-DG 23.148(?7) p >.01 .119
IFI-MLN 170.771(?) p >.01 .509
IFI-SP 2.081 NS .006
IFI-AK 49.405 p >.01 .228
IFI-CI 11.524 p >.01 .060
IFI-1E 14.629(7?) p >.01 Q76
Faculty Type SPIR-CONSID 2.027 NS .015
SPIR-TIME 0.563 NS . 0
SPIR-PRTDIS 3.202 p >.01 .032
SPIR-PRTDCM 1.881 NS .013
SPIR-STDACT 0.289 NS 0
SPIR-CONQST 0.955 NS 0
Institution SPIR-CONSID 23.320(?) p >.01 .120
SPIR-TIME 15.345 p >.01 .080
SPIR-PRTDIS 16.606(?) p >.01 .087
SPIR-PRTDCM 12.855(?) p >.01 067
SPIR-STDACT 9.755(?) p >.01 .050
SPIR-CONQST 8.409(?) P >.01 .043




