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KBSTRACT /

This study offers a preliminary description of the
faculty members at the University of Minnesota who have worked with
University Without Wwalls (UWW) students outside of the conventional
classroom setting. The American Council on Education Faculty
questionnaire was sen: to 141 university faculty members; 53 percent
.responded. Findings indicated: (1) University faculty participants in-
UWW are likely to be of senior rank. (2) On other demographic
variables, UWW faculty do not differ significantly from the
university faculty at large. (3) UWW faculty participants express
greater interest in teaching than research, and the majority feel
that a faculty member's. teaching effectiveness, not publications,
should -be the primary criterion for promotion and tenure. (4) Only 10
percent of the faculty prefer to rely only on the UWW model of
one-to-one advising of the sort provided in UWW; most prefer a-
combination of teacher-student patterns of inter ctions. (5) The
majority of respondents are in agreement with UWW's goals of helping
students to learn how to learn and to achieve a liberal education.

(6) The majority of respondents worked with more than one UWW
student, and there is a tendepcy for individual university faculty
menbers to be.repeatediy contacted for service in UWW. Additional
findings and conclusions are given. (MJNM) e
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Introduction
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i «.o There is a laren hody of informed
ohservation notinn that the oriontations
and motivations of the cencral student
body are not narticularly conaruent or
S comratible with (the) acaderiic or
- intellectual demands of the faculty.

. . . Students tynically raport 1ittle
contact with them (faculty) and many students
are often reasonmally coatert to have 1% so.

(Feldnan anﬂiNewcomb, 1579)

Teachers acnerally are not really very
important in the lives qf students.

(‘layherr and Ford, 1971)

It's rcasonabln to expect that the rapidly
developino changes in American highor
educatiorn in the past few ycars miaht have
vwrought tremendous chanpes in the compesition,
activitins, and attitudes of faculty . . .
this has not baen the case.

(Rayer, 1274)

and so the research goes. For the most part, variables other
han faculty influance appcar to he of greatest sianificance
for the contemporary colleqe student: the collrn~ professor
| sinnly doesii't seem to matter very much.!

o o —

1 An exception to this lack of faculty 1andence\anpears in the
area of students' education and career plans {sce Feldman and
Mevrconb, p., 253-255, . \
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Acainst this historic lack of faculty influence on students,

the University 'Hthout '!alls is seelinn to orovide novt mocdes of
student-faculty interaction in the helicf that faculty do h-ve
important contributions to'make to thie underaraduate's exnerience,
that many faculty themselves are seeking more pcersonally satisfying
relationshins with their students; and that, tn a croat extent,
real chanoce in undcraradunte education denends on faculﬁy involvonent -
the tyres of faculty o choose to act invo]vgd, their reasons for

' -participatinn; qnd'how they feel about the oxpericnce. |

Purposa of the Study

The nurpose of the present study is to offer a preliminary
description of the faculty némhers at the Iniversi.y of "iinnasota vha
have vorked rith I'M students outside of the conventional classroom

"satting. The main aim of the study is to develop a descrintive data
nase on these faculty - thein_demographic characteristics, their
. values and attitudes, and the nature of their particination in MM -
(\ in order to aive a g~neral un'erstandine of +ho these faculty persons
¢« are, thus providine a solid hase for additional and more in-denth
studies,

Parhaps the study's main Timitation is that it does fot include
evaluative data from students regardinn the quality of faculty
performance. Ilor docs thelstudy include casé studies of individual -
faculty. Such information vould have put some flosh on the data-
skeleton that is here provided and made the issues and persons.come
alive, At the same time, it appeared beyond the scope of a sinaie -
ronooraph to pursue these additional persnectives,

Yet thare are a numher of existing questions vhich this study N
addrasses. The University of ‘inncsnta has 3,031 full-time and 1,170
part-time facul ty merhars,” , Of these, vho are tio faculty vho choose
to tork rith UM studants? Are-tﬁey_younn or 01d? Do they come ‘
from the ranks of senior, teaurcd faculty, or are they persons nev

Hincapnlds aud St, Paul camnuses only.,
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to the academic profession? Hov do they frel ahout the need
for chanae at the University? 'hat are their feelinas
ahout hot' U'M studonts compdrn to othar undergraduates at
the UniQérsity? Ho d; they feel about their 1nyo1chent_
~in U™?  “ould they 1ike to he involvad again?
. , X |

Thc nresent mononraph offers some heginnina arnsvers

to theSe-and related cucstions.

Particinants ia the Study

‘innesota‘s U unit, founded in 1971, consists qf
150 studehts, averaaina 35 -ears of age, most of hom |
| . reside beyond commuting ‘distance from campus. The students
are persons “ho, thile havine clear Iearhing objectives,
are unabhle, necause of jobs, familiecs, etc., to pursue a
conventional baccalaureate proaram. There are currently
20 qgraduates of tha prcgfah." ‘nnesota's U unit
includes three different types of faCulty: 1) Learning
~ facilitators, who comprise the central staff of ('!! and ¢
nrovide ceneral and corprehensive advising to students,
especially in the areca of self-directed study skill |
development; 2) Community faculty. who are persons from the
non-academnic sector, selected to cerve as advisors for
U students vho are pursuina off-camous independent study
projects (Jchnson, 1974); and 3) University faculty, 4o
are selected from the ranks of tcaching faculty in any
of the'Un%varsity‘s academic uaits and who serve as
subject-mattér advisors for students itho are'nursuinq
out of class (tynically nqn-coursé relatnd) indcpendent study
projects.‘ The rresent study focuses on the latter aroun.

.




. 2
Included in this study are 75_University faculty members
who served as independent study project advisors for N
students during 1971-73. The actual number of University

faculty vho served durino this period vas 141, of this BEST COPY AVAILATLE

nurber, a tota1 of GC (A7 porcent) either did not return
the study guastionnaire or returned it insufficiently
comp]eted.

'y
Survey Instrument and Procodures

The ouestionnairt USOu in this study is an adaptation
of the Facuitj Questionnaire used by the American Council
on Education in its survey of American Colleae and University
Faculty (Bayer 1279). The adaptation consists of 50
standard-response itens, about one-third of vhich vere
derived from the ACE questionnaire, vith the remainder desianed
specifically for the presont study.

The questionnaire was sent vith a seif~addressed envelope
for the recspondent's use. Respondents did not sign their
‘names , nor verc code numbers used to identify respondents.

A cover letter vas supplied with each questionnaire, explain-

" ing the purpose of th> study and asking for their participation.

A reninder-memo vias sent to all faculty vho received the
auestionnaire about tvo weeks after the initial mailing.

0f the 57 iters in thn ‘questionnaire, 7 items relate

to dembgraphic characteristics (aoe, sex, etc.); 10 items
relate to the respondent's status within the University
(e.9., appointment level, tenured/non-tenured, lenath of
~service, nature of recular job responsibi]itics etc. ); 7 itoms
relate to the respondent s feelings about college in general '

and the University of ‘iinncsota: i5 items relate to the
r.spondent's functional relationship with U1 3 items relate
to the respondent's feelinas about his or her role in MM
'3 jtems relate to thu rospondent's U involvement and his/her
position in a rcoular academic unit of the University;
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2 items relate to the respondent's feelinns concerning

« remuneration for servicas rendered to Utt; 7 items relate
to the respondent'g feelings about the UMM studeﬁts viith
whom'they rorked; énd 3 iters relate to the respondent's
overall feclings abcut his or her involvement in UMM,

Computer analysis of data vas made through the University
of ‘innesota Computer Center in terms of descriptive
statistics and mﬂasdQLs of statistical sianificance of percentanc
differences.3  The codinq and punching of data vere verified.

Orcanizi tion of neport

The remainder of this report falls under t'n main

headinas: "Findings" and "Summary Conclusiens”. linder the
: first\headinq the information is presented in each of the

nine'previously cited question-groupings. 'ithin each of
these nine areas, comparisons are made betweonAthc firdinas
of this study and similar data on faculty at the Univaersity
of ‘'innesota. t

The second main neading -- Summary. Conclusions -+ provides
a brief review of the significant findinas of the study,
drau/s some conclus’.ns, and suqgests implications for
action and further resecarch.

-

3 The five parcent (.05) level was used in determining
statistical significance.
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NDemographic Nata

Of the 75 faculty members vho respondéd to the question-
naire, 80 percent vere men and 20 percent vere vomen. The
University of ‘iinnesote faculty is made up of 32 percent .
men and 13 percent viemen: thus, apparcntly neither sex was,
sianificantly more likely than the othor to become’ involved
in "1,

The median -acc of respondents was 40 years, this being
‘only one vear youncer than ;he median age of faculty at the
University.

Over three-fourths (79 nercent) of the resnondents vere
currently married, and of thes» most had at lcast one child,
. with the numher ranqing up to five or mora chiidren.

0f the 73 faculty members vho responded to the item
regarding their race, 59 verc thite, 2 were Black, and 2
“were American Indian,

.The'1arq:st nunter of respondents (36 percent) reported
a basic institutional salary ranning betveen 15,000 - 519,999.4
A sianificant proportion (27 percent) reported incones of
$2n,000 - *24,999, A total of 13 oercent reported incomes
of more than $25,00N par ycar.

A sinﬁiftcant numher (73 percent) of the‘facu1ty
who participated in 1" characterized themselves as politically
liberal in thair orientation, vith 25 percent of the requndents
characterizing themselves as very liberal. Contrasted with a
national sample of University-level faculty, the respondents
characterized themselves as politically 1ileral approximéter

. ~ one-third more often. (Rayer, 1970, p. 20).

L. 12 months.
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Status in tie University

The largest number (M percent) of University faculty

members vhn.worked with 1" students held the rank of full .

Professor. 25 percent viere Associate Professors, 17

nercent Assistant Professors, and 13 percent hold the rank of
Instructor. 3 percent held other appointments. 0Of all |
respondents, G7 percent reported nolding academic appoint-
ments which are tenured Comparative figures for faculty °

at the University of i Hinnesota shotr 30 prrcent of full
Professor rank, 18 percent Associate Professors, and 27
bercent Assistant Professoré. Thus, 1t appoars that U'n§
students tend to vorl rrith senior‘leve1/facu1ty rnore often
than chance tould indicate. This phenomena of senior faculty
involvement has a number of implicationg that will be
commented on later.

'5C percent of the respondents Feported holding the

. Ph.D. as their highcst earned credential. This nparcentaae

is identical to tho ov“raII Hwivnrsitv of 1nncsota fiqura
for facu1ty holding Ph D's.

31 percent of tlie rospondents have been employed at
tire University for four years or 12ss, 27 percent for five
to ninc years, 16 percent for ten to fifteen yocars, and

.26 percent have served for more than fifteon years, 39 pcr-

cent have worked only for the nfversity, 25 porcent have

vorlked praviously for anuther educational institution, and 3¢ - .

rercent have torked for Lo or mera othnr institutions. . Thus,

rougﬁ1y "1 percent of the rcspondents have had nthor colleainte apnoint-
nents hefare joinine th- Miversity., These fioures are npearly the

- sare for the aenaral Univarsity faculty norulation.

The vast majority (39 percent) of respondents reported
heina appoiated on a full-time Lasis at the iversity. The
rajority (53 percen:) of the respendents teach holh undor-
araduaic and oraduate level coursas, 20 poreent teach only oi
the nraduate level, aad 11 percent roeorteid that thov had no

13
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teachine resnonsihilitios durine gho curreat academic vear,

Of those 'ho di:l hava tﬂachinq resnons1f11i irs, 3 neorcent
.reported teachine threr coursns or more, ard 2% porcent

reported teacning morz. than four courses. Of those ''ho had

teachina responsibilitics, nearly one-half (AT nercent)
ortaid havina 1ass than 17" students in thcir classes.

2 n:rcent reporteé havina 200 or mora students in their t1dsses.
The respondents’ time and eneraies were furthor dividad by
their cormittee rosponsibilities; 77 percent renorted serving
on at Jeast ono comnittne, 45 percent sarved on two to four
cormittees, and 17 percent reported servine on five to nire -
cormittees,  The .ouxstionnaire, unfortunately, failed to ask
faculty to estimate tho percentane of time they devoted to
teachino activity. Egkert, Milliams, and Anderson (17270, p, )
have observed that the tvpical !iniversity of !'innesota faculty
merber spends 45 percont of his or her tine in teachino
activities, A rc]ated okseryation as reported hy Hodakinson
is that "As tho comprenensiveness of a school increases,
commitment .tovard teachina decreases . . " (Hodgkinson,1970,
P. 83). It would be interesting to discover rhether University
facu]tv vho narticinate. in "" differ s1qnificant1y from thase
treads avay from involverment with students, '
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ATTITUDES AGOUT HIGHER EPUCATION
and the -

- UHIVERSITY OF “IMICZ0A

The majority (62 percent) of résnondents express positive
feelings about the Univefsity of ilinnesota. Of these, nearly
one-fourth (22 percent) renort feeling very nositige ahout the
University. ilone of the respondents expressed very neaative
feclinags: indeed, only 7 percent reported feelinas sliohtly
tendina in the negative direction. /n even larger numher
(30 Percent) report rositive feelinas about their owm experiences

... as a student when they 1ent tn college.

" Granted these positive feglinas about the University,. a
clear majority (2€ percent) of the respondents feel that change-
is needced at the University of ‘innesota, and 22 percent report
- feeling that "drastic chanqe" -is needec. This compares with
the fact that, of the total Univérsity faculty, 83 percent
report éatisfactony feelinns about the niversity, ith 44
percent fee11nd very satisfiad. Althouoh, as reported above, a -
majority of respondents expreés positive feelings about the
: Universit}, aiid most University faculty report positive feelings
ahout the University, it may he surmiscd that faculty vho have
been involved in ' feel a droater haed for change than do
other members of the faculty. This hypothesis, ho'wever, remains
to e tested,

. 1ould be expected, the laraest numbor of respondents
(7" percent) express qreater interest in teaching as opposed -to
researci: nearly one-fourth (24 percent) rcport that their
interests 1ie "very hcavily" in teachina. Only 11 percent
rennrt heina more inclined tc'sard rosearch than teachina,
(:3 percent also acree with the statemont, "Teachina effectiveness, ‘
not puhlications, should e th~ primary criteria for promotion

of'faculpy." A significant number (21 percent) stronaly agreo

L, 0
~N . ¢




“ith the statomert. At the same time, one-fourt!) disaqree
with the statement, 1rith 10 parcent exprassing strono
disaareenent. This affinity for teachina {is semevhat
surprising qiven the aehera] research oricitation of

University of linnesota faculty (Eckert and *il1l1ams,
1972, pp. 2021},

It is interestina to contrast the above with data .
. oathcred on faculty at the national level. £7 p-rcent of
faculty at universities in the 1S, agrea that teaching,
not publications, should be the main criterion for pro-
motion, .Thus, University of I'innesota faculty 'ho have

been invalved in W, vhile more inclined toward teachinm than

‘research, apparently are not, anymorc stronaly inclincd
tovard teachinn than a national sanple of university-level

faculty who have (assumedly) not been so involved. -(Rayer,
1970, p. 13).

Necarding the tyne of teachina they prefer, a majority
of the respondents (55 pcrcent) prefer-a combinatinn of
approaches, including classroom lecture, small aroup .
Beminar, and one-te-one advisine on independent study.
0f these alternative modes of teaching, the small groun
scninar is prefarred by the larcest nurhor of resnon:lents
(33 percent). Orly 10 percent profor one-to-one advising -
the type most characteristic in (M1,

early one-half (45 percent) of the respondants stated
that "loarnine hov to Tearii" should hie tho most importon
goal for undergraduzies. Thn second most frequently cited
aoal (3N percent) r:as “"attaining a troad Vi‘eral education".
Thus, the respondents ara apparently in anraement vith UNM's
stated cducational mission of developing in persons skills
for life-long lcarning.

10,
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RELATI0.ISHIP MITH (o

Noar1y one-half (4° percent) of the resnondents rorked

mith oniy one UM student. 29 percent worked with tro students,

and 3 parcent ‘iorked with thrge or more. Recalliinc the total

number of full-time and part-tim~ faculty at the University

(4,301), there aopears a clnar tendency for M to work with .

faculty vho have previously been involved with the proaram, ' r
Tﬁe fact that a majority of respondents orked with more than -

one student holds a number of possible 1mp11cations for e

vhich i1l be ‘examinerd later in this report. '

Tnc respondents tended to be persons ttho had orked vith
other students (non-U'"') outside of class on an indenendent
_ study basis: 80 percent report vorkina »ith one student or

. . more during the current year, and a significant proportion
(32 nercent) vorkad ~1th/ten students or more.’ Anain, wn
*seems to be dravinag repéated1y.on 1n11v1’ua1 facu]ty members, - _ ‘
and manv of these faculty have sianiticant involvements - vrit! .o )
other students tho are pursuing indenendent study. |

In most of the cas~s' (37 percent) the taculty member first
heard about U™ from the student. Nmost as freauently (33
percent), the %acu1ty menber was first contacted hy a member '
of the UM staff. The fact that as large-a finure as 36 por-
cant first ucard about U™ fram the student is prariicularly
interesting, qgivan that sliqhtly 1ess than ore-balf of the UM
student body Tive vithin comrutinag distance to cannpus: most of

“the students in U cannot come to campus to arranqge their om
contacts vith faculty. FEven those IP"I students 1o do live A
“trithin commutina distance haVE an assortment of barriers (johs,
family resronsibilities, etc.) which inhihit their nresence on
campus. That rore than ona-third of the fnitial contacts with'

faculty rer2 made by students is impressiva,




Tic majority (70 ozrcant) of rasno ants sai’ theyv

preee

receiv~4 issistance fron the """ office in vorkina it thafr

stude nus, vith 10 parcont repnriize that <hev receivad fruch
1ssistance", 20 narcant recaives “same assiztanca"., and "2

narcant reportine that they received only "little ass.s*anC°
haso nercentaces are sortinat lover thap 50 areunt of

" assistance frem the Ut - ffico facuit nomtars viculd nrefer

tn receiva: 17 perceant vouid 1i4s %o var' "very closely" vith
e 27 narcent rmu]- liks “sore c-ntact", ant orly 1 to*al

of 10 nerceont renort {04 eflher "11t+1e contact” or "no contact”
viith 1PN §s preferral, 7 rarcont cais that +hz anount of con-
tact with tae M off1c9 dnn:n'n4 or. the student involvod,

Nae-talf the rasnendants renert tant they rorket either
exters1v'1v (17 narcant) or to a roderai? extent (3 narccnty
i H"1n1nn thair 1M student(s) t~ dasinn thair study nlans.

10 nepennt rerkad onlv +n a emall sxiont on the student's

. nroposal, aid a sirilar qurar Ci oot vork vith the student

at all in tevalenine his or ner s*udv nroposal. A surprisinoly
laro: proportion (12 rercnt) of the rcsnondents report thint
thav never s 2 vrifton studly prorasal 3 surrrising tozause of
prite gtpare erntasis on tha doy2lomnent of vrizton study nro-
nosals. Ft the saro tims, @ racant . stidv conductad hy the
iversity's Office of Srocial Laarnine Nnnortunities (nsLn)
rorerted that, of 77 facnlty fron 27 fepaprtnon s uho varT Surveyd,
a full 7¢ rarcent sai’ thay eitier <o not lile er Ae noy reouire

A rittan anpnoneat aroacreanien T or centract, and oc-thirt af

the ™M nereont 1 Ao rennire A centract dn so tacanse the “epari-
ment demande i, others use then enly vith students *ﬁ"v in oe

e in advangs, or because studencs rrofer ther( ! ).

_ The filines of the nresznt rerord differ sommmat from
snose of 2 OSLN stady: OO marcant of U faculty raport

that thay coulst 19l to be jrvolvald iir ‘mvaloecine thaeir

studnts ' stuly pfbj:ct pronosals: 17 poreent ponert Lhat

fonoreent vonld ike to fo

1

thov sisn tn B2 oacavily duvalved,

~

javolvod to a necrata oxiont, Foa 7 copecat rould profer So
. : . ] ,‘
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Teave projoct nrenosa’ “ritine ohtiraly un to ths student .
and 1 norcont Lnlewe {hat areposals arein't nec sary,  Thus,
contrary tn the OSLO stiMy; faculty i are invelved ia
L**t appear to prefer 'ritten ankecnients vits their students.

)

|
M the averane, the tynical IM! faculty rember (43 ”QPY AR sy

percent) cormunicated with their student(s) approximately
nice per noitti, £2 percent met at 1-ast this often, vith

21 percent meetine approximately once overy tro vecks,

and 12 percent mectine at least ence ner weck, 8y comparison,
the OSLO studv shovid faculty meotine, on tha avaraca,

"t to four timas per quarter, with one-third of the faculty
averaaino five te ton meetinas, The rost tynical mode of

. corvunication with students used hy UMM faculty ras

in-person rirotinas (70 narcent), follovw:d Ly vritten
cormunication (?1 nercent), and phone conversations (7 percant).
Tro-thirds of the respondenis ronert that they ment in-person
Trith their M stadent(s) at least orce,

Of the 75 fuculty surv-yed, 7 (37 porcent) had served
on a UM student's Craduation Committee, Such involvonest
is sianificantly related to the faculty nember's cverall
asscssneint of his or her cxpariance in "', as vil] he
rotec later, ' ' .

Lass than. one -fourt: of the rospondnoints vl contact vrith a
Community Faculty nemier durine thair involveneat in UM,
A claar majerity (G0 porcent),'honcvrr, faver the 1dea of
“having persons froem the non-academic socter sorve as
terporary faculty for U'N! studonts: < indeed, 23 nercent .
stronnly favor the 1:dea, 12 percent terd te Jisfavor tho
use of Cormunity Faculty, with 3 rorcent disarrrovinn stronnly
of ti> f.ea. |

~Aorelatad resronse patiera 1s faculty manbers' feelinaos
rcaarafiin thic avar? of credit for off carnus exprrisnce, 'hile
noarly threo-fourths (73 nercant) of the resronlents feoel
that acadzmic cradit sheuld ho aarded for cortain binds,of

13.
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life or jou:-relate.! axneriance, 7 prrcont anrne vith roser-
vations. The key hare appears to*ho t'e pirase, "certain
kind" it is cxnerierce that rasults in derenstrahle

Tearning that the faculty viewm as heire rorthy of academic
cre@it. o0 percent of tho resbnnﬂcnts anroe that oxpericnce,
ner se, does not varrant creaits Toarning rust be deroiistrated,

POLE_DEFINITINS

My cna-nalf (51 percent) of the respondents felt
cartain about their rnles and resnonsibilities in UM, OF
ticse, 11 percent falt that their roles and responsikilitics
vere vary clear, and A0 nercent felt clear about thoir rn]c
definitions. It is disconsertina, novever, to find 2 porcont -
vircertain ahout their role, and 17 prreent and 3 percent
fecling "unclear" or "very unclear”, resprctively, ahout thoir
reles and responsibilitics in tir!,

‘an asked teo define thoir role din U””,'the mnst frequantly
cited respohsa 1as the role of, "Facilitatnr", followed hv
“fdvisart (25 nercont), and "Counselor” (17 narcent).

15 percant defined their role with the term “Fxpert.
Interestinnly, on1§ 7 ncrcent definzd thensalves, in terms

of .their '™ rola2, as "Tcacher”. Soreihat paradoxically,

rost of tho respondents, vhen nffered the terns "Genoralist"

and "Specia1ist“ as altornative role-definitions, chose the.
latter term, Thus, ''e may assume that the rospondents define
thair roles 1n a manner auite sinilar to the felt rales and
rasponsihilitics’of UMY Community Faculty -- as facilitators

of Tearaine vithiin preseribe! suk:ject matter arnas (Johnson, '74).
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PELATIOUSHIP TO NTI'TT ACADETIC UMITS

"olated to tho faculty momher's fonlinas atmut his or

ner role-«definitions ia UM is the natur of the faculty

m mher'f re]at1onsh1p with his or hcr reqular acadenmic

uiit: Noes the department nave auidelinas roculatine independ-.t
study' dees the demartrent recoanize sorvice in MM as a
-positive element 1n the faculty memher's case for promotior

and tenure, or in another sense does tha dﬂp rtrent rocomnize
such activity as a leaitinut2 part of the facultv menher's
teaching responsitilities?

AMthounh a majority (57 percent) of the rcspghdcnts -
repcrt that thoir respective departments do have oui-sclings
réoulafinq their involvement in inderendent study advising,
only 37 nercent feel that such activity is recognizad as a
legitimate teachina rasponsihility. Moarly one-half (ﬂF percent) .
of the respondents exprassly state that such involverent is
not recoqnized. Mnly 1 respondent, hovever, folt hat the
denartment actively discouraqes such activity. On the
cenartmental level, thare anpears to be a postare-of nenlect
(baniain or othermiise) of 111, Ind=ed, most (79 parcent) of
the faculty survoyed ir the prassnt study said thay afdn't
knot how thoir faculty colleaques in the denartment felt ahout 11,

PE:UNEPATIONMN FOR SEPVICES

At nresent, University faculty rembers 1o vk vith U
students do not receive direct remuncration for thedr
services. Althouch !""! students do pay tuition, and it may he
satd that this wencrated income 1s uliimntely distributed
hy contral administration to the academic departnents vhich, in
turn, pass on tha funds in the form of salarins to the faculty,
there is no clear connection hetveen salaries an! service in UM,




It has bedni assumed that tniversity faculty would deésire

to receive dircct renuncraticn for thzir work vith M
"students. The present suurly docs not sunrort such an

assunptioin: only 29 resnondeiits agraad vtith thc;statement,BF-

“Lo vou think you should receive diract remuneratiqn for
vour servicas i 12" A similar numbor (28 percent) are
uncertain on the issue, and a M11 43 percent géye necative
responscs . | Thus, ncarly threc-fourths (72 percént) of the
faculty surveyed do not support the idea of payihp faculty
diractly for their services in U'M, |

"hen asked “hat remuncration plan would ve best if
one vere2 to be instituted, the resnondents displayed no
ovérimelnian prefercnce for any of tihe four plans: (direct
payment to faculty: payment to féculty membor‘s respective’
.departnent; redefining the faculty rmember's job descrintion
to include such advisina responsibility, vitn_no payment .
involved; or rely on individual faculty Merher's decisiob

thother or ot to serve - no payment). |

So, in short, tho majority of respoindents do not favor
a remuacration rlan, and 20 sinale plan had arcater annecal
than tha others. .- '

FEELIHGS“QQGUT Ut STUDEI!TS

¢T COPY AVAILABLE

&5 percent of the respondents judned their UM student's
vorik Lo be of a nianer quality tihan the vork of othor underorad-
uates. 40 percant felt the vork of UM students to be similar
to that of other undorbraduatos, and a tntal of 15 porcent folt

') studcnts' vork as of lovnr quality.  The finding that
(' students toad to a orcat deoree to produce vork that is
Judaed to ve of hicher quality 1s supported by sinilar
findinags in tho previously citec 0SLO study: students rere
shovn *o carn high orades for such out of class study, " The
prosant stucy alsc supports the OSLC hypothesis that such
study is not an "easy arade", but, rathecr, studants tond to
do vell vhon learninn activity is built or tha individual's
special t. ‘ents and 1aterests,
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The above findinas, as vell as those quoted helou, must '

be stated vith considerable tentativeness. The reason for
hesitancy in interpretation results from the fact that, at
the time of the study, only 53 percent of the respondents'
.studcnts_had conpleted their study projects. 15 percent
of the students' projects trere still in process, 4 porcent
N of the students didn't submit é project report (é1tpough .
the project may have been completed), and 10 percent of the i
respondents expressed w]th certainty that the studentsdid not
complete thein'project. Of those.faculty vho worked with -
more tihan one student, 18 percent reported that some of
their students completed their projocts while othars dic not.

‘Thile maintaininn our caution abnut hasty interprctations

of results, 1t appears that UMY faculty téﬁd to aive positive
evaluations of UM students on a number of variables. 57 percent
rated their UM students as having a greater desire to lcarn

" than other students. A% parcent felt that their UM student
possessed greater maturity than othor students.” On the
variables of intelligence and. learnina skill, U™ faculty .

" rated their students the same as other'studenté. The latter finding
1s significant given U'I'!'s emphasis on the. development of learning
-skills.

OVERALL FEELIIGS ABOUT Ut

The majbrity.(ﬁl percent) of University faculty who
participated ir UMY exhressed positive feelinas about their
involvement, vith 20 percent of these faculty membors expressing

"very positive" feelinos. 30 percent felt neutral about this
U1 experience, and a total of 7 percent expressed naqative feelings
(1 percent feeling strongly negativc).

HMhile the majority (51 percent) of the rcspondents'said
they felt the same about U nowr as compared t+th vhan they
first neard about the program, a significant numher (32 percent)
feel more positive, with 5 percent feelind much more positive,
iiore than three-fourths (77 percent) state that. they twould 1ike
to be involved acain in U'M, with 32 perccqt.fceling cdefinitely so,

5 The averace ane of UM studonts 1s 35 yoars, vhich 17.
partially accounts for this assessment of their levels of maturity.
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X ‘ion1f1ca1t]y re]ated to the respondents' overall feelinas
avout their involvement in U''i' are the follewing variables:
the respondent's age: the raspondent's assessrient of the
student's desire to learn; the raspondent's assessment of
the student's intellinence; the rcspondent's assessment of
the student's maturity level; The frequency of communication
vith the student, whuthqr the raspondent served on a U
oraduation committee: and vihether the respondent felt his or
her acadenic department rcecognized service in UM as-a .
legitimate teaching responsioility. The implications of these
corrclations i1l be discussed in the concluding sections of
this report.

N A special comment feeds to be made here regardirg age:
a total of 61 percent of the respondents felt posf%1ve
about their UM involvement, and 75 percent of the respondents
in the GO years of ane and older group expressed positive
feelings, vith none in this: group expressing negative feelings.
Those in the 30 -3 ace group were more uncertain about their
U 1nvolvemont than those. in the 60 and over aroup: 41 percent
of the former expressed uncertain feelinns, vhile only
25 percent of the latter expressed such. feelings of uncertainty.
- Ndding to this trend is the observation that, vhile none of -
the respondents in the N and ovar aae nroup expressed negative
feelings, 19 percent iw the age range 30-29 expressed negative
feelings. Less than one-half this nun“er in the 50-5¢ age group .

1/‘.

expressed necative feelinas, .

Further complicating the patturn is the pnositive feelings
y toward Ut expressed Ly those in the youngest aae grduping
' (20-29 years): 75 percent of tucse ycuncest faculty members
‘expressed positive fealings. Also, none in this age group
expressed negative feelings.

Thus e may conclude that those rospondeints 1h the youngest
and oldest age groupings typically felt more positive about
their MM involvement than those in the middle aos ranges. The
fact that a total of 19 percent in the age range 30-d5 expressad
negative feelings, vhile only a total of O percent in the two

age rances 20-29 and GO and over expressed such feelinas appears
significant. 18,

,
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AL FRIDINGS - .

The main findinos of this study are:

University facd1ty participants in UM are 1ikely to .
Le of senior rank (Professor and Associatc Professor).

On other demographic variables, U'"! faculty do not
- differ significantly from the University faculty at large.

Uin! faculty participants express greater interest in
teachina than rescarch and the majority feel that a
faculty member's tedching effectiveness, not publications,
should be the primary criterion for promotion and tenure.

Mly 10 percent of the faculty prefer to rely only on the
UM model of one-to-onc advising of the sort provided

in UM most pfefef a combination of teacher-student
patteris of interaction.

The majcrity of reépondents are in agrecment vith

UM's coals of hclping students to "learn-how to learn"
and achieving a 1ihcral education, as opposed to the
narrover objectives of learnind uithin a discipline

cr learnina a specific -vocational skill.

The majority of respondents vorked with more than one
U student, and there is a tendency for individual
University faculty members to be repeatedly contacted
for service in Uli', '

University faculty vho work with M students typically
have worked with other (non-UM" studeints) on an indepcndent
stucdy basis.

In spite of their barrie;s to on-campus learning,
Ut students frequently initiate the first contact
vith their University faculty advisors,

19.
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University faculty typically want a clcser workina
relationship with the U™ central office than has becn
provided. '

"“ritten study contracts are not unanimously vicued
hy faculty as necessary: indeed, a vast majority
apparently vould nrefer a more flexible approach.

If a study proposal is to be written, 92'percent

of the faculty said they would 1ike to be involved

in proposal deve1bpmeﬁt, with most, however.-pfeferring
to be involved r1ly to a modcrate extent. E

.ost faculty met in-person vith their UM!! students
at least once, and most faculty communicated with their
student roua::ly once per month.

The most frequent method of student-faculty com-
munication vas- in-norson meetings, with written
commuiiications a distant second.

Respondents ar> i general aarcement 'ith the ideas cf
avarding credit for demonstrated leariina derived from
off-campus experience and with the idea of using persons
: from the non-academic sector as tenporary faculty.

oughly one-half of the University. faculty vho vorked with
U students f2lt uncertain ahout their roles and
rasponsihilitics in UM,

Respandents tended to define their UMl role as a facilitator
of learning ':ithin prescribed subject-matter areas; they

did*not foal themselves to be "teachers",

20




A minority of respondents feel that their regular
academic department racoanizes their services in
UM as 2 legitimate part of their tecaching respon-
sibility, althouch most feel that théir departnents
do not actively discourage such-service.

iiost faculty do not wish to be remunerated for their
service in UM, nor do they have a nreference for ainy
given plan of remuncration (or recognition) for thoir
U involvement. '

The respondents tend to perceive U'll students as

-being more mature and eager to learn than other students,
and these characteristics (and'the characteristic of
intelligence) are positively related to facﬁ1ty 3
fee11ngs abeut U!'! in general, ‘1

Faculty frequertly evaluate their UM sfudnhts' vork
to be of higher quality than the vork of.other under-
araduates.

Q clear majority of faculty who vorked with mﬂ1 students
expressed positive feeTingS about their involveiment

in the program aid most feel thev vould 1ike to be
involved in the future.

A signiffzant num-er of rospandents feel more positive
not/ about UM as compared to vhen they first heard,
about the program: only a few. expressed more negative
feelings.

Faculty {n the youngest and oldest ane categories felt
most positive about their M experience: those in the
middle range tended.to feel less positive.

Faculty vho served on a UM Graduation Committec tended
to fecl more positive about UMY overall than those who
did not have this expericnce, ' 2.
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I PLICATINNS FOR ACTION

'hat are the imp}ications of these data for UHU? Mhat
courses of action in terms of University facultv involvement
in UR! apnzar justified? A few of the more salient
implications are provided belo'.

The factor of faculty age and its relationshin to
University faculty involvement in M scems of special
importance., The madian.age of American college faculty is
getting older, fever younger persons are joining the
academic ranks, and we may expect the University of ilinpesota
to be no exception to this pattern.' It has also heen
observed thirouoh stuqies_df facu1ty'mobi11ty that aging
faculty arc less 1ikely to move (Dayer, 1974). The faculty.
we have no at the University vill be the faculty we must
work with in the future. ‘

In viev of the above, 1t 1s somevhat comforting to find . .
faculty in the older age category to fcel ‘positive about UI'!.
it the same time, the larger proportion of negative feelings
about UM expressed by middle-aced faculty seems somc cause
for concern. Also of corcern is the nossibility that as
faculty move from the younaest ane aroup (vhich also expresses
positive attitudes tovard UM) into.their middle ysars, the
priorities and pressures of their r2spective academic
professions and relatced derartmental concerns vi11 dominate.
Indeed, vhile the younger faculty member's” positive foelings
about UM may be related to his or her inclination to
identify with the concerns of students (the young faculty
member recently being, or possibly still beina, a student
nin/herself), sucih feelinns of identification may reduce

over time., Thc data in the present study tends to support

22.




this hypothesis. On the other end of the spectrum is the

older faculty memlier, inclined positively touard UM, but

nossibly in need of iicir oxperiences, roles, and other

opportunities for. rcneval.’ | REST COPY AVAILABLE

In view of the above, plus this report's .finding thiat
ovaer one-nalf of the faculty surveved foit unclear about
their roles and responsibilities in I, it would seem
uscful .for UN! to develop new rays of helping Univerity
faculty to understand tieir obligations in U, 1hile
uritton materials may be of some use, the study findings
do not clearly support the development of more riqgorous
requircments hich govern the student-faculty re1at10n§h1p,
although respondents would 1ike somevhat greater involvement

' . in the p1ann1ng.of.study projacts. Tho study docs support'

he developrment of closer working relationships betveen
faculty and the UMl office: faculty are telling UMM that
they need more assistance from the program than they
received. Uil rceds to ackno'ledge this need aiil develop
its program accorcinaly.

The findinas of the study also indicate that UM

-needs to seek UMM involverent amona a broader ranée of
University faculty. The central staff needs to avoid the
teptation of recruiting only those faculty members who

have previcusly pafticipatcd. ‘hile most of the faculty
surveyed expressed a desire to be iavelved in UM again

in the future, UM neecds to be avare of the risks of calling
too freauently upon its faculty allies. [Droader faculty
involverent also is justified in terms »f UIM's mission as an
all-University agent for chang2: involvement of faculty fron
many academic units is contral to this mission.

e ———

n
6 The "publish or perish" Ppressures thich particularly af%ect
younger faculty, and the phenomenon of oldcr faculty member's
concern t/ith the personal arowth of students is documented in a
number of studies (for examnle, 'farren, J., Varieties of -
Academic Performance, Educational Testing Service, Oakland: 1972
pp 36-20,
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Ut should consider abandoniag tie contract approach
to reoulating studeat-faculty interaction, vhile still
roquiring written proposais of study. The practice of haviig
the student vork out on papcr'his or.her study questions,
metliods , resources, otc., is useful aid nocessary; it appars,
ho'iever, that to rcquire thé proposal to bo re-articulated
in the form of a student-faculty contract goos against
the sort of flexibility of approach that faculty (and
studentz) prefer, | '

U should consider the findings regardina student-
faculty modes of communication which scem to indicate that
distant students arc not receiving as nuch atteition from
their University faculty advisors as do students wio '
reside vithin commuting distance. The finding that in-
person mcetings were by far the most frequent rode of
interaction, coupled with the fact that roughly 50 percent
of UMY students can't usually cemc to campus, can be inter-
preted to mean that distant UMY students are, being short-
changed. This requires further investigation.

Ut should temporarily halt its plans -to implement -
a scheme for remuneration of Univorsity faculty for their
services in UM until further information can be gathercd.
At present there is 1nsuff1c1ent argucnent in favor of
immediate imnlementation of any niven plan of recognizing
such faculty involvement; nor, indeed, is there aqreement
on vinether faculty should be paid_at all.

The proaran nceds to initiatc offorts tovard raising
its visibility on camrus. .ost respondents dicn't kiov
hovs “théir faculty colleacuzs felt about U'!"!, Such lack of
conversation about UM! within the acaderic units of the
University 1s disconcerting, and actions should be taken
to provide greater inputs at this levcl.

-
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As rras montioned a¥ the beginninq,,éhc noin linitation
nf tic vresent étudy is that it fails to nrovide data on
nou 1M students avaluate the faculty 'rith vihon they vorkod.
Clearly, this remains a rich arca for study.

The study also lackal certain statistical analyses
viich veuld have bheen useful. At present, for cxample, e
do not ..no! rhather there ére causdl-relationships bhetveen
LN étudenﬁé' characteristics and the nature of tie
fespondents‘ overall assessment of their expcricnce in
!, Similarly, vie do not knowr if faculty interact more
frequantly with their. students because they like the 1.dea
of Ut or if iic roverse ccusal connection is the case.
Such "chicken or tie eac" types of problens need analysis.

Another important arza for further study concerns faculty
+ wember's role as a facilitator of lcarning vithin 2 '
specifiad sdbject arca. Hou is Such a role operationdlized? '
ouat possiuie tensions exist? Is such a self-definition of
role by faculty «n accuratc one? Thes~ questions are
fascinating and i.cq continucd efforts to find ansuers.

It is hoped the nresent study i1l provide a useful
‘basis for such continued inquiry into the important teopic
. of faculty in Un, ' '
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