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> In the years ahead higher education in the South will be nly
as good as our college and university faculties. For this reason, .the
“ gelection ‘and preparatlon of college teachers is among the

/
<

ost
qmportant challenges we face @ T

The Southern Reg10nal Educatlon Board has supported sevéral
projects relating to the career development of college teachers, among
them the study of The Career Decisions of College Teachers by J n

W..Gustad to which reference is made in this monograph. Beca.u*s;ejl
alia,

SREB’s continued interest "in such studies, Dr. Nahum Z. Med

formerly
backgro

of Georgia Institute of Technology, was asked'to prepare a

‘; retention w

d' paper concerning research on faculty recruitment and
ich could be used during an SREB sponsored seminar
(participants Visted in appendix).
) Following the seminar, Dr. Medalia revised and up-dated the
paper for publication in its present form. It is a review and assessment
, of research bearing upon the, career development of college teachers,
designed to summarize the current status of this field of researeh and
to suggest appropriate directions for future research., Although it
inchides an enumera’mon of significant studles, this review is not

. mesant to be exhaustlve

Unless' Southern _colleges and universities are adequately staffed
1n the coming decades, the quality of education will declme rather
"than grow. The reglon lags behind the nation in the adequacy of

faculty staffmg, and .to reduce thi
concentrated attention tb the matte

lag will mean continued and

f reeruiting, training and re-

<

tajning, outstanding young people for college teaching.

. . Wihfred L. Godwin
: Director
South,ern Regional Educatlon Board

’ “111‘5 o X
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** <=  This review selects [Sr\'aetaxled examination three variables

w1de1y used in stady of recruitment to college faculfy roles: the
) “career decision,” the “occupational .image,” and “institufional po- -
: tency.” It neglects others’ that may be of equal or even greater
significance towards understandmg the total .faculty recruitmert o
process — for example, those of personality development — and it will .
consider only in passing the process of adult socialization associated
with professional training in specialized discipliney. However, some
selection has to,be made, and the variables considered here seem to
focus in a general way on the same stage in the recruitment or
"\ sgelection process for college faculty: the years of undergraduate
. preparation. .

y Regarding the social sugmflcance or practlcal 1mportance of the
problem under dlsqrunixsmn, i.e., recruitment of college faculty, 3:13 re-
" view does not assunfe that there 1s a shortage or surplus, present or
impending, of college teachers, and offers only the suggestion that
the whole controversy and concern dver the “shortage” of faculty has
_operated to obscure what should be our real concern: the shortage of
co]lege learmng rather than that of eollege teaching. On the other

?hand, the principal assumption which this review dots make has to -
do with thevalue of conceptual clar1ty in the study of recruitment to,
occupatlons such as the academic. Its principal object is, hopefully,
* to contribute to Such clarity and to raise questions for future research
in terms of the three vanables under discussiopn.
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' CHOICE. OF A COLLEGE .
TEACHING CAREER‘ THE
CAREER DECISION ] S

. . ; . o // N . -
" The two ‘major stui?of/recrultment to college faculty roles
* which use “career decision$” as the key, variable ure those of John '
Gustad, The Career Decisions of College Te%’hers ® and of Ruth Eckert
< and John Stecklein,- An Exploratory Study of Factors-Influencing the
® ' Choice of. College Teaching as a Career ®) These studies focus on the
individual apd try to learn somiething of when and how he makes
up his mind to go 1nto ‘teaching, and what factors he percelves'
as having influenced hi3 decision; in addition, they attempt to relate
the individual’s decision to remain in, or to leave, the teaching field
with the satisfactions and dissatisfactions that he actually experienceg
" in his ‘work. What do these studies tell us regardmg the process of
recruitment te\ollege teachmg, what do we learn ffom them concern-
ing the “‘morale” of college teachers, and what issues do they pose for
future research in.terms of the “career decisions” variable?

Concerning the process whereby entry into college teaching is
effected, Stecklein and Eckert say: “College teachers seem to have
ente‘r‘e%’fhls field more by accident than by dehberate design. By and
large, they did not look forward during their undergraduate years, .
as young people entering other professions do, to workmg in the field .
in which they are currently. engaged’ (p. 44). Similarly, according to
Gustad: “By and large . . . entry into. (college) teaching is the end . ..
product of drift. That is, the majority do npt engage in the kind oﬂ, - 1
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career planning that is typical of the aspiring physician ré’;torriey”
(p. 6). These authors then agree substantially that coll-ée eachers
seem to have b‘é.cked into their faculty roles, although Gustad entegs
.the proviso .t}gat such career “decisions” are not made by chance as
Stecklein-Eckert would imply: “It is safer to say that this individual,
evgn though he may not have thought much about it, will, when faced
with the decision, choose that alternative that_is most compatible to
him because he isghe kind of person he is” (p. 6).*

Concerning tHe Satisfaétions that college teachers derive from
their careers.once they have entered upon ‘them, Gustad and Stecklein-
‘Eckert appear, however, to reach opposite conclusions. From his study,
Gustad found that teachers tended to be uncertaln as to what would

constitute an ideal job for them (p. 32)¥ that “only about & third” of
college teachers expect to attain their ultimately desired occupational
goals in thdir present institution (p. 44) ; that the ‘widespread feeling
among teachers that their workis not valued or appreciated “consti-
tutes a serious problem” (p. 42) and quite likely “is a symptom .. .
of a generally poor morale”, (p. 43) ; and that “the conditions of work
in' college teaching are in a pitiable state of affairs” (p. 33). Stecklgin-

Eckert’s college teachers by contrast seem to be and to have a much ”

happier lot, According to their study: “Faculty members reported,
many different kinds of satisfactiong from their professional service.
Rather significantly these expressed satisfactions tended to center
around the kinds of tasks the teacher performs, whereas the reported
dissatisfactions, which were far fewer in number, had mostly to do
with the lack of suitable rewards or appreciation for such services”
(p. 42, Stecklein-Eckert). Reviewing these satisfactions, Stecklein and
" Eckert say that their research “corroborates earlier findings regard-
ing the generally high4norale of college teathers” (p. 46).

. Correspondingly, Gustad'and Stecklein-Eckert differ in their
evaluation of what should be done to attract and kéep more people in
college teaching. Stecklein-Eckert would, to paraphrase Blake, pub-
licize more widely “how’ sweet is the teacher’s sweet lot” and how
important (p. 46) ; in addition, they would improve his lot still further
by paying him more fot fewer contract hours. Gustad, on the other
hand, doesn’t believe that the callege teacher’s lot is particularly
happy, as things $tand today; and his recommendations for reform
have a somewhat tragic ring. = . .

L4

*  Since this review has made no aufmp( to consider systematically the personality varlable in occupa-

tiona] recrustment or selection, it will not comment on Gustsd's contention that coliege teachers are
& breed apart, personality-wise, other than to say that his hypothesis would seem to require, for its
substantiation, at least two sorts of comr(haé 1) Ph.D’s in Chemistry, English, and PsycholQgy who
never took college teaching jobs, 2) undergraduates 1n colleges similar to those where present teachere
graduated, who never took teaching jobs Absence of the first control groyp would make 1t 1mpossible
to prove that former teachegs left teaching because they were dissatisfied with 1t or because they were
like the kind of person who never enters it, absence of the second control, impgssible to prove that
teachers are different 1n any way from tbeirr coliege peers (e g, more solitary). B s
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For example, it seems fair to say, ‘on Gustad’s assumptions, that

* “the persannel problems of higher educators would remain*the same *
even if unlimited funds were available” (p. 6). On the other hand, -

* given the kind of person who goes into college teaching, how are we, in
Gustad’s words, “to effect changes in the image of college teaching’

as a career ‘and college teachers as people” (p. 47)? If according to
him the image of “the absent minded professor . .. disporting himself

with dangerously subversive or at best useless ideas” is not true .

(p. 47), then how can it be true that the college professor, is a person

- who “develops early in life a preference for largely solitary and in-

tellectually stimulating activities in preference to the.goals character-

istic of ‘his peers” (p. 6) ? How can’ communication between .adminis- .

trators and faculty be improved (p. 47) if the former represent
precisely the values of“the peer group whith closed its ranks against

the embryo bréfessqr? Finally, how can the morale of a college faculty .
" be irhproved if, as Gustad says, “the key to morale is the group”;

and the professor is an essentially solitary being (p. 48) ?,.Compared
to these difficulties, finding a way to ‘teach our society “that a man
is not measured by the size of his bank account,” as Gustad also
recommends (p. 47) seems almost easy. / T

This -summary comparison between the studies of Gustad and
Stecklein-Eckert raises the following questions:

1. What accounts for the major difference in o?er-a]l evaluation-

of eollege faculty members’ morale, as between these two studies?
The following comments are offered not®as answers to this question,
-but as possible leads for finding an answer. .
» ¥

A. Differences in morale as a function of differences in

" sample constitution. Among the most salient differences in con-
stitution of Stecklein-Eckert and Gustad’s.samples are these:

(a) Type of college inclided: Stecklein-Eckeft included junior’

colleges, Gustad included” (or at least reported on) only four-year
institutions and universities; (b) Subject areas: Stecklein-Eckert

? included faculty in all college fields, Gustad only in three;’

(c) Sex ratio: Gustad reports attitudes only ¢f male faeylty,
whereas in Stecklein-Eckert’s study 30 per cent of #eturns came
from women teachers; (d) Stecklein-Eckert’s sfudy concerns
mainly (67 per cent) native Middle-Westerners. teaching in

Middle-Western colleges, while Gustad’s subjects were prepon- -

derantly (45 per cent)~native Southerners teaching in the South;

(e) Stecklein-Egkert report on the response of 94 per cent of their-,
sample‘of four-year college faculty_and on the universe of junior .

college faculty, Gustad on_returns from 60 per cent of his sample

of present teachiefs; (f) 44 per cent of the faculty in Stecklein,

tw
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Eckert 8 four-year colleges and 4° per cent in thelr junior colleges
held the doctorate, whereas 80 per cent of Gustad’s sample had
obtaindd this degree. )

Some of these differences in sample constitution would ap-
pdar to make the difference in faculty morale as evaluated by

Eckert’s junior college faculty were the lowest in morale of their
_.entire study population; and one would suspect (on.a verstehende

« basis) a high proportion of low morale teachers lurking among
' the non-respondents to Gustad’s questionnaire. Other differences
would appear to be irrelevant or of indirect relevance to the

cancelling intheir operation on the morale factor (b). By elimina-

. tion, it would appear that only one difference in sample constitu-
’ tion as between thése two studies — that of the ratio of doc-
torate to non-doctorate faculty — bears directly on eur theStlon

- B. lenference in time and method of data collection. Stecklem- ;

. Eckert samlpled opinions of college faculty in the fall of 1956, a

! This difference does not appear to be of any significance. On the
K other hand, to secure 94 pér cent response, Stecklein-Eckert seem
: to have hammered harder at college faculty through administra-

" .. tiye channels than did Gustad. Whether the admmlstratrve and °

] inter-organizational ties ‘which made this hafnmermg posslble
,exérted an independent influenhce upon response and if 86 in what
direction so far as reported satisfaction of faculty members with
o . their Jobs is concerned may be an ,open questlon Also open is
. . the question of the éxtent to which researchers concerned with

: . mttitudes of bureaucratic employeés are up against.a double bind:

"to obtain statisticallx medningful results they must secure res-
ponses ideally from all’ individuals 1h their sample, but the only *

methods available for approx1mat1ng this ideal may be those
which influence significantly the opiniops that are-being sampled.

.C. Differences in meaning ‘of ‘morale. -Conceptual incon-

. gruxty is, of course, the most frequént stumbling block to anyone

- who would make combarative analyses of studies on any given

. social science topic. Gustad’s definition of faculty morale is at

N the same time more sophisticated and-less clear-cat than Steck-

* lein-Eckert’s, resting as it does on an analysis of interview

‘material and an analysis of the expected, actual, and desiréd

. .+ rewards of college teachefs from.their work. Stecklein-Eckert,
' on the other hand, evaluate morale operatlonally in terms_of
‘(@) Resp%ses of facu‘lty to the questionnaire item, “Please check

‘P\) .— ¢ /. . . . / o s,
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these two studies, err on the conservative side. Thus, Stecklein- . ‘

evaluated difference in morale (¢ and d); still others self-

little over.a year before Gustad’s sampling (fall’57 to spring ’58).
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the expression below which best desc‘ribes" your présent attitude

toward “college 'teaghing 4s a career: very dissatisfied, dissatis-
fied, indifferent, satisfied, very satisfied.” Ninety-two per cent¢
of the faculty in the four-year institutions said they were “very
satisfied” or “satisfied.” (b) The fact that faculty members re-
ported far more “satisfactions” than “dissatisfactions” with their
work (p. 42). (c) The fact that 83 per cent of their respondents
(about the same proportion as Gustad’s) said they would choose
again to remain in teaching if they could remake their choice
(p. 26) " \ ‘

It appears from this analysis that any attempt to compare
Gustad’s study with Stecklein-Eckert’s, on the vital question of
how well satisfied college‘faculty members are with their work,

)

v is a shaky undertaking. This experience points up the need for

(1) building in some basis for comparability between successive
studies on approximately the same-problem; (2) employing more
internally consistent and psychologically * sound measures of
“morale” ; (For .example, the fact that in Stecklein-Eckhert’s

o . study 10 per cent more respondents said they were “‘satisfied”

“very satisfied” with college teaching as a career, than said they .
would “choose again to remain in it,” raiges a question about what
it means to be “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with teaching, Also
- Stecklein-Eckert’s measure “b” rests on the extremely dubious
assumptionl” that.all reported “satisfactions” and “dissatisfac-
tions” ‘of teachers with teacking have the same psychological
value.) (3) attempting to place findings concerning morale or/j'o%'\: )

' ~sadjsfaction of different groups of workers within the context of "

) systeﬂlatic theory rather than of ad hoc explanai;ipn. Consider,
for example, Stecltlein-Eckert’s finding that “. .. private liberal
arts teachers (experienced) the greatest degree of satisfaction

% N A
\among faculty in four-year ins'titutions, and the University of

Minnesota faculty the least . . . . Junior college, teachers in general
seemed to be somewhat less happy- about their current career
roles, illustrated by -th¢' fact that_only 31 per cent of them:
expressed the high satisfaction shown By half of the teachers'in

* four-year colleges” (p. 26). Stecklein-Eckert explain the‘relative -
unhappiness of jumnior college teachers by saying that “they felt
they were not enjoying the full status of college faculty members”
(p. 43),. sinee-their actjvities were more like those of secondary

= school teachers. But this does’ not explain the relatively low

- satisfaction with college teaching as a career of the University .

of Minnesota faculty whé do enjoy presumably the f‘ixﬁ!s;at'ﬁs of
college faculty. - S .

-’
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*, 2. Is recruitment to college teaching by decision or by drift?

< The second main question raised by this comparison between
Stecklein-Eckert and Gustad’s .studies concerns their characteriza-
tion of the way ini which college faculty enter their occupation. Does
the agreement of these studies on the view.that college faculty tend
to “drift” into occupational ‘roles mean something more or less real
than their disagreement concerning the satisfactions that faculty
member$ derive from playing those roles? An® what are the implica-
tions for research on recruitment to occupational roles, more gener-
ally, of the decision-drift schéma ? : .

Let us note to begin with that “drift” is a term with ideological
overtones. In view of America’s long-standing “romance with prac- .
ticality” (Barzun) a drifter is, to say the least, un-American; yet -
an occasional heretic will arise to proclaim the goodness of drift. Such
"a one is Trow, whose stimulating essay, “Reflections on the Recruit-
ment to College Teaghing,”’*) contains a passage which in effect
equates career selection by “drift” with receptivity to learning;
while its opposite, which Trow calls a hardening of occupational

identity,” is associated with an isomorphic hardening of the intellec-

tual arteries. Says Trow:?. .
Vocationally ~eer-oriented students are far less sus-

ceptible -to influgnces in colleges which would modify their -

opinion or”basic life choices. Students whose identities have

hardened early cannot be reached. as deeply as students who

are still engaged in what Erjc Erikson calls “identity play,”

and particularly not where higher education must reach them

deeply enough to make them want to g’iye their lives to it

(p. 59). _ ' . . ’

Trow, in addition, relates entry to college teaching by “drift”
with two further considerations of far-reaching significance: first
teachers’ social class origins; secondly, quality of role performance
as college teacher. On both %ounts, the drifters come out on top:

When lower and lower middle class-people do want their
children to go to collegé . . . they first perceive a college
education as . .. purely advanced vocational training. And ~
their children share their views. Now I suspect that students
who view their college education as vocational training will’
not contribute the number or more, importantly the kind.of
college teachers that we want. The view of college education
as vocational training usually means that an’early choice of
career has been made. But to become a college teacher, as we
‘have seen, is typically the outcome of a deferred career
choice. The early career choices of the vocationally oriented

¢ 14
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usually foreclose the p0331b111t1es of “drlftmg” into college
teachmg (p. 58). ;
Here we witness, of course, another engagemént in the perennial

war between educatmnal generalists and edlicational speclahsts whlch,,

leave§ students“in 2 damned if you do, damned if you don’t position.
Po the generalist, the student who comes to, college\jco prepare for
a preconceived occupational role is rigid, h’ardened, Impervious to
anything but a narrow range of applied intellectual fare. To the
specialist, the student who comes to college without a clear-cut idea of
* what, occupationally speaking, he wants to be is a drifter who s
be shown the error of his ways by vocational guidance and oth
arts of the student personnel servife. This as a matter of fact ig the
position taken by both Gustad.and Stecklein-Eckert when they recom-
mend improved guidance as one obvious.possfbility for recruiting
more eollege teachers. Thus Gastad: .it is . . . quite likely that
by our casual attitude towards recrultmg our successors we are losing
many promising poténtial teachers. Improved guidance is one obv1ous
possibility” (p. 47). .

Now one can no more take issue with “improved uidance” as -

an educational objective than one can with “better teaching”; but the
foregoing discussion leaves this reviewer at any rate with the dis-
tinet 1mpressmn that for Trow and his like the way to improve
guidance for the potential recruit to college teaching is to abolish it
’entlrely in order to allow him maximum freedom for- his “identity
play

of recruitment to college teaching as fﬁ‘éw,L\Ltcome of “drlft” namely,
is drift good or bad? Do we want mere orless of it? Is it the lower
classqs, or the upper classes who tend to drift into their occupations ?
Is one-a better college teacher for having so drifted? Is there a
psychological connection betwee;( engaging in “identity play” and
“receptivity to college education,” even to that zenith of receptivity
represented by the willingness to devote one’s life to college teaching ?
Is there a psychological rather than tautological, connection between
hardening of 1dent1ty and resistance to the full benefits of higher
education? On this last pomt readers of this paper may’ wish to
reflect on a consideration brought out recently by D. C. Bga.rd,glee
and Donald O’Dowd, who say:

. there.are (college) -students who'have managed to
establish their identity on grounds relatively independent
of futdre ocgupational status.- These fortunatey(sic) young
people are free to test a range of career alterngtives for their
goodness to fit in the hope of findiffg maximum play for the

/ . »~ .«
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So much for the first set of i 1ssues raised by the characterization '




egg-strength already in their possession. This probably ac-

counts for the academic and personal success of GI Bill - |
student veterans, which is.refl¢cted in the nostalgia for the

late 40’s, frequently expressed|by faculty members.(

A second set of issues raised by the “drift” theory of recryitment
to college teaching are the operational one§ — i.e., how do we know —
when a man drifts into an occu ation; what line demarcates the
frontier of “cireer planning” from' that of,“drift,” or does the one
shade imperceptibly into the othen?

One obvious methodological kandicap of both Steckleln\-Eckert
and Gustad’s studies in coming to grips with an operational definition
of “drift” is that they are forced to: reconstruct the process of career
choice by college teachers from the latter’s answers to a questlon-

. naire administered ten or more ygars after they began teaching,~in
the case of 47 per cent of Stecklein-Eckert’s sample and of 67 per
_cent of Gustad’s. Under these cijcumstances, the answers given by
Gustad’s sample, for instance, to the question ‘Do you feel that your
decision to enter college teachmgl as based on: (check) pure chance,
mostly chance, mostly planned, careful planning and deliberation?”
may reflect something other than these respondents views of the
nature of the events that transpired, or conspired, to cau m to
enter college teaching — at the time when they entered it. Cokres-
. 6ond1ngly, this reviewer regards Gustad’s finding that “over half
(the simple) frankly admitted it was a matter of chance” (p. 22, -
\Jh considerable caution notee say skeptlclsm

In the first place, so far as the declslon to enter graduate schoo

_ is concerned, evidence gathered of career. motlvatxons among students
applying for or currently engaged in graduate ‘'study does not suppbrt
the “drift” hypotheﬁﬁ According to Gustad, when the empryo teacher
leaves college, “he goes on to graduate work, often without any clear
idea about why” (p. 6). However, when "Grigg in 1957 asked 84
college seniors n\ Florida institutions, who said they were plannlng
to take an M. A, degree, why they wanted to go on to graduate
school, only 3.8 per cent gave “passive tesponses”; i.e., “féphes which
were very vague and which, pointed to no specific reason.”®” Of
greater or-lesh slgmflcance, depending on one’s ‘point of view, ig the:

- fact that none of the 12 seniors who indicated- that they intended to
. study for the Ph. D. degree gave “passive” responses. On the contrary,
the answers of both M.A. and Ph.D. candidates reflected at the very
least their awareness of the conventional expectatlon that one should,
be able to give a positive account of orie's mtended actions* in our

1

* Note that the same cultural impera(ive does not hold‘in the case of actions one has taken — unlcss
they are very recent. This may be one explanaﬁon for the fact that 50 per cent of Gustad’s samplo. *
said they entered college teaching “'by chance
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soelety (eg to meet professmnab ﬁqulrements for a job, to make
‘ more npney, to\lmproVe bne’s proficiency in a sungct) \

+ In the second place, evidence | gathered from current and recent
degree candidates which is said to support the  hypothesis of recruit-
ment by “drlft” to graduate school, and later to teaching, does not
do so m the” opinion of this reviéwer. Let us examine Berelson’s con-
clusion’ in his recent study Graduate Edication in, the United Stajes:
“Whatever the ,cause, the effect is the same: going ahead {or
the dotterate seems to be much’less the result of a decision and much
more the regult of drift.”®) . ..

/7 Berelson adduces two pieces of ewdence in support of this state-
ment : First, doctoral students’ relatively late career choice: “potential
- doctors and lawi'ers know much earlier that,they want to .go ahead
. for professional. training in their field . 5y college for medicine,

during college for- law, but only after college for doctoral work —

. that is a sloganlzed bat not over-simplified versuon of the facts”
tp. 143). “Secondly,” say$ Berelson, “the drift hypothesus is con-
" firmed by other data ag well.” These turn out to be the fact that
“recent recipients (of the doctorate) say that no one ‘particularly
influenced you to gd to graduate school’; about two thirds claim

‘

they decided ‘pretty- much on their own’ ” (p. 143). . . -

Thls reviewer is at a%loss to understcénd in what way "a decision
to enter upon graduate or professional education at a median age of

’

22 rather than of 18 or 20~and the entrant’s claim to have decided °

- " upon his course of action “pretty much on his own”.constitute prima
facie evidence of “having “drifted”, either into graduate schoo] or
into an occupation — except on the implicit assumption that not
to have so drifted means that one must have decided irreversibly on

4

one’s occupation at' least before college graduatlon and preferably )

before college, and that one must not have decided on, one’s future
occupation by onese but at ‘the instigation of some other person(s)

This consideration probably comes close to the heart of the great
“drift” controversy. Those who claim that graduate students (or
others) drift into college teaching, or into graduate_ school or into

«  other educatlonal or occupational areas must do 80 on the basis of
an 1mp11cit and highly restrictive model of what constitutes “career
plannmg and occupational choice.” Moreover this reviewer suspects,
rlghtly or wrongly, that their model derives in large part from the
mysthue of vocational guidance and counseling, particularly of the
Ginzberg variety, wherein if, is assumed that-the‘only rational (i.e.,
non-drifting) way to enter.into an occupation is via the resuits of an
extensive battery of multlphasxc tests, administered in'the junior

and senior year of high school an(hnterpreted by professional vo-

- a
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it is only the failure of liberal educ

R - .

cational] couna}elors or guidance psychologists. Wlth this assumption,
the ghost of Fconomic Man, whose every action was supposed to
reflect the aim of maximizing his self-interest through rational cal-

culus, reapppears in the guise of Vocational Man, whose prlme object

to maximize to the last possible per:centlle point his thances for °

educational and vocational success. There is only this one difference:
whereas Economic Man was at least prepared to take hig chances as
an individual throughout the course of his abstract career, Homo
Vocatio is expected to stake his all upon the, outcome of a series of
standardized, objectjve tests, scored and ‘interpreted for him in his
17th or 18th year of life. Only then apparently can he be said to

" . enter upon his specialized career training truly as a result of decision

rather than of “drift.” This assumption may go a long way- towards
explaining the hostility of vocational guidance specialists to liberal

_education, noted by Caplow in hlS statement : ()

The advocates of vqcatlonal training are often cr1t1ca1 of
. any teaching which is mot directly related to a future job.
\ Fon instance, a recent work discussing the relation of college
edueation to occupational adJustment has this to say: “In
" fact, even those who were concerned about their occupational
future recelvedr httle direction Jr guidance. Instead they were
frequently encouraged to cehcentrate in esoteric fields such

as French. Literature or Philosophy.”

.

-

Since 1t is’ dommonly the presumptxdn of .professors of Philosophy _ .

or of French Literature that they are able to give a man a better
idea of who he is and what he éhohl be doing with himself than

can tests devised by vocational tounselors, ‘the latter’s criticism of
these efoteric subjegts may not be so lisdirected after all: for it may
be_that from the viewpoint of philospphers and French litterateurs,
‘ion which makes possible the

success of vocational counsehng‘( .

This last consideration bears si 1f1cantl;§gon the practical ques-
tion of how formal vocational guidance procedures can be used to
recruit students to college faggulty roles. For if it is truwe, as Caplow
suggests, that vocational counselors and 'guidance psychologists on

both high school and colege levels a

from them in the recruitment of teathers for the esoteric subjects
in the hberal arts curriculum. On the other hand to the extent that
college faculty members themselves ee an antithesis ‘between the
aims -and spirif of liberal educatlon n the oneihand and those of
vocational guidgnce on the other, we fnay wonder how they can be

induced to cooperate in an “improved program of guxdanc,e” for the

 hostile to the aims and spirit’
‘'of liberal educatlon, we may fairly ask what .[1elp can be expected

b
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recruitment of college teacher; beyond doing what many probabls;/ :
do already namely, to try to encourage the one or two students o
- of 200 or so who show some signs of disinterested intellectual curio ty

»

to persist in\their peculiar ways. . ‘

Whateven the cogency .of these remarks”for implementing a
practical program of “guidance” to faculty roles is concern , from
the standpoint ‘of research it would appear that the ““decisi ,versus
drift” schema s an unduly restrictive one in which to udy the
process of student recruitment to faculty roles. On the one hand, it
commits one to a\“socia] problems” approach: i.e,. to lay emphasis on
the question, what can we.do to prevent or reduce “drift”? On the
other hand, it would seem to bind study of occupational recruitment
to one specific mddel of how such recruitment should take place:
i.e;. @ rationalistic, Hecision-making model, $ymbolized by the figure '

- of Vocational Man. On both these grounds, it,would seem desirable

"to approach the study; of occupational recruitment, whether to faculty
roles or any othg.r, in terms .that avoid the conceptual extremes-of
“occupational decision! on the one hand, “occupational drift” on tiﬂ’e/f»
other. ‘ . - -7 LT
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. ‘One wéy to avoid the mipasse of dichotomizing océupatlonal l:e-
cruitment into processes of “drift” or “decision” has been advaneed
'by. Howard: Becker. In his paper, “An Analytical Model for Studies

——

6f the Recruitment of Scientific Manpower,” Becker writes:®

Let -me suggest that what is crucial (to occupation
recruitment) is not the person’s choibe of an occupation but
rather his eventual commltment to an occupational identity.
What needs to be explained . s the way people assimilate
into theix conceptlons of themselves an occupatxonal element,

. the way people come to think of fhemselves as being, among
- other thmgs, a member of t / occupatlpn or a person who
. does this Rind of work. Working with the concept of com-
mitment focuses our attention on the stability of occupa-
tional behavior, pointing us toward research on how people
come to stay in an occupation and make it part of theif long-

hd

professional and graduate chools, suck’ as those of phllosophy, phy-
siology, law, or Tnedlcme ®
in recruitment of men an@ women fo
college faculty positions, and t thelr socialization for Suc}i roles"
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‘ If we ask this question, we are bound to observe that “college
teaching” does not, by and large, constitute an occupational identity
| in our society in the, same sense that personal identification is ex=,
pectéd with the practice.of medicine. Gustad, amdng others, has
remarked on this as a fact. In commenting on the nature of college
teachers’ identifications as they appeared in his study, he obsgrves
that in contrast to identity with teachmg or with a partlcular institu- .
tion, “more and more the discipline, the professional society, claims’
the men’s allegiance” (p. 34). Alvin Gouldner’s findihgs concerning
the relative valence of “cosmopohtan” (ie, professmnal) versus ‘‘lo- )
al” (ie., institutional) affiliations among college faculty attest to o
. the Same phenomenon.t” )

Why should this be the case, and what problems does this cir-
cumstance pose for ’studying the faculty recruitment process? Recog-
¢« nizing the lmportance in terms of manpower recruitment and con-'
. servation, of Securing commitment to.an occupatlon through identifi-
cation processes, many educators have deplored thls trend to primary
identification with an acadefic discipline on the part of college
faculty; and they have proposed to counter it by instituting programs
variously conceived as orlentatlon, “guidance,” or “development ”
. for faculty on campus. These pngrams are frequently Justlfled ~on
L grounds that ‘the ¢ undes1rab1e identifications of faculty members
with their dlsmplmes has arisen by default of any efforts on the part
of colleges to socialize faculty for performance of academic ro]ei‘
while the socialization for tHose roles mediated by graduate schools
has tended fo stress research functions at the expense of teaching,
and loyalty to discipline at the expense of loyalty to institution.

’ -~ This reasoning, however, overlooks the fact thateprocesses o‘f/
' occupatxonal choice and of the development of occupational identifica- ]
tions do not opergte in a vacuum, but take place W1thm the context of \
" o a structuring o?occupations in a division of labor system, and that
this system, witiats functional prerequisites, may impose qualifica-
. tions upon the nafure.and number of occupations to which commlt-
ment by identification is institutionalized—i.e., typically expected as_
a mattpr of moral obligation. The trend to dlsclpllnary identification T
on the part of college faculty, in other words, may .not be explicable’
Woﬂege administrators’ neglec)f of faculty development pro--
grams, by the tendency of professional societies to arrogate to °
the‘msel! proto-union powers of reward or sanction over their mem-
bers, as Gustad appears to believe.(™ PN .

-

Seen from the sociological perspectlve of a division of labor ’
system, the process of fecruitment to college teaching’ or to any other
.. occupation appears as a function of two bas1c systematic requlrements
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" —allocation an@ motivation. That is, the system may “require’ for
its operation adequate methods of allocating personnel as between its
different ﬁosjtions; and the pé‘rgons so allocated “must Be” motivated
to remain and to perform reliab y in those positions. Furthermore,
as Linton brought out some years ago, the requirements of allocation
‘and of motivation work at cross-purposes in a diyisjon of labor
system.(” Te gecufe the mest efficient} allocation of bersonnel, all
individuals should ideally be completely interchangeable as among
“She differen_t positions in the system; while to secure the most effec-

“p tive motivation, they should be prepared, through_long training_and

socialization, for the perfdtrmance of secialties. ' . )

. How is this allocation-motivation dilemma r.esol\l/ed in a com-
, blex division“of Jabor system-highly degendent upen roles that réquire
- long periods of training for their perforthance ? One means may be to
.secure the commitment of individuals to basic occupational identities
or statuses through adult socialization progesses while sanctioning the
extpression of these basf® identities through a lintited variety of oc-
“cupational roles. The studies of professional and graduate schools re-
feriegi to earlier show how individual§ become, committed to basic
occupationdl identies’ such as “physician,” “clergyman,” physiolo-
“gist,” etc., as an outcome of adult socialization processes implicit in
their graduate education. However, for each of these, basic occupa-
tional identities, secondary occupational choices, both scalar and'func-
tional, are possible and in fact required. Furthermo » there occurs ..

T, a structuring over time of the roles associated with different statuses .
into typical career lines.( AU <7

. . H .

These remarks call attention to the. desirability,  for research -
purposes, of distinguishing between two phases of. occupational re-
cruitment: g primary phase wherein persons' move into or become
allocated .as among different basic occupational statuses; and a secon-
dary phase in the course of which the various roles associated with
those basic statuses secure th.eir \pei‘formers. Next, w}len considering
~only the phase of primary recruitment, it would appear desirable to
make 3 further distinction. between two of its. procésses: * that of
“generat orientation,” which culminates in some overt sPep to establish
candidacy for the status in question; and a process marked by formal.
procedures designed to turn the status candidate into a full-fledged
status occupant. Using militax:y parla‘nce:v_v'é‘may perhaps designate
the first process that of “orientation,”‘the second that of,;‘iﬁduction."
Whereas the process: of orientation may be thought of ‘as marked by
a pwide latitude of individual choice and great. variety of gsocial in-
uence, that of inductich can be said tp reflect a drastic toning down

~.of individual choice, and a high determinism of social influence."
% : .
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Within this frame of referehce, acedemic graduate school train-
<ing does not in our society typically. constitute induction into Fca<
demie status. In fact, it would be ‘more accurate to speak of “academic
roles” fthan ef “academic statuses” and to think of such roles as one
sanctioned. expression of the status of professional in a specialized
scientific’ or humanistic disgipline. Otherwise put, academic roles in
our Society are.generally assumed, and played by, persons who have
been inducted through graduate training into the status of profess-
ionals in a specialized branch of learning.

These remarks are intended only to set out, in a deductive way,
. some of the consequences for research.on faculty recruitment which
.arise from a, eonsideration of the variable “commitment to an oc-
cupational i_dentity.” They may help in understanding why such com-
mitndent will always be expected to occur in a selective way in a |
‘division of labor'system — i.e., why commitment will be expected to
certain occupations (e.g., _ppysiologist) but not to others (e.g., college
. teacher of physiology). They also may serve to call attention to
_ certain largely neglected problezns of occupational recruitment.

a) What principles can be inkoked to"explain, in substantive
fashion, which occupations in a division of labor system will be selected
as objects of commitment through identification? Concretely,- why -
should academic professions constitute such objects in our society

~ but not academic pogitions? What mechanisms account for changes
over time in occupations considered appropriate for commitment
* through identification? What degree of consensus exists concerning
_the occupations regarded as appropriate for personal commitment?
‘What variables account for the consensus which may exist in this
.respect? : '

;o

b) What are the processes by which roles appropriate to-given
basic occupational statuses become defined ? What are the mechanisms
of proliferation, différentiation, and limitation of these roles?¢"

¢y What factors mediate orientation, as distinct from induction
or socialization, to basic occupational s(t:fhses? Two such factors
of particular relevance to the study of entation to the sthtus of
prpfessional in a scientific. or humapistic discipline may be “the
academic image” 2nd “institutjonal potgmcy.” Implicit in consideration
of the first factor is the question, To what extent does the image of
aTole (e.g., “college teacher”) associated with a basic occupational
status (e.g., “professional in an academic discipline”) determine entry
into the induction process (e.g., graduate school training) for that
basic $tatus? Implicit /in consideration of the second factor is the
question, ¥To what extent does the environment, however concep-
tualized, of an undergraduat¢ institution ori?t its student§ toward

[N
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induction info the status of professional in an academic discipline?
_ In the succeeding sections, this review examines these two factors in
" detail, as they have been consxdered in research on the recruitment
process for college teachers. -
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In attempting’ to understand why people enter an occupation,'a
direct relation is often’assumed between’ the “favorableness” of the
.mage that the occupation “projects,” and its power to attract “favor-
able” recruits; at the very minimum, in the more cautious ‘words of
two recent students of occupational images:

It is reasonmable to expect that a relationship exists
between the 'deg.ree to_which occupational image contains
. favorable personality and.life-style characteristics, the status
of the occupation, and.the degree to which s&udents would
at least, in fantasy, wish to enter .it.®

Conversely and with particular reference to the academié career, °
« the allegedly unfavorable image which this career projects has beéli

. —held to be a-barrier to the recruitment of future faculty members; so
., much 'so that, according to Gustad: ’ o

. We need . ."."to effect changes in the .image of college
teaching as a carger and college teachers as people. Too long
we have permitted and even encouraged .". . the perpetuation
of stereotypes, not likely to be useful in attracting young*
people to teaching (p. 47). . ) -

With these .remarks we introduce a set of exceeainélx complex
questions that bear on recruitment to occupational roles such as the
college professor. Given the all_eged power of “the inmage” rover the

. ;- .
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minds and actions of men and given the hopes that are vested in
“changing ‘the image” of an occupation as a meaqts of attracting more
and better, recruits to it, it behdoves us to ask: (1) What, empirically,
is the “immage”. of an occupatiug or occupational status, such as E
“¢ollege professor,” that is ‘héld among various groups or eategories .
of *individuals, or among the same groups or cz;tegories of persons
at different times? (2) Why is it, empirically, What it is? (3) What

relationship exists between the image of an oqgiip'étion, among various- - —. _
groups or cgtegories of individuals, and the regryi,tment of -individuals
in those groups or categories to that occupation?

) Concerning accupational images among college students, the
group most likely to provide rectuits to college teaching, this review
considers two recent studies: O’'Dowd and Beardslee,' “College Student
Images of a Selected Group of Professions and Occupations”®); and
Mary Kinnane, “Attitudes of College Students Toward College Teach-
ing as a Career.”" Some of their salient results are reported below,
with particular reference to students’ images of “the college_ pro-
fessor”. .o . ] Co e

1. College stodents, Wether public or private, male or ferale,
exhibit “vast agreement” on images of at least the 15 middle to upper-

n}jddle_class occupational statuses whose titles were used -as stimuli 2

by Q'Dowd-Beardslee (p. 121). - C L. .

9> Very little difference was observed in the images that fresh- |
men and seniors have of the otcupational statuses. rated by fhe
0'Dowd-Beatdslee: sample. ‘The tendencies. that O’Dowd-Beardslee
noted, of image shift from sthe freshman to the-senigp year, are of
interest- from the standpoint of this revieder and might provide Teads
for fruitful follow-up. They are described by *O’Dowd-Beardslee
as follows: P . .

!

There-is a tendency for seniors compared with freshmen
to rate all’occupations in less attractive terms. This may e
described as a form of senior‘pessimism. )

At bqth the men’s and women'’s ‘private colleges the
college professQr is treated . differently by freshmen and
seniors. In general terms, the seniors’have a less exalted view
of the professor than freshmen do, but this is not focused on .-
any single evaluative dimension. This difference does.pot
emerge in the state university compgrisons. o o
. /’ On the ‘‘cultured intellect"scales the freshmen. giwg" °
Jhigier scores than the seniors to most Opcupationé. in all
likelihood, liberal arts training increases the significance of
this dimension in the evaluation of occupations.

.
.
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- 3. An interesting difference in the image of the college pro-

fessor, as.between public and private college students, was- also
noted by 0’Dowd-Beaxdslee. ~

— * Compared with the private group the publlc college S

- studeénts rate him higher in worldly success, personal control
and political responsibility, and what appears to be masculi
vigor. On the other hand, the private college sample sco%‘
him higher on emotional depth and artistic sensibility
represents greater stability and solidity to the public college
undergraduates, -while for the private college students the
emotional and personal*richnesg of his life is emphasized..

4. College' students generally ' were found to hold a - highly

:fav.orable image of the college professor. In" common with members

- of 'many other professmnal groups, college professors typically spend

* much of their time complaining of the woeful lack of appreciation that

laymen show for the valuabl€ services they render. Only rarely will a

member of the professional group in question see through his col-
leagues’ collective representations of self-pity to the actual situation . -
of their social esteem. Riesman, for example, has remarked on the LT
change instudent’s estimate of the\professor’s status as compared J
to that of the businessman in 6ur society ;. it i8 his impression that \
stude‘nts 4t least in leadmg colleges, exhibit “ . . . a posture of ‘con-
tempt for business and a belief that in contrast teaching offers

;iespectablhty and even integrity.”

The studies of both Kinnane and O’Dowd-Be‘!‘rdslee abundantly
support these impressions. Kinnane finds a stnkmg‘ difference among
college stud between the way they think,the public perceives )
the “gwneotype of the college teacher,” and their personal‘ iy
Judgmen of his prestige (p. 30). -

Most college sbudents feel that.the general pubhc rates
the college teaching profession below medicine and Jaw.
Fourteen per cent . thmk‘most people rate it below busi-
nesswnd eng_lneermg also :

However, collegians do mot accept these —stereotyped
concepts of the professor’s stajus. Fifty-two per cent of

’ rate it equal to or higher than medicine and' law . 7 only s -
- five percent of student respondents consider college teachs
ing to be of inferior status in relation to busmess and, 4
: engmeermg . (p, 30).

Furthermore, accordmg to Kinnane: \ )

The conscious dissociation from the ‘étereotyped’“lmage
of the professor’s prestlge by the colleglans was reinforced

.
- . l
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and spelled out in a number of the interviews. Some students
y explained that, while they themselves regard the college
\ . teacher'as.a person of high status, this opinion is not shared
§ by theit families (p. 31). » .
! ,
LY

,'/ From these observations, it would certainly seem that an investi-
¢ . gation of students’ perceptions of their families’ perceptions of-occu-
. pations, or that pf other relevant reference groups, would be most
enlightening from the standpoint of understanding the dccubational
recruitment process. Such an investigation might also shed new light

on the opinion-molding function of reference groups, In this case, for s

example, one could speculate that the image of “the professor” which

collegians ascrid¥® to “the public” as a reference group is influenced

by*their desire to appear superior to “the public” on the dimension

of ’gghat O’Dowd-Beardslee calls “cultured intellect.” Collegians,

in effect, may be saying that while the vulgar herd fails to appreciate

. the professor. at his«true worth, they of finer sensibility do.

Actually, it turns out that the vulgar herd, or at least the
cross-section of it whose opinion about occupations was sampled by
the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) in the spring of 1947,
does appreciate the college professor to a degree that must certainly
approach the latter’s own estimate of his true worth, for the general
standing of the college professor was exceeded in that survey by ‘only
seven (out of ninety) “occupatiops”: U. S. Supreme Court Justice,
Physician, State Governor, U. S. Cabinet Member, U. S. Diplomat, and
Mayor of a large city.(™

Additional evidence of the college professor’s truly exalted stand-
ing in American society comes from the study of 0’Dowd-Beards-
lee. Even though these authors say that “without any doubt the doctor

* is a culture hero for college students” (p. 32), “the college professor”
heads a list of fifteen pccupations in “mean ideal preference score™
for Wesleyan men, and he is in a three-way tie for'second place as
ideal preference of state university men (lawyer was first ideal
preference; college professor, doctor, business €xecutive came next).

One explanation for the professor’s high standing on the “ideal
preference scales” of college men appears from avignette ‘which
O’Dowd-Beardslee distilled from their statistical dita on students’
occupational images:

Collége Professor — A dominant feature of this image is .
. the great stress on intellectual competence accompained by
' - sensitivity to artistic or aesthetic faxperience. The professor
. is seen as an individual with colorful, interesting, exciting
_ qualities coupled with a degree of rashness, changeability,
. emotional difficulties and lack of adaptability. It is:quite

: “
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\g:eely that he is intereéjcing because of his emotional un-
dictable nature. In spite of these characteristics and a
high score on rasjiicalism he is granted considerable power in
public. affairs. Students rate the professor as very valuable ™ »
and they see his role as a sour?e of great personal satis-
faction.

On the debit side, accérding to O’Dow&B}ardslee:‘

, The-professor is described as not well-t
in- opportunity for advancement . .[.-.
striking impression emerging fro
professor) is its lack of masculinity, It is predominantly a
volatile feminine picture with emphasis on intellect, sensi-

’ tivig,r, and impulsiveness (p. 34). '

By the wa® of compensation, howeler, in another section of the
study O’Dowd-Beardslee finds that “the ollege professor is rated
higher by women.(than by men) in intellec sophistication, with
emphasis on the strong, active, deep, confident maSeuline facet of this

* dimension of evaluation™ (p. 79). y :

Given the high status and favorable tmage that “the ';:ollege
professor” enjoys in the minds of his students coupled with thesstrong
emphasis in American culture on ambition on striving for the highest

. possible eccupational goal, we would expect a very large proportion . -

of American college students to aspire to their master’s shoes and seat
in the faculty lounge. This expectation is strengthened by Kinnane’s
finding; that 63 per cent of the New England college students she
surveyed responded affirfiatively to the {;estion, “Have you ever
given serious thought to the possibility of becoming a college teach- |

7 er?’ and that 73 per cent of Ivy League college men gave this
response. It is with considerable surprise therefore that one learns
from the ODowd-Beardslee study of a striking discrepancy be-
tween the “ideal” and “real” occupational preferences of college
students, so far as their aspirations to college professorhood are con-
cerned. In the case of Wesleyan men, “the college professor” received,

¥ as we have seen, the highest mean ideal preference rating; yet real
preference for\ his status was éxpressed by only 3 per cent of students;
whereas “the doctor” and “the business executive,” %ho were second
.and third in mean ideal preference rank, were the real occupational
preference of 19 per cent and 17 per cent, reapeptive]y.

This finding brings up the whole question of how, and through
what intervening. variables, “oceupational images” are related to
“occupation choices” — a subject which may require much more in- .
tensive study than it has so far received. How, for instance, are we’
to account for the discrepancy between the “ideal” and “real” occupa-

4

23~ 29 | ."’




@

tional preferences, of college men with respect to college t'eachi;g? ’
According §o O'Dowd-Beardslee, " this discrepancy '“is almost cer-
tainly relatdd to the limited rewatrds and the lengthy training asso-
‘ciated with the occupation” (p. 41). On the other hand, a totally
different hypothesis seems equally*plausible on the strength’ of. the
datz they themselves present — namely, that college students con- '
struct an image of “the professor’’ whieh is so demanding in terms of -
its intellectual and emotional requfrements that few students feel they
possess realistically the qualifications to live up to it. Proceeding on
2 "this assumption, we may raise the further question ‘of whether
students construct an image of the college professor which is alien
to their “self-concept” because, on grounds’ totally unrelated to this
. intage, they do mot realistically choose to become college professors"
or whether they do not choose to become college professors because
of the image they have constructed of that occupationgll status. Are

N

these questions even answerable, and if so, ﬁ-bow? s

-

The possibility remains open, nevertheless,, that if consumer pre-
ferences for automobiles, gasoline, cigarettes, and. other commodities
can be jnfluenced by the image conceived as an independent variable
which these items project, thén college student preferences for
occupations may be influenced in a similar way. This consideration
brings up 4he problem of explaining the content .og o\ccupational im-
ages in terms of whatever conteptual dimensions this content is
described. From a practical point of view, research on this problem
may be expected to throw light_gr'l the question of how and-to what .

. extent ‘‘the image” of an occupation can be “changed.”

With reference to this problem, would-be imageschangers ‘may

. have to face up courageously to the possibility that “the image” they

wish to alter is based on an accurate, realistic appraisal of its stimulus

objeét. Perhaps most college professors are intellectual giants with

volatile feminine characteristics, on the whole not well-to-do, and
lacking ir} opportunities for advahcement.

On the other hand, the possibility exists that students’ images of
“the college professor” are rooted in areality of a somewhat different
order — namely, the'functipnal fequirements of the system of social
interaction which brings together teachers and students within the
formal organizational context of the college. In thése terms, students’
images of “the professor” would be regarded ag an.aspect of their ’
institutionalized definition of the professor’s role.* According to this
logic, one possible line of ‘reaso'n'ing would be to say that, given the
almost arbifrary power of profedsors over students so far as grading

.

* of Parsor's a;lalysis of institutionalized 'detinitions of the roles of doctor _and patient within the
sithation’ of medical practice: Parsons, T. “Tire Social System,” The Free Press, Glencoe, 1llinois,
1951, wp. Chapter 10. * .
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is concerned dnd given the ever—mcreasmg importance of grades to
college students, the professor-student relationship can be mamtamed
only if-students idealize the intellectual capacities of professors in a
way to similar to that reported by, Q'Dowd-Beardslee in the case of
Wesleyan and State Umverslty men. On the ofher hand, the highly
personal, subjective aspect of the professor’s authority over students
may require for its acceptance the institutionalized expectation on the
part of students that the professor will be individualistic, emotional,
. unpredictable in his relations with others generally. Finally, the need
that students must feel for protection against the arbitrary authority
(and ‘perhaps also the “overwhelming intellect”) of professors may
generate the institutionalized expectation expressed in th’gxmage that
men students, at any, rate, have of professors — that he be really
“weak” so far as his mg“terial rewards are concerned ; while the same
need in the case of women stu %&nts may lead to the emphasis in_their
/ﬁage of “the professor,” Ris “strong, active, deep, confident,
masculine” characteristics as reported by O’Dowd-Beardslee —
singe such characteristics are supposed after all, to spell “protect1on
to a woman.

All this'is to be sure the sheerest speculation. Conceivably,,how'-
ever, O’'Dowd-Beardslee’s finding, that the image which -students.
have of professors changes very little from the freshman to the

nior year, could be interpreted as support for this reasoning. It
might be interesting to test this hypothesis more rigorously by seeing -
whether predicted changes in Students’ images of “the professor”
would follow upon specified chariges in the patterning of teacher-
student interaction.

b
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1 Recruntment by Type of Instxtutlon !

. One of the s1mplest factors to study in its statlstlcal relation to
. recrultment for faculty careers is at the same time one of the most
.complex to 1nterpret so far-as-its bearing on the ré&cruitment process
is concerned This is the type of undergraduate institutio hich sup-
plies the graduate schools d later the college facultles, with their
entrants. <f/

On the matter of rate, the broad picture seems abundantly lear,
espec1ally. since the Knapp-Goodrjch and Knapp-Greenbaum studies.™
_'Then more the liberal arts ar emphasized, particularly in Protestant- -
founded colleges of the Northeast and Mlddle West, the more pro-

/guctlve the college is of “scientists” dnof “younger American
cholars.” Rogoff ‘has specified this relationship further by making
separgte analyses of men’s (including co-ed) and of women’s col-
leges,(") since as “she says, whge liberal arts prevail to a -much
greater extent at women ’s colleges, women are.much less likely to
pursue. graduate studies (p. 70). More recently, Berejson has empha-
sized” the qualification that “rafes do not staff graditite sthools —

, gros§ numbers do” (p. 181). Thus “even in Knapp-Greenbaum’s
figures . . « about two-thirds of the young scholarg took their . *,

g\,baccalaureate degrees at universities” (p. 131). Berelson further )

mtes frOm an NORQ stﬁdy which showed that the top éight liberal
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‘T'h”e lm‘mlca{ ions of the Knapp-Greenbaum studies for recruit-

. stitutions re'quire's further subclassification befor

~ . . ¢
arts colleges, from the ;Standpoint of graduate student production,

accounted for only 4 per cent of the students who went on to the
Yate during the period 1936-1956 (p. 131)

_ ment to faculty roles in the future need to be r&examlned in the
hght of a broad social trend towards increase in the number of
. institutions which Rogoff, following\Ostheimer (Statistical Analysis
of the Organization of Higher Education in the Unifed States), ¢alls
“complex . colleges.” The term “complex college” “takes cognizance

- of a transition process typical of many institutions. Some are former

teachers colleges or agricultural and mining schools to which a liberal
arts curriculum has been added ; others are former liberal arts colleges

_ that now offer several undergraduate professional or technical curri-

cula as wellu’*"“(p. 4). The two most salient characteristics of complex
colleges are first, their transitional nature and second, their, lack of
emphasis on any single curriculum. So classified, complex colleges in
1955 accounted for 20 per cent’of all institutions of higHer "educa-

' tion, as compared to 8 per cent in 1948 (p. 3), and most probably the

institutions has in-

percentage of college students enrolled in suc
cfeased-even more .

It seems 1mportant therefore to ask”wha contr'ibutlon these
colleges can make fo the graduate student and later faculty popula-
tion in coming years. Even more important is the question posed by
Trow — namely, to what extent will these institutions provide a posi-
tive rather than a negative selection of students to graduate school and
faculty careers. Because of its heterogeneity, this category of in-

5 our questions can

. be answered ;. neveggheless, certain general characterlstlcs which they

-

share provide us with research clues. 1

+  First of all, the very transitional nature and complexity of these '

- e i plleges mean that they lack institutional 1dent1ty, a fact strikingly
4

ought out in a vignette of one such college, San Francisco State,
by Jencks and Riesman.”® Very often, the place of institutional
identity is taken by attachment to a department of instruction — in
fact, students at San Francisco State are advised to “think of their
depaftment as their home.” To the extent that this is true, the
processes by whlch students of dlffermg abilities and orientation be-
come allocated to different departments of instruction within each
institution bécomes a mattér of crucial concern for determining the
culture of the department and its consequent valence for recruitment
to academic caregrs. If, for example, the liberal arts departments in
a “complex college” become known through these processes as second
choice majors relative to the undergraduate professional schools, they

~
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_ Characterize thesé different kinds of in

will tend to recruit a progressively. weaker type of student, intellectu-
ally speaking. To the extent that these are the departments that orient

. their students to graduate school (possibly because they do not offer

training in _any marketable skills at the undergraduate level), they
will prov1de a negative selection to education beyond college.

A second consideration relates to the kind of faculty that these
institutions attract. Do teachers who have no strong professional
identification devolve upon colleges with no strong institutional iden-
tity? Is there a danger that this type 0; faculty member will, in
Trow’s wordsg, “project an image of college teaching more attractive
to timid andkss able y6unk men who look to teaching as a way of

voiding-the Parsh rigors of the business and professional worlds.”¢%

2. College Atl_nospheres :

One approach to answering thede questions concerning the rela-
tive potency of co}leges to attract .s dents to academic cargers is
through con§fideration of the “at h§res” or “value climates” Which
itutions; for, as many studies
have indicated,™ education in a college dre’ mediated
not so much in a specific way through contact of studénts with in-
dividual professors and particular courses, but ,in a more general way
through a yariable that represents the total world of the collége to

the students How is this variable to be (a), defined and (b) ascertam-'

ed? And what is its relation'to academic recrultment"
.This section distinguishes between two approaches to the defini-

/tion and identifiA tion, of the college world or culture as students
" experience it. Thé ¥irst, exemp]ified particularly by the work of George

Stern, describes this world as an “environment,” defined in terms
of various field forces, or “presses” while the relation of students to

. the environment is conceptualized ecologically as oné whereby the

personality “needs” of individual organisms (students) ‘and the
“presses” of the evironment come into some sort .of mutual adjust-
ment. Since’ this approach to the defimigon of the college student
world is, individualistic throughout, it may not be strictly accurate
to describe its product as ‘“student culture.” In fact, the various
" student “cultures,” “atmospheres” or “envirbnments” that Stern and
his colleagues have identified are based on marginal frequencies of

student .responses to questions concerning the existence or non- .

existence of discrete “presses” (e.g., for ‘“abasement,” ‘“‘deference,”
“order,” “humanism,” “reflectiveness,” etc,) which are presumed to
emanate from the college. The degree to which these presses, con-
ceived of as continuous variablés, enter into the compositt)n of the
“college environment” is fhen assumed to be a direct functfon of the

frequericy with which they are perceived by the student respondents.
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: Stern does not’ address hﬁnself to the problem of explaining the
various press characterigtics of different types of institutions, other

' than to assert the claint that .they do not represent a prOJect'On of
the students’ “needs.” In his wordsy/ | .

The characteristics of the student bodies in any of ﬂle
. - schools examined thus far reflect need patterns which are
) readlly recogmzable as personahzed versions of the prevaﬂmg
* Press. This is not attributable to the fact that the same stu-"
dents are in general the sources of both sets of data, for there
' i3 no relationship between the needs preferences a student’
records for himself and the press characteristics he attnbutes
to the-college either for samples of students at the same in-
e stitution, or across institutions* (WICHE, p. 89).
Concermng the ‘relation of “college environments”-to recruit-
. meiit-for academic careers, Thistlethwaite’s study, “College Bnviron-
. ments and the Developmentfof Talent,” is probably of most direct
' relevance.(” Thistlethwaite found:systematic differences.in faculty
behavior items-of the College Characteristics Index as reported by
. Natzonal Merit Scholars at colleges of high, as distinct from low,
productjvity of Ph.D.’s and as between colleges high in the produc~
tivity of natural science Ph..l;’s compared to those high in production
of Ph.D.’s in arts, humanities, and social science. As Thistlethwaite

) ) .- himself observes, however, the weakness of this study.is that we can-

N not tell from it whether the differences between colleges in their
productivity of different kinds of Ph.D.’s is related tv differences in
% » the behavior of their faculty, fto differences in the ability and initial
motivation of their students tp enter graduate study, or to differences
in the interaction between tHese variables. Moré':recently, Astin has
attempted to show that the ‘differences between colleges in Ph.D.
productivity reported by Thistlethwaite can be referred 4lmost entire-
ly to variables of their student intake, rather than of therr “faculty
press.’e™ -
.o A second approach to the definition of college ‘student worlds is
" to view them more strictly as cultures, rather than as personalized
psychological environments. According to this approach, the impact
of the college upon students is mediated through a set of common
understandings which students themselves develop about their rol

* Since the writer h not seen either: of the studies Stern cites in support of this ass’ert.l
(McFee. A., *The Relation of Sclected Factors to Students’ Perception of a College Environment,”
unpublished "Master's thesis, Syracuse “University, 1959; Dorn, In preparation), he can only say that
ho finds ft hard to belicve, particularly in view of the fact that some two pages later in the same
utlcle Stern tells us:
It would appear . that the differences in institutional atmosphere rcponed by .
varlous groups o seniors is related in part to their expressed needs . . At the preunt
f° of these investigations it r a moot point as to whether there are in fact three
institutions corresponging to the d ptions of each of these subcultural univer+ -
sities ln the ume complex versity setting, or whether their descriptions moreqnearly
reflect perso: u&dom of the same undetlylnx thune (WICHE, p. 92).
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- rather than transmltte}l directly in th,e, form of “presses” upon their .
‘ g “needs ” . B l b
Thus in the words of Becker and Geer: ’ . ‘

Q

G * Although students may interpret and respond to therr Y/
» edticational éxperiences in an indiwidual and idiosyncratic /
. way, this is . . . (not) usually the case. * More typically, as_
they develop 'common understandings about those interests.. .
and activities they share as students and working agree-
“ ments as to what constitutes proper and reasonable behavior s

in this role.t™ R

“Conceivéd as ‘cdltures; the college worlds *which students ex- % .
perience can be defined in ideal-typical terms as nonhatrve patterns

- .~ "rather than as the values (marginal frequencles\) of dwcrete con~ -
. tinuous variables (pr ). - \ x> : T
) One example of s"tudent cultures typolog;cally del is given by ’

Trow in his* mmq%g Carnipus Viewed as a; Guli” ” Trow -distin-
guishes betwden fogr_%;!of “dominant forxﬂ:s tlah‘t studemt -sub- - °
cultures take on Ameériéan campuses,” genera 'by the interactigh of
two sets of normétive patterns or values™*) olvemexit w1th eas,”

- . and'““identification with the college ?(®) . J
Identification Inyolvement N
with -¢ollege . with idéas T.”"e of culture .
+ ' + academic subculture o 1
' ‘ + — v collegiate subculture
. = -+ nontonformist subculture

consumer-vocational sub-

culture s -

. One danger of this method is that it defires only one subculture,

"the academic, in positive terms by the presence of ‘valueg, while the

‘other three types of subcultures are left partly or wholly residual.

This means in effect that the “collegiate,” the “non-conformist” and

- the “consumer-vocatlonal” subcultures are defined by the standards

of “academic culture” rather than by their own dominant (ar

substltute) ~value profiles, Davie and Hare.for example show that the
“button-down collar” collegiate culture at 2 men’s campus can be &
charactefized by the positive value which students place upon being '~

a “Well rounded man” rather than simply by the lack of primacy whlch

/they accord to “involvement with ideas,’®F Bearing this proviso in

mind, however, Trow’s typology may be‘highly useful as a first ap-

proach to identification of student subcultures within.the academlc

commumtles of Amencan colleges.

..
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Going beyond questions of conceptualization, one runs 1mmed1-
ately into the thorny problems of technique involved in workmg with
the variable of student subcultures. How do we see a culture when we
know it is there? How do we make it visible to others? How do we
know a “value” when we see ofie? What problems may be involved in
attempting to reconstruct a culture pattern from individual survey
data such as that supplied by the Activities Index and College
Characteristics Index” Since cultures are ‘the properties ‘of interacting
groups, should one identify subgrou}is withi ‘a student body (e.g., by
sociometric data) before attempting to de§cr1be student subcultures?
Or would a short-cut to subgroup identifi¢ation — i.e., use of a panel
composed of different kinds of supposedly “representative” students

_ — yield approximately the same plcturé of campus culture and sub-
ulture.(® =

Presuming that these detalls;_Qf technlque can be worked out, we
may turn to the more significant question qf the bearing of student
subcuItures on recruitment to academic pareers The assumption which
grows out of Trow’s typology of student snbcultiires is that: (1)
cojleges in whlch the academic subcu[ture predominates or at least,
flourishes, pr6V1de the most favorable atmosphere for the recruitment
of academic men and (2) the vocatlona,l subcultyre, because of its
uncouth single-minded emphasis on pelf or sheepskin, provides an
atmosphere least likely to encourage the, flowermg of younger Ameri-

can scHolars. In Trow’s words: . .

. where intellectual and aesthetic puréufts are valued for
"their' own sakes, college teaching will appear to be one re-
warding way to live oqt these values amd intérests, and will
appear so especially to these students who have already tast-
ed the rewards of schélarship and scientific inquiry. But én
‘a campus dominated by the values of vocational training,
~ where the college education is seen very largely as a means
to other ends, college teaching will be seen as the low statu
underpaid and overwo ed occupatron that on those campuggs
it unhz}ppily too oftez is.(™
These remarks concerning the relative potency far the pro
of academic men, of colleges dominated by academic and by vocational
subcultures, seem so self- endent as to’require no further elaboration.
. Nevertheless they should be examqu in the light of certain con-
sideratipms adv anced by Riesman withijreference to the Knapp-Green-
baum findings already referred to.-

In his art1cle “The Academic Caréer: Notes on Recrultment and
Colleagueship,”™ Riesman claims that the pattern of recruitment to
scholarship noted by Knapp Greenbaum no longer applies in our
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educational system, mainly, he says, because of the “gpread of colle-

. giate values” in our society and because of a change in the social class

composition of the undergraduate student bodies at larg'e universities.
Although his dlscusslon is éoncerned with only the' potency in pro-

< ductlon of academlc men of small liberal arts colleges relative to that

-

.

of large universifies, a reading of it will in this reviewer’s opinion
throw light on the kind of recruitment to academic careers that one
may;ez'cpect from the newer “comp'lex_colleges” as well.

According to Riegman, the explanation for the “success” earlier
in this century of small Midwestern colleges like Hope, Wabash, and
Kalamazoo in developihg scholars and scientists lay in two main fac-
tors: (1) The lack of cosmopolitanism of their student bod1p9s, as-
sociated with thesé sthdents’ “generally Iower middle-class back-
ground” (p. 150). ¥-Bfs words: 3

a__pngh% oy from an impoverished background *
might 14hd in collage without ever having heard that one can .
“make a living as.a’;physiologist or an astronomer. But he .
might have had the luck to encounter in college a teacher
who was doing just that . ... In other words, the very.lack
of cosmopolitanism of some of these colleges and the lack.
of cosmopolitanism of the students who went there, meant
that a teacher of even moderate quality and interest in his
students could accumulate disciples quite readily (p. 150).

(2) The strong anti-intellectﬁal currents in the smaller, mostly-
Midwestern communities from which scholars came. v
In such a climate of opinion, It was understandable that
- profegsors should have been regarded as’ stuffy, as not .
ghite manly, as occupants of an ivory tower that probably

" needed dusting. In that climate of opinion, the handful of

" alienatéd students would naturally find themselves sym-

, pathizing with the;r college professors, and conversly, the
professors would themselvés be looking for recruits among
the students as hostages against the culture /of Babbittry
around them (p. 151) .

Riesman concludes what we may here call-fis “Kalamazoo myth”

by saying: . . NREEN
In such a pattern of recrultment into.academia, it was
plain that not many would be ‘called’ . . As a result,

professors could and dxd spend their t1me w1th a*few stu-
dents and tried to deal w1th the rest by liberally distributing
gentlemdnly C’s. And so it was that those boys from the lower
or humbler strata who aspired to become professors would
be slowly.groomed for that recondite elite (p. 152).
‘ ® 38
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. By_«cantrast .‘to the high rate of scholarly proguc‘t/ion of the
Kalamazoos, Riesman claims that.“the inferior record in x;ecruitmént
of scholars from the undergraduate population of the great cosmo-
politan universities” could in the past be explained by (1) the cos-
mopolitanism of their students, which meant that they had many oc-
cupational models available other than bﬁsiness or teaching and (2)
the upper-middle to upper class origin of the students which led them
to think of an academic career as a downward step in socfal mo-
bility (p. 150). ’ _
The present situation, Riesman thinks, is very different; so'that,
\as he puts it “ ... in the future institutions such as Carleton and
St. Olaf’s will not show up quite so well as they did in the Wesleyan
tudies, while .Harvard,and Yale may show up somewhat better.”
his is primarily because of two factors whi¢h together constitute
jesman’s “Harvard myth”: (1) A change in the social composition
of 'the student body ‘at large universities — they mow include “many
relatively poor boys who once would have*gone to local and often to
denominational colleges” (p. 153). (2) A mutual infiltration of
professional (academic) and business values at the large gniversities
which makes the academic career far more attractive and the image
of the professor far more glamorous than it used-to be in the minds
of large university students: “Less and less are professors regarded
as members of a small, deviant but semi-elite*group — bt rather as
people who have gone into a business that isn’t business” «(p. 155).
Correspondingly, “the professor . . . has become a man of the world,
. perhaps traveling on an expense sccount . . .~ Novels now portray
him as having sex appeal and even £ lurid sex life” (p. 156). ) -

This reyiewer has dwelt at some length on Riesman’s Kalama-
zoo and Harvard myThs because they appear to constityte a source
of significant hypotheses concerning the patterns and processes of
recruitment to scholgrship by various types of undergraduate insti-
.tutions. The vatious propositions implicit in the Harvard myth can
of course be testéd directly.* But what of the hypotheses implicit
in the:Kalamazoo myth? Are these to be relegateg forever to that
intellectuul limbo inhabited by similar scientific reconstructions of the
dim and distant past,.such as Freud's “Totem and Taboo” or Hoyle's
“Cosmolegy” ? This reviewer thinks not, for the good and simplereason
that much of the stuff of which the Kalamazoo rthyth is made may be

'

* For cxample. the proposition that 1@ use Trow's words *In our best colleges, college teaching
appeals to the best students in a highly talented student body" (Trow, NEBHE,p 61) — on ths
point. see Marcson's ““The Scienust in Amencan Industry,” Princeton. 1960 “The best university
graduates go to the universitics rather than come 1o the industrial research laboratories © ‘As a result,
the industnial laboratories ** . are only able to altract the next to the very top of a graduating
class” (p. 54). Concerning hypothesed about the changing image of the college profelSor, see section

on image rescarch, this paper .
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¢ found on the campuses of contemporary “eomplex colleges,” such as




-, students are predominantly of a provincial lower-mid

s
’ ’

~ San Franc1s<:o State or Georgia 'State. True, these are urban, rather

than rural iffstitutions; also true is the fact that they are very large,
and given over to professional as well as to liberal arts training. But
they would appear to flourish in an anti-intellectual atm “nghere their
lass origin;
their professors are dichotomized into start-outs an cooled-outs =)
both types plausibly motivated like those at KalaniaZoo to “look for
recruits among students as hostages against the culture of Babbittry

around. them.” : -

L Thus it may be true as Trow suggests that a polarization of
American colleges 'Pnto the selective and unselective, the acallemic and
the vocational, is taking place today — one symptorh of this being the
rise of ¢ ‘complex colleges.” It may also be true that two very different

+ processes of recruitmént to future faculty roles will go on in these two

kinds of institutions. But to tht extent that the Kalamazoo myth
finds incarnation or reincarnation in the complex colleges of today, it
. may not be true that the future academic men these colleges recruit

',will be drawn from the ranks of their poorer students.

A - -
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