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ABSTRACT =~

Chairpezsons of governing boatds vere surveyed
taqarding the policies amd practices-related -to extra-inclle-earning ¢
activities of faculty at their institutions. The resulgs are .

preliminary since more data are still being collected.‘l tctal of 176

institutions vere surveyed, ranging from two-year colleges and
specialized -professional schqols %o major doctotal;granting
approximately S0

percent. Areas surveyed i uded: production/use of educational .
latetialz patents and inventions; paid sabbatical leaves; ccntinuing

/extension; contlict of interest; and internal load and,
overload. Across all policy ‘areas surveyed, toard knowledge, current
involvenment, and future involvement tended to be soderate or less,
although apticipated future involvement was significantly.greater
than curgent involvement ratings. Chairpersons indicated that
relatively little of their responsibility for any of these aréas’
should be delegated.to fdculty, administration, or students. It is
concluded that the. governing boagds often have legal Tesponsibility
for these policy areas and are unwilling to delegate responsibility
for them, but have ‘only limited knowledge of what policies exist at
their own institutions and are not planning to becoae heavily

involved vith thel. (Antho:/LBa) foo. v
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***The purpose of thg.study is to survey Cha1rpersons of ‘Governing Boards about
policy/practices related to extra-income-earning activities of faculty at

ResM re pre11m1nary since more ‘data’ are still being
’

collected.

two-year colleges and specialized profess1ona1 schools to major doctoral
granting universities. The preliminary response rate was approximately 50%.

)***Across all mine policy areas surveyed, Knowledge, Current Involvement, and
Futwre Involvement tended to be moderate or le®¥s. The ratings were somewhat
Tower for privately contro]]ed 1nst1tut1ons and particularly for private '
1iberal arts colleges. - . , -

**¥Board Know1édge and Involvement was lower for "Prbduction/Use of ‘Educational
Materials" and "Patents & Invent1ons", and h1gher for "Paid Sabbatical Leaves
and "Continuiny Educat1op/Extens1on , ~

***Ant1C1pated Future Involvement was s1gn1f1cant1y greater than Curren Involvemept
in each of the nine policy areds, and particularly in “Production/Use of’ .
°Education Materials", "Conflict of Inteh‘st", and "Internal Load & 0verload" o

‘ ***Cha1rpersons 1nd1cated that relatively little of theirresponsibility for any
5 of these areas should be de]egated to faculty, adm1n1strat1on ‘or students TN

***In summary, the Govern1ng Boards often have 1ega1 respons1b111ty for these
policy areas and are unwilling to de]egate respons1b111ty for them, yet they, ..
, have only limited knowledge of what policies exist at their own 1nst1tut1ons
and are not- p]annlng to become heavily. 1nvo]ved with "them. .
4
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hrooucTION - - o
Jhe last” three decades have been a period of unpreeendented'gfowth.in
higﬁ;r educati quing most of this time new facy]ty were in short’supply,

Whiéh’resulted in more‘favorable'faculty employment conditions suchfas re- -

‘,duced‘geaching’ioads and higher sa]ahies. The administrators of’higher

education spent much of their time in- securﬁng funds (which wére .eadily

support staff. Many po]1cy pract1ce areas wer'e passed over 1j
students.

fhat era is fow over, Academe now mdst put more embhasis on academic
program p]ann1ng and eva]uat1on and on effect1ve management of finite and

limited resources which are not likely to 1ncrease rap1d1y'1n the future. -One

policy-practice area which has not received much attent1on put is emerg1ng as-?

potent1a11y very troub]esome is, that of- extra “income- earning act1v1t1es (both

3

1nterna1 and extema] to &he umvers1ty}‘ of many academ1c faCulty and staff‘

1

members ~ Extra- -income-earning act1v1t1es _may pose prob]ems dn part1cu1ar in
one or both of two areas; they r vequ1re time which may or may noe’be pa1d for
a]ready as regu]ar teach1ng load, and they produce\breberf9 whose ownenship

59

may or may not be proper]y assigned A bas1c Tonfus1on exists as to how o

L

"facu]ty load" should be defined, thus mak1ngd1t v1rtua1Ty~ihposs1b1e to e-n

L4
, termine what overload is: So long as 1t remains unclear how much stqff nd

OVERLOAD TEACHING AND ANTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS". ‘ i

faculty time is due for sd1ary,*the~eMﬁ1oying institution has no valid claim" -
. R ( 2

<
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to fees pa1d or properay produced on what the staff or facu]ty mémber * . i

Y
ﬁssumes to be his own time. Externa] "over]oad" may involve teaching at ﬁ;

‘. 4 » . f
another institution, sometimes one in competition with the fut]‘time i ;4

£
employer institution. Production of educational materia]s (texts, audiov1sua1s, ﬁ%
d

N etc )~even though done at one s ‘own 1nst1tut1on w1th 1nst1tut1ona1 resources ,
- 1 LY . 'a{
(incTuding students)rusually returns’ rqva1t1es to the individual, not the in- " %§

. stitution. In research institutions similar po]1cy,quest1ons of ownership
. and rova?ty income arise concerninggpatents,*software andleducationa]amateria1s. M
,Conisulting For industry,.government and'éthers is‘a common practice of faculty *
and some academic professional s€aff.. Some facu]ty and professional staff
. ‘ have created\¥1rms which may compete w1th the1r own 1nst1tut1ons for congracts
. and grants or’produce goods re]ated to un1Vers1 y pro;ects. Iﬁ'a few cases

these firms have been founded in order to avoid payment of university overhead

or to bypassipoTicjes on overload income_ from work on sponsored projec‘s. Serious
.5fl, N conflict-of-interest questTons arise, namely 1) time comm1tments (to academic
work vs. ex;ra>sncome work ) and 2)- 1nte11ectua1 bias and 1oss of gehdemic -
freedom and objectivity. Can a facu]ty member simu] taneously consult for the
nuclear industry, be supported by re;earch funds from the Federa] Agency ERDA
and serve,a Federal nue}ea¢ regulatory agency and maintain complete iﬁpartiﬁ]ity?

Pre]inﬁnary work én‘this problem area, supported by the Carnegfi’/orporation‘
df New lork, 1ndﬂgatg9-that serious’ prob]ems do indeed ex1st and are in, need of
attent1on. Interviewg were conducted with facu]ty and adm1n1strators at ten
universities (kinnell and Marsh, 1977) Every 1nterv1ewee at each 8f the in- "\\
st1tut1ons 1ndenﬁ<f1ed“at least one major problem area This s tudy dade c]ear
f‘~//.. that po]1cy and practice n this Study area are usua11y fagmentary, vague and

frequent}yad hoc¢ or s1mp1y non- exnstent The study conc]uded that po11cy re-

e\ vfew and revisron is needed to protect academ1Cvfreedom from externa] pressures, .
\ A -
g 1nc1ud1ng government regu]at1on and to maintain the 1ntegr1ty of academ1c .
A "
- 1net1tut1ons . . - . //
Q . ‘. " ‘\‘ ’ c - (i 2- s




An extens1ve survey on the compos1t1on of Govern1nq Boards (Gomberg and .-
AteTsek 1977) prov1des background - 1nformat1on on the trustees who sérve on |
them. These authors 1dent1f1ed’s]1ght1y more than 3,000 1nst1tut1on§, but of

, these 30% were governed by mu1t1 -campus Bpards--Boards wh1ch governed an e
average “of 5.5 1nst1tu}1ons OveraTT trustees are, usuaTTy White maTes (15%

- . were women and fewer than 10% were from m1nor1ty groups ), weJT educated,

generally over 50, and largely profess1onaT ‘ﬁearly 20% ‘hold trusteeships

R
on more than one governing board. Th1s descr1pt1on/probah]y also characterizes :

respondents in the present study. ~

\ ' The present study aimed.to survey Cha1rpersons of Govern1ng gpards about,

’
o~ po]1cy/pract1ces reTated to extra- -income- earn1ﬁg activities-at their institutions.

Y

Respondents were\asked to 1nd1cate the1r,§npw}edge, satisfaction, current

v

involvement and future involvement with each of.mnine policy areas; Their responses

indieate the role which Governdng Boards'play in these important‘policy making
» . ) . T . .
* areas.. : . Y - : o ’ '
) \ - . L ~~ N . =~ S *

' . ’ -l METHODS ~ , . - - I3 ) a . .

~——

‘v Survey Instrument -

N The survey 1nstrument (See Appendix I) wds des1gned to ga1n 1nformat1on
~ ~ *
oﬁhn1ne broad policy areas which span the’ area of 1nterest of th1s study. Each

‘\>\\:e:pondent;ﬁhs\asked to 1nd1cate. 1) His/Her KNOWLEDGE of these policies ata
"his~institution, 2) His/Her SATISFACTION with his institution’s current po-

licies, 3) The, CURRENT INVOLVEMENT of the Board; and 4) A forecast of the FUTURE

N . INVOLVEMENT of the Board. These four quest1ons were answered for each of the n1ne .

. . poJ1cy areas presented in Appendix I In add1t1on Board Cha1rpersons indicated -

. l
other Board functigns and responded to severaT open-ended quest1ons reTated to the

., ‘ polrcy dareas. ) " B . “f s ‘ *

\ , - <Sample and Response Rate ; o - ‘.

<

: <, : The popu}at1on of 1nst1tut¥6ns considered in this study ‘was the 2, 827 .

o : schooTS which were categor1zed by the Carneg1e Comm1ssion on Higher Education

3 S r
'6;;“."--. ' o

. ' ! R > = ' o
, .




) majqr‘divisions '1) MaJor Doctora] Granting Institutions (at least 10 doc-

- ' . .

~(Carnegie Foundation, 1973). . This, c]aSSification scheme comprises five -

'-Q
tor's dTgreES) 2) ComprehenSive Universities and Co]]eges, 3). Libera] ArtS‘

Coi]eges (few or no professiona1/occupationa1 programs), 4).Two- Year Schoo]s,

-—

5) ProfeSSionai and Other Specialized-Institutions (Theo]ogy, BuSinessi\Art
[4

MuSic Law, and Teacher Co]ieges which are not part of a broader institution,

Medical schools were exc]uded from this c]aSSification in our study). Twenty

g

to thirty\schoois from each of these categories were se]ected so as to obtain
a good mix in geographical locale, institutionai enro]]mént‘,and contro] (pub- .

“]1C vs. private). A small sample of nine mu]ti -campus systems in which a
‘ (3

Single governing Board presided over several 'different campuses was also se]ected

In a later mailing suFVeys were also sent to all members of the Association of

»~

American Universities (an‘association of 50 major research universities a]] falling

>

into category I of the Carnegie ciaSSification scheme) which were not a]ready'

included in the samp]e Co -

A

- f\“ '
Q total of 176 Board Chairpersons were sent surveys. Fol]ow-up mailings
were sent to all non- respondents At the time of "this writing, responses are,

still being received and severa] Chairpersons have. indicated that their responses
v .

will bé sent shortiy Te]ephone inquiries are St1]1 p]anned for non- respondents \
o it il
a£onsequent1y, results presented in this _paper are tru]y "préTTminary" In the o

] fo]]owvup mailings a post card was inc1uded w1th an additional copy of the survey

instrument. Respondents were asked to return the post card even if they did Ldf

intend o complete the survey. The card asked why the Chairperson elected not to

" complete the survey-(]ack of know]edge of the policy areas, 1ack of re]@vance of

o

the poiicy areas to their Board, or an unwitlingness to take time to comptete the
survey). Across aT] samp]ed’institutions, the response at this writing fs almost .
50%. This rate does not differ appreCiabiy among the classifications or betWeen“

public and private institutions. The sample and'response rates are'presented in’

- g

’ - 7 h ’
. -
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v . ) N A
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more_detai] in Appendix II.:

>

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION .

Ratings of the N1ne PoT1gy Areds

For each of the nine poT1cy areas five variables were analyzed: Know]edge,

* Satisfaction, Current InvoTvement Futuré Invo]vement and Ant1c1pated Change

("
in InvoTvement (i.e., the difference between Future and Current‘lnvoTvement)
t 3

\These resuTts are summ&r1zed in Table I and Append1x I. Board Cha1rpersons gave

k4

~ the highest»ratings to-the policy areas of "PaTd Sabbatica] Leavg“ (Know]edqe, .

Satisfaction, and- Future InvoTvement)and "Continuing Educat1on/Extens1on" (Know-

e

7Tedge Current InvoTvement and Future Invo]vement) Rat1ngs were Towest for . -

"Patents and Inventions” (Current Involvement and future InvoTvement) ahd "Pro-

’

duct1on/Use of Eduoatnonal Mater1a1§" (Know]edge and Current, Involvement).

" Board Chairpensons, across all nine policy areas, indicated that their KNOW-

LEDGE of the poT1c1es at their 1nst1tut1on'tended to he "3-moderate" or less,

while their Sat1sfact1on with these policies was somewhatghtgher -The Boards' et
CURRENT INVOLVEMENT with these policies-was quite 10w Respondents did indicate
a stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant ANTICIPATED‘GHANGE IN - INVOLVEMENT in each of the nine
policy areas Yet, in spite Qf this 1ncreased 1nvolvement FUTURE INVOLVEMENT

was, still genera]]y rated. td be "3-moderate" or less. The areas with the Targest

¢

ant1c1pated 1ncreases in 1nvoTvement (See Figure 1) were "Production/Use of

@Educa}1onal Mater1als" u(:onf'hct of_lnterest", and "Internal Load and Overload".

However, the changes in involyement\wera largely a function of the very low levels

of involvement which currently exist. In the policy area."Productton/Use of

-

Education Materials", for example, nearly 50% of the raspondents indicated their

CURRENT INVOLVEMENT was."I:Very‘tittTe'(or‘hone)". While the ANTICIPATED CHANGE

IN INVOLVEMENT was the largest of the nine poT1c}*areas, about 25% of the respo- ‘
ents indicated that their FUTURE INVOLVEMENT would still be “1-Very Little (o

none)".
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Across all nine policy areas, ratings tended to be 1owest.for private

) institutions, and panticularly forprivate 1ibéle‘ants colleges. Many.ori-

- vate liberal arts, private two-year, and private professional and specialized

5~co]1eges'ind{cated that some or all of the policy areas had 1imited re]evance
to\sma11 teachfng college®. Pubtic institutions, private un{versities, and

pr?vaté comprehensive schoo1s d%d.not question ‘the relevance of these policy

»

areas. '

-. Board Atttvity & Relation to Policy Area Ratings .
’ Board Chairpersons were asked to indicate the Boards' role in‘each of 12 v
+possible Board Functions (séé Appendix-1). Responses indicated that virtually

a1l boards have some nole in almost all of the functigns In some cases the role
is one pr1mar11y of rev1ew1ng and approv1ng work done by others (Specific PrOJect
‘Grants & Contracts, Facu]ty Salaries, Emp]oyment Benefit Packages, Establishing
ﬂew’Academ1c Units, ahd Granting Tenure) . For’ some functlons (Appo1ntment of
Chlef Execut1ve—and Management of Investment) the ro]e is that of a part1ctpant,
plans are initiated, determined or developed by the Board itself rather than by

— . others. However, the level of Board activity inkthese functions shows little

relat1onsh1p to any of the n1ne Policy Area ratings. s, - "

Open Ended Comments \

-~

‘Chairpersons were asked open-ended questions related to the project:

1) Are there Specific Po]ic} Problems? Z)Hhre there Particularly Successfu]

Po]1c1es?‘3) Are there other Po§1cy areas which should have been 1nc1uded 1n -~

the Study? and, 4) Should the Board delegate responsibility for these po]1¢y areaM
- The f1rst three quest1ons drew only occasional responses, fewer than 25% of the
chairpersons responded. The most frequently mentioned po]1cy area--both in terms’
of problems and successes--is Internal Load/Qverload. The on]y additional po]icy
areas gor ‘inclusion 1n.the study mentioned more than once are ' tenure/promot1onu

policiesand "relationship to’government":

.. 3 . "- 6. /‘a . . : -.-—--r ’ h v —
A\ R 9 - | .




Most Chairpersons did¢ respond to the qoestion about whether or ngt re-
®sponsibility for these areas should be delegated to administration, faculty, and

students. Ind1v1dua1 responses range from "delegate responsibility for all

areas" to "de]egate no responsibility for any of the areas". Howeyer, the con-
sensus was that relatively little responsibility for these areas shpuld be de]egated.
40%-of the responses indicated that no responsibility should be delggated,

while another 46% indicated that only 1imited'responsibi1jty of re-

sponsibility for, specific areas should be delegated. Only 14% indicated that

considerable responsibility should be delegated. (See Tab]e III)
SUMMARY’, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Chairpersons of the Governing Boards -of educational institutions were

-

asked to complete a survey concerning their institutions' policies in nine

B

areas related. to extra-income-earning act1v1t1es of faculty. The respondents

were to 1nd1cate the1r ‘Boards' knowledge, sat1sfact1on current 1nvo]vement
~

and future involvement in each of the po]*cy areas. -Close to 50% of the Chair-

Vs

persons, represent1ng 1nst1tut1onsrrang1ng from -two-year c5T1eges and spec1a11zed
professional sehools to major doctoral granting un1vers1t1es responded

" Surveys returned show that, Chajrpersons genera]]y had only "moderate" o
less knowledge- of thewpol1c1es and\that Board 1nvo]vement in the1r determination

had been rather 1imited. Regpondents did ]nd1cate that they anticipated an

»

1ncrease in 'he1r 1nvolve ent 1ﬁ”“ach\of the ﬁTne poT1cy areas HEWEVer, *ven

with this 1ncrease, futdre 1nvo]vement in these areas would be only moderate.

The areas in wh1ch the largest 1ncrease in 1nvo]vement were ant1c1pated were
\

"ProductionjUse of Educational Mater1als"; Conflict of,Interest"'and "Interna]//;'

"Load and Overload".

Open-ended comments displayed a wide range of.opinion about whether or
“not the Board should take responsibi]ity for these policy areas. However, most
:Cha1rpersons felt that’ re]at1ve1y little respons1b111ty shou]d be de]egated to
adm1n1strat1on, faculty, aanstudents ] . ]
In summary, it appears, that the Governing Boards have re]at1ve1y 11tt1e




- >,

-

involvement ip determining these practices and ggnena]]y have no more than

-

‘ moderqﬁefknouﬁedge of wHat’their institutioﬁs' po]icigs actually are. wﬁi]e S
T ‘the %pard Chaifperséns generally feel that at 1ea;t a majér portion of}the" c\l
responsibility of the determination of these policies should reside with the -
» Board, even their anticipazé qutureviqvoivement is no more than moderate.
S Boards usually have legal responsibility for these policy areas, indeed mqsﬁ .
afe unwilling to delegate responsiEi]%ty for thém, yet tﬁey have only 1imitea
knowledge of what policies gxistfat their own institutions and are apparently

unwilling to become more involved. "Either the auth%rs are mistaken in their

Y assessment of the importancg/pf these areas or Governing Boards'need to reeval-

uate their thinking. . .

-~
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~ Paid Sabbatigcal Leaves .

‘Figure I

4

Anticipated Change1 in Involvement in Nine Policy Practice Areas

N ’

Less\ ’ . - Greater
" Involvement _  Involvement
.é—:d-———i

No.
Change
-.20

Production/Use of
Educational Materials

"

Confli¢t of Interest*

Internal Load & Ov&rload

r

Computer Use/Software

External Activities
Salary Reimbursement -
for Funded Projects

-

Patents & Inventions

I ]
¥ ;e - b ’
> {

Continuing Ed/Extension

«

s _ |
1Change is def1ned as‘/'Change ';y;ufé'lnvo1vement - Current Invo]vément Pos1+1ve values )
i

indicate ant1c1pated increases iff involvement. Both Current’ Involvement and Ant1c1pated
uture Involvement were rated along a 5- po1nt response scale: 1-Little {or none)

Moderate....5- Extens1ve . . < <<;h .
2Respondents 1nd1cated statistically. s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases in anticTphted involvement in
each of the nine policy areas. ‘ i . .
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TAGLE ONE

. «Sumary of Responses to Nine Policy/Practice Areasl.‘ .

1

X : v
" Ratings aotwunad bq aupomu based on the ‘ououu.ng 54.ve-pcmt scale:

» . L&

.1 C3 4 5
not appropriate very little (}.mod erate extensive ¢ .+ -
or do not know (or none) i L T

‘N % 3
A o

KIWLEDGE of policies at your institution.

*On the average, chawrpersons aupondzd in 5.0 0§ the nune with
P ’ poud;te areas
KNOWLEDGE Ratings, between "B-mderate" and "5-extensive"? The mean aupomse for
. all.nene pcb.cy aswu was 2.8 — .
‘ ‘KNWLEDGE was genenally Lower 4n "anate Ethools , partwcularly Lower in "Private \
leeral Arts Institutions'.

‘KMXULEDGE was sugnefecantly Lower fon "Production/Use of Education Materials" (mean
.2) ; and s«gnefacantly heghet fon "Contmumg Education/Extension” (mean ma.ng\
3.3 ; "Paxd Sabbatical Leaves" (mean aating 3

( ;-
L]
h\nsmcr 0 with exasting policies at your institutl.on

o~

, *Chacrpersons nesponded n 5 7 aneas of the mune pow.ble wot.h ratangs o‘ "3-mderate on
. higher. The maan response for all nute policy areas was 3.4

"SSATISFACTION 14 much fower in “Private Liberal Arts Institutions”.
'smsrA'&rwn was signegadantly ;ugm gon "Paid Sabbatical Leaves" [mean rating 3.7).

Ty . III. O,BRENT IMV%ENT with these pol:.cxes during recent years. :

. ‘Chaupwona neaponded an 3.8 areas with ratings of "3-mderate" ‘on !u.ghu The mean

-nesponse was 2.3. . .
TINVOLVEMENT was gen Lowet an Prwfatu Institutions” ( except "Covprehens:.ve Schools")
and generally higher an "Comprehensife Schools'.

*INVOLVEMENT was Aqu&lcnnxzy Lower u”Productxon/Use of l‘:iucanon Materials” (mean
« nating 1.9} and "Patents and Inventions” (meah nating 1.9); and significantliy hegher in

-

"Continuing Emncatmn/F.xtensxon" {mean rating 2.8) and "Paid Sabbatical Leaves” (mean
ratung 3.1).

. .

- . RUMRE [MVOLVEMERT with policies is 1lkely to be .
. *Chauvtpersons nesponded in 4.6 areas weth ratings of "3-moderate” oa hugher. The me‘an
. respoise was 2.8. .
’ *FUTURE TNVOLVEMENY was signedicantly Lower in "Prl.V‘te Institutions” (except Comprehennve
D - Schools"}. - ~ ¥
' *Relative L0 o arncas FUTURE 1~ LVEMENT 4 a ed to be Sgnifccantly
Lt s * "Patents.and Ihventions" (mean g 2.3); and scghificantly higher 4n "Paid Sabbancal
. . *' Leaves" (mean ratung 3.4)..

[4

f ~ B

I - Mesding on "HA" aupcmu wene w:tudcd from commcauan 96 means and Azaxuuml. analysis -
. Anvolving means. -

< N .', M @
' N -2 - The runber of nesponses lout of the nime -posachle), which wére "B-mderat!" o Iugm "wns
. . . comgwtm upa/m.tdy fon KNOWLEVGE, SATISFACTION, CURRENT TMVOLVEMENT, and FUTURE INVOLVEMENT
\ M,t'(',ngé. Taese were used 20 assess overall nesponses across the npune polecy areas. Missdng
N B on "NA" nesponses were not counted as being "3-moderate” oa higher,
' . ! v N : i ‘ ! -
Ny Mu/
Q

LRIC

-

V




— > . Table II . .
." . . ’ * . - ] < ’ ’

< - o Board Funckion and the Role of the Board in these Functions

-’ What {4 the hode 06 the board in the 60&8owmg acavuxe/s" Check
'PARTICIPATE" 4§ plans fon these activities are initiated, determined
on developed by the baard, check "APPROVE" if the plans devuoped by others
arne actively approved on dLAapp&Oved by the boand. -

.

k . o . . 5 ‘ ‘.
a ) : . -
1 - . "
. >
No. Approve Participate Both #Approve* S ' .
Role . - 0gqly Only -~ & Participate Function
N ' ¥ ‘ . T ! ‘
~0% 8% 68% 24% Appointnlgp-t of Chief Exceutive Offgicers .
,‘ . Y [
-5 25. . 56 ’ 14 Management of Investments -~
0, ° 57 ¢ 22 21 . Univ_ersity\s,dget o L
. 0 " 62 33 : 14 « Major Capital Expenditures
8 46 o 25 . "+ 17. & General Fund Raising Projects
0 60 ° 25 /) 14 Appointment of Senior Administration
. . . S R o ; [}
0" N 14 “ 14 "= EstablTshgent of New Acaddnic Units".
3 67 14 16 Personnel/Management "Policies
2. 73 J 13 ’ 13 Faculty Salary Scales/Ingreases
3 - 73 13 , 11 , . Employee Benefit Pagkages.
13- 70 "6 Co11 . "' Granting Tenure to Faculty
. ot \ - ) L X
5 81 - 10 - 5 Specific Project Grants/Centracts
- SN ~
B ’ .
1 [ S ) ' )
* \ ’
. N

15
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Tab1e III

Paraphas\H'Responses to the Question;
&
» "Do you feeﬂ that your board cou]d delegate respons1b111ty
(1nc1ud1ng approVal/d1sapprova1) to administration/faculty/ - ;
- students" . ‘ ¢

. { . \\ ° ¢
: . P
(N—13) Delegate ReApons1b111ty in Spec1f1c Pollcy Areas

~ Internal Load/Overload (4) Product1on/Use of Educatyona] Materials. (1)
LT Computer Use/Software (7) Continuing Education/Extension (1)

Salary Reimbursement:(2) - Paid Sabbaticals (1)
External Activities (1) Q\Eonf11ct of. Interest (0)

>

. Patents & Invent1ons (0) 2\
I1.” (N=8) Delegateslonsiderable Responsgb111ty ‘

DéTEgate responsibiTity for all areas (1) o

N Delegate considerable responsibility (N=4) R ;,aﬂa' )<fJ
- _ Review policie$ only when deemed necessary by administration (N=1) Y.

- Board should-be informed of policies (N=1 ¢ .

\ Delegate responsibility on educational matters (N=1)

I11. (N=14) De]egate Limited Respons1b111ty ;&&; - ‘ :f

Board should actively reyiew all policies (2) ) \ S{

Delegate responsibility for formulation and/or implementation (5)
Board should have cons1denl$1e student/facu]ty adm1n1strat1on - -

C input -(6) ‘ e
_ Delegate only to persons w1th appropriate expert1se (1) : .
. ; ’

V. (N=24) Delegate Little or No Resgg¢s1b1]1ty

De1e!‘te'on1y respons1b111ty to carry out Board P011c1es (4)
Defegate none of the responsibility (20)

LN N ?

W'lA total of 48 chairpersons (out of 65 respondents) made a total of 59 ‘ i
responses to this question.. Number in parenthesis indicate the number a
making each response. ° -

2

¥
An add1tiona1 17 respondents left” this item b]ank perhaps-‘}so 1nd1cat1ng

. no désire to delegate respons1b111ty _ N




’ , e APPENDIX 1 : / e
& oF .

S - SURVEY "QF SELECTED CHALRMER Lo
TR + " COLLEGE/UMWIVERSITY TRUSTEE BOARDS
_‘5 . A . ’ R ’ . ' ‘ ‘ 3
‘ o "Ethical and Economic Issdes:, Thustee Inténest and Involvement in Academic Policies fon 4
Faeulty Consulting, Overload Teathing ,a"f‘ Intetfectual Property Rights." ‘e . : -

being of principal, \nterest. Each broad drea is really a collection of more specific inter-
.relgted pollicy quest¥ons. For eagh.of the nine policy areas we dsking four questions: .
1) is your board knowledgeable abd) t your institution's policies tices (KNOQLEDGE), 2) ;
< the degrée of satisfaction with existing pblicies/practices (SATIJWCTION), 3) the board's . IS

On the basis of o‘u/y:evious research, we have selected the‘follo.wing nine policy areas as

A , current/past involvement in setting existing pelicies/practices (JURRENT/PAST INVOLVEMENT),
and 4) your projection of the board's: future. iWen}, (FUTURL" INVOLVEMENT).. For each
question, try to answer from the perspective of yotw—Board of- Trustees. 'As indicated in our N
cover letter, your responses will remain.strictly confidential. Neither yodr name nor the
name of your institution will be connect}d‘pqsany of your responses. -
“‘ - L™ l"&;' . s . / )
. - w¥  For each of the nine policy areas pleaseanswer the Following fﬂws' - . -
s ™, | Y ) " e . )
) KNOWLEDGE: Your board's KNOWLEDGE of the actua}‘ policies(practic;s your 1nstitutiﬁ is:
' s . - - e .
SATISFACTION: - Your board's SATISFACTION withigxisting policies/practices at your institution . o
- ' is: (Leave blank «i§ you do not know what -policies/practices are in one of the .
policy areas) ' ‘- ' ‘ .
L . . .o
* CURRENT . INVOLVEMENT:  The board's INVOLVEMERT during recent years has beﬁn: .
FUTURE INVOLVEMENT: The board's' FUTURE INVOLVEMENT in determining policies/practices is:
likely to be: . .o \
. r
/ . Put your response to each questidn. Hsing theé fb”owing' response scale, in-the boxes next to
t - each policy area. i ’ . - :
-t ¥ A 7 ' :
; 1 2. 3 4 - NA .
’ * VERY LITTLE . ., MODERATE EXTENSIVE  Not appropriate ¢
Lo, /\( {or none) ) . . *  or do not know
ANT ICIPATED L GENERAL POLICY/PRACTICE AREAS (each of the ninejareas

INVOLVEMENT KkNOW-  SATIS- CURREN’T FUTURE: hqs been delineated by some of the key policy Auesté
CHANGE * LEDGE ~ FACTION INVOLVE INVOLVE which might §afl into it)

» y INTERNAL LOAD AND OVERLOAD: Is load specifically defined
+,52*% - 2.9 3.5 2.4 3.0 |in tems of teaching and/or other actiEities? w%at in-
~x stitutional activities (internal consulting, additional e
Hi °® teaching, research, curriculum development, administrative
functions, etc.) are compensated with overlcad salary-

3 . N ¢ $ Y 2 R
(58) (53) (57) 4(53) - (58) during academic’year/summer? “ ’ ) .
’ - EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES: Are-limits specified on time spent |-
+.33 ° "1 2.6 3.5 2.3 2.6 |and/or salary earned for externak activities (consulting, [ {
yteaching.at anpther institution, part-time employment) SRR

(58) * | (63) (57) ‘ (%4) (58) during the academic year?/sumer months?

. CONFLICT OF TNFEREST: Is therc a clead statement. of what
YA . 2,'9 3.3 2.3 3.0 |"professional ethics" are expected? What "disclosure" of | e

i

potential conflicts is required? Do faculty give "ex-
pert testimony in areas which may give the appearance of

H1 3 ' ) " |a conflict with their industrial consulting? Do faculty
serve as directors/principals in organizations doing
(55) (57) | (49) | (59) | (55) |business with the university? ‘ S
. PRODUCTION/USE OF EDUCATION MATERIALS: Do faculty share .
+.60*. . 2.2* | 3.1 1.9* | 2.6* royalties from gextbooks written on university time and/
’ . e jor required in university courses? What university Ye-
Hi . Lo > Lo Lo sources (office, library, computer, staff, etc.) can (
‘ ' faculty use for development of materials which may result

. in persona) financial gain? ko receives benefits from
(52) : (57)' (47) (57) (52) | or owns non-textbook materials produced using some univer-
' ) sity resources?

4 -

@, in () refer to the no. (out of, 65) of respon es. M sin afu's
EMCat respondents felt the item was nol apprgg 1a§e or noi_ ngw\r’\.\ e‘ 99‘”?"’ indica_te

A ruiToxt provided by ER ’

[

. 2N .

7

- ¥




}

- 4

¥ * e ‘Y ) ) s
* - Indicates that mean rating differs*sighig;zahthyhfrom the mean + °°© d
. ratings of the other eight policy areas. T ) Ve 2
ANTIC'IPATED . , : R S :
INVOLVEMENT : - ' . ‘
* " CHANGE W-  SATIS- CURRENT  FUTURE . " : .
LEDGE  FACTION INVOLVE INVOLVE GENERAL POLICY/PRACTICE AREAS ‘ ’ .
\ ' DATINTS AND INVINTIONS: Who owns patents developed with .
1 +.26 2.%. 3.1 2.0 2.3 university resources? What royalty sharing is specified .
‘ ; R Lo -| Lo between university and inventor? Are there policies con- <
Lk cerning patents developed by faculty while consulti
(42) . _('4 ) | (38) (47) (42) |for external organizations? . - ¢ ‘
+:19% 3.4+ 1.3.5 VeX Al /3){ CONTINUING EDUCATION/EXTENSION:® Are courses taught by .
. i ' ' : regular faculty, outside instructors or a combination? .
" . Is teaching compensated with overload salary arid ‘pegulated -
Lo Hi Hi by the same policies as other overload activities? /Ts
v 0T this instruction recognizedé}as a conz(rlibution to the .
) y wniyersity? Can faculty t ach related materials for-a
(53) (57) _(53) (5?) c53) competing program at another institution? ‘
3 . y M D
. ! SALARY REIMBURSIMENT FOI%N/\LLY FUNDLD PROJECTS: Is
+.31 -° 2.6 3.2 2.3 2.8 there policy for charging~ ts/contracts for faculty
. . Y * time during academic year?/during summer? Is the use of

' ' ) A s| recovered funds specified (faculty replacement, general
(48) 1 (55) | (48) (54) | (49) |funds, departmental-funds)? Do policies vary for dif-
¢ : ., ferent sponsors (industry, goverrment, foundations)?

PAID SABBATICAL LFAVLS: Is prior approval of sabbatical

+.25 3'.7* 3:7* ’3'.1* 3'_4‘? .} plan required and what 1s the basis of approval? Can

. Hi Hi Hi Hi faculty.accept outside salary and how is the university's
(57) .1 (59) (57) (60) (57) - contribution adjusted? ) 3 i )
: ) - “{ COMPUTER USE AND .SOFTWARE PRODUCTS: Is there clear policy ’
+'3,8 ' .| 2.6 3.3 2.3 2.9 on obtaining/using computer time, and whether it is paid ~

for by external grants/projegts or by tif institution’s
resources? Who owns and has market rights to computer

. . programs (software) developed by faculty/staff with some
(50) ) (53) (44) *55)% '(50) university resources? . Docs policy ¢over use of university
“ ’ computer facility for gersonal financial gain (external 3
. | Average . consulting, .etc.) by faculty staff?
across all - ” * —
nine .areas .80 3@%%11 .34 | 2.8% I(no. of responses may be 65+ since one person may
S /&~ make several responses) -
+1+.35 Plaase briefly describe any specific- policy problems retated to our study which have arisen
L :zj;our\.institution. (PLease identify the.general policy area--using the List on the previous
Yy - and then describe the specific problem.) . . o
. N . N A } . V Y
Co Internal Load/Overlaad 6 ;) SataPy Reimbursement 0
) External Activities 3 . Paid Sabbatical Leave 2
Conflict of Interest 3 Computeg Use & Software 0
; Prod/Use of Ed.Mater. 0 . Other G&neral Comments 5
: .+ Patents and Inventions 0o . None,(or-left blank) 47 (of 65)
’ 3 r ' - ‘ .

Continuing Ed./Extension-

a N .
= - h\.; ' - . s (/ } ‘ ot .
, Please briefly describe any particularly successful policies related to our study which you

" have developed at your institution. {Please identify the general policy area -= using. the

List on the previous page -- and then descnibe the specific policy.) .

N

Internal Load/Overload Salary Reimbursement - 1
External Activities *. Paid Sabbatical Leave 2
-Conflict of Interest Computer Use & Software 1 !
3
4

5
3
2
Prod./Use of Ed. Mater. 'g Other General Comments
3

R -

‘

, Eat:ntsiand znvgntiohs ‘ None (or left blank) 5 (of 65)
. . ontinuing Ed./Extension i o
. : : N o L
Q ( ) ’ . .
, . ' ) - p]g.ase contipue on next pa;é - ’ .

o
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. ) ] o .
(see Do you\feel th\!t your boprd should' delegate resrwﬂity (including approvals8isapproval
TABLE = - of recommended \policies/practices) to administraffion/faculty/students for any of the policy/
Tm) - practice areas considerefl in this study? If so, please indicate the policy aréa and explain

why:responS’in ty shoul¥ be delegated. ,

If you feel that there is any other broad policy area which should have been included in our -
stud_y, please identify it along with the key policy questions.

Q
I} . ,o

Tenure/Promotwn 5 Presidential Powers ° Du
phcatwn'of Ed-.. Pr 1
3 Gov't Relat1onsh1ps 2 “ Evaluation . None (or left blank) e 54
Athletics : 1 » Student Fees -
Academic Freedom 1 .Student Government

.

BACKGROUND/DEMOGRAPHIC -INFORMATION .
How tTong have you served as a member or chajrman of .the boardf 9,.0Yeans 3 Months

3 ] . .
Un the average, how many hours per week do you spend fulfilling your rele as board chairman?

6.6Hours per Neel"

» . . \

BOARD FUNCTIONS: What is the role of the board in the following activities? Put a“cnes&

" under the column "PARTICIPATE" if the plans for these activities are initiated, determine
or developed by the board, check "APPROVE" if the plans of others are actively approved or
disapproved by the board. . ‘4

*PARTIC- - . - - ¥ PARTIC- -
IPATE  APPROVE ¢ IPATE  APPROVE

Appointment }f Chief Executive -

Officer ;

-

Fund\—-Raisiné Projects (General)

____ Specific ProJect Grants/ . .
Contracts . Appointment of Senior. Admiqigtrators

_____Major Capital Expend1mres 3 Estab:lishmeﬁt of New Acad‘em":ic ‘Units
University Budget 4 Granting of Tenure to Faculty

7 4
Management of Investments

B
-
—
——
B
’
—

Faculty Salaty Scales/Increases

____ bEmployee Benefit Packages . Personnel/hhnaganent‘Po,licies '

G————

e
What.other major activities does your board either participate in or approve? -

Establish Long Range Plans 4 Apt.: New Board Members 2  Other Comments 13
None 3 Evaluate Management 2 Blank (no response) 45
Award Honorary Degrees 2 Student Life 2 :

Thank you fon youn cooperation. PlLease netunn the completed survey in the enclosed envelope.

Fon furthen inquinies, “contact: Dr. Herbert W. Marsh, Office of Institutional'Studies,
University of outhern CaHfornia. Los Angeles CaHfornia 90007. Telephone (213) 741 6503
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APPENDIX IL

<

\

Number Samp]ed and Resbonse Rates for Each Ce]l of Sampling Matrix

(CLASSIFICATION - - -

'ﬁ’

2 - - .

1. Research & Doctora}
Granting Un1vers1t1es

Pub]1c
Private

2. Comprehens1ve

F Un1vers1ty/Co]1ege

.Public )
Private | =
Total

/
3.. Liberal Arts -
Colleges,

Public
. Private

Total - A .

4. Two-Year/Community .
Colleges

Public
- Private.
Total

5..§pecia]
Public

Private «
Total

6. Multi-Campus Systems 3

TOTAL (across all

c]assaflcationslﬁv

Public .
Private
’ Total («

-

’

n 0
[ = [
(o) O.
g '
3% 3
Le— O -\
FERER +
n [ 72]
2S5
m&u‘¢8
OO O r—
= O .
* [w e B
QO . [o -]
Z - ‘zm
. “ °
108 31"
. 65 35
173 66
308 14
“145 + 15
453 29
A
8 2
691 25
719 29
t—\
P 4
805 14
256 10
1061 24
64 4
357 15
421 19
- 9
1313 76
1514 100
2827 176

No.(%):Comp1eting

the. Survey

11(35%)
7(20%)
18(27%).

6(43%)
18§27%;

2(50%)

16(64%)"

18(62%)

4(29%)
4(40%)
* 8(33%)

2(50%)
5(33%)
7(37%)

4(44%)

29
36
66(38%)1

36%

 ;(13%) 1 3%)\\13(4é%)

- 1(3%) -
1( 2%) ‘2% g%;
1( 7%)
2213%; 1{ 7%)
2(7%)  2( 7%)
P 2
1(25%)i .-
1(3%) -
2(142)  1( 7%)
= 2(20%)
2( 8%) -3(i3%)
- 172
- 1( 5%)
- 1(11%)
;'4 5% | 4‘ 5%
2§ 2% 52,5%3
9( 5%

6( 3%)

1 - one.chairperson returned a survey with no identification.
. * )

20

| 8ta)
)

\S—
2 223
~ W)
— D '1430)\0) ‘
(o, R RS o [
[ 3 = [=a B e, B =
— O © - QO C O
Coo— > oo o -
| S o B T e— QO -~
gt 2ET 8 B
—t Pt = ~—
v X O [ O, .oz "
[s i o] (2] v » O =
e Y T e Y O < Q
—~o O ~m O+ <
R Q- - RO o 3
V-HME S~ XM, O <8;
s ) O Loy e OE —
(o3 oI, « I = O O m o w
Za A Z 0. - [l = 4
™
Y

8(23%)
21(322)

7(50%)
7(47%
14548%;

’

3(75%) -
16£64%)
19(66%)

S

7(50%)
6(60%)
13(54%)

I
-~
~

2(50%)’

v \

(56%

37(49%;
43(43%
81(46%)




