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5" - . Governing board_chairmen.of 176 seJected postéeqoddary institutions
were surveyed to determine their levels of Kﬁowledge,-?nvo]vement, and
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the fptultyf Such activitiesvprovidefbehefité to .the facu
and to society, but potential conflicts of interest and problems in the use of

satisfaction concerning policies for extra-income-earning activities of
\$¢y, the university,

"salaried time and institutional_resoUrtesfhaveVbetdme_intfeasing]y apparent.
The current survey, with a response rate of 63%, revealed that trustees have
Timited knoﬂ]edgeof’po]icies'existfng at.their institutions and have few
plans fon'substantﬁa1.future inyoTvement; however, they also indicated that

e . . , , .
they are-unwilling to delegate responsibility for policy development and
implementation to admini§tration,'facu1ty, or students., )
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Steady state enrollments and funding in ‘higher-education require

N )

institutions to.emphasdzevp]anning,:evaluation and.management.of_]imited
resources. Most. importantly, these include the faculty and the resodrces ySed
'to'support them. | One po]icy/practice"area that has not recéived moch attention |
butJis emerging as potentiai]y troublesome is that of eitra-income?earning
fftiyities (both internal.and external to the uniyersity) of academic faculty
and staft: A basiC'oonfuston-eXists as to hoW~”tacu1ty Toad" should. be defihed,
. | thus maklng it v1rtua]1y 1mposs1b1e to determ1ne what is overload. So Tong as o
| 1t remains, unc]ear how much faculty commitment . is due for basic sa]ary, the
emp]oy1ng 1nst1tut1on may have no*validsc]aim to roya]ties, property rights,
;or contro] over what faculty do doring what they assume to be their own time. ¢,

’

Potent1a1 benefits of these extra -income-earning act1v1t}es--to facu]ty,

students, the un1vers1ty, and socﬁety--are many These “include exposing

facu]ty to ‘the pract1ca1 needs of soc1ety and'1ndostry,'providing sooiety

with the un1vers1ty S expert1se, bridging 'the gap between academe and soc1ety,
v and prov1d1ng f1nanc1a1 benef1ts for both the facu]ty and the un1vers1ty

However, these same act1v1t1es require time that may a1ready be compensated

a 2

as part of regular teach1ng 1oad ~often produce property whose ownersh1p
) and income may belong to the un1yers1ty,-and may result-in potent1a1 conflicts
of interest.i Apparent or actual conflict of interest and questionable use of

salaried time and institutional resources tend to erode public respect for

-higher education, and ‘may -increase its ‘cost.
f o N s, ) ;
’S’ociety is in the process of rapid change and the traditional academic -
-+ "missions (i.e., teaching, scholarship and public service) seem more urﬁent]y

‘.
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H?eded than ever. fThesevhéve'been'supported by the three pillars "of acagemic
: : o . - . v -
personnel policy: 1) Tenure (employment security); 2) Academic freedpm

(freedom of‘tﬁought and expression), and 3) Support of scho]af1y activity--.
f‘\;? includihg mode§t' or ]ighF  teachin§ Togds. “Yef thefeb are_ige;ipus
. ' problems that may bg the resuit‘of‘{hadequate p011¢y/practiée or théﬁfaijhre %
/;' enforce-adéqUate.pé]jcieé Ehat d? exist. ‘These pépblems“seem'parficuiar1y acute
in the etﬁicél'hnd e;oﬁomic qré$§ ré]atipg;to-éupplementéj income éna conf]fct.'

of inter§§;. There are continued battles to pfote¢p~freedom\ef thought and
I ) . P L 2 .

- ~ " ) . N - . - 5 ‘ . ’ . y
\f;imu]taneté% resistance to the disclosure of outside interests that might create
ancs o Y E] v :

. efhica1:éoﬁ¥1ict§; There 1s:cpﬁfusioh between’ the Fole of'thg academit professiona
and thi%v'of thé feé—for-seryice pcpfessgona1 (wh&sdoesfﬁbé héve a guarant¢edA
N | salary, fénﬁré, dhd'atadgmié f%eédoh{.oﬁ the b]ué_co]iar wbrker'(whq is compensatea
in direct proportidn'to the‘éumber of hphrs--inc]uding oyértime--Wkaed).-
Evehiét_fnsiiidtions with‘”heavy teahhing’]oads? tﬁe‘tota]'nuhber of hours
devoted to teachjné dur%ng a 12-month year will rare]y exceed half or two-thirds
-ofitheffdta1 55hua1 hOUrs'bf a iyptgal industrial workeﬁ or of other profegsipnéls.
“Whiie’academ{ts‘typicaily ?eportv?wdrking 40-to-§0-hoqr work weeks--%nclud%ng
\ 'théir scholarly Wofkj-this'is typical ﬁf many pthér~professions-as well. This
discretionary time affofaed tg:acadehicé?‘UTtimatély paid for‘by sobiety, 13;

L (

- . made aQai]ab]e for scholarly work andpublic service, with the understanding: .
that it wii] benefit society. By dgsign'academics have béen afforded the - e
¥ bnigjiege of se1f?detefmin$tion in fhe use of time for which'they 5}é -
%déranteéd compensation--a priviiege rarely available to qther emg]pyées.

*  The most importahtxreaSOn’for public support of higher educatidn isf

. unquestionably the éduégtion of the public. Scholarly work g;d pupli
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are the two other major funct1ons for which soc1ety is prov1d1ng resources

to academic 1nst1tut1ons Research conducted in academ1c sett1ngs has-,f'_'
y -
provided major contributions to our standard ofll1v1ng' In our comp]ex

‘ soc1ety the university scho]ar 1s 1ncreas1ng]y caTTed upon to serve the
pub11c 1ntgrest as an unb1ased source of expert adv1ce Successful fu]fl]lment_'
° ,

of this public serv1ce ‘requires that the adv1ce be both ob3ect1ve and expert

\' ‘ Meet1ng these standards is d1ff1cu1t at best, and the extens1ve for personaT-

gain act1v1t1eS of many academics may create the appgdrance” f, 1f not the

actua] fact of, conf]1ct of interest. Even*the ] t expert adv1c \may be of

T1tt1e vaTue to the pub11c 1f its cred1b111ty is underm1ned

The era when large 1ncrea§es of public esources were g1ven to higher‘

e to an end The pub]1

educat1on w1th few quest1ons asked has ¢ is quest1on1ng

both the un1verSJty S degree of commr'tment to educat1on and teach1ng

-reTevance of un1vers1ty research tglthe prob]ems of a h1gh techno]ogy soc1ety

There 1s concern that the narrow d1sc1p]1nes of the academy are not 1n step

w1th the rea11t1es of almu1t1d1sc1p11nary soc1ety - The decreas1ng economic jw

advantage of a coTTege education and forecasts of an ﬁncreas1nq surp]us of

X

N coTTege gradu tes are a]so\caus1ng concern., There appears to be a Toss in ¢he
v' / 1b1]1ty and 1ntegr1ty of academe as the expert1se of academlcs has become

(
1ncreas1nglﬁ employed by government and 1ndustry on a service- for fee bas1s

For examp]e, at the t1me of the famous Santa Barbara o11 sp111 few appropr1ate

4 f >
academ1c‘expeéts‘kou1d be found who d)d not have some f1nanc1a] relat1onsh1p

1 4 )

~with the g)]*]hdustry S1m11ar connect1ons ex1st w1th the food 1ndustry,

as evidenced bj>a request of a u. § Senate Appropr1atﬂons Subcomm1ttee that ;'

the National Sctende Foundat1on make a study of facu]ty saTar1es ‘Ln'tHex
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spring of 1977 this NSF salary report received the following “cofsment from ° -
the,subéommfttee: ) ] | |
"...The.committee notes that the nepont Limited its consideration 1o
wilverseties' salaries and neglected the §act that wilversity polices
are generallymtuictured to allow, if not cncourage, the earning of -
outside income by the faculty. Fon instance, the whiting of income-producing
- books during nomwmal working howws is a customany academic privifege. . .
In contrast to industry, universities allow facubty-inventorns to hetain
 large shanes of the noyalties from the inventions, Subject to government
" regufations that might apply because of Federal sponsonship. Universities
. generally allow faculty to spend from-one-half to one day a week in consuliing
¢ AUlth o Loss 0f academic pay. And some faculty even maintain substantial
©and continuing outside business Aesponsibilities. . Since all these
types of activity aney customary parts of remuneration provided by.
academic Life, and sdnce the income nesulting §rom them cdn be substantial
4 the case of sdnion scientists, the committee nepeats Aits nequest that’
NSF neexaming it salary policies o determine what new guidelines may'be
needed o offen \reasonable assurance:’ 1) that faculty time being supported
45 actually beind devoted to the grant-supporting activities and not to
_0thet dncome-producing effonts and 2) that the government 48 not creating.
Lnequities between the earwned ancome of academic sedlentists and its own -
senion scientists.” [HUD-Tndepeident Agencies Subcommittee, Committee
on Appnopn@ationA, U.S. Senate, June 21, 1977). ; S

4 - B ¢ s B A ’
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Linnell and Marh (1977a).intervipwed faculty and administrators at ten,

3 [

researcn universitvtes about ‘policy/practice discussed in’this'paper._ Respoﬁdents
identified.many policy problem areas and.indicated that policy review and
revision was needed to maintain the fntegrity of acadeZ;;finstitutions and to

protect academic freedom'from'externai pressures. « In related set of mail f‘

N . N . . ] /\ . -y
- surveys (Linnell and Marsh, 1977b) identified problem areas were external -

®

. - - ~
"..consulting, production“aﬁﬁ yse of educational materials, salary reimbursement -
~-and recovery, continuing education and overload teachjng. Respondents from

. University centraT.offjcesvindicatgd that-they had responsfbi]?ty for

estab]ishing or recbmﬁending policy .in the areas under study. In,contrgsg,
' state-wide cqordinatiné.égengiés and community tok?égé sysfem offices héd
little resporsibility im these areas. . Higher education'assoEiégiohs and

1, , ,
academic professioﬁal associations genera]f? had not-established quidelines

@ \

for their members, even when they used the part-time services of faculty.

» . Y
P £
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'.Erivate foundationshad also played“a passive ro]e, usuaiiy accepting whatever’
policies existed at granteeninstitutions. o -
| In Tight of the serious policy problems that exist in~these areas,'it

is inperative tnat appropriate decision-makers establish new poiicy‘or review
enforcementof exi ting'poiicy. Recent court_proceeddnés have cieariy:estabiished
trusteefboard mefbers as the 1ega11y responsibieéfiduciary'agents of the
'university (Hendrickson and Mangum, 1977).- However, trustees have historicaiiy

remained unfamilar w1th the*operations, budgeting~ and spending of the
institution and reiy,primariiy upon senior administrators dec1s10n and -
recodpendations when board decisions_ are necessary. Weiies (1977) indicated
that. trustees usually 1ack the time or'tml inclination to become very invoived//
in the school's affairs d, > ?:,

An extensive survey on the compos1tion of governing boards (Gomberg and
Ateisg& 1977) prov1des background information on the trustees who serve on
them. The'authors identifed slightly more than 3,000 institutions but found
that 30% of these were governed by multi-campus ba’rds--boards that governed
‘an average of'S.S institutions. Trustees were uSuaiiy white males (iS%'were
women and gless than 10% were fron minority groups), well- educated genera11y~ g
over 50, and largely professionaii. Near]y_éO, of the trustees held appo:ntments
on more than one board‘. Trustees typically are very fami]ar ‘with prqfitﬁmaking
corporations, but unfortunately, as Weiles (1977) observes, the accepted
practices ok'good_businessare often waived when businessmen serve as_trustees.'
'Less than business-1like management has been the tradition of~coi]ege boards
of trustees despite sincere attempts to act in the best interests of . | r
colleges and universities under their guidance

~ . The purpose of the present study was. to survey ‘chairpersons of governing

boards about policy/practices related to extra -income-earning act1v1t1es at
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their institutions. Respondents were asked to indicate their knowledge, )
sat1sfact1on, current 1nvo]vement and future 1nvo]vement w1th each of nine
. _

' po]1cy areas These responses indicate the.ro1e governing. boards play--now

and in the future--in theseyimportant-po]icy-maktng areas.

« : < 3

.+ METHOD . | o o
\

The survey instrument asked board chairpersons to respond to each of

Survey Instrument ok

[

-vn1ne broad poiicy areas which span the focus of this study 1nterna1'

1oad and overload, externa] activities, conf11ct of 1nterest product1on/use

extension, salary re1mbursement for externa]]y funded proaects pa1dv
_ 1eaue, and ‘computer usage. .For each of.these policy areas respondents o

indicated their KNOWLEDGE of their institutions' policies; their‘SATISFACTIbN'

with thepo]icies the board's CURRENT INVOLVEMENT'with 'establishing'policy,

2.9 its ant1c1pated FUTURE INVOLVEMENT In add1t1on, board cha1rpersons_

1nd1cated other board functlons and responded to several open ended quest1ons‘
re]ated to thesepo]1cqesand whether or not the board shou]d de]egate respons1b111ty

for the estab11shment or 1mp1ementat1on of them:

Samp]e and Response Rate

e e

The popu]at1on of 1nst1tut1ons considered in th1s study was the- % 827 Co
schoo]s catEgorlzed by the Carnegie Comm1ss1on of” Higher Educat1on (Carneg1e

" Foundation, ,1973). . [This c]ass1f1cat1on scheme comprises five maJor d1v1s1on§3

MaJor Doctoral-Granting Institutions*(at 1éast 10 doctoral degrees),

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges, )

Liberal Arts| Colleges (few or no profess1ona1 occupational programs)

Two-Year Schools, and

. Professional~and Other Specialized Institutions (Theo]ogy §us1ness
Art, Music, ﬂaw and Teacher Colleges that are not part “broader
1nst1tutlon, Med1ca] schoo]s were excluded from th1s c]ass1f1cat1on

~in our’ study\/// o ‘

GV B WM —
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of the policy areas to their board or an unw1]11ngness to take time to

Twenty'to thtrty'schoon from_each of the'Carnegie cTassifications-were
'se]ected so as to balance the samp]e'in termf;of control (pub1ic vs‘ private)'
\geograph1ckloca1e, and enrol]ment size. N1ne mu]t1 -campus systems governed "
by single boards and 48 members of the Assoc1at1on of American Un1vers1t1es
were also included in the samp]e : L ;1 |
A total of\176 board cha1rpersons were sent surveys | Fo]]ow up ma1]1ng&- .

which includéd a post card and anotner copy of the survey--were sent to lon- respondents

Respondents were asked to return the post card -even. 1f they d1d ‘not 1nteqd

to comp]ete the survey. The postcard asked why the Cha1rperson d1d not in end

to complete the survey (1ack of know]edge of the pollcy areas, ]ack of relevance

comp]ete-the~survey). Across all sample 1nst1tutions,-the'respons% ‘

A

was 63%, 81 (46%) returned comp]eted surveys and 30 (17“) returned just 3

. |
" the post card. The response rate did not differ apprec1ab]y among the d1fferent

Carneg1e c]ass1f1catlons or between pub11c and private 1nst1tut1ons The

: samp]e.and response rates are presented-1n more detail in Appendix I1.

R

| RESULTS AND DISCUSSION-
., |

- Ratings of the Nine Policy Areas

~ For each of the nine policy areas five variables werefana]yzed:'

. Knowledge r S 1
.~ Satisfaction L
Current Involvement

. Future Involvement. T : ‘
. Anticipated Change in Invo]vement (djfference between Future'and

~ Current Involvement) o o B ‘ : o

QW=

¢ These results are summar1zed in Table 1 and Append1x I Board chairpersons

T T T

gave the h1ghest rat1ngs to pollcy areas of "Pa1d Sabbatlca] Leave'(Knowledge,
‘ .“y |

Sat1sfactlon, Current Invo]vement Future Invo]vement) and ”Cont1nu1ng

AR N

Educatlon/Extens10nb(Knowledge Current Involvement and Futurg Invo]vement).



Future Invo]vement) and "Product1on/Use'of Edu ]5Mater1a]si(Know1edge,

Current Invo]vement and Future Invo]vement) ' : '

N

i Across all n1ne po]1cy areas board chairpersons indicated that the1r .

1 A

Know]edge of the po]1c1es at the1r 1nst1tut1on tended "to be "3- moderate"

" -

or less (on a f1ve-po1nt scale), while the1r‘Sat1sfact1on w1th these po]1cies

- ). 3 -

was somewhat h1gher The boards' Current Invo]vement‘w1th these po]1c1es

T was qu1te Tow. Respondents d1d 1nd1cate a stat1st1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant Ant1c1pated

¢

Change in Invo]vement in each of the nine po]1cy areas Yet, in sp1te_of

this 1ncreased involvement, Future Involvement was sigll rated to be "3;moderate"
- or ]ess "The areas w1th the 1argest ant1c1pated increases 1n 1nvo]vement

‘(see F1gure 1) were_”Productlon/Use-of Educattona] Mater1a]s," "Confllct of'.

'Interest,” and'“Interna]vLoad ard Overload." HoWever,.the changes in i

)

: inyo]Vement were largely a functfon‘of the very 1ow levels of invo]vement ’
vnhioh currently exist. In the policy area, "Productton/Use of Education.
.Mater1a1s," for examp]e, nearly’ 507 of the respondents indicated the1r .-
Current Invo]vement was "1- Very L1tt]e (on'none) " While the Ant1c1pated ‘

Change in Invo]vement was one of the: 1argest of the nine policy areas, about

.

25% of the respondents:nd1cated that the1r Future Involvement wou]d st11]

3

be "1-Very L1tt]e (or none)."
| Across a]] nlne po]1cy areas, rat1ngs tended to be 1owest for

’ -\

pr1vate 1nst1tut1ons, and- part1cu]ar]y for private 11bera1 arts co] eges.

Many pr1vate Tiberal arts, pr1vate two-year, and pr1vate profess1ona] and
'spec1a11zed colleges indicated that some or a]] of the policy areas had Timited
re]evance to small teach1ng co]]eges Pub]1c 1nst1tut1ons, pr1vate un1vers1t1es,

" and pr1vate comprehens1ve schoo]s did not quest1on the re]evance of these

po]1cy areas _ S ‘



/”\‘ . Board Activity and Relation to Po]1cy Area Rat1ngs )

Board cha1rpersons were asked to 1nd1cate tbe board s role 1n each of
12 posswb]e board functwons (see Append1x 1) Responses 1nd1cated-that
v1rtua]1y "all boards had. some ro]e in almost a11 of the funct1ons In SOme l
J cases the role was pr1mar11y rev1ew1ng and approv1ng work done by others ”
-(Spec1f1c PrOJect Grants and Contracts, Facu]ty Sa]ar1es, Emp]oyment Benef]t
Packages, EstabTﬁsh1ng New Academlc Units, and Grant1ng Tenure) For some
funct]ons (Appo1ntment of Ch1ef Execut1ve and Management of Investment)'
the role was that of™a part1c1pant p]ans were 1n1t1ated determ1ned or-
deve]oped by the board 1tse]f rather than by others However the Tevel

. of t »rd act1v1ty in these.funct1ons showed Tittle re]at1onsh1p to any

of t..e nine po]1cy area ra£1ngs

A C .
' Qpen-Ended COmments

-

Cha1rpersons were asked -open- ended quest]ons re]ated .to the prOJect:

1. Are there specific policy prob]ems7
. 2. Are there particularly successful pol1c1es7
3. Are there other po11cy areas wh1ch shou]d have been included in
s . the study? . ) o
4. Shou]d the board de]egate respons1b1]1ty for these po]]cy areas?.
The f1rst three quest1ons drew only occas1ona] responses, only about 25% .

L4

of the cha1rpersons responded The most frequent]y ment1oned po]1cy area--_l

both in terms of problems and successes --was Interna] Load/Over]oad /The ‘
g o
only add1t1ona] po]1cy areas ment1oned more than once for 1nc]us1on,1n the

study were ”tenure/promot1on po]1c1es and re]at1onsh1p to government "
‘Most chalrpersons (79%) did respond to the quest1on about’ whether or
not respons1b111ty for these areas shou]d be deTegated to. adm1n1strat1on,

facu]ty and students Individual responses ranged from ”de]egate respons1bi]jty

—

»

&
laa
>



_7for a]T areas“ to "de]egate no respons1b1]1ty for any of the areas.: M The

v

consensus’ was that re]at1ve1y 11tt]e respons1b1]1tyfor these areas shou]d
'be delegated 487 of those - respond1ng (31 of- 64) 1nd1cated that no respons1b111ty
shou]d be de]egated wh11e 384 indicated that on]y ]1m1ted respons1b1]1ty

.4'for spec1f1c areas shou1d be e}egated Only 14% 1nd1cated that cohslgerable
[Vrespons1b111ty shou]d;be de]egated (see Table 2) o A

e . ' ! . s . .. - o
—_ . . : . - . D
, .

]
. 5
. N -

3

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS -,

° -
.. ., -

! Cha1rpersohs of the govern1ng boards of educat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons were

asked to comp]ete a survey concern1ng the1#€$hst1tut1on§‘ po]1c1es in nine
~areas re]ated to extra income- earn1ng activities of facu]ty The respondents;
. were to 1nd1cate the1r boards knowledge, sat1sfact1on, current involvement

" and futureu1nv01vement in each of the po]1cy areas. S1xty -three perfent of

o 4 ~——
oo the cha1rpersons, represent1ng 1nst1tut1ons ranging from two-year colleges

'-and spec1a]1zed profess1ona1 schools to maJor doctoral- grant1ng un1vers1t1es,

respondtd ) \ A ‘ '; ,‘ '-‘ = : ' f' - _ BT

.

The surveys showed that cha1rpergons general]y had on]y moderate or

Tess know]edge of the po]1c1es “and that board.1nvo]vement 1n the1r determ}nat1on

had been’ rather 11m1ted Bespohdents-d1d indicate they they ant1c1pated,ant

- R
/ - . . R A
Jdncrease. in theJr 1nvo]vement'in each of the nine po]1cy areas. However,

K

y .
even w1th this 1ncrease future 1nvo]vement in these areas wou]d be- only. K

J

mod7rate The areas: in wh1ch the: 1argest 1ncrease was. ant1c1pated were

Kd ¥ ¢

-"Product1on/UsGlbf Educat1ona1 Mater1a]s,” "Conf11ct of - Interest" and

"Interna] Load ‘and Dver]oad "o o L -"-
(. R |




' :’. ) o ) . ; - : . . A
. i . -’ .‘ . . v _ : . L . " 11
\

TN Open ended comments d1sp1ayed a wide range of op1n1on about whether or
- . ~ N - \ A El :
_not the board shou]d take respons1b111ty for these po]1cy areas However,-

. ; most cha1rpersons feﬂt that re]at1ve1y little respons1b1]1ty for them shou]d
o be de]egated to adm1n1strat1on, facuit% and students ~

s

. In summary, it appears that the govern1ng boards have relatively little

-

h P

1nvolvement in. deﬁerm1n1ng these pract?ces and genera]ly have no more than
moderate know]edge of what the1r 1nst1tu¢1ons po]1c1es actua]}y are. While
the board cha1rpersons genera]]y fee] that at least a major portion of the
respons1b111ty for the determ1nat1on of these policies shou]d res1de with the

) ﬁfboard, even the1r ant1c1pated future 1nvo]vement is no more than moderate

. ) Boards usually have legal respons1b1]1ty for these po]1cy areas, ang, 1ndeed

| the results of tnis study indicate that trustees ‘do not choose to de]egate
that respons1b111ty to other const1tutuenc1es However, the study-also‘ _
1nd1cates that these trustees-have only limited know]edge of whatgpohioies ~
exist at the1r own 1nst1tut1ons and are. apparent]y unwilling to become more

‘1nvolved Either the authors are m1staken in the1r assessment of theJJmportance.'

t

- of these areas or the governing boards have not yet realized the potent1a1
i~

of the1r ro]e 1q_the shap1ng of pol1c1es perta1n1ng to the extré“nncome-

earn1ng act1v1t1es of facu]ty members.
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o .« . .Figure I S R

Anticipated-Change1 iniInvolvement in Nine Policy Practice Areas

» . . N -
v - .y

P - o L -
~+ Lless \ | .
Involvement 7 o
* . NO I ‘ ) [ / -
. - . Change EL '
-.30 -.10

Conflict of Interest -

Internal Load & Overload |

Production/Use of
ﬁducationa] Materials .

Computer Use/Software

Externa]'Activfties

Salary Reimbursement
for Funded Projects

Paid Sabbé;icaT Leaves

‘ V .

Patents and Inventions -
) -~ / R « |

L -

Cont{nuing Education

N

F

.lChange is defkhed as: Change = Future Involvement - Current Involvement. Positive values
indicate anticjpated increases in involvement. Botk Current Involvement and Ant1c1pated
‘Future Invo]vemeﬁt were rated along a 5-point response scale: 1-Little (or none):.

3 Moderate...5- Extens1ve -

2Respondenté‘ 1nd1cated stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases in ant1c1pated 1nv0]vement in
each.of the n1ne policy areas. ..

-
e D

s e ‘_
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- . . o o TASLE ONE .
v . . . ' ’ b : .
' ’ Summary of Responses to Nine Policy/Practice Areas1 e -
’ . N -
_ ~ . Ratings uetermined by Aesponses based on' the following {ive-point scale:
ug N 1 i ‘ 2..: 3 4 5 . :
c . npt appropriate very lirtle - " moderate - extensive °
C or do rot kriow (or none) : ) o -
‘ I. © KIWEDGE of policies at your institution. : Co-

'On“ﬁm average, chactpersons tesponded 4in 5.0 of ‘the nine possible areas uu,th .
KICRLEDGE Ratirgs between "3-moderate” and "S-extensive”? The mean response §on
" all nine policy areas was 2.9. :

*KACWLEDGE was generally Zower -in "Private Schools”, particularfy Lower 4in "Private
Liberal Arts Institutions”, and higher {n ''Research Universities’.

PRNOWLEDGE was signdiicantly Lcwen jon "Production/Use’ of Education Materials” [mean
: wtuyg 2.3 ; and signiglcant{y nigher §oa "Continuing Education/Extension” [mean rating
- . : .. 3.3]  and "Paid Sabbatical Leaves" [m7n.-mung 3.7) .

1i. ATISFACTION with existing policies at your institution.

: -

*Chactpersons 'zuBohdcd in 5.7 aneas of the nine possible with ratings of "3-moderate” ox s
. ugner. The mean tesponse for all nine  policy areas was 3.3, . ’ :

’

k *SATISFACTION is much Zower in Private "Liberal Arts Colleges'.

*SATISFACTION was significantly higher fon "Paid gbbatical Leaves” (mean nating 3.7).

I, CURRENT INVOLVE'E(T withi these policies during recent’)

" SChautpersons tesponded in 3.0 aneas with aatings of "3-moderate” on highex. The mean

R q . " . 1zsponse was 2.5. _ . .
h STUVOLVEMENT was Jenerally lewen in Private Institutions [except "Comprehensive schools),

{ower in "Liberal Colleges' and. ganerazlly iic'ca 4n "Comprehensive’” schools.

*TNVOLVEMENT was .Sl.gwi.gl;mnct'y Zower in "Production/Use of Education aterials" {mean .

. A - =mating 2.1} and "Patents and Inventions" [mean rating 2.2!; and sdignificantly nigher n
"Continuing Eaucation/Extension” [mean aating 2.9 ) and "Paid Sabbatical Leaves” [mean.
wieng 3.1). . :

V. FUTLRE [IMULVEIENT with policies is likely to be ...
'Cm':;;cucru tesponded in 3.8 aneas with 1atings of "3-moderate” o igher. The mean
a1 . rospuise was 2.9, ' ; . :
' YFUTURE INVULVEMENT was sdgnigicantly fower An "Private Institutions” [except "Comprehensive
Schools”}. : :

*Relative Lo otiter aneas FUTURE TNVOLVEMENT 43 anticipated fo.be signdifdcantly fower 4n
. “Patents and Inventions” [mean =iting 2.3); and TProductidn/Use ok Educational ‘aterials
O . C{mean wating 2.3); and, signijdeantly higner (n *'Paid Sabbatical Leaves" ([mean nating.3.4),
and "Contiruing Education/Extension [mean rating 3.7). ‘ '

5 |

1 - Wssug 21 "TA" responses were excluded gaom computadion 0§ means and siatistical analysds
. Lnvelving means. : . . . .

2 - The runder o3 vesronses [cut of Lhe nine pesadble), wnicn were "3-moderate" con higher, was’
compuled sepatately son KNOJLEJGE, SATISFACTICN, CURRENT INVOLVEMENT, ard FUTURE INVOLVEYENT
T utongs. Tacse were used Lo assess overzld resporses corcss he nine policy areds. - Misaing
or "NA" 1espcnses were not counted a4 being "3-moderate” ca nigner.

ERIC
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o T o Tablerr .
L4 . .
1
Paraphased Responses to the Quest1on _
' “Do you feel that your board could delegate respons1b111ty

(including approva]/d1sapprova1) to administration/faculty/
students” _ , .

’

I3
.

I. (N= 19) Deleqate Respons1b111ty 1n4§pec1f1c Po]1cy Areas
'Inter al Load/Over]oad
" Computer Use/Software
Salary Reimbursement (
External ‘Activities (2)

6) Productlon/Use of Educational Materials (1)
) Continuing Education/Extension (2) -
- Paid Sabbaticals (1)
Conflict of .Interest (0)
.Patents & Invent1ong

(
(4
3).
)

IT. (N=9) Delegate Cons1derab1e Respons1b111t£
\ De'leg?te respons1b1hty f@] areas (1') s o o | .
' pondi

DeTegate considerable res bility.(3).

- Review policies only when deemed necessary by adm1n1stration (3)
Board should .be informed of policies (1) : _ o

Delegate responsibiTity on educat1ona1~matters,(1)

CTII. (N=24) Delegate Limi ted Respopnsibﬂitx

- Board shou]d actively review all policies (3]
Delegate responsibility for formulation and/or Jmp1ementat1on (5)
_ Board should have cons1derab1e student/faculty administration
: *input ()
- . Delegate O,JY to persons w1th appropr1ate exper§1se (1)
Delegate respon51b111ty in a few areas only (7)
Delegate respons1b111ty after setting gquidelines (1) ‘

IV. (N=32) Delegate Little or No Respons1b111tx3

: . De]egate only responsibility to-carry out Board Po11c1es (7) o )
- _ Delegate none of the, respons1b111ty (25) - : _ }

»

2

rotal of 64 chairpersons (out of 81 ‘respondents) made a total of 84
responses to this question. Number :in parentheses indicate the number .-
making each response.- I : o

2The respondents genera]]y 1nd1cated 2 or 3 spec1f1c areas (out_of"9) -
which are included in category I of this table. T y
< B v Lo
3An additional 17 respondents Teft this item b1ank perhaps a]so 1nd1cat1ng
no des1re to delegate resoons1b111ty

IERJ!;‘V : - . o 1 . o o L



.o COURVEY UF SELECTED CHAIRMEN OF - . ‘
wt OLLEGE/UNTVERSITY TRUSTEE BOARDS . '

"Ethical and Economic Issues: Trustee Interer? and Involvement in Academic Policies fon
Faculty Consulting, Overload Teaching and Int.f€eotual Property Rights." L

On the basis of our previous research, we have selected the following nine policy areas as
being of principal jinterest. Each broad area is really.a collettion of more specific inter-
related policy questions. For each of the nine policy areas we are ‘asking four questions:
1) is your .board knowledgeable about youryinstitution's policies/practices (KNOWLEDGE), 2¥
the degree of satisfaction with existing licies/practices (SATISFACTION), 3) the board's
curfent/past involvement in setting existilg policies/practices (CURRENT/PAST INVOLVEMENT),
and 4) your projection of the board's future involvement (FUTURL IHVOLVEMENT). for each
guestion, try to answer from the perspectivd of your -Board of Trustees. AS indicated in our
cover letter, your responses will remain strictly confidential. HNeither your name nor the
name of your institution will be connected to any of your responses.

For each of the n;ne policy areas please answer the following four questions.

KNOWLEDGE:  Your board's KNUWLEDGE of the actual policies/practices at your institution is:

'SATISFACTION: Your bdard's SATISFACTIQN with existing policies/practices at your institution
i1s: (Zeave blank 4f you do not know whdt policies/practices are in one of the
. policy areas) b ) . ' . : .

CURRENT INVOLVEMENT:  The board's INVOLVEMENT during recent years has'been:'

. FUTURE INVOLVEMENT : The board's FUTURE INVOLVEMENT in determining policies/practices is
o T likely to be: . , '

\

\ . . -
Put your response to each question, using the following response scale, in the boxes next to .
' each policy area. : . . :

1 2 3 4 5 "~ HA

VERY LITTLE HODERATE EXTENSIVE  HNot appropriate S
(or nome) ’ r ) or do not know
NTICIPATED : " » 7 GENERAL POLICY/PRACTICE-ARLAS (cach of the nine ateas
HVOLVEMENT KNGw-  SATIS- - CURREHT FUTURE has been delincited by some cf the key policy questions
HANGE LEDGE FACTION INVOLVE INVOLVE which might 4all inte (t) ) .
34 » 5 l 3 1 INTERNAL LOAD AND OVERLOMY:  [s load specifically defined
+,56%* 3.0 . CZ. . fn terms of teaching and/or other activities? ¥hat in-
. 1 stitutional activities (intcrnal coqsufting, additional
1igh ' teaching, research, curriculun development, adminigtrative
- - flmgtions, ct;.) are cor:pcnsatcd'with pverlrnd salary-,
.(73) : (79) (70) (79) (73) during academic year/summer? )
+.33 : 2.7 3.5 2.4 2.7 EXTLRNAL ACTIVITILS.. Are limits spcc.if%cx.l on timk spent
e - : and/or salary carned for external activities (consult;ng,
: . teaching at another institution, part-time employment
) ' “( (7 du;ing %hc acadenmic year?/sumacr innthc? e
(72) (78) ]-(69) | (79) | (72 Tic year?/s 2
+.56%. . 2_9‘ 3.3 | 2.4 3.0 EUNHEK'T-OI: {.\TELEUSL:' Is thcrctgdslc:':]r .zta(tlg-r:crlmrt)q&fcﬁ}ﬁ;;
L R , professional ethics'* are expected” Wha 1sclosur
L, potential conflicts is required? Do faculty give “ex-
{ign : ) t pert testimony” in‘areas which may give the appearance of a
' 1a conflict with their industrial censulting? Do faculty
) serve as directors/principals in organizations doing
(6€) (69) (€0) (71) | (66) {business with the university? o
TE 1% * | PRODUCTION/USE OF. EDNCATION MATIRIALS: Do faculty share
.55 » 2.3 3.1 2.1, 2.6 royalties {ron textbooks written on university time and/
{igh or required in university courses? what university re-
9n. : Low : Low. Low sources (office, library, computer, staff, etc.) can ‘
- faculty use for development of materials which may- result
. in personal financial gain? Who receives benefits from
. . : 6{ owns non-textbook materials produced using some univer-
(62) (68). (58) (68) (62) s1ty resources? 4 -

" Hos. in () refer to the no.-(out of 81 ) of responses. Missin values generally indicat
@ "at respondents felt the item was'no% appropriate or not ngwn. g Y icate
ERIC - : 15 1% '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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* _'Indicates that mean rating differs signi?ﬁ%ﬁh@}y'from the mean

( . ratings of the other eight policy areas.
ANTICIPATED £ ‘ - - 3
INVOLVEMENT b ' , . : oo
t CHANGE KliOW- »  SABIS-  “CURRENT -FUTURE : . :
b LEDGE.  FACTION INVOLVE INVOLVE GENLPAL POLICY/PRACTICE AREAS
- : PATENTS AMD INVINTIONS: Who owns patents developed with
+"23- 2.6 ] 3.1 2.2* 2.5* [uniyersity resources? What royalty sharing is specified
. . . : Low Low |bectween university and tnventor? Are there policies con-
(53) (59) _.(49) , (59) (53-) cerning patents developed by (faculty whilc consulting ~
_ - . B for external organizations? : .
., CONTINUING EDUCAT TON/ EXTENSION: Aré -courses taught by
+.24 4p 3.3* 345 ~2.9* 3./2% [regular faculty, outside instructors or a combination? .
: . Is teaching compensated with overload salary and regulated
‘ . by the same policies as other overload activitics? Is
IR High T . this instruction recognized as a sontribution to tle
9 - High| High university? Can faculty teach rclated materials for a
(66) ¢ (71). (63‘) (72) (66) {competing program at another institution?
. SALARY REIMBURSIMENT FOR EXTERNALLY FUNDID PROJLLCTS: Is
) . there policy for chasging grants/contracts for faculty
+.28 |- 26 3.3 2.3 2.7 |time during academic ycar?/during ammer? s the usc of 1
recovered funds specified (faculty- replacement, general
(61) (67) (60)| (66)] (61) |funds,-departmental furds)? Do policies vary for dif-
’ « . ferent sponsors (industry, government, {oundations)?
s . PAID SABBATICAL LIAVIS:” Is.prior approval of sabbatical
+.28 3.7% 3.7 3.1 _3.4* | pjan required and what is the basis of. approyal? Can
‘ High {High H'i?h H]'jh é;ciit{)u‘:icﬁpzuoszzzgs salary-and how is the univers)ty’s_ ‘
(71) (z3) | (1| (7a), Qguyjconrroerion WM T ‘
: . i COMPUTER USE AND SOFTWARE PRODUCTS:  Is therc clear policy
+.33 2.7 3.2 2.4 2.9 |on obtaining/using computer time, and whether it is paid
. C for by cxternal grants/projccts or by the institution]s
: . i resources? Who owns and has market rights to computer
., lprograms (softwire) developed by faculty/staff with some
(61) (64) (55) (€6) (61) | university resources? Docs policy cover usc of university
' computer facility for personal financial gain (external
Average ' consulting, ctc.) by faculty staff?
acraﬁg all - 2_87 ; : -
nine areas tulR ot 2.90 J(no. of responses may be 81+ since one person may
S . make several responses) e .
{ +:37 Please briefly describe any ‘specific policy problems related to our study which have arisen
at your institution. [P€case identigy the general policy anea--using the List on the previous
X page-- and then describe the specific problem. )
b : .
LU Internal Load/Overlaad 9 _ Salary Reimbursement 0
Loae External Activities. 5 < Paid Sabbatical Leave - 2
! o Conflict of Interest 4- Computer Use & Software O
| Prod/Use of Ed.Mater. 2 ) Other General: Comments 8
Patents and Inventions 0 : None (or left blank) 5
Continuing Ed.7Extension” 3
Please briefly describe any particularly successful policies related to our study which you
d have developed at your institution. "{Flease identify the gencral peldicy area == using the
List on the previous page --.and then descnibe the specific poldcy.)
Internal-Load/Overload 2 Salary Reimbursement 1
External Activities 5 \,  Paid Sabbatical Leave 4
“Lonflict of Interest 3 \> . Computer. Use & Software 1
Prod./Use of Ed. Mater. 3 /* Other General Comments
Patents and Inventions- 7 None (or left blank)
Continuing Ed./Extension 3 ' -
I/‘. - .
/-\J, » - 3
Q . - please continue on next page -
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. . )
,see ' Do you feel

t.hat. your board” should delegate responsibility (includ‘ing approva]/di'sapproval'
‘ABLE of‘recome“waed pelicies/practices) to administration/faculty/students for any of the policy/
'HO) practice ageas_considered in this studyy If so; plea

se Pndicate the policy area and explain

| o~/
s B \! ., -L

. why respon$ibility should be delegated.

[
L4

. ] N 2
-, :

X -
i

if 'you feel that there iy any ‘other broad p:)'licy area which shoulf have
" study, please identify At along with the key policy questions. )
.(14 Chairpersons made 19 responses) S

o .
TenureMrometion 5

' : ' Presidential.Powers . Enrollment Projections 1
Gov't ReTationships Evaluation
Athletics '

1

2, 1. Student Involvement in
| , 1 - Student Fees 3 1
Academic Freedom® 1 1
1

been included in our .

-

" Governance . 1

; ! Student Government - Buplication of Ed. Prog. 1

‘Bstablish Salary Social Responsibility None (or left blank) 67
5 Increases - .

&1

BACKGROUND/UEIHOGRAPHIC INFORMATION -

] ' e

DO

I4 - - . ‘ . -

How long have you served as a member or chairman of the board? “9525 Years , 2.6 ﬂonths;:
. ' . ’ Ve 4

Un the average, how many hours per week do you spend fulfilling your role as board chairman?

IS
»

]
!
i
i .
oy » / : 2.4 Hours per Week
RN . *
| o . .
Do 5
i BCARD FUNCTIONS: What is the role of the board in the following activities? Put a check
i under the column "PARTICIPATL” if the plans for these activities are initiated, determined,
! or deveioped by the board, check "APPROVE" if the plans of others are actively, approved or
! disapproved by_the board. ' : . .
¢ paric- oPWTIC-
4. IPATE APPROVE IPATE APPROVE
i

o~

Fund Raising Projects (General) Appointment of Chief Exccutive
— Officer T
Specific Project Grants/ . i N
Contracts - Appointment of Senior Administrators
Major Capital Expenditures _ Establishment of New Academic Units
‘ M i o
University Budget .___ Granting of Tenure to Faculty

: Faculty Salary Scales/Incrcases Management of Investments

A Employee Benefit Packages Personnel/.\bnag’ancnt Policies

what other major activities does you'r board either participate in or approve? ' '

Establish Long Range Plans 4

’

L]

Apt. New Board Members 2 HNew Academic Programs

2
None - 3 - Evaluate Management 2 Other Comments 13
~Award Honorary Degrees 2 Student Life

3 Blank (no response) 57
Thank yeu for your cocperation. Please refutn the completed sutvew in tﬁ%,endpbed envelope.

: ~
Fou jutrther (nguetnscs, contacts  Dr. Herbert W, Marsh, 0ffice of Institutipnal Studtes, :
University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California, 50007. Telephone: (213) 741-6503

L ) -
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- .. ' APPENDIX -1

, . _ : T N i
Number Sampled and Response Rates for ‘Each Ce!] of Sampling Matr%g :
| << :
. ‘on, N * o own 3 !
T\ o s E . ‘c:\ ‘C: wnwm - 4
o o N — > ~ Q
— — = R Ye ) DRSO
D - 2 — cmoc Jem o ¥
3o 3 o — U™ -0 C
FuT o ) o o- > oo o —
¢ —_ e — Lo o COe— O —~
o + Q. 3 S — .3 E— E 3R
28 2 EP 82, B-28 T N
: . o s 2. P P o éa
T e 63L 52 WA wmo°2 wEr 33
CLASSIFICATION ° T2 LB Te THUE TLYE £S5
oSV Om o = OO0OmME DOOmW:~— OuW
. ) 'y & - = U = -3 ~ W .4 Z 0. — ‘
1. Research & Doctoral ) ' ' : . : .
- Granting Universities : : - (/)//’——ﬁ‘_”"——§
. . , o . o o
. Public « 7108 ° 31 17(55%) 1( 3%) 4(13%) ~ 22(71%) ' ‘
Private 65 35 10(29%) 1( 32) 4(11%)  15(43%) .
Total - 173 66 27(41%) 2( 3%)  8(12%) 37(56%) . .
- 2. Comprehensive -
- University/College _ L
Public 308 14 7(50%) 0 To2(14%)  9(64%)
Private 145 15 4(27%) 2(13%) 2(13%) 8(53%)
Total ' 453 29 11(38%) 2( 7%) 4(14%)  17{59%)
3. Liberal Arts -
Colleges : v
Public 28 4 2(50%) 1(25%) 0O 3(75%) -
Private 691 25 17(68%) 0 0. 17(68%) -
Total : 719 - 29  19(66%) 1(3%) 0 20(69%)
- 4. Two-Year/Conmunity
- Colleges »
Public 805 14 . 4529%3 5(14%) %525%3 éggg%g
Private - 256 107 4(40% ' % %
' Total 1061 24 8(33%) 2( 8%) 3(13%) '13(54%)
5. Special _ - d
C e o\ - o o
public | 66 . 4 2(50%) 0 1(25%)  3(75%)
Private - 357 15 8(53%) 2(13%)  4(26%) 14(93%) .
Total 421, 19 10(53%) 2(11%)  5(26%) 17(89%) -
6. Multi-Campué Systems -9 5(56%) 0 1(11%) 6(67%). :
TOTAL. (across all 4
’ classifications)
4
Public ’ 1313 76 27(49%) 4( 5%) .9(12%) 50(66%)
brivate 1514 100 43(437) 5(52) 12(12%) 60{607)
Total . 2827 176 81%(46%) 9( 5%) 21(12%) 1117(63%)
1 - one chairperson returned a survey with no identification. N
o v _ -
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