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institution, and social functions that colleagues perfezz for =2: ::
other. The results of factor analysis indicate nine func=ional
components of colleagueship: general campus and off-campus colle:e
stimulation, support, and collaboration; collegial interaction
centering around the informant/advisor role: interaction directly
related to the teaching role:; interaction related to spoansdrship . -
academic positions and nomination for professional association arnc
institutional activities and officers: interaction directly relat=:3
to the resezrch role; and sccial/personal friendship. Discriminaz:
analysis incicated that the most powerful discriminator opatween
subgroups wzs campus colleague stimulation and support. Liberal :=:cs
college facilty were significantly higher on general intecaction «sit:
campus collsaques than were university faculty. AdditionzZ findi =zs
are considered. Factor matrix data, =z list of 30 colleagu=ship
functions, :d a bibliography are appended. (SW)

sk ok Rk okjeok sk ko o sk oje ok e o o o ok o 2 o e o okt skeole ok e e o ok k shesfe ek ook ok o af e ok 3¢ ok e e ook 36 e ok ke e e ofe o e

* Reprc -tions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made =
» from the original document. =
o e ke oo o i 9 o ok ik ok 3 oK 7% 3 3k 5 o ok o ok ok o skl ok ok sfeofe ok o ok e sk sk ke ke ke o o ok o0 ke 3 oK ok Sk Ak ok e ok e ol s e ke e =




275

Lot}
o
oNJ
(]
L
Tk  Dimzcnsions ~f “.lleagueship
b—omg Cplleg: an mIversity
Tenelee
“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE T ©
4§ OZp  EexNTOFME. MATERIAL IN MICROFICRE Iivi
EQU: - =5 & WELFAS HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

FATIEm: - NSTITUTE L

UL ATION ;g a 4
<y DOCuL v - ~AS BEE CEP. PR
JCED EXxa; " .~ . RECE FROA EE ! éff zi v
~E PERSCS. "R 2% CANIZATIC 2210 N- -

~TINGIT F TT T S VIEW OR DFINIONS
CATED Du .07 » "ZESSARIL © REPRE- -~ i
Al o:sum: N ON&L INI;’ vurggo; "O THE EDUCATIONAL RESOL* .
SUCATICS PO ~ OR POL C¥ iNFORMATION CENTER (ERIC

Marzin Finkelstein
University of Denver

AERA Presentation
April 15, 1981
Los Angeles

HE ©I3 7154

oo

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



"HE PROBZEM OF COLLEAGUESHIP

Collzge and =mit=2rsity r~ofessors spend a considerable portiom
7 tooerr mocfess. w=m. lives izteracting with colleagues - in their
der.arTomest, on thelT campuses. in their discipline and/or its sub-
spec Zzlties (off--=mpus)}. These collegial interactions take a va~i-
2ty o2 rorms and sexv2 a varie 'y of functions. Some interactions
zentetr around the ir‘dvidual - search function, and may range from
czsust Tioulation o= occasic: L e :iqu2 of an icza. t- intensivs
collabtorzrion on one or more protecis.  Faculty 'mentoring” of grzd-
a3 € stodents worldc f211 in this zta2gory. Still :ther interacticsns
~qter more direc::v ¢z departmenc=:l/institutiona_ business incl.d~

~nr Zzculty carzer zdvancement) an. may range from d. .ac:i_c discussion

% 3 parli¢ lar stué=zt to full oz - faculty prcmoti.: .ad course
zommiztee ¢: libiraz.oowo Finz__  :.ch interactions - be "purel="

serial #3 naturz, zmoxcsg from c-==:Zonal companionsi.- Zfor coffee/
ame!h oo racalar Saturcay night o _slizing,

Tzs& collegziz. L teractions =re zmormously import nt to pro-
Fezs.ur.- and cheir wor-t. There is clea- evidence that - imulating
zollezpues contribuz: —o faculty resez—:h productivity _Blau, 1973;
3eleyn - and Blackbira, 1975: Cole and sle, 1973). If faculty moti-

atZzr iy porimarily "intrircsc" (Behym:— and Blackburz, 1975; Bess,

_x="steiz. 1¢30), colleagues ar= the principa. "triggers"

-

1
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<h. tiv 2 it [Blau, 1973). Moreover, colleagues :zre a primary

1

source :-f fz:wultr morale and satisfac=_.on. The literz:ure on fac-
vIty :int2risstitztional mobility consistently uncovers ''competency”
and “omev.alitvy"” of colleagues as critical factors in faculty

—zecruviTz=: - and retention (Finkelstein, 1978).

Beyonc their more specific contributions to academic work, a
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professor's colleagues form the normative context ("faculty culture")
that shapes his/her outlook, orientation and action. Goldblatt
(1967) found that faculty members' support for the principles of
academic freedom varied as they moved between institutions with dif-
ferentially tolerant faculty cultures. And Cole and Adamsons (1967),
in a study of the Columbia faculty during the student disturbances
of the late 1960s, found that faculty decisions on whether to hold
regular classes during the student strike were determined more by
theixr department colleagues' views than by their own level of atti-
tudinal support for the students, More generally, a professor's
colleagues set the standards for academic work in his/her particular
discipline and apply those standards to the judgment of the profes-
sor's work.

Finally, faculty members' colleagues ihvariably intrude into
their sccial lives. Parsons and Platt (1968) found tzat faculty
tended to draw the plurality of their social friends Zrom the ranks
of their colleagues. Faculty members tend to be relacively high con-
sumers of "high culture" (Anderson, 1967; Wilson, 1979) and apparently
tend to sﬁare these enthusiasms with their colleagues "after hours."

1f the generalized impact of colleagues on the life and work

* - rofessors is clear, we know very little about how colleague-
sbip works.—— its structures and dynamics in the worklife and devel-
npment of the individual professor. Most of the knowledge we have
is drawn from the sociology of science literature and focuses on
interaction of university scientists with off-campus, disciplinary
colleagués related to their research and scholarship (Crane, 1972;
Hargéns, 19753 Granovetter, 1977). Much less is known about (1)

interaction with on-campus colleagues in research and other areas;

[FaN
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(2) interaction not directly related to research, -"a~- :=cticn
doés it serve? What forms does it take’ How is 2 Lo per—
formance?) (3) colleagueship in the __fe anZ wo. i 0. ac:  -raduate
university faculty (that 90 percent of -ze acad.=.¢ =r- .o That
publish little . (4) colleagueship in ti 2 life -: "ur it and

professional fzzulty (non-scientists)

What littls we know about colleagus:z.ip on .az '8 _. -Tawn
from studies of faculty research product: ity an. ey ..cess
(Lodahl and Gordon, 19723 Biglan, 1973; lL_zu, 19 Cew=r. ., 1978;
Gluech and Jauch, 1975; Finkelstein, 197£; Raldw 1e= These
suggest a distinct dearth of satisfying colleciz. iz=erzcv._on on-
campus., Faculty appear to experience conside_sat irn 2lle.tual iso-
lztion (Blau, 1973), get few ideas for research Z:.: tiuelr depart-

ment colleagues (Glueck and Jauch, 1975), and 1 .« “z-. zoring"

relations with their graduate students for wha: ©ij1 agizl grati-

fication (Blau, 1973) they do get. Moreover, t ings of Black-—
burn, Behymer and Hall (1978) suggest that col: shay quite

a different role in the worklife of college as o, "0 univer-—
sity faculty.

This situation is of particular concern ir of .ie cur-
rent plight of the professoriate: severely cu: 1 cpportunities
for interiﬁstitutionai mobility; decreased tra- ads; tenured-
in departments. Many faculty will hzve to dep=z_ "creasingly on
their current department and campus peers to p:... 2 gratifying
collegial interaction., Moreover, inszitutions -Tz: -ed to maximize

the productivity of extant faculty resources, will ..2ed to look
to processes such as colleagueship as means for premoting faculty

vitality and self-renewal.

s {
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OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

In light of our current knowledge, this study sought to: {1
zzscribe the me .:r componenzs of faculty in-eraction .-ith departmect,

campus, and off-campus disci-liz:ry colleagues; (2) examine the simi-

larities and diffarence: in -:t- s of cr.. egial intsracticn of col-
izge and universi .y faculty z=¢ 7 facul: ' in different disciplinary
groupings; ard (3. examine ths: :c_atii...., between patterns of colle—
rial interaction 'ad indicato—: rew - zezrformance and froductivity
Za their teaching and service as well : - :search role:.

The analysis reported herz fomuc : ot the first one and one-~half
of these objectives, i.e., the des=r :ior of the major components of
collegial interaction and how those zompomants differ for faour-year
college versus university faculty.

RESEARCH ZROCEDURES

The research was designed as 2 case stud& of faculty at = Ph.D.
granting university énd two libzral arts colleges.

Since the literature did nct provide the basis for characterizing
the functions (as opposed to tk= structure) of collegial interaction,
a series qf pilot interviews we:= conducted with a dozen full-time fac~
ulty (male and female, tenured ==d non-tenured, representing the majbr
areas oqunowledge). In those ;nterviéws, respondénts were asked to:
"(1). name specific individuals w-thin or outside of institution with whom
tﬁey ﬁad a meaningful (professicr:l) relationship and (2) describe the
nature and development of each sucZ relationship.

Based on the interviews, a pex and pencil questionnaire ﬁas devel-
oped and pretested. The final qﬁes:ionnaire included thirty items rep-
resenting research, teaching; prof=ssional, institutional and social

functions that colleagues perform Zor each other (the thirty items are

=

b



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

liste: Zn Appendix I). ‘lespondents ware zx":=1 to: (1) indicate

whz: "u:z or not each of —ze thirty Zunctior. —as currentlv b:_ag

per iormed by three diffe-ent groups of collz::.. s—members ¢ their
de: - ==nt, campus cc_lezgues outside theai- - -zrtmsnt, and If-
cazz: colleagues in ~nexr field; {2) rate < .- exteat of the_: satis-
fac .z with each co__ague group's pgrform;;:? of each of - : thirty
fun—:z-c- (on the assuaption that some func__cms were L.=s _Izortant
tha- ot - 5 so that one might indeed be sat:z:fiited oy zues ¢. ileagues
non--:- -pmance of these); and (3) supply inis—mation on prc: zssional

activi is: and accomplisiiments as well as czmographic charac:zsristics.,

Ti.e cuestionnaire was mailed to a stratified (by department) ran-
dom se=—_: of 210 fv'l-time faculty at a private research ur .versity
(Carn: Ph,D.-granting I) aud 230 full-time faculty at twc private
liber .Tts colleges (Carnegie.liberal arts I ana Carnegie liberal arts
I1) i e Rocky Mountain region. A month later, a follow-u- 1f :ter
togetier with a second copy of the questionnaire was mailed¢ to non-
respc :u2ats,

The data analysis for this paper focused on respondent indications
of performance/non-performance of the thirty functions by each of their
three colleague groups, yielding ninety diéhotomous variables., It pro-
ceeded in three stages: .

Stage 1: Factor Analysis. A matrix of phi coefficients was

computed on the ninety di:hotomous variables for

ghe sample as a whole.l This matrix was submitted
to a classical factor analysis with iteration (i.e.
the main diagbnal elements of the correlation matrix
were replaced with communality estimates and an ite-

ration procedure was employed for improving the

~3
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estimates of :ommunality).: The extracted factors
were ther rotated to a varimax solution (after
several e—periments with oblique and other orthogonal
rotations .

State 2: Building “:iczor Scores. Tactor scores for the indi-

vidual ca=: on each factor iz the final varimax
solution =2 1 an eigenval: e ;reéter than or equal
to 1 were : .uculated on the basis:of the factor
score coeZ: cient matrix {factor scores were com-—
puted as = ~veighted product of the non-missing data
when up o one-quarter of the variables for a given
case ha. missing data) arnd added to the file.

‘Stage 3: Discrim_nant Analysis. Th = factor scores were entered

as inde.endect variables Into a stepwise discriminant
aqalysis, wich the liberzl arts college and university
faculty subszmples serving as the groups to be dis-
criminated. Rao's V, a generalized distance measure,
served as the criter . :: for inclusion. Variables

were selected en the basis of which contributed to the
largest increase in V when added to the previous
variable, thus achieving the greatest overall sepa-
ration between the liberal arts college and univer-
sity faculty groups. Wiﬁh a sufficiently large num-
ber of cases, the change in V has a chi square dis-
tribution witﬂ one degree of freedom and was tested
for statigtiéal significance at an alpha level of

,05.
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RESULTS

Response Rate and Respondent Characteristics

One hundred and seven members of the university faculty sample
returned the questionnaire for a response rate of 50.2 percent. Of
these 107 responses, niﬁety-five were usable for the analysis, thus
yielding an effective usable return rate of 44.6 percent. Tables 1
and 2 compare the distribution of the total university faculty sample
with tbz distribution of respondents by discipline and rank,

. | TABLE 1

Distribution of Total University
Sample and Respondents By Discipline

Discipline Sample ' Respondents

Bumanities . 50 (23.5) 19 (20.0)

Social Sciences 45 (21.1) 24 (25.3)

Natural Sciences 28 (13.1) 10 (10.5)

Professional 90 (42.3) 42 (44.2)

Total 213 (100.0) 95 (100.0)
‘ TABLE 2

Distribution of Total University
Sample and Respondents By Rank

Rank Sample Respondents
instructor/Lecturer 6 (2.8) ' 4 ( 4.2)
Assistant Professor 61- (28.6) 25 (26.3)
Associate Professor 66 (31.0) 32 (33.7)
Full Professor 80 (37.6) 34 (35.8)
Total 213(100.0) 95 (100.0)

For the most part, there appears to be a close similarity in the total
sample and respondent distribuﬁions, suggesting that no obvious respon-

dent bias is operating.
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Eighty-one members of the liberal arts college faculty sample returned
the questionnaire for a much lower overall response rate of 35.2 peréent
(the response rate was about the same for both of the liberal arts col-
leg2s). Seventy-one of these responses proved usable in the analysis,
for an effective usable response rate of 31 percent. It should be noted
that in‘comparison with the university faculty sample, the liberal arts
college faculty sample showed a‘much highe:  proportionace representation
of faculty in the humanities /{nearly one-half of the sample) and a much
lower proportionate representation of faculty in the professional fields
(about one-third that of the university faculty samplej and had a higher
proportionate representation of faculty at the lower end of fhe rank
continuum (nearly one-half were at the rank of assistant professor or
below). Tables 3 and 4 compare the distribution of the total liberal

arts college sample with the distribution of respondents by discipline

and rank,
TABLE 3
Distribution of Total Liberal Arts College
Sample and Respondents by Discipline
Discipline Sample Respondents
Humanities 108 (47.0) 28 (39.4)
Social Sciences 39 (17.0) 14 (19.7)
Natural Sciences 47  (20.4) 18 (25.4)
Professional 36 (15.6) 11  (15.5)
Total 230 (100.0) 71 (100.0)
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TABLE 4

Distribution of Total Liberal Arts College
Sample and Respondents by Rank

Rank Sample Respondents

Instructor/Lecturer 30 (13.0) 5 (7.0)
Assistant Professor 73 (31.7) 21 (29.6)
Associate Professor 62 (27.0) 23 (32.4)
Full Professor 65 (28.3) 22 (31.0)
Total 230 (100.0) 71(100.0)

Table 3 shows that the respondent group tended to underrepresent the
humanities faculty and slightly overrepresent natural écience faculty.
_Table 4 shows an underrepresentation of instructor/lecturers among
respondents as well as a slight overrepresentation of associate pro-
fessoxs., While the disparities are not large, it appears that some
respondents bias is operating for the liberal arts college faculty.
Together with the low overall response rate, it suggests that some
caution need be exe;cised in geralizing from the findings.

Results of the Factor Analysis

Table 5 (v. p. 17) displays the results of the factor aﬁalysis. For
each of the sixteen factors with eigenvalues greater than or equal to 1,

- loadings are reported for each function ror each colleague group, beginning
with department colleagues; Eigenvalues as well as the proportinate variance
agcouﬁted for by each factor are also reported.

" The first three factors, together accounting for half the variance

.in the correlation matrix, are general factors defined principally by

colleague location:

Factor 1, which I have labeled off—ca@pgs colleague stimulation,

support, and collaboration, appears to be a general off-campus

colleague factor, loading especially high on functions 1-2,

13
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4-8, 10, 16-18, 22, 24, 27-28, 30--general intellectual
stimulation, research related interaction, information
sharing on job opportunities and new developments in ones
field, the advisor/supporter role, and collaboration in
research--for off-campus colleagues only. There is no
loading higher than ,20 for either department or campus
colleagues on this factor.

Factor 2, which I have labeled campus colleague stimulation

and support, is a general campus colleague factor, loading
especially high on functions 11-14, 16, 19, 21, 23, 25, 28-29--
general intellectual stimulation, interaction related to
teaching, social companionship, advice, information sharing,
and general support-—-for campus colleagues only. There is no
loading higher than .30 for department colleégues and .16 for
off-campus colleagues on thisvfactor. In contrast to the
general off-campus colleague factor, this factor shows no

high loadings on research-related functicns.

Factor 3, which I have labeled department colleague stimulation

and support, is a general department colleague factor. While,
like the other general factors, it includes high loadings on
the general functions of intellectual stimulatiom, ingormation
sharing, advising, and generai support, it includes particulafly
high loadings on several research-related functions and no high
loadings on any teaching-related functions. There are no load-
ings higher than .30 for campus colleagues and .17 for off-
campus colleagues on this factor.

The remaining thirteen factorg togethér account for about 40 percent

of the covariance among the thirty colleagueship functions. By and large,

i2
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they are location and function specific, i.e., typically, they are con-
cerned with ; few items related to an overaréhing function (e.g. teaching,
research, cafeer, professional activities) for one or two, but not all
three, colleague groups. For didactic purposes, the thirteen factors
can be grouped into five or six clusters by function (keeping in mind,
their colleague location specific nature), Factors 4 and 6, together
accounting for about 10 percent of the variance, include high loadings
on information sharing and advising functions, The first of these is
primarily a department colleague factor, which involves providing infor-
mation on departmental and institutional concerns (Functions 20, 21,
25) a§ well as advising on institutional and professional career issues
(Functions 23 and 24). The second is primarily an off-campus and campus
colleague factor, involving the colleague as informant, advisor, and
protector of the focal individuals best interests. |

Factors 5, 8, and 11, accounting for about 10 percent of the vari—
ance, are concerned explicitly with collegial interacfion related to the
teaching function. Factor 5 involves off-campus colleague help in
course development, organization, and ideas for reading.assignments——
a species of disciplinary support for teaching). Factor 8 focuses pri-
marily on department colleague assistance in new course development,
particularly in the areas of teaching_approaéhes and techniques-(Fun-
tions 12 and 13). Factor 11 focuses on co-teaching and cooperative
course development primarily with department, but to some extent also with
of f-campus, colleagues.

Factors 7, 12, 15 and 16, together accounting for about 10 percent
of the vari;nce, involve the sponsorship dimension of collegial inter-
action., Factors 7 and 12 are explicitly éoncerned with sponsorship for

academic positions (Factor 7) and information sharing/discussion of
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prospective job opportunities (Factor 12), Factors 15 and 16 are con-
cerned, respectively, with nomination for professional association
activities and offices, and for institutional activities, committees, and
offices (both involving primarily department and campus colleagues).

Factors 9, 13, and 14, together accounting for about 7 percent of
the variance, are concerned with reseérch—related collegial interactions.
Factor 9 involves consultative relationships with campus colleagues on
specific ﬁroblems encountered in the pursuit of research (Function 10).
Factor 13 involves collaborative relationships with department and
campus colleagues in research and publication (Functions 2 and 30),
while Factor 14 involves the use of campus colleagues as resources for
generating/testing research ideas and providing linkages to the research
literature and other scholars (Functions 4 and.6);

The final factor, Faétor 10, which accounts for less than 3 percent
of the variance, is concerned with collegial relationships of personal
friendship and support, primarily on the part of off-campus colleagues,

'In sum, the fesults of the factor analysis highlight nine func-
tional components of colieagueship:

1. General off-campug colleague stimulation, support, and
collaboration (accounting for nearly one-quarter of the
variancé; - 1

2, Ceneral campus colleagﬁe stimulation and support (account-
ing for about one-seventh of the vafiance);

3. General department colleague stimulation and support,
especially in research (accounting for about 10 pe;centibf

the variance);

4, Collegial interaction centering around the informant/

advisor role (accounting for about 10 percent of the

14



variance);

5. Inreraction directly related to the teaching role
(accounting for about 10 percent of the variance);

6. Interaction related to sponsorship for academic posi-
tions and nomination for professional asso;iation and
institutional activities and offices (acéounting for
about 10 percent of the variance);

7. Interaction directly related to the research role
(accountiﬁg for about 7 percent of the variance, beyond
that included in general Factors 1 and 3);

8. Social/personal friendship (accounting for about 3 percent
of the variance).

Results of the Discriminant Analysis

Having identified the functional dimensions of colleagueship, to
what extent, and in what ways, do college and university f:culty differ
in their functional colleagueship patterns?

Results of the stepwise discriminant énalysis are displayed in Tables
6 and 7 (v. p. 23). Table 6 shéws that fuily half of the sixteen colleague-
ship components have significang discriminatory power. Table 7 shows that
the canonicél correlation of the discriminant .function is 0,73. The canonical
correlation is.a measure of association between the discriminant fuﬁction
and the set of dummy variables which define membership/non-membership in
the university and liberal arts college shbgroups, respectively, Its magni-
tude here means that scores on the colleagueship ;omponents (factors) have
considerable power in differentiating between university and liberal arts
college faculty,

The standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients in Table
7 represené.the relative contribution of the eolleagueship components (Factor

scores) to the discriminant function. Their interpretation is analogous

to the interpretation of beta weights in multiple regreSsion analysis.

15
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As can be seen from Table 7, Factor 2 (campus colleague stimulation and
support) is by far the most powerful discrimination between subgroups:
liberal arts college faculty are significantly higher on general inter-
action with campus colleagues than are university faculty (v. Table 8, p 24).
,A second group of colleagueship components (Factorg) discriminate about
half as powerfully between college and university faculty: Factor 8
(department and campus colleague help in teaching); Factor 12 (infor-
mation sharing and advising re: job opportunities); Factor 1 (general off-
campus colleague factor). From Table 8, we see that liberal arts college
faculty are higher on teaching-related intéraction with department and
campus colleagues, and lower thar university faculty on general inter-
action.with off-campus colleagues and on collegial interaction related
to the academic marketplace.
| Yet a third group of colleagueship components discriminate about
half again as powerfully as the second set between college and university
faculty: Factor 13 (campus and departmant colleague collaboration in
research and publicaticn); Factor 7 (campus and department colleague
sponsorship for academic positions); Factor 3 (the general department
colleague factor, with especially high loadings on research-related func-
tions); and Factor 6 (off-campus and campus colleague informant/advisor
_rolesl. From Table 8, we see that liberal arts college faculty are
lower in research collaboration/co-publishing, lower in general depart-
ment‘coileague interaction (especially around the resegrch'function),
lower in the off-campus and campus colleague information sharing/advising
function, and higher on the sponsorship component.
What emerges is an altogether unsurprising.picture{. Liberal arts
college faculty are more oriented in their.collegial inferaction to the
campus community, less isolated along department lines, and less oriented

to their off-campus, disciplinary colleagues. They are more involved in

18
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coll=gial interaction centering around the teaching function and less
around the research function, They are less involved in keeping
éb:aast of the academic marketplace and in interactions related -
prcfessional association politics and institutional policies and pro-
cedures (presumably, their institutions are small and intimate enough
tce require fewer gb—betwegns in divining what may be going on).
University faculty, on the other hand, are more isolated along
department lines on-campus and more oriented to their off-campus, dis-
ciplinary cplleagues; They are more involved in research rather than
teaching-centered interactions. They follow the academic marketplace
more closely and relate more to colleagues as informants on their insti-

tution and professional associations.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

What, if anything, is significant about these fiﬁdingsf In the
first place, they suggest that colleagueship is a complex phenomenon,
involving multiple components that are to a high degree specific fo col-
league location (in the department, on-campus, off-campus). There are
general components related to department and campus colleague stimulation
and support which together are as important as the general off-campus
colleague component. There are components of collegial interaction
related ﬁc teaching, sponsorship, information sharing and advising,
social/pezsonal friendship, that have as preemptive a place in colleague
interactions as the research role (and indeed, researph—related inter-
action is itself divided among all three colleague groups). Collegial
interactions focused on off-campus colleagues and on research difgcﬁiy
account for less than 40 percent of the covariance among the colleague-
ship functions, To limit ourselves to a consideration of these only is

to fundamentally limit our understanding of academic work, the whole
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life experience of the professqr, and the broader relationship between
this life experience with colleagues and faculty performance, produc-
tivity, and morale, on the one hand, and the shape of the academic
cgreer, on the other,

In the second place, the results of the discriminant analysis
suggest that colleagueship takes different forms for college as opposed
to university faculty. To this point, we have been limiting ourselves
to the world of university faculty--and to the very particular world
of university scientists, at that, The institutional life experience
of liberal arts college faculty'appears, on the basis of these pre-~
liminary findings, to be different enough to require that we examine
them--and on their own terms, For example, it appears that campus col-
leagues perform at least some of the same functions for liberal arts
college faculty that off-campus and department colleagues perform for
university faculty. The nature of this functional equivalence as well
as its implications need to be gxplored more fully.

These findings provide an empirical base for examining the relation-
ship between functional patterns of colleagueship and a variety of indi-
cators of faculty performance and productivity in the teaching, research,

. and service roles, They also provide the empirical base for an'exami—
nation of the organizational and structural factors associated with dif-

ferent functional patterns of colleagueship.

18
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TABLE 6

Summary Table of Stepwise
Discriminant Analysis

Step Variable RAO' V Changs i Significance
1 Factor 2 77.70 77.70 .00
2 Factor 8 99.18 21.48 .00
3 Factor 12 117.2 17.97 .00
4 Factor 1 136.0 18,82 .00
5 Factor 13 145,9 9,927 .00
6 Factor 7 155.0 9,122 .00
7 Factor 3 163.0 7.958 .00
8 Factor 6 169.1 6,074 .01
TABLE 7
Standardized Discriminant Function
Coefficients
Factor Discriminant Function
1 - 0.37282
2 0.94199 Canonical
3 - 0.22366 Correlation = 0.73
6 - 0.19274
7 0.24576
8 0.45908
12 - 0,40217
13 - 0.,26509




~24—

TABLE 8

Subgroup Factor Score Means
and
Standard Deviations

Univ. Sample Lib, Arts Sample

Factor Mean STD. Mean STD.

1 0.15 0.92 - 0.25 1.02

2 - 0,49 0,88 0.66 0.63

3 0.07 0.99 - 0,13 0.98

4 - 0.04 0.99 0,03 0.88

5 0.04 0.88 - 0,07 0.96

6 0.07 0.99 - 0.08 0.76

7 - 0,10 0,80 0.15 0.99

8 - 0,18 0.87 0.29 0,92

. 9 0.03 0,94 - 0.01 0.99
' 10 0.03 0.89 - 0.05 0.96
11 0,05 0.98 - 0,10 0.81

12 0,14 0.90 - -0.21 0.82

13 0.09 0.87 - 0,15 0.81

14 0.01 0.87 0.00 0.94

15 - G,01 .90 0,06 0.85

16 ~ 0,04 0.85 0.07 0.92

(O]
>




APPENDIX I

List of Thirty Colleagueship Functions

1. Critical feedback on professional writing.

2, Co~author for professional publications.

3. Help in identifying sources of research support.

4, Help in generating and/or testing ideas for research.

5. Nomination for professional association panels/committees/offices.

6. Providing references to the literature and/or links to other scholars
directly related to your research.

7. Providing access to publication media for professional writing.

8. Nomination for consulting and/or speaking assignments,

9, Providing ideas for reading and written assignments in your courses,
10. Consultation on specific problems encountered in research.

11, Consultation on specific probiéms encountered in the classroom-

12, Help/advice/models in developing new courses:

13, Ad&ice on the use of teaching techniques.

14. Co-teacher for a course/workshop.

15. Nomination for campus or college/department committee assignments.
16. General intellectual stimulation.

17. Providing information on new developments or perspectives in your .
field.

18. Providing information on current (imminent) job opportunities,

19. Companionship in social and/or recreational activities.

20, "Troubleshooting" on one's behalf with administrators or colleagues.
21, Informant on department or institutional hpolitics".

22. Informant on professional association '"politics".

23. A listening ear for personal probiems.

24, Advice and support in negotiating career hurdles .
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Appendix I (continued)

25,

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

Providing information on institutional policies and procedures,
Nomination/sponsorship for academic positions.

Introduction to eminent scholars in your field.

General support and encouragement.

Discussion of curriculum or educational policy issues.

Collaboration in the conduct of research.

32



L.

FOOTNOTES

Conventional factor analysis models assume that both the
underlying factors and the observed variables determined by these
factors are continuous. In applying factor.analysis to dichoto-
mous variables, one must therefore concede the inconsistency between
the factor model and the data.

Investigators have sought to resolve this inconsistency by
conceiving of the observed dichotomous variables as the result of
dichotomizing potentially continuous underlying variables and further
assuming that these underl}ing variables are normally distributed.
Both these assumptions appear tenable in the present study. Some
controversy has, however, developed over the most appropriate measure
of association to be employed in the factoring process: The phi
coefficient, a variously adjusted phi coefficient or the tetrachoric
coefficient, The main problem in using phi is its distortion at the
extremes, i.e. when the underlying correlation is either very low or
very high. In the present study, the correlations among vari#bles
tended to be in the middle range ( .20 - .60 ). In such cases,
there tends to be high similarity in the correlation patterns between
phi and the tetrachoriec coefficient, although the absolute values
of phi tend to Le lower (Kim, Nie-and Verba, 1977). This together
with.the.grgater practical ease of computing phi led to its use in
this study.

A principal component analysis was also undertaken, but, owing to
prchblems with the computer program, no eigenvalues were being printed
for the extracted components. There was, however, nearly complete
convergence between the principal component and iterative factoring

solutions: Thirteen of the first sixteen factors were identical,

although their order varied slightly.

. 33



- REFERENCES

Anderson, Charies and John D, Murray. "Kitsch and the Academic."
Sociology and Social Research 51 (July 1967): 445-52.

Baldwin, Roger A, ''The Faculty Career Process - Continuity and Change:
A Study of College Professors at Five Stages of the Academic
Career." Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan,

1979.

Behymer, Charles E. and Robert T. Blackburn. "Environmental and
Personal attributes Related to Faculty Productivity." Research
in Education 10 (August 1975): 104-05.

Bess, James L., '"The Motivaticn to Teach." Journal of Higher Education.

Biglan, Anthony. "The Relationship of University Department Organization
to the Characteristics of Academic Tasks. Unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation, University of Illinois, 1971.

Blackburn, Robert T. Charles Behymer and David Hall, "Research Note:
Correlates of Faculty Publications." Sociology of Education
51 (April 1978): 132-41.

Blau, Peter M. The Organization of Academic Work. New York: Wiley, 1973.

Cameron, Susan. Women in Academia: Sponsorship and Career Success.
Unpubllshed Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1978.

Cole, Jonathan and Stephen Cole. Social Stratification in Science.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973.

Cole, Stephen and Hannelore Adamsons. "Determinants of Faculty
Support for Student Demonstrations." Sociology of Education
42 (Fall 1969): 315-29.

Crane, Diana. Invisible Colleges: Diffusion of Knowledge in Scientific
Communities. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972.

Finkelstein, Martin J. "Three Decades of Research on. American Academics:
A Descriptive Portrait and Synthesis of Findings.'" Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, 3UNY at Buffalo, 1978.

Understanding American Academics. Buffalo, N.Y.: SUNY
at Buffalo, Department of Higher Education, 1980.

Glueck, William F. and Lawrence R. Jauch. '""Sources of Research Ideas
Among Producvive Scholars." Journal of Higher Education 46

(Jan/Feb 1975): 103-14.

Goldblatt, Harold S. '"Academic Mobility and Cross Pressures on College
Teachers During the McCarthy Era." Sociology of Education 40
(Spring 1967): 132-44. ,

34



Granovetter, Mark. '"The Strength of Weak Ties." 1In: Samel Leinhardt
(ed). Social Networks: A Developing Paradigm. New ‘ork: Academic
Press. 1977.

Hargens, Lowell. Patterns of Scientific Research. Washington, D.C.:
American Sociological Association, 1975.

Kim, J.0., N, Nie and S. Verba. "A Note on Factor Analyzing Dichotomous
Variables." Political Methodology 4 (1977): 423-38,

Lodahl, Janice B. and Gerald Gordon. '"The Structure of Scientific Fields
and the Functioning of University Graduate Departments.' American
Sociological Review. 37 (Feburary 1972): 57-72.

Overall, John and C. James Klett. Applied Multivariate Analysis. New York:
McGraw Hill, 1972. Ch. 8 ("Empirical Methods for Developing Classi-
fication on Typologies"). .

Parsons, Talcott and Gerald Platt. The American Academic Profession: A
Pilot Study. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University, 1968.

Wilson, Logan. American Academics. New York; Oxford University Press,
1979.

Wilson, Robert C. and Jerry G. Gaff. '"Social Psychological Accessibility
and Faculty-Student Interaction Beyond the Classroom." Sociology of
Education 47 (Winter 1974): 74-92.




