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FOREWORD

In 1973, UCEA published a book titled A Study of Professors of Educational
Administration: Problems and Prospects of an Applied Academic Field. Roald F.
Campbell, then at The Ohio State University, and L. Jackson Newell, then UCEA
Associate Director, were its authors. The book was a comprehensive look at
professors of educational administration and provided a basis for pronouncements
on collective strengths and weaknesses, holding a mirror to the still fledgling
academic speciality.

Twelve years later and a few minutes after taking the gavel of her 1985 UCEA
presidency, Martha McCarthy talked to me about replicating the Campbell-Newell
study. In her typical forward thinking approach, Martha suggested that current
information on the professoriate might provide the basis for herpresidential address
in October 1986. I encouraged her, agreeing that it was time again to hold up a mirror
to the professoriate. At the time, neither Martha nor I had any notion of the scope
and complexity of such an undertaking.

In this volume, McCarthy and her colleagues do much more than replicate the
earlier study. I7deed, the information contained here should prove invaluable to
those making decisions about the nature of professional preparation for school
administration. This volume helps us understand what must be done to renew the
professoriate, shaping it to the needs of administrator preparation, and defining the
appropriate place for educator preparation within the university.

How are we doing, as compared with 12 years ago? There is good news and
there is bad. We are more productive as scholars; we have opened our ranks to more
women and members of minority groups. On the other hand, we spend less time
fulfilling our responsibilities of self governance, and, most unfortunately, we
continue to be complacent, perceiving the need for reform elsewhere. Fear that
efforts to make administrator preparation relevant to practice will destroy 30 years
of progress toward legitimation of our scholarship still haunts us. Yet, what we
should be most fearful of is our own complacence. These can be times for far-
reaching improvement of schooling in America. The enthusiastic and careful
shaping of administrator preparation and the professoriate can be enhanced by the
data and observations offered by the authors of this book. I congratulate Martha
McCarthy, George Kuh, Jackson Newell, and Carla Iacona, for this magnificent and
timely contribution to the UCEA library.

Patrick B. Forsyth
UCEA Executive Director
:rune 15, 1988

iii
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PREFACE
Professors of educational administration play an important role in the education

enterprise; they select and prepare most of the men and women who occupy
leadership positions in educational institutions. How these faculty members invest
their time and intellect should be of interest to those concernedabout the improvement
of education.

In this book we report the results of a comprehensive study of educational
administration faculty conducted during 1986. In addition to comparing attitudes
and behaviors of the 1986 cohort with earlier cohorts of educational administration
professors, we also compare characteristics of educational administration faculty
with their counterparts in other academic fields. This study is particularly timely,
given the public interest in educational reform. Education hasbecome a priority on
most state political agendas. Numerous reform reports have emphasizedthe need
for dynamic educational leadership, and therecent report of the National Commission
on Excellence in Educational Administration underscored the need for changes in
administrative preparation programs.

This project was initiated by Martha McCarthy when she was president of the
University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) in 1985-86. She
invited George Kuh, also of Indiana University, to join her as well as Jack Newell,
University of Utah, who ith Roald Campbell had conducted the only previous
comprehensive study cif professors of educational administration. Carla Tacoma
joined the team as a research associate during her graduate studies at Indiana
University and emerged as a full-fledged colleague as the study progressed.

As with other large -scale projects of this type,many individuals and organizations
contributed time and financial resources to this endeavor. We deeply appreciate the
assistance of four organizations that made this project possible. The University
Council fcr Educational Administration sponsored the study and supported the
initial mailing to faculty members. The Danforth Foundation provided a grant for
codi ng an d data analysis. Indiana University and the Universityof Utah contributed
substantial support in terms of computer time, secretarial assistance, faculty time,
and space fo. project operations.

The following educational administration faculty and educational leaders
across the country offeredconstructive comments which improved the datacollection
instruments: Bruce Anderson, Larry Barber, Dean Berkeley, Roald Campbell,
David Clark, Luvern Cunningham, Jack Frymier, Jack Greer, Daniel Griffiths,
Barbara Jackson, Tom Jones, Ed McClellan. Cecil Miskel, Scott Norton, Patrick
Forsyth, Martin Schoppmeyer, and Fred Wendell. We are also indebted to the
insights Professor Donald Willower shared with us after reading early drafts of our
results in preparation for a symposium on the professoriate at the 1987 meeting of
the American Educational Research Association in Washington, D.C. While all
these individuals and groups had a hand in this endeavor, the authors remain
responsible for any errors of omission or commission.
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A number of students at Indiana University provided assistance in coding data
and preparing tables. We are grateful for the efforts of Elizabeth Agnew, Jayne
Beilke, Carol Bobeck, Anthony Crull-Robertson, Gene Epp le, Christa Gardner,
Ruth Gibson, Carol Anne Hossler, Karen James, Shu Lyng Lee, Sharon Martin,
Karen Paige, Susan Pleu, Justin Smith, Angela Stump, Scott Tarter, Palissa
Williams, and Peggy Wyatt. Also, Elizabeth Whitt at Indiana University and Jim
Brinton, Marcia Galli, and Tom Pederson at the University of Utah assisted in
reviewing tables and making helpful suggestions on drafts of chapters. Special
gratitude is extended to Jack Matkin, Jeff Woods, and Camillia Majd-Jabbari from
Indiana University who provided invaluable technical assistance in analyzing the
data.

The preparation of a manuscript with substantial technical material cannot be
done w ithout competent clerical support which we were fortunate to enjoy throughout
the 15 months required to write up the results of this study. To the following
individuals we express our admiration and gratitude: Ann Blanchard, Martha
McGillivray, Kip Montgomery, Karen Paige, Connie Riggins, and Sandy Strain.
We are also indebted to Rita Gnap and Charmin Smith at UCEA for their
conscientious efforts in preparing the final draft for publication.

Without question, the participants in this study deserve a standing ovation.
More than 1,300 professors completed the long faculty questionnaire; several dozen
nonrespondents spoke with us b y telephone; and alm ost 300 department chairpersons
completed a second survey form. They took time from what we know to be very
demanding schedules to tell us about themselves and the academic field of
educational administration. This study is about them and, obviously, could not have
been completed without their cooperation. We dedicate this volume to members of
the educational administration professoriate, particularly those who are committed
to examining problems in the field and to improving preparation programs through
systemic curriculum reform.

8
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Introduction and Design 1

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
A study of educational administration faculty is long overdue. The last

comprehensive survey of professors in educational administration was conducted
in 1972 (Campbell & Newell, 1973). In the interim, considerable interest has been
expressed in the state of the professoriate across disciplines but little information
has been collected specifically on faculty in educational administration. "If
preparation programs are to improve, the professorship must also improve" (Willower
& Culbertson, 1964,p. v). Thus, the primary purpose of this study was to gather data
about the characteristics, activities, and attitudes of educational administration
faculty members. A secondary purpose was to obtain information about the size,
structure, and resources of educational administration units.

This study was conceptualized to replicate the 1972 study, supplemented with
additional questions of current concern regarding what professors do and what they
believe about their roles and preparation programs. To provide a context for the
report, this chapter provides an overview of the evolution of the professoriateacross
disciplines, the development of the educational administration professoriate, a
review of related research, and a description of the design of the study.

Evolution of the Professoriate Across Fields'

The activities and attitudes of faculty across disciplines have been a subject of
serious study since the mid-twentieth century (Finkelstein, 1984). The professoriate
in the United States underwent extraordinary expansion between 1950 and about
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2 Under Scrutiny

1970, gaining in esteem and fiscal support (Bowen & Schuster, 1986). During this
period, more college-age individuals enrolled in postsecondary education, and this
population grew as the post-World War II baby boomers moved toward adulthood.
With the substantial increase in college and university enrollments, academic
programs expanded at an unprecedented pace. Ladd and Lipset (1975) reported
that:

. .. the most dramatic faculty increases occurred in the late 1960s when professorial ranks
swelled by 150,000 in one five-year span. The number of new positions created and filled
in this half decade equaled the entire numberof faculty slots in 1940. (p. 169)

In the 1970s, however, conditions began to change for the professoriate.
Stu dent enrollments began to decli ne, though not as sharply as expected. Competition
for public funds among social service agcm is,, resulted in other needs taking
priority over higher education at the state level. Also, federal support for basic
research and student aid began to erode. Many institutions of higher education
encountered financial exigencies, and student tuition rates climbed, outstripping
inflation. At some institutions, faculty positions were eliminated. Faculty salaries,
which peaked in 1972-73, declined by about 20% in real dollars during the next
decade, the largest decrease for any nonagricultural occupational group (Schuster
& Bowen, 1985). Faculty retrenchment reduced mobility, and support for clerical
assistance and faculty development activities was difficult to sustain.

It is not surprising that faculty unionism increased during this period. The
promise of better working conditions and more equitable salaries through collective
action had appeal in a period of contraction. Despite the apparent contradiction
between unions' focus on collectivism and the value historically placed by faculty
on individual autonomy (Ladd & Lipset, 1973), approximately one fourth of the
faculty in American colleges and universities were unionized by the mid-1980s.

The depressed financial condition of higher education had the anomalous effect
of stimulating research productivity on the part of many faculty members. Universities
experienced a "buyer's market" and could selectively hire new faculty with an
interest in and commitment to research. More rigorous selection, promotion, and
tenure standards and the "research surge" (Schuster & Bowen, 1985, p. 16) nurtured
favorable conditions for scholarly inquiry.

Civil rights legislation and litigation also influenced practices in institutions of
higher education during this period. Some institutions faced court-ordered affirmative
action plans to recruit and retain more members of underrepresented groups (i.e.,
women and minorities), and other institutions voluntarily implemented such
affirmative action plans. Compliance with civil rights mandates became an
important component of personnel practices.

As professors hired during the growth period reach retirement age, academe is
entering a new phase that will be characterized by substantial faculty turnover.
However, some scholars question whether capable individuals can be attracted to
professorial roles to fill the anticipated vacancies (Molotsky, 1986; Schuster &
Bowen, 1985). College freshmen today are less interested in faculty positions than

10



Introduction and Design 3

they were in the 1960s (Schuster & Bowen, 1985), and the number of PhDs aspiring
to be academics is decreasing. According to Molotsky (1986), higher education will
have to grapple with an "impending personnel crunch" as an estimated 70,000 to
130,000 new full-time faculty members will be required every five years from now
until 2009 (p. 1).

At present, the professoriate is troubled. Faculty have been portrayed as
demoralized and underpaid. Bowen and Schuster (1986) described American
professors as "a national resource imperiled" and declared: "The financial outlook
is less promising than at any time since 1955 and the conditions and expectations
of faculties are correspondingly bleak" (p. 7). Preparing a new generation of
scholars to respond to the pending retirement of perhaps half of thecurrent faculty
cohort by the year 2000 constitutes a significant national challenge.

Evolution of the Educational Administration Professoriate

To what extent does the condition of the professoriate in general describe
educational administration faculty? Unlike faculty in many other disciplines, the
educational administration professoriate has a relatively brief history because
school administration emerged as a field of study only in the current century
(Campbell et a1.,1987).

Program Expansion
The growth of educational administration preparation programs has been

intertwined with developments in the school administration profession. By 1939,
most states had established minimum qualifications for school administrators; 40
states required a college degree and 32 required teaching k,xperience to become a
school administrator. However, only 19 states required school administrators to
have completed graduate courses (Murphy, 1984). Requirements for school
administrators changed substantially during the next decade. By the mid-1950s, 41
states required administrators to have completed some graduate work, and 26 states
required a master's degree for administrative certification. These changes in
certification standards nurtured the expansion of graduate programs in educational
administration.

After becoming an accepted field of study at many institutions by the 1950s,
educational administration programs prospered as the expansion of elementary and
secondary school enrollments created a need for more school administrators. In
addition, educational administration shared the benefits of the "golden era" of
higher education during the 1950s and 1960s, when the number of faculty doubled
and the federal government invested unprecedented sums in research and development
activities. By the late 1960s, several hundred colleges and universities had
established graduate programs in educational administration (Peterson & Finn,
1985).

As the educational administration professoriate expanded, the focus of
administrative preparation programs changed. The practice of recruiting professors
from the ranks of practitioners, who preferred teaching by anecdote and prescription

,



4 Under Scrutiny

rather than by reliance on theory and empirical research, came under increasing
criticism. During the 1950s, several interventions by foundations and professional
associations emphasized the importance of improving administrative preparation
through expanding the knowledge base. In 1950, the Kellogg Foundation supported
the Cooperative Program in Educational Administration (CPEA) at five universities
recognized as national leaders in preparing school administrators. Three additional
CPEA centers were added in 1951. Subsequently, CPEA and the American
Association of School Administrators cosponiored the Committee for the
Advancement of School Administrators. The National Conference of Professors of
Educational Administration (NCPEA) was founded in 1954 and supported a three-
year writing project designed to synthesize existing knowledge and recommend
new directions in educational administration. Th e Un iversity Council forEducational
Administration (UCEA), a consortium of selected universities in the United States
and Canada with doctoral programs in educational administration, was established
in 1956 with a primary mission of improving administrative preparation programs
through collective efforts. Drawing on the social sciences to illuminate administrative
behavior, UCEA sponsored seminars, conferences, and monographs.

The Theory Movement
For those involved in the groundbreaking work during the 1950s and early

1960s, the so-called "theory movement" was a time of "high excitement, deep
commitment, and shared goalsa period of expansion centered around efforts to
build a discipline and achieve full academic acceptability" (Farquhar, 1977, p. 335).
The theory movement was based on assumptions that (a) educational administration
is an applied social science, (b) research should be theory based, and (c) administrative
phenomena can be investigated empirically (Boyan, 1981; Halpin & Hayes, 1977).

However, only a small cadre of faculty at a few universities was actively
involved in the theory movement. In fact, Hills (1965) concluded from a study of
NCPEA professors that the "much discussed emphasis on research was more myth
than reality," and that a relatively small proportion of educational administration
faculty members was affected by the theory movement (p. 61). In retrospect, the
origins of the theory movement preceded World War II, and its effects were not fully
manifested until after some of its proponents had abandoned the quest for universal,
empirically validated laws governing educational organizations. The changes
associated with the theory movement probably affected the field to a greater extent
than realized in the 1970s (Campbell et al., 1987). The movement's focus on
organizational studies and the social sciences has had a significant impact on the
content of administrative preparation programs, one that still persists today.

By the late 1970s, however, there was considerable disillusionment with the
theory movement. Some scholars were disenchanted with the preoccupation with
finding universal laws to explain what occurs in educational organizations. Theories
grounded in logical positivism, which characterized organizations as having shared
goals and rational, purposive behavior, came under criticism for ignoring crucial
philosophical and value issues. The influence of external forces (e.g., unionism) on
schools and questions of social justice (e.g., the underrepresentation of women and

12



Introduction and Design 5

minorities in leadership roles) were among the emerging concerns. Some felt that
the theory movement had been misinterpreted in that the use of theory in conducting
empirical research is not necessarily a quest for universal laws (Halpin & Hayes,
1977). Still others perceived a dichotomy between theory and practice that they
considered counterproductive in an applied field such as educational administration.

Challenges to the classical paradigm in organizational studies became
widespread, and alternative perspectives on the nature of organizations, such as
phenomenology, Marxism, and radical humanism, gained popularity (Burrell &
Morgan, 1980; Clark, 1985; Greenfield, 1980; Weick, 1976). Shared perspectives
on research and organizations no longer characterized knowledge production in
educational administration. Moreover, the field witnessed increasing faculty
specialization and identification with subtields such as law, finance, and politics
(Boyan, 1981).

The Era of Retrenchment
Demographic trends also had an impact on the professoriate in schools and

colleges of education. Whereas, in the past, one third of all American college
graduates and more than one half of female graduates assumed teaching jobs
in,ir ed3tely after college ,'Mayer, 1974), the declining school-age population in the
1970s made prospects forcareers in education look dismal. This situation depressed
college enrollments in education programs, and with reduced credit hour produc don,
the number of faculty members in schools and colleges of education began to
decrease. Enrollment declines in teacher preparation programs preceded those in
educational administration; by the late 1970s, however, most educational
administration departments were poised on the edge of a precipitous drop in student
!lumbers. Even though educational administration programs continued to produce
a dispt oportionatc, s hare of educa tion doctorates, the number of doctoral dissertations
listed in Dissertation Abstracts with the descriptor "educational administration"
declined steadily from 1980 (n=1,364) to 1984 (n=1,032).

As with other disciplines, selection, promotion, aid tenure standards in
educational administration programs became more rigorous during this period of
contraction. Fewer faculty members were hired, but a larger proportion was
involved in research (McCarthy, 1986). Knowledge production was no longer
confined to faculty from a few universities, and some institutions that had not been
traditionally known for their research mission appointed productive scholars.

Retrenchment, however, has taken a toll. In some units, the number of faculty
members has dropped so that the critical mass necessary for high-quality graduate
instruction no longer exists. In response to dwindling stunt enrollments, some
programs became more "flexible" in admission standards and/or residency
requirements. The quality crisis in the preparation of educational administrators
was exacerbated by "mail-order universities" offering doctoral degrees in educational
administration (Willower, 1983, p. 182). Furthermore, the focus on research in the
university culture and reward system engendered a benign neglect of curriculum
development and program innovation.



6 Under Scrutiny

The Era of Educational Reform
In the 1980s, educational reform became a priority on state political agendas

signaled by a plethora of c om m issioned reports (Stedman & Jordan, 1986). The first
wave of major reports, beginning with A Nation At Risk (National Commission on
Excellence in Educational Administration, 1983), focused on the improvement of
teaching and teacher education. The second wave of reform reports recognized the
crucial role of educational leadership in school improvement efforts.

After a period of restricted outreach and reduced funding from external
sources, UCEA has reasserted its leadership role in revitalizing administrative
preparation programs. Recently, UCEA sponsored the National Commission on
Excellence in Educational Administration. The Commission's fmal report, Leaders
for America's Schools (1987), has implications for university faculty and
administrators, professional associations, and federal and state policy makers. The
Commission boldly asserted that at least 300 of the 500 institutions offering courses
in educational administration should eliminate such offerings because they do not
constitute adequate programs. Other noteworthy recommendations included
expanding clinical experiences in administrative preparation, involving outstanding
practitioners in preparation programs, and adhering to a professional school model.
The Commission also suggested that a National Policy Board on Educational
Administration, with representation from major administrative professional
associations, be established to monitor implementation of the Commission's
recommendations and provide leadership to the field in policy development.

In light of the Commission's report and the increasing public interest in staffing
schools with high-quality administrators, preparation programs are likely to come
under additional scrutiny. To understand the present situation and to plan
responsibly for the future, we need data on those currently in the professoriate.

Review of Previous Research on
Educational Administration Faculty Members

The professoriate in educational administration has been the focus of episodic
study for nearly 25 years. Several of the most important investigations are briefly
reviewed in this section.

Hills Study
Jean Hills (1965), then of the University of Oregon, conducted the first

noteworthy investigation in 1964 with a survey of 150 randomly selected members
of the National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration. The study
was guided by three questions: (a) Was the rising emphasis on research in
educational administration a reality or a myth? (b) Was the frequent talk about
theoretical development fact or fiction? (c) Did the value given to interdisciplinary
cooperation have any effect on faculty activities? From an analysis of the
approximately 100 usable returns, Hills provided disappointing answers to all three
questions. Although interested in theory, faculty were generally unfamiliar with the
available theoretical literature. Further, when respondents from UCEA-member
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Introduction and Design 7

and non-UCEA programs were compared, th , two groups could not be differentiated
on the basis of their awareness of research theory, and interdisciplinary activity.

Hills advanced three explanations for she apparently negligible impact of the
theory movement. First, most professors of educational administration still considered
themselves genemlistsin the mid-1960s; indeed, the emphasis given to teaching and
service activities essentially precluded involvement in research or theory building.
Second, nearly 90% of the professors at that time had been teachers or school
administrators and brought a practical orientation to their professorial role. Third,
since the median age of the professors was between 45 and 49, most had received
their education before the theory movement was well established.

Hills recognized that research demands a considerable investment of time;
some projects also require substantial amounts of money. He urged that educational
administration faculty be relieved of heavy teaching and service commitments so
that scholarly renewal would be possible. Though modest in scope, the Hills study
is often the baseline against which more recent information about professors is
contrasted.

Campbell and Newell Study
With the assistance of UCEA, Campbell and Newell (1973) conducted a

comprehensive survey of the educational administration professoriate in 1972.
They sent a lengthy questionnaire to about 2,000 educational administration faculty
members in the United States and Canada; 1,333 usable questionnaires were
returned fora response rate of 68%. The study was organized around the following
questions: (a) What were the personal and educational backgrounds of the
professors? (b) What were the tacks and duties in which professors invested their
time and resources? (c) What were the attitudes and beliefs of the professors
regarding their own professional roles, their universities, and their academic field?
(d) What were the "role orientations" of the professors; did they tend to be locals,
cosmopolitans, or field-related?

The 1973 monograph provided copious descriptive data laced with commentary
and discussion. The educational administration professoriate in 1972 was
overwhelmingly male, Caucasian, of rural origin, and Protestant. The professors
were highly satisfied with their choice of profession and remarkably complacent
about its problems. Few were concerned by the conspicuous lack of women and
minorities in their ranks. According to Campbell and Newell, most of the professors
were occupied with such a diverse set of duties that serious and sustained scholarship
was the exception rather than the rule. However, many faculty members expressed
a strong desire to engage in serious scholarship, if their professorial duties could be
rearranged.

Campbell and Newell conducted a factor analysis on role orientations and
identified at least three subgroups within the professoriate. "Cosmopolitans" were
highly involved in research and theory, enjoyed extensive contacts with scholarsat
other institutions, and had strong commitments to academic freedom. A second
group of faculty exhibited a "local" orientation and identified strongly with their
own universities, had especially close ties with colleagues at their home institution,
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and si,,nt more time teaching and advising graduate students than did their
cosmopolitan peers. The cosmopolitan and local groups had characteristics similar
to those described by Gouldner (1957-1958) and Clark (1963).

The third group consistea of faculty who maintained especially strong ties with
practitioners and possessed a strong interest in field studies. The practice-oriented
professors had comparatively weak ties with their universities and their research-
oriented colleagues. About two firms of the professors in 1972 could be placed in
two or more of the role-orientation categories. Those clearly identified as
cosmcpolitan, local, or practice-oriented each constituted approximately one fifth
of the total.

Campbell and Newell also found that many of the professors were assigned
only part-time to the educational administration program, devoting the balance of
their efforts to related departments or to university administration. Clearly,
professors continued to bear heavy and diverse responsibilities in 1972. However,
more faculty valued and were actually engaged in scholarly activity than was the
case in 1964.

Newell and Morgan Study
In 1980 Newell and Morgan (1980) continued to track the evolution of the

edt rational administration professoriate. A questionnaire, similar to the 1972
version, was distributed to a random sample of professors of educational
administration, community college administration, and higher education (n=459).
The higher education and community college findings were published (Morgan &
Newt.., 1982; Newell & Morgan, 1983), but the K-12 educational administration
results were never reported.

Some of the unpublished 1980 data, however, supported several trends. A
noticeable increase in respect for theory and commitment to research occurred
between 1972 and 1980. The number of faculty who agreed with the notion that
"scholars with specialized training in a related discipline make the best professors
of educational administration" nearly doubled, with about two fifths of the respondents
holding this view in 1980. Despite the economic and enrollment pressures facing
universities in 1980, the proportion of faculty who responded prritively to the
question,"If you had it to do over again, would you still be a professor of educational
administration?" was even higher in 1980 (92%) than in the 1972 survey (90%). The
average age of the professors increased from 47 to 51 years; female and minority
representation increased significantly. The 1980 findings suggested that more
faculty were convinced of th importance of theory and research to guide the
practice of educational admirubtration and that the traditional homogeneity of the
professoriate was beginning to erode.

Reflections on the Professoriate
In addition to empirical studies, philosophical treatises addressing the educational

administration professorship have appeared. The Pennsylvania State University
and UCEA jointly sponsored a career seminar in 1964 which resulted in The
Professorship in Educational Administration (Willower & Culbertson, 1964). The
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Introduction and Design 9

six contributing authors considered the recruitment and preparation of professors of
educational administration, the professional work environment, the applicability of
the medical education model, and the relationship between theory and practice in
educational administration. Willower's concluding essay proposed the creation of
a profession based on a synergistic interdependence of professors and practitioners
which would create better understanding of each group's knowledge, values, and
needs. Willower envisioned a more philosophical and reflective professoriate that
would lead to better prepared administrators and, thus, better management of
educational institutions.

Nearly 20 years later, Willower (1983) again reflected on the nature of the
professoriate in educational administration. This time he was less concerned with
the relationship between professors and practitioners than with the malaise among
professors themselves. Troubled by the schism between positivists and
phenomenologists that divided the field, he called for "a philosophical grounding
for thought about the professorship and educational administration" (p. 179) and
urged a more introspective, self-critical attitude about educational administration.
"Whatever their particular philosophic views, individual professors should be able
to employ in their work a broad thoughtful perspective on the world and on
educational administration" (p. 196). Sensing that methodological disputes and
economic and social conditions were artificially feeding dissension and despair,
Willower appealed to his colleagues to take a iew lease on their professional lives.

Othit- cholars also have considered the nature and evolution of the knowledge
base and of doctoral programs in educational administration, with emphaseson the
professoriate. In particular, it is important to acknowledge the work of Silver and
Spuck (1978), Miklos (1983), Campbell et al. (1987), and Culbertson (1988). Also,
a personalized view of the development of the professorship since World War II is
available in the full-length autobiography of Roald F. Campbell (1981).

Design of the Study and Methodology

As noted previously, this study was intended in part to replicate the 1972
Campbell and Newell survey of educational administration faculty members
published by UCEA in 1973. UCEA also sponsored this investigation and provided
support for the initial mailing. Indiana University and the Danforth Foundation
provided support for preparation and analysis of the data. The study was designed
to answer the following questions:

1. What are the characteristics of educational administration units (e.g.,
gender and composition of faculty, addition or reduction of faculty lines,
faculty support and development activities)?

2. What are the personal characteristics of educational administration faculty
members (e.g., age, marital status, parents' occupations)?

3. What are the professional characteristics of educational administration
faculty members (e.g., employment history, educational background,
rank, tenure status, level of concentration, content specialization, etc.)?

1.17
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4. What portion of time do the faculty members spend in various teaching,
research, and service activities?

5. What are the faculty members' perceptions of their roles, the quality of
their preparation programs, and current issues pertinent to the field of
educational administration?

6. What characteristics, activities, and beliefs distinguish various subgroups
of educational administration faculty members? The subgroups include:
(a) faculty with five or fewer years of professional experience and those
with more than five years of experience, (b) male and female faculty
members, (c) Caucasian and minority faculty members, (d) faculty whose
concentration is K-12 administration and those whose concentration is
higher education administration, (e) faculty employed at res2arch
institutions, other doctorate-granting institutions, and other comprehensi ve
institutions with educational administration programs, and (0 faculty at
programs affiliated with the University Council for Educational
Administration and their non-UCEA counterparts.

7. What are the trends from 1972 to 1986 in characteristics, activities, and
attitudes of educational administration faculty members?

Instrumentation
We used two questionnaires to gather the data, a 45-item instrument for

individual faculty members and a 10-item questionnaire for chairpersons of
educational administration units.

Faculty Questionnaire. To facilitate comparisons of trends over time, we
attempted to maintain the integrity of as many questions as possible from the
original 1972 faculty questionnaire. We distributed the 1972 instrument to UCEA
Plenary Session representatives in December 1985 with a letterrequesting suggestions
for revisions, additions, and/or deletions for the 1986 study. In addition, several
members of the UCEA-sponsored National Commission on Excellence in
Educational Administration reviewed the 1972 instrument and suggested revisions.

Based on the data thus gathered and a comprehensive review of the literature,
we made several adjustments in the instrument. We deleted some items that no
longer seemed pertinent and added items to address issues of current concern
regarding professors' activities and beliefs (e.g., use of qualitative research methods).
A copy of the 1986 faculty questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.

Department Questionnaire. We developed a second instrument for distribution
to educational administration department chairpersons to gather information about:
(a) department structure and size, (b) composition of faculty members hired during
the past 10 years, and (d) support for faculty development and clerical services (see
Appendix B). A comparable departmental questionnaire had not been distributed
in the 1972 study.

Population
The population for the study was comprised of educational administration

faculty members employed in U.S. and Canadian institutions with graduate degree

a
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programs in educational administration. We identified these institutions using the
Educational Administration Directory (Lilley, 1986), the Directory of Higher
Education (Schorr & Hoogstra, 1984), and Peterson's Annual Guide: Graduate
and Professional Programs (Goldstein, 1986). By telephone, we ascertained that
theUniversity of Chi;.ago and Harvard University offered educational administration
programs although neither was listed in the directories. Thus, a total of 372
institutions was identified; institutions that prepare administrators but have not
established degree programs were not included in the population.

Of the 3'72 institution.s,79 (21%) weiv. considered research insti tutions according
to the Carnegie Foundation's (1987) classification of institutions of higher education.
Designation as a "research" institution is based on number of PhDs awarded and the
amount of federal financial support.2 Sixty-eight institutions (18%) were classified
as doctorate-granting universities according to the Carnegie classification scheme.
These institutions offered doctoral degrees in a number of disciplines but did not
award as many PhDs or receive as much federal research support as did research
institutions. The remaining 225 institutions (61%) offered graduate degrees in
educational administration but lacked doctoral programs or had extremely limited
doctoral programs. Carnegie classifies these institutions as comprehensive
universities and colleges. Appendix C contains a list of the institutions in the study's
population grouped according to the Carnegie classification scheme.

To identify individual faculty members in the 372 educational administration
programs, the, directories listed above were consulted. A total of 3,087 faculty
members were identified, each of whom was sent a questionnaire. Thus, the total
faculty population was surveyed, as had been done in the 1972 study.

Procedures
Department Questionnaire. In January 1986, we sent the departmental form

to the 372 chairpersons of educational administration units in the institutions
included in the study.3 Chairpersons were asked to provide data on faculty size,
composition, hiring practices, and support services, and to advise their department
members that the faculty questionnaires would be arriving within a few weeks.
After one reminder mailing, 297 department questionnaires were returned for an
80% response rate. Appendix D provides the department questionnaire response
rate by state.

Applying the 1987 Carnegie institutional classification scheme, 23% of the
responding department chairpersons were from research institutions (n=69); 20%
were from-doctorate-granting institutions (n=59); and 57% were from comprehensive
instituticks offering graduate programs in educational administration (n=169).
Fifteen percent (n=44) of the responding 297 chairpersons were from UCEA-
member institutions. Chairpersons from 90% of the 49 UCEA-member institutions
completed questionnaires (Appendix E). Of the 49 UCEA members in 1986, 35
were classified as research institutions (71%), and the remaining 14 were considered
other doctorate-granting institutions (29%). Thus, substantial overlap exist.:
between research and UCEA-member institutions.

51
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Faculty Questionnaire. The faculty questionnaire was field tested at the
University of Utah and Indiana University in January 1986. After some minor
revisions, the questionnaires were distributed during February 1986 to 3,087 faculty
members at 372 institutions with graduate degree programs in educational
administration. Two additional mailings were used to increase the response rate: a
reminder post card mailed 2 weeks after the initial mailing and a second survey sent
2 weeks later.

The directories reflected an inflated number of educational administration
faculty members in that some people listed as educational administration faculty
were no longer employed at those institutions or actually had primary assignments
in other units. Respondents were asked to return blank forms if they had been
incorrectly included in the survey population, and 331 did so. An additional
adjustment of 415 was made after comparing data on the number of educational
administration faculty members supplied by the department chairpersons with the
numbers listed for those institutions in the directories.

Completed questionnaires were returned by 1,307 respondents for an adjusted
response rate of 56%. Five questionnaires received after data analysis was under
way were not included in the analysis. The response rate for the faculty questionnaire
is reflected by institution and state in Appendix F.

We conducted telephone interviews with a random sample of 32 nonrespondents.
Ten (31%) of these individuals did not consider themselves to be faculty members
in educational administration. The other 22 had a profile of characteristics,
activities, and attitudes that paralleled the profile of respondents (see Appendix G).

Despite the two additional mailings, the response rate in the 1986 study was not
as high as the 68% response rate achieved in 1972. One possible explanation might
be the more comprehensive mailing list used in 1986. Questionnaires were
distributed to almost 1,000 more faculty members in 1986 than in 1972, even though
professorial ranks have contracted in the intervening years. Thus, it is possible that
more individuals in 1986 received survey instruments but were not professors of
educational administration and, instead of returning a blank form, simply discarded
it. Since the numbers of respondents in the two surveys (1,333 in 1972 compared
with 1,307 in 1986) were comparable and educational administration units have
decreased in size since 1972 (see Chapter 2), it is possible that a larger proportion
of the total number of educational administration faculty participated in the 1986
study than in the earlier survey.

The percentage of faculty respondents affiliated with UCEA-memberinstitutions
was lower in the 1986 study than in 1972. Only 27% of the 1986 respondents
(n=359) were employed at UCEA-member institutions, whereas 43% of the 1972
respondents (n=576) were affiliated with UCEA. Categorizing the 1986 respondents
by the type of institution where employed, 35% (r, 450) were employed at research
institutions and 22% (n=292) were employed at doctorate-granting institutions.
More than two fifths (n=560) were from comprehensive institutions.

Throughout this report, the participants in the study are referred to as "faculty
members" or, collectively, as "the faculty." The term "professor" is also used in a
generic sense to refer to individuals who occupy faculty positions.

20
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Data Analysis
To facilitate comparisons between the Campbell and Newell report (1973) and

this study, we computed frequencies and measures of central tendency for all
variables on both the individual faculty and the departmental questionnaires. For
most variables, we also computed descriptive statistics (i.e., frequencies and
measures of central tendency) for respondents grouped by various characteristics
(e.g., gender, level of concentration, length of service in the professoriate, UCEA
affiliation, and type of institution according to the Carnegie classification of
institutions of higher education). Where respondents were grouped according to
their response to a particular item on the questionnaire (e.g., gender), we used the
total for that item, rather than for the questionnaire as a whole. For example, the total
of male and female respondents is seven less than the total respondents because
seven individuals did not indicate their gender.

Using factor analysis (varimax rotation), we reduced the variables related to
research, job satisfaction, and other, attitudes about preparation programs to a
manageable number of scales. Stepwise multiple discriminant analysis was used to
identify the best set of predictor (independent) variables that distinguished between
subgroups or dependent variables of interest. For example, to determine if the
research orientation or job satisfaction of male and female educational administration
faculty differed, we used gender as the dependent variable and entered items that
comprised the research orientation and job satisfaction scales into the analysis as
independent variables.

Similarly, we conducted discriminant analyses ofpertinent faculty characteristics
and departmental characteristics for the following dependent variables: (a) type of
institution as defined by the Carnegie classification scheme (research, doctorate-
granting, and comprehensive institutions); (b) level of administrative expertise (K-
12, higher education); (c) gender and race; (d) years of service as a faculty member
(more than 5 years and 5 years or less); (e) self-reported area of professorial strength
(teaching, research, or service); (f) UCEA membership status; (g) perceived
orientation ofpreparation program (emphasis on preparing practitioners, researchers/
professors, or equally balanced between the two); and (h) program reputation.

Although each independent variable entered into the discriminant analysis
would notbe expected to discriminate by chance except once in 20 or more attempts,
stepwise discriminant analysis does capitalize on chance. Therefore, some caution
should be exercised when interpreting the results, particularly those variables with
smaller discriminant function coefficients. Several statistics associated with
discriminant analysis (ot.g., group centroids, Wilks lambda coefficient) are explained
in Chapter 2 where the results of the first discriminant analysis are presented.

If the relationship between a single dependent variable (e.g., job satisfaction of
K-12 administration faculty) and a set of independent or predictor variables (e.g.,
attitudes, academic rank, salary, etc.) was of interest, we used multiple regression
analysis, which yields two kinds of coefficients: (a) B weights which are
unstandardized measures, and (b) beta weights which are standardized. As in
discriminant analysis, the standardized coefficient (beta) is normally better suited
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for determining the relative importance of the independent variables to predicting
variance in the dependent variable (Tatsuoka, 1981). The adjusted R2 represents an
unbiased estimate of the proportion of variance in the criterion (dependent) variable
(e.g., job satisfaction) accounted for by adding the respective independent variable
to the regression equation. When the discriminant or regression analysis identified
statistically meaningful relationships, we occasionally used additional statistical
analyses, such as analysis of variance (ANOVA), to further illuminate the
relationships between the variables in question.

Organization of Remaining Chapters

The chapters are organized to talr_P. the reader from general information about
educational administration preparation programs to specific information about
faculty, including those at highly regarded programs. To provide a context within
which faculty activities and attitudes can be understood, Chapter 2 presents
information about educational administration departments, with particular emphasis
on changes over time in the number and composition of educational administration
faculty at institutions with different missions.

To appreciate what faculty do, it is important to know who they are. Thus, the
personal and professional characteristics of educational administration faculty are
described in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 discusses how faculty members spend their
professional time, and Chapta 5 deals with their beliefs about preparation programs
and the field of educational administration. These three chapters give particular
attention to factors that distinguished various subgroups of the professoriate (e.g.,
women, minorities, those employed at research institutions).

Chapter 6 focuses on one specific subgroup, those who entered the professo-
riate within the past five years. Chapter 7 discusses indices of program quality and
presents reputational rankings of educational administration programs. The final
chapter summarizes the major findings of the study and discusses conclusions and
implications of the findings for preparing educational leaders.

The results of previous studies serve as benchmarks for longitudinal comparisons
and provide historical reference points which allow scholars to document the
evolution of the field of educational administration. This study is another point of
reference from which educational administration preparation programs and faculty
can be viewed, now and in the future.

Notes

I. This section in part is based on the 1986 UCEA Presidential Address by the
first author. See M. M. McCarthy (1987), "The professoriate in educational
administration. Current status and challenges ahead." UCEA Review, 28 (2), 2-6.

2. The Carnegie classification includes 10 categories. Institutions classified
as Research I receive at least $33.5 million annually in federal support for research
and development and award at least 50 PhD degrees each year. Research II,
institutions also award at least 50 PhDs annually and receive between $12.5 and

22
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$33.5 million in federal funds for research and development. Research I and II
institutions both give high priority to recearch and are categorized together as
"research" institutions in our study. The Carnegie scheme classifies institutionsas
Doctorate-granting I if they award at least 40 PhDs annually in five or more
disciplines and as Doctorate-granting H, if they award 20 or more PhDs annually in
one or more disciplines or 10 or more annually in three or more disciplines. Again,
Doctorate-granting I and II institutions are grouped together as "doctorate-grant-
ing" institutions in our study. According to the Carnegie scheme, Comprehensive
Universities and Colleges I offer graduate education through the master's degree
but very limited doctoral offerings, and enroll at least 2,500 full-time students.
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II may offer graduate education through
the master's degree and enroll between 1,500 and 2,000 full-time students. For
purposes of our study, these institutions are referred to as "comprehensive"
institutions. Our study does not use the other Carnegie classifications (Liberal Arts
Colleges I, Liberal Arts Colleges II, Two-year Colleges and Institutes, and Special-
ized Institutions), as no institutions with graduate educational administration
programs fall in these categories.

3. "Department" designates the academic unit that offers coursework leading
to a degree or certification in educational administration. Thus, the term includes
different structural arrangements and represents divisions, programs, departments,
and any other organizational unit in which the preparation of educational adminis-
trators occurs.
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CHAPTER 2

DEPARTMENT
CHARACTERISTICS

Institutions of higher education have evolved into complex, differentiated
organizations. The departmental structure, because of its resiliency, has been
criticized for fragmenting knowledge, blunting collegial interaction, and inhibiting
disciplinary cross-fertilization (Davis, 1978). The department, however, has
remained a vital component of the university:

Academic departments . . . initiate most actions that affect the institution. They have the
opportunity and sometimes the exclusive authority, to propose the selection or promotion of
faculty members, and to suggest changes in conditions affecting the student in the classroom.
At the same time, they cany out, properly or inadequately, the policies of the institutions
(Corson, 1969, p. 92).

Since the founding of the first department of educational administration at
Teachers College, Columbia University 8 decades ago (Moore, 1964), the
departmental structure has served as the primary decision-making unit for educational
administration programs. As a primary workspace of the faculty, the departmental
environment has an influence on productivity and satisfaction (Baldwin & Blackburn,
1983; Hunter & Kuh, 1987). Role satisfaction is believed to be, in part, a function
of intrinsic rewards (McKeachie, 1983), such as perceived quality of colleagues
(Locke, 1976) and students. Extrinsic variables, such as salary, resources for
professional development, and clerical support, also shape faculty members'
performance and their feelings about the workplace. 'Therefore, information about
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departmental structure and faculty support may be helpful in understanding the
context in which educational administration faculty perform and educational
leaders are prepared. I he relationships between intrinsic and extrinsic variables and
job satisfaction are examined in subsequent chapters.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the number and size of educational administration
programs increased between 1940 and 1970 (Miklos, 1983; Silver & Spuck, 1978).
"During this time, the two year specialist program grew twenty-fold, the number of
master's and doctor of education programs tripled, and the number of doctor of
philosophy programs nearly doubled" (Miklos, 1933, p. 155). At the zenith,
approximately 395 institutions had graduate degree programs in educational
administration (Murphy, 1984). Another 100 institutions offered at least one course
in the area. An era of financial stringency enveloped higher education in the late
1970s and early 1980s (Bowen & Schuster, 1986), and preparation programs have
since decreased in size and number (Willower, 1983).

This chapter presents information about the structure and size of educational
administration units, using data from the questionnaire completed by the chairpersons
or coordinators of 297 educational administration programs. Comparisons are
made with data reported by Davis (1978) on selected faculty characteristics and the
types of degrees offered by educational administration programs. In addition to
descriptive information, we used discriminant analysis to compare departmental
characteristics by UCEA-membership status and type of insetution (research,
doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities) as defined by th Carnegie (1987)
classification of institutions.

Departmental Title

Educational administration preparation programs appear in departments with
many different labels. Among the 90 different titles reported, "educational
administration" (17.5%) and "education" (17.5%) were the most common.
"Educational administration" was also the most popular title at UCEA-member
programs (18 %), at research universities (23%), and at doctorate-granting institutions
(24%). The comprehensive institutions had a wider range of department titles;
"education" (25%' d"educational administration" (13%) were the most common.

About half of the responding department chairpersons indicated that the title of
their unit had been changed during the preceding decade. Title changes weremore
common in programs at research (62%) and doctorate-granting (53%) institutions.
A quarter of the departments with new titles incorporated the term "leadership"
somewhere in the title; "educational leadership" was the most common variant
(11% of all new titles).

Between 1976 and 1986, almost 40% of the units to which educational
administration programs were assigned had been reorganized. The reasons for
reorganization in research or doctorate-granting institutions were usually context-
specific. For example, a few respondents reported that a new dean wished to
reorganize the collegeof education. Others indicated that retrenchment"encouraged"
new configurations of units which resulted in tying foundations or curriculum
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programs to administration departments. In comprehensive universities,
reorganization typically brought smaller program areas together under the aegis of
a single administrative unit or, conversely, resulted in educational administration
preparation programs becoming a separate administrative division.

Degree Offerings

The degree structure of educational administration units in 1986 was comparable
to that reported by Davis (1978). The master's degree was the most common,
offered by about 90% of the institutions (Table 2-1). The master's degree was the
only degree offered by about 27% of the programs, in most cases, those at
comprehensive institutions (44%) or those not affiliated with UCEA (32%).

Table 21 Devoe Structure

All Non- Doctorate.
butitutions UCE.% UCEA Research Gigging ComprehensiveNchN%N%N%N%N%

No Graduate Programs 8 2.8 0 0 8 3.3 2 29 1 1.8 5 3.1

Master's only 78 27.3 0 0 78 32.0 2 2.9 5 88 71 43.6
EdS only 4 1.4 1 23 3 12 0 0 0 0 4 23
EdD only 6 2.1 2 4.7 4 1.6 3 4.4 2 3.6 1 .6
PhD only 3 1.0 0 0 3 12 0 0 0 0 3 1.8

Master's/EdS 48 16.7 0 0 48 19.8 '0 0 3 SA 45 27.6
Muter's/EdD 15 52 3 70 12 4.9 6 8.8 8 143 1 .6
Muter's/PhD 8 2.8 0 0 8 3.3 1 1.5 3 SA 4 2.5
EdS/EdD 3 1.0 0 0 3 12 1 1.5 0 0 2 12
EdS/PhD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EdD/F111) 5 1.7 1 23 4 1.6 0 0 2 3.6 3 18

Master's/EdS/EdD 36 123 5 11.6 31 12.7 9 132 13 232 14 8.6
Muter's/EdS/PhD 13 4.5 7 163 6 2.5 6 88 5 8.9 2 12
Master's/EdD/PhD 19 6 6 7 163 12 4 9 13 19.1 4 7.1 2 1.2
EdS/EdD/PhD 2 .7 1 2.3 1 A 0 0 1 1.8 1 .6

Master's/EdS/EdD/PhD 39 13.7 16 372 23 9.4 25 36.9 9 16.1 5 3.1

Total 287 1000 43 100.0 244 100.0 68 100.0 56 100.0 163 1000

'Ten deportment chairpersons did not provide information about &grad structure; thus. thew data are based on orgy 287 rather than 297
propane.

About half of the programs offered an educational specialist degree (EdS).
Seventeen percent offered both introductory (master's) and intermediate (EdS)
degrees. The majority of the programs (52%) offered the doctorate. Forty-three
percent were authorized to award the EdD and one third the PhD, an increase over
the proportions (one third and one quarter, respectively) reported by Davis (1978).
Less than one fifth (16%) of the units granting doctorates in 1986 offered only the
PhD. Research universities and UCEA-member programs were disproportionately
represented among doctorate-granting units (Table 2-1).

Thirty-one percent of the programs had comprehensive degree structures,
offering the master's, specialist, and doctorate. More than a third of UCEA-member
programs and units at research universities offered all four degrees (Master's, EdS,
EdD, PhD), although only 3% of the comprehensive institutions did so (Table 2-1).
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Com ,osition of Faculty

The 297 department chairpersons reported that there were 1,619 full-time
faculty in educational administration programs in 1986; 1,423 (87.%) were men
and 196 (12.1%) were women (Table 2-2). Minority (non-Caucasian) faculty
comprised 8.3% (n=135) of the faculty; 109 (6.7%) were men and 26 (1.6%) were
women. A comparison of the departmental data and information provided by
faculty respondents concerning their gender and race is presented in Chapter 3.

Tenure Status and Academic Rank
Of the 1,619 full-time faculty members, 80% were tenured, with 60% at the

rank of professor and only 12.2% at the assistant professor rank (Table 2-2).
However, two thirds of the men and only about one fifth of the women held the rank
of professor. While less than 9% of the men were assistant professors, almost 38%
of the, women were at this rank. Eighty-four percent of the men but only about half
of the women were tenured.

M;nority faculty were less likely than Caucasians to hold the rank of professor
(42% and 62%, respectively) or be tenured (73% and 81%, respectively). Seventy-
eight p^-cent of the minority males were tenured compared with only half of the
minority females (Table 2-2).

A gender-related distribution across ranks which favored men was evident
(Table 2-2). Of the professors at full rank, 90% were Caucasian males, 4% were
Caucasian females, 5% were minority males, and less than 1% were minority
females (Table 2-2). In contrast, at the assistant professor rank, 54% were
Caucasi 1 34% were Caucasian females, 8% were minority maids, and about
4% were minority females.

The 297 department chairpersons reponal that 141 faculty were denied tenure
between 1976 End 1986. The average number of faculty denied tenure for all
institutions during this period was less than one (.48, not tabled). Research (M=.77)
and doctorate-granting institutions (M=.53) were more likely to report a higher
number of negative tenure decisions per insthition (luring the past 10 years than
were comprehensive institutions (M=.35). Similarly, UCEA-member programs
had more negative tenure decisions per institution (M=.75) than non-UCEA
programs (M=.42). These data do not reflect many faculty who, because their
performance was judged questionable by department chairpersons and other
colleagues, were counseled to leave positions prior to the formal institutional tenure
decision.

Departmental Size
In Table 2-3, the mean, median, and mode' number of faculty by type of

institution and UCEA affiliation are presented. The modal number of full-time
faculty was 2.00; the average or mean number was 5.02, down from the 6.45
reported by Davis (1978). About three fifths (61.5%) of the responding department
chairpersons reported five or fewer full-time faculty; 75 preparation programs
(25.2%) had two or fewer full-time faculty. Thirty-two percent of the research
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institutions, 58% of the doctorate-granting institutions, and 75% of the comprehen sive
institutions reported five or fewer full-time faculty in educational adminilation.
Less than one fifth of t:-.1 research (19%) and doctorate-granting institutions (15%),
and only 5% of the c. aprehensive institutions had 10 or more full-time faculty. The
two programs with the largest numbers of faculty were Canadian institutions. .

Educational administration programs atUCEA-member institutions and research
universities had about twice the number of full-time faculty as programs at
comprehensive institutions. Although the average number of faculty at
comprehensive institutions was 3.8, almost 40% of thes,.. program s had .wo or fewer
full-time faculty assigned to educational administration.

Faculty Turnover
In a national survey of faculty, Minter (cited in Bowen & Schuster, 1986)

reported that about half the respondents noted no change between 1981 and 1983
in the number of authorized faculty positions, wit comparable numbers reporting
increases (23%) and decreases (26%). Data from the 297 department chairpersons
indicated that, while a majority ofprograms (about 60%) remained stable, educational
administration programs as a whole lost faculty lines during the preceding decade.
Between 1976 and 1986, a 2.4 : 1 loss/gain ratio was realized. In 114 educational
administration prograff '2 '8 positions were eliminated. In 58 programs, 116
positions were added.

A comparison of the number of faculty hired between 1976 and 1986 (n=930)
with the number of 1986 incumbents (n=1,619) suggests that almost three fifths
(57%) of the 1986 cohort were first appointed since 1976 (Table 2-4). These data
may be misleading, however, as a single position may have been filled several times
during the 10-year period. For example, if a unit with 10 faculty lines filled two
positions twice during the decade, four recent hires would be reported for the 10
faculty positions. However, eight of the unit's faculty lines (80%) would have
remained stable over the 10-year period reflecting only 'A% turnover rather than
40% turnover in total unit lines.

The turnover information also overestimates the number of faculty entering the
educational administration professoriate. Some faculty members may haw: been
hired by two or more institutions during the decade. This is apparently thecase for
a number of female and minority faculty. Chairpersons reported that 307 women
were hired between 1976 aid 1986 but only 196 women were included in the 1986
cohort. Either women are unsuccessful or dissatisfied and leave the professoriate
in numbers disproportionate to men, or they take positions at other institutionsmore
frequently. Similarly, chairpersons reported that 127 minority faculty were hired
during the 10-year period but only 135 minority faculty were employed in 1986.
Therefore, the number of women and minority taculty hired since 1976 probably
counts some individuals two or more times.
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Table 2-2 Composition of Educational Administration Faculty in 1986 by Rank, Tenure
Status, Gender, Race, Type of Institution, and UCEA Affiliation

Caucasian
Male
N %*

Caucasian

Female
N %

Minority
Male
N %

Minority
Female
N %

Total

N To

Assistant professor
Research 26 1.6 25 1.5 8 0.5 3 0.2 62 3.8
Doctorate 23 1.4 15 0.9 2 0.1 2 0.1 42 2.6
Comprehensive 58 3.6 27 1.7 6 0.4 2 0.1 93 5.7

UCEA 16 1.0 16 1.0 S 0.3 0 0 37 2.3
Non-UCEA 91 5.6 51 3.2 11 0.7 7 0.4 160 9.9

Total 107 6.6 67 4.1 16 1.0 7 0.4 197 12.2

Associate professor
Research 110 6.8 18 1.1 12 0.7 7 0.4 147 9.1
Doctorate 84 5.2 16 1.0 11 0.7 3 0.2 114 7.0
Comprehensive 137 8.5 30 1.9 18 1.1 5 0.3 190 11.7

UCEA 73 4.5 16 1.0 12 0.7 4 0.2 105 6.5
Nol-UCEA 258 15.9 48 3.0 29 1.8 11 0.7 346 21.4

Total 331 20.4 64 4.0 41 2.5 15 9.3 451 27.9

Ergrasa
Research 251 15.5 7 0.4 12 0.7 2 0.1 272 16.8
Doctorate 219 13.5 6 3.7 12 0.7 0 0 237 14.6
Comprehensive 406 25.1 26 1.6 28 1.7 2 0.1 462 28.5

UCEA 219 13.5 4 0.2 12 0.7 1 0.1 236 14.6
Non-UCEA 657 40.6 35 2.2 40 2.5 3 0.2 735 45.4

Total 876 54.1 39 2.4 52 3.2 4 0.2 971 60.0

Tenured faculty
Research 272 16.8 20 1.2 19 1.2 4 0.2 315 19.5
Doctorate 336 20.3 22 1.4 21 1.3 5 0.3 384 23.7
Comprehensive 508 31.4 47 2.9 45 2.8 4 0.2 604 37.3

UCEA 276 17.0 17 1.1 21 1.3 4 0.2 318 19.6
Non-UCEA 840 51.9 72 4.4 64 4.0 9 0.6 985 60.8

Total 1,116 68.9 89 5.5 85 5.3 13 0.8 1,303 80.5

Von-tenured faculty
Research 54 3.3 17 1.1 6 0.4 1 0.1 78 4.8 ,..

Doctorate 51 3.2 28 1.7 11 0.7 7 0.4 97 6.0
/

Comprehensive 93 5.7 36 2.2 7 0.4 5 0.3 141 87.1

UCEA 32 2.0 19 1.2 8 0.5 1 0.1 60 3.7
Non-UCEA 166 10.3 62 3.8 16 1.0 12 0.7 256 15.8

Total 198 12.2 81 5.0 24 1.5 13 0.8 316 19.5

Total 1,314 81.2 170 10.5 109 6.7 26 1.6 1,619 100.0

*Represents percent of total faculty (n=1,619).
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Table 2-3 Number of Full-time Faculty Reported by Chairpersons of 297 Educational
Administration Units

Number of All Non- Doctorate-
faculty Pogroms UCEA UCEA Research Granting Comprehensive

% N % % % % %

0 6 2.0 6 2.4 1 1.4 5 3.0
1 23 7.7 23 9.2 3 4.3 1 1.7 19 11.4
2 46 15.5 1 2.3 45 18.1 2 2.9 3 5.2 41 29.7
3 33 11.1 2 4.5 31 12.4 3 4.3 7 12.1 23 13.9
4 42 14.1 3 6.8 39 15.7 7 10.1 8 13.8 27 16.3
5 33 11.1 2 4.5 31 12.4 6 8.7 15 25.9 12 7.2
6 32 10.8 7 15.9 25 10.0 9 13.0 3 5.2 20 12.0
7 24 8.1 4 9.1 20 8.0 12 17.4 4 6.9 8 4.8
8 15 5.1 7 15.9 8 3.2 10 14.5 4 6.9 1 .6
9 8 2.7 4 9.1 4 1.6 3 4.3 4 6.9 1 .6

10 10 3.4 5 11.4 5 2.0 1 1.4 4 6.9 5 3.0
11 6 2.0 1 2.3 5 2.0 2 2.9 1 1.7 3 1.8
12 7 2.4 5 11.4 2 .8 6 8.7 1 1.7
13 3 1.0 1 2.3 2 .8 2 2.9 1 1.7
14
15 1 .3 1 4 1 1.4
16 2 .7 2 .6
17 1 .3 1 2.3 2 3.4 1 .6
19 1 .3 I 2.3 1 1.4

4 1 3

Total: 297 100.0 44 100 0 253 100.0 69 100.0 59 100.0 169 100.0

1/100. 5.02 8.23 4.45 7.00 6.15 3.80
mode= 2.00 600, 8.00 2.00 7.00 5.00 3.00

median= 4.00 800 4.00 7.00 5.00 2.00

'Represents number of departments indicating the respective number of faculty.
*Missing data.

Table 2-4 Educa,ional Administration Faculty Members hired In 297 Institutions from
1976 to 1986 by Gender and Race*

Caucasians
% of

N Hires

Minorities

N
% of
Hires

Total by Gender
% of

N Hires

Males 545 59 78 8 623 67

Females 258 28 49 5 307 33

Total by race 803 86 127 14

Total new hires 930 100

Data supplied by department chairpersons.

30,
%.1
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Support for Faculty

The amount of money available to support professional development, typically
for travel to professional meetings, ranged from zero to $2,000 annually; the modal
amount was $300. About 11% (n=34) of the chairpersons who responded to this
item indicated that their institutions provided no support. Two thirds of those not
providing support were comprehensive institutions. In general, UCEA and research
institutions provided more support ($385 and $421, respectively) than doctorate-
granting and comprehensive institutions ($292 and $278, respectively). The modal
amount of support provided by research and doctorate-granting institutions was
$500. Only two UCEA-member institutions provided no support for professional
development.

The modal faculty-secretary ratio in educational administration units was
about one clerical support person for every five faculty. However, at research and
comprehensive institutions, the ratio was about one clerical support person for every
six professors. Faculty at UCEA-member institutions were advantaged by a 1 : 4
ratio.

Differences Between UCEA-Member and Non-UCEA Programs

Table 2-5 presents the results of the discriminant analysis of UCEA-member
and non-UCEA departmental characteristics. The number of cases included in the
analysis is smaller than the number of department chairpersons returning question-
naires, as some of the questions were not answered and, therefore, the, cases could
not be analyzed.

Discriminant Analysis
A brief explanation of discriminant analysis as an analytical method is

warranted. In discriminant. analysis, group centroids represent the most .ypical
score for a group member. Discriminant function coefficients ii,zr:cate for which
group a score is most representative; the larger the coefficient the more common the
variable is for that group. For example, in Table 2-5, the group centroid for UCEA
programs is 2.11, and the group centroid for non-UCEA programs is -.42. Because
the largest positive standardized discriminant function coefficient is .53 for the
variable, "EdD in Educational Administration," this variable is most common to
UCEA-member programs. Conversely, "EdD in Community College Administra-
tion" (-.60) would be more common to non-UCEA programs than to UCEA-
affiliated educational administration units. Thus, variables that tended to be typical
of UCEA-member departments have positive coefficients while variables typical of
non-UCEA departments are represented by negative coefficients. Variables with
smaller positive or negative coefficients are less potent indicators of group mem-
bership. The larger the coefficient, the more the variable discriminates between the
groups.

The Wilks lambda coefficient shows the relative ability of the discriminant
function to differentiate between the two groups. The smaller the Wilks lambda
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coefficient, the better the variables predict group membership. For example, the
Wilks lambda in Table 2-5 is .52 which indicates an average. model. Table 2-6
presents a more robust model w ith a Wilks lambda of .34. Finally, the classification
analysis indicates the percentage of respondents or departments that can be
correctly placed in their respective groups.

UCEA - Member Programs
The departmental characteristics that were the most powerful predictors of

membership in UCEA were: (a) an EdD degree program in educational
administration, (b) doctoral programs in several areas including some PhD programs,
(c) more white female associate professors, and (d) mere full-time educational
administration faculty (Table 2-5). Even though another distinguishing characteristic
of UCEA programs was reduction in the number of faculty lines during the
preceding decade, UCEA affiliates had, on the average, four more faculty than non-
UCEA institutions (8.5 and 4.7, respectively). For example, while almost one third
(32%) of the UCEA programs had 10 or more faculty members, only 79 of the non-
UCEA programs had that many (Table 2-3). Almost three fifths of the non-UCEA
institutions, but only 14% of UCEA-member institutions, had fewer than five full-
time faculty members. Also, UCEA-affiliated programs had appointed more white
women and more m inority male faculty since 1976, had more white male professors
with tenure, and were more likely to have doctoral programs in educational
administration, higher education, and "other" areas (Table 2-5).

Non-UCEA Programs
Non-UCEA programs added more faculty during the past 10 years and reported

more minority women and white tenured women. Also typical of non-UCEA
departments were EdD programs in community college administration and special
education,EdS programs in "other" areas, and master's degrees in higher education
and special education.

Differences Among Research, Doctorate-Granting,
and Comprehensive Institutions

To determine whether thecharacteristics of educational administration programs
varied by type of institution, we conducted a discriminant analysis on departmental
characteristics of research, doctorate-granting, and comprehensive institutions.
Two functions were required to correctly classify 73% of the cases (Table 2-6).
Almost 82% of the comprehensive institutions were correctly placed in their group
compared with two thirds of the research universities and only 58% of the doctorate-
granting institutions. Therefore, the results should be interpreted cautiously as the
classification model is not robust, particularly for doctorate-granting institutions.

In the first function, positive coefficients indicated variables typical of research
and doctorate-granting universities; the larger the positive coefficient, the more
typical the variable was of programs at research institutions. Variables with
negative coefficients were more likely to characterize educational administration
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programs atcomprehensive institutions. In the second function, negative coefficients
reflect characteristics of doctorate-granting institutions while positive coefficients
are typical of research and comprehensive institutions.

Table 2-5 Discriminant Analysis on Departmental Characteristics of UCEAMember and Non-UCEA
Institutions

Dix:imitating variables

UCEA
(N=37)
M SD

Non-
UCEA
(N =187)
M SD

Unstandardized
Discriminant
Function
Coefficient

Standardized
Discriminant
Funaica
Coefficiag

Facility Characteristics
White female tenured associate professor .35 .67 .12 .34 .76 .32
White male tenured professor 5.18 4.11 2.53 3.08 .07 .23
Minority female nontatured associate professor .02 .16 .02 .14 1.38 .21
White fanalenontentutd assistarg professor .37 39 .15 AO .32 .14
Minority female :untenured professor 0 0 .01 .07 -1.77 -.12
Minority female allured professor 0 0 .01 .10 -1.56 -.15
White male nontenured assistant professor .27 .50 .27 .62 -.33 -.20
White femak tenured usistant professor 0 0 .04 .22 -1.01 -.22
Minority females hired in last 10 years .13 .34 .19 A3 -.64 -.27
Minority males hired in last 10 years .54 .76 .25 .65 .25 .17

Degree Options
EdD in educational administratica .83 .37 .34 A7 1.15 .53
PhD in community colkge administration .32 A7 .09 29 .87 .29
PhD in educational administration .67 .47 .18 39 .67 .27
EdS in special education .27 .45 .09 29 .83 .27
EdS in higher education .21 Al .09 .28 .76 .24
PhD in special education .24 .43 .06 .24 .79 .23
EdD in higher education .51 .50 .18 .39 A2 .17
Master's in higher education .35 .48 .21 Al -.39 -.17
Muster's in special education .18 .39 ' 9 39 n50 -20
EdS in "other area .02 .16 .02' 27 -1.22 -.32
EdD in special education .24 A3 .08 .28 -1.12 -.35
EdD in community college administration .24 .43 .i4 36 -1.57 -.60

Stu and Support
Number of faculty 8.51 3.58 4.13 3.07 .09 .30
Decrease in faculty numbers over last 10 years 1.70 2.11 : 1 1.20 .17 .24
hicrease in faculty =bets over last 10 years .29 .70 49 1.10 -.24 -.26

Group Caurolds
UCEA
Non-UCEA

Classification Analysis
UCEA
Non-UCEA

Predicted Group Membership
86.80 13.20
12.60 R740
iiLlakrpmgcmmtlygggejfio

2.11
-42

Eiger- Come- Wilks
Canonical Discriminant Function value lawn lambda x2 D.P. Significance

Function 1 .888 .685 .529 133.20 25 .001

The best predictors of affiliation with a research institution were PhD programs
in higher education, ed atioral administration, and community college
administration and a master's degree in !tigher education. The EdD in higher
education and PhD in special education were more common in comprehensive
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institutions (Table 2-6). Programs at research universities were also distinguished
by the number of faculty (almost twice the number of comprehensive institutions),
and changes in the number of faculty (either increases or decreases) between 1976
and 1986. Research institutions provided more support per annum for professional
development ($424 compared with about $285 provided by doctorate-granting and
comprehensive institutions).

Doctorate-granting institutions had more minority faculty at junior rank and
offered doctoral degrees in educational administration and in "other" areas. Compared
with programs at doctorate-granting institutions, research institutions were more
likely to have a PhD in higher education.

Summary

Some things have changed during the past decade in educational administration
units; many things have stayed the same. The degree structure across units remained
quite similar to that reported by Davis (1978). Most programs offered a master's
degree (90%). Almost half offered the doctorate, and half offered the EdS. As
expected, doctoral programs were more common at research and doctorate-granting
institutions than at comprehensive institutions. The most pronounced change since
the report by Davis (1978) was the increase in the number of programs authorized
to offer doctorates, particularly the PhD.

About two fl fths of the administrative units to wh ich educational administration
programs were assigned in 1980 had been restructured within the previous decade,
and about half of the units had changed their title. No one title dominated although
"educational administration" was favored at research and UCEA-member institutions.
It is not possible to infer fro:n these data whether changes in department title were
triggered by additional doctoral programs, associated with curriculum revisions, or
connoted significant departures from routine practices in the preparation of
educational administrators.

Substantial numbers of women and minority faculty have been appointed. Yet
the overwhelming majority (87.9%) of educational administration faculty were
men in 1986. Compared with women, a disproportionately higher number of men
were tenured, a difference which is explained in part by the fact that many of the
female faculty had been appointed during the preceding 10-year period and were not
yet eligible for tenure.

The modal number of faculty- auclined since 1972. About half of the educational
administration units had four or fewer faculty, and about a quarter had two or fewer
faculty. Less than half of the programs had at least five faculty, the minimum
number suggested by the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration (1987). Obviously, many programs do not meet we minimum
faculty resource criterion, an issue that will be discussed in the final chapter.

In general, the characteristics of educational administration programs at
research universities were quite similar to those with membership in UCEA. Even
though they were as likely to reduce the number of faculty lines during the preceding
decade, UCEA-member and research institutions had about twice the faculty

35
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resources of programs at other institutions and provided more support in the form
of clerical assistance and funds for faculty development. UCEA and research
institutions were more likely to offer doctoral degrees in several areas, including the
PhD, which adds to the perceived status of the unit on the host institution campus
as well as in the eyes of peers elsewhere.

Since 1976, programs at comprehensive institutions have hired more women
and minority faculty than UCEA or research institutions. However, educational
administration programs at these institutions had relatively few faculty, four or less.
Therefore, women and minority faculty at comprehensive institutions are less likely
to have colleagueship, a factor that may have a negative influence on satisfaction
and productivity (sec Chapters 5 and 8).

The faculty role is labor intensive. As will be discussed in Chapter 4, the
proliferation of doctoral programs has been reflected in an increase in the amount
of time faculty devote to advising doctoral students and supervising research.
Decreasing numbers of full-time faculty suggest that the nature and scope of
activities performed by educational administration faculty must be modified to
maintain quality in preparation programs ar d field services, an issue that will be
addressed in Chapter 8.

1
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CHAPTER 3

PERSONAL AND
PROFESSIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS OF
FACULTY

Descriptive studies "map the field" of educational administration (Campbell &
Newell, 1973), and are necessary to understand and appreciate faculty members'
activities and attitudes. Because generalizations decay over time (Cronbach, 1975),
periodic inquiries into the evolving characteristics of the educational administration
professoriate are vital. Descriptive information about the backgrounds of educational
administration faculty provides a backdrop against which characteristicso f subgroups
(e.g, women, younger faculty) can be interpreted and permits comparisons with
faculty in other fields that are useful in assessing the extent to which conditions in
educational administration are ordinary or unusual. For example, assessmentscan
be made as to whether the educational administration professoriate is under- or
over-compensated compared with faculty in other fields, whether female and
minority representation is comparable to that across disciplines, and whether the
field will experience the wave of retirements predicted for the professoriate as a
whole.

Such descriptive information about educational administration faculty also has
implications for recruiting the next generation of faculty, reform in preparation
programs, and faculty developmel. efforts, topics which will be addressed in this
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and subsequent chapters. To provide a context for these topics, the following
questions serve as organizing themes for this chapter:

Who are professors of educational administration?
Where are they employed?
What personal and professional attributes characterize faculty in this field?
Are educational administration faculty similar to faculty across disciplines?
Have the characteristics of educational administration faculty changed since

1972?
For some variables, all educational administration respondents are treated as a

single group. For most variables, however, the respondents are categorized by
gender, race, UCEA affiliation, and type of institution where employed (research,
doctorate-granting, or comprehensive) according to the Carnegie (1987) classification
of institutions of higher education. We also note differences in characteristics of
respondents grouped by level of administrative concentration (K-12 or higher
education) and compare our findings with comparable data collected by Campbell
and Newell (1973). The data in this chapter are primarily reported using measures
of central tendency. The discriminant analysis tables in Appendix H also depict
differences in characteristics among subgroups of the professoriate as well as
differences in activities and belief.. that are addressed in subsequent chapters.

Personal Characteristics

Gender and Race
We collected data on the gender and race of 1986 educational administration

faculty members from two sources: (a) department chairpersons (discussed in
Chapter 2), and (b) individual faculty. Of the 1,302 individual faculty members who
returned questionnaires in time to be included in the analysis 1,160 (89%) were men
and 135 (10%) were women; seven did not indicate their gender (Table 3-1). Female
representation in the educational administration professoriate reported by department
chairpersons (12%) was about 2% higher than the percentage of individual women
respondents.

Female representation has increased more than threefold since 1972, when
women comprised only 3% of the educational administration faculty. Department
chairpersons reported that the increase in female representation has been even more
dramatic among faculty hired within the past decade in that women comprised 32%
of those hired from 1976 to 1986. Almost two fifths (38%) of the female faculty
respondents indicated that they were hired within the preceding 5 years.

The categories used to record the racial composition of faculty were: American
Indian, Asian, Black, Caucasian, and Hispanic. Eighty-six respondents (7%)
indicated that they were ethnic minorities and 1,198 (92%) were Caucasians; 18
respondents did not indicate their race (Table 3-2). Although fewer than one tenth
of the Caucasian respondents were women, almost one fourth (23%) of the minority
respondents were females. As with women, minority representation among faculty
respondents was somewhat lower (almost 2%) than the percentage reported by
department chairpersons.
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Table 3.1 Gender and Race of Educational Administration Faculty Members in 1986

Data from 1,302
Faculty Respondents

Caucasian males 1,0821 84.4 1,314 81.2

t-W'' Minority males 661 5.1 109 6.7
.4.--,...

Caucasian females 115a 9.0 170 10.5

Minority females 20a 1.6 26 1.6

Total male 1,1604 89.1 1,423 87.9

:14?
Total female 135' 10.4 196 12.1..,

Total Caucasian 1,198a 92.0 1,484 91.7

,..4 Total minority 86a 6.6 135 8.3
tA.

Total faculty 1,302a 100.0 1,619 100.0

Data from 297
Department Chairs

N

'Seven of the 1,302 faculty respondents (.5%) did not indicate their gender, and 18 (1.4%) did
not indicate their race.

Table 3-2 Racial Composition of 1972 and 1986 Respondents

1972
Respondents
N %*

1986
Respondents
N %

1,198 92.0

46 3.5

21 1.6

6 .5

6 .5

7 .5

18 1.4

Total 1,333 100

*Pacentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'This category was not used in the 1972 study.

; ,302 100.0
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. Because of the few respondents in any minority category other than "Black,"
comparisons by race combine all minorities into one group. We acknowledge that
differentminority groups (e.g., Hispanic or American Indian faculty members) may
differ in activities and attitudes about the field. However, the small numbers in these
categories precluded meaningful group analyses.

Minority representation among faculty respondents increased over threefold
between 1972 and 1986, from 2% to about 7%. Male minorities comprised about
5% and female minorities about 2% of the total faculty respondents. Minority
representation was substantially greater among female (15%) than among male
(6%) faculty members. But unlike women faculty, minority faculty were not
disproportionately represented among those hired within the past five years (see
Chapter 6).

The 1986 educational administration professoriate was more male-dominated
(89%), when compared with the proportion of male faculty members (73%)across
disciplines (Carnegie Foundation, 1984). However, minority representation among
educational administration faculty members was similar to the percentage of
minorities in the professoriate at large (7%).

Age

The mean age of educational administration faculty members climbed from 48
in 1972 to 52 in 1986. On the average, 1986 educational administration facultywere
four years older than faculty across disciplines in higher education (Carnegie
Foundation, 1984). As a group, female educational administration faculty members
in 1986 were 9 years younger than their male colleagues, and minoritieswere 4 years
younger than Caucasian faculty members (Table 3-3).

Table 3.3 Age Distribution of 1972 ResponJects and 1986 Respondents by Gender and Race

Age
Category

1972

%

a

Caucasian
Respondents
N

056
Total
ResFondt ..ts
N %

Male
Respondents
N %

Female
Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Total
Responder
N %

20-29 15 1

30-39 264 20 66 6 39 29 89 8 16 19 105 8

40.49 502 38 294 26 49 36 316 27 24 28 343 26

50.59 341 26 558 48 33 25 5S4 46 32 37 591 45

60.69 172 13 206 18 4 3 202 17 7 8 211 16

70 and over 6 1 9 1 9 1 9 1

No response 33 3 24 2 10 7 26 2 7 8 41 3

Total 1,333 100 1.160 100 13S 100 1.198 100 86 100 1,302* 100

Mean 48 S3 44 S2 48 52

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
oils "total" includes 7 respondes.ts who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not Indicate their race.
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Although the average age of educational administration faculty has risen, the
1986 respondents entered the professorship at an earlier mean age (M=37) than did
the 1972 cohort (M=39). A small proportion of faculty members (6%) were over
50 years of age when they assumed their firstprofessorial position; over half entered
the professoriate between the ages of 30 and 39 (Table 3-4). A 9% decrease was
noted tetween 1972 and 1986 in the number of faculty entering the professoriate
after the age of 40 (from 39% to 30%). As a group, faculty who identified with
higher education administration were 3 years younger (M=34), when first appointed
to a professorial position, than were faculty who considered K-12 administration
their level of concentration (M=37), see discriminant analysis table in Appendix H).

Over three fifths of the 1986 respondents indicated that they expected to retire
between the ages of 56 and 70; the mean anticipated retirement age was 64 (Table
3-5). Given that the average age of the 1986 incumbents was 52 and the majority
planned to retire by age 65, if respondents follow through with their intentions,
about half of the current cohort of educational administration faculty will leave the
professoriate before the year 2000.

Table 3.4 Age at Which 1972 and 1986 Respondents Entered the Professorship

1972

Age Category N

Mean

1986

N %

167 13

677 52

306 24

67 5

8 1

77 6

1,302 100

37

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Marital Status
The proportion of unmarried educational administration faculty members in

10535 (13%) was more than twice that of the 1972 cohort (6%). This increase can
be attributed primarily to the increase in the number of women faculty, 52% of
whom were unmarried in the 1986 group (Table 3-6). The vast majority of male
respondents in 1972 and 1986 were married (94% and 91%, respectively), The
proportion of single minority faculty members (17%) exceeded the total mcan,
which is not surprising given the greater female representation among minority
respondents.
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Table 3-5 Age at Which 1986 Respondents Plan to Retire

Ate N

50 or younger 13 1

51.55 64 5

56-60 198 15

61-65 512 39

66-70 229 18

71 or older 36 3

No response 250 19

Total 1,302 100

Mean 64.2

Table 3-6 Marital Status of 1972 Respondents and 1986 Respondents by Gender and Race

1972 1986

Total
Respondents
N %

Male
Respondents
N %

Female
Respondents
N %

Caucasian
Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

Single 75 6 93 8 70 )2 148 12 15 17 163 13

Married 1,251 94 1,055 91 64 47 1,043 87 70 81 1,120 86

No response 7 12 1 1 1 7 1 1 1 19 2

Tom! 1,333 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 1,302' 100

Percentages ntay not equal 100 because of rounding.
'The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race

Parental Occupations
Over two :ifths of the respondents in both the 1972 and 1986 cohoits indicated

that their fathers' occupations were professional or managerial (Table 3-7). Female
respondents in 1986 were more likely than males to indicate that their fathers were
in white collar positions (52% compared with 41%). Minority faculty members
were less likely than Caucasians to report that their fathers had professional or
managerial positions (30% compared with 43%) and were twice as likely to report
that their fathers worked as semi-skilled or unskilled laborers (31% compared to
15%).

Data related to the occupations of respondents' mothers were gathered only in
the 1986 survey., About half of the 1986 male respondents and three fifths of the
female respondents reported that their mothers wonced outside the home (Table
3-8). Of those faculty with employed mothers, half of the men and almost two thirds
of the women reported that their mothers held professional or managerial roles.

42
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Minority respondents were more than twice as likely to report that their mothers
were semi-skilled or unskilled laborers (20% compared to 9%).

Table 3.7 Father's Occupation of 1972 Respondents and 1986 Respondents Grouped by Gender and
Race

1972 1986

Total
Respondents
N

Male
Respondents
N %

Female
Respondents
N o

Caucasian
Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

Professional 218 16 230 20 34 25 247 21 16 19 264 20

Managerial 375 28 240 21 36 27 266 22 9 11 276 21

Skilled laborer 248 19 246 21 25 19 252 21 16 19 271 21

Semi-skilled laborer 153 12 117 10 7 5 114 10 9 11 124 10

Unskilled laborer 95 7 76 7 4 3 62 5 17 20 80 6

Other 231 17 97 8 13 10 101 8 3 9 110 8

Not employed' 43 4 5 4 44 4 3 4 48 4

No response 13 1 111 10 11 8 112 9 8 9 129 10

Total 1,333 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 1,302' 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'This category was not used in the 1972 survey.
*The "total" includes 7 respondents who chd not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.

Professional Characteristics

Institutional Affiliation and Assignment
Fewer than three fifths of the educational administration faculty respondents in

1986 were employed at research (35%) or doctorate-granting institutions (22%). As
noted in Chapter 1, the proportion of faculty affiliated with UCEA-member
institutions declined between the 1972 and 1986 surveys (43% to 27%). There were
10 fewer UCEA-member institutions in 1986 than in 1972, and the mean number
of faculty members at these institutions has declined (see Chapter 2). Also, the
number of nonresearch institutions involved in the preparation of school
administrators has increased.

The geographic distribution of the universities and faculty respondents is
reflected by region and state in Table 3-9. The respondents represented every state
and several Canadian provinces. Using the same regional classification employed
in 1972, some differences were apparent in the distribution of the two cohorts. The
North Central region produced the largest portion of respondents in 1972 (34%,not
tabled) compared with 28% of the 1986 respondents from this region. In 1986, the
South accounted for the largest share of respondents, 40% compared with 26% from
the South in 1972. Less than one fifth of both cohorts were from the Northeast (18%
in 1972 and 14% in 1986) or the West (17% in 1972 and 15% in 1986). New York
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produced the most respondents of any single state in 1972 (n=131), while Texas
provided the largest number (n=124) in the 1986 study.

Table 3-8 Mother's Occupation of 1986 Respondents Grouped by Gender and Race

Male
Respondents
N %

Female
Respondents
N %

Caucasian
Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

Professional 17 29 22 215 18 13 15 229 18

Managerial 83 7 23 17 100 8 4 5 106 8

Skilled laborer 73 6 3 2 69 6 6 7 76 6

Semiskilled laborer 64 6 4 3 60 5 7 8 68 5

Unskilled laborer 56 5 6 4 52 4 10 12 62 5

Other 113 10 16 12 116 10 12 14 129 10

Not employed 475 41 49 36 490 41 31 36 524 40

No response 96 8 5 4 96 8 3 4 108 8

Total 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 1,302* 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
Ile "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and ' . who did not indicate their race.

Slightly over half of the 1986 respondents indicated that they were assigned
full-time to educational administration. Thirty-eight percent reported that they held
an administrative position in addition to their prc:essorial role; only 19% indicated
that they spent over a quarter of their time in an administrative assignment. In
contrast, 29% of the 1972 respondents indicated that they devoted more than a
quarter of their time to an administrative role (Table 3-10).

Like their counterparts in 1972, almost three fourths of the 1986 respondents
indicated that K-12 administration was their level of concentration. The major
change between the two cohorts was an increase in the proportion of respondents
indicating that hig:ter education was their area of emphasis (14% in 1986 compared
with 8% in 1972). Even though recently hired female faculty members were more
likely to identify with K-12 administration (see Chapter 6), one fifth of all female
respondents indicated that higher education administration was their primary area
of expertise (Table 3-11). Respondents from research institutions aid UCEA-
member institutions were more likely than their colleagues at other institutions to
designate higher education as their area of emphasis. Fewer than two thirds of the
respondents from research institutions ?Id UCEA members indicated that K-12
administration was their area of concentration.

44



Characteristics of Faculty 39

Table 3.9 Distribution of Universities and Facult Res ndents b R Ion and State
No. of Universities No, of Respondents % of Total Respondents

Northeast 60 180 13.8
Connecticut 2 10 .8
Massachusens 5 12 .9
Maine 2 6 .5
New Hampshire 2 2 .2
New Jersey 6 18 14
New Yo.l. 27 87 6.7
Pennsylvania 14 37 2.8
Rhode Island 1 3 .2
Vcsmont 1 5 .4

North Central 83 368 28.2
Illinois 16 78 6.0
Indiana 7 31 2.4
Iowa 6 23 1.7
Kansas 4 16 1 8

Michigan 6 33 2.5
Minnesota 7 27 2.1

Missouri 9 32 2.5
Nebraska 6 27 2.1

North Dakota 1 6 .5
Ohio 15 65 5.0
South Dakota 2 6 .4
Wisconsin 4 24 1 8

South 137 524 40 0
Alabama 13 37 2.8
Arkansas 2 11 .8
Delaware 1 2 .2
District of Columbia 2 6 .5
Florida 12 43 3 3
Georgia 7 33 2.5
Kentucky 9 28 2.2
Louisiana 12 34 2 6
Maryland 4 12 .9
Mississippi 4 18 1 4
North Carolina 8 29 2.2
Oklahoma 9 39 3.0
South Carolina 5 19 1.5
Tennessee 9 44 3 4
Texas 28 124 9 5
Virginia 9 35 2.7
West Virginia 3 10 .8

West 55 198 15.2
Alaska 3 4 3
Arizona 3 26 2 0
California 18 58 4.5
Colorado 4 11 .8
Hawaii 1 6 .5
Idaho 1 5 .4
New Mexico 5 14 1.1

Montana 2 9 .7
Nevada 1 2 .2
Oregon 3 12 .9
Utah 3 20 1.5
Washington 10 30 2.3
Wyoming 1 1 .1

Canada 6 37 2 8
341 1,307* 100 0

No faculty members responded from 31 of the 372 institutions included in the study.
'5 questionnaires were received too late to be included in the analysis.
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Table 3.10 Portion of Time Devoted to University Administration by 1972 and 1986
Respondents

Percentage of time

1972 1986

N %* N %

None or no response 760 57 812 62

1-25 187 14 241 19

26-50 200 15 144 11

51-75 106 8 69 5

76-100 80 6 36 3

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Mean 17.6 14.8

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Tenure Status and Academic Rank
Although the department chairpersons indicated that only one fifth of the

faculty were not tenured (see Chapter 2), 27% of the individual faculty respondents
either did not respond to this item or indicated they were not tenured. Using either
data source, the proportion of tenured faculty has increased since 1972 when 65%
of the respondents held tenure. One third of the faculty in 1972 compared to 60%
in 1986 had been tenured for six or more years. The mean number of years since
tenure was granted for 1986 respondents was almost 12 (Table 3-12).

Consistent with the data provided by department chairpersons, about three
fifths of the 1986 faculty respondents held the rank of professor (Table 3-13),
compared with half of the 1972 cohort (not tabled). However, as discussed in
Chapter 2, tenure status and academic rank differed substantially by gender andrace
within the 1986 cohort.

The 1986 educational administration professoriate was more tenured and top
heavy with faculty holding the rank of professor when compared with faculty
members across disciplines. In 1984, the proportion of tenured faculty across fields
was 69%, and faculty were more evenly divided across academic ranks; 34% were
professors, 25% were associate professors, and 21% were assistant professors
(Carnegie Foundation, 1984).

Content Specialization
The 1986 respondents were asked to identify their content specialization within

administration. The most popular specializations were organizational theory (13%)
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42 Under Scrutiny

and the principalship (12%) (Table 3-14). Female respondents were almost twice
as likely as males to consider organizational theory their primary specialization
(23% compared to 12% for males); relatively few women designated economics or
finance as content specialties (1% compared to 7% for males). The responses of
minority faculty paralleled those of women in that 21% considered organizational
theory and 2% considered economics and finance to be their content specializations.

Table 3-12 Number or Years since Tenure Was Granted Reported by 1972 and 1986
Respondents

Number of years

1972 1986

N 9'v* N %

0 or no response 471 35 346 27

1- 5 years 419 32 189 15

6 - 10 years 193 15 236 18

11 - 15 years 124 9 270 21

16 - 20 years 68 5 188 15

Over 20 years 58 4 73 6

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Mean 8.0 11.8

* Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Compensation
According to the American Association of University Professors (1987), the

mean faculty salary across all ranks and disciplines in 1986-87 was $35,470, with
education faculty as a group making about $5,000 below the mean. Compensation
for educational administration faculty compared favorably with the average across
disciplines, as the mean academic year salary of the 1986 educational administration
cohort was between $35,000 and $40,000; 55% reported salaries between $30,000
and $45,000 (Table 3-15). Minorities, on the average, made $5,000 less than
Caucasians, and women made $10,000 less than men. Only 31% of the women
made over $35,000, while 74% of the men were compensated above this level. This
gender difference was not surprising because almost two fifths of the women had
been hired within th e preceding five years and were disproportionately concentrated
in lower academic ranks.
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Table 3-13 Tenure Status and Academic Rank of Educational Administration Faculty
Membcrs in 1986_

Data from 1302
Faculty Relnondaits

I)ata from 297
J)coartment Chain

N %*

Assistant professors 135 10.4 197 12.2

Associate professors 353 27.1 451 27.9

Professors 773 59.4 971 60 0

Tenure status

Tenured faculty 956 73.4 1,303 80.5

Nontenurcd faculty 346 26.6' 316 19.5

1,302 100 0 1,619 100 0

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding

1.2% of the faculty respondents (ne.41) indicated that they did not hold a professorial rank or did
not specify their rank.
"This includes 342 respondents (26%) who did not answer the don requesting the number of years
since tenure was granted.

However, controlling for rank, there were still gender differences in
compensation (Table 3-16). For example, male associate professors were more than
twice as likely as their female counterparts to make 535,000 or more for the
academic year (55% compared to 26%), and male assistant professors were over
three times as likely to receive this salary (25% compared to 8% for women). Salary
differences within the new faculty cohort are addressed in Chapter 6.

Faculty at UCEA -member institutions reported an average of $5,000 more in
academic year salary than did their non-UCEA counterparts. Similarly, the mean
salaries for respondents employed at research and doctorate-granting institutions
were about $5,000 higher than the mean salaries for counterparts at comprehensive
institutions (see also discriminant analysis tables in Appendix H).

Approximately three fourths of the respondents augmented their academic year
salary by teaching summer school. Of those who taught, the averagesummer school
income was between $4,000 and $6,000 (Table 3-17). Respondents employed at
research institutions were less likely to report summer school income than were
their colleagues at other types of institutions. Perhaps faculty at research institutions
do not have to teach during the summer because their academic year salaries are
higher and they are more likely to have income from external sources (e.g.,
consulting, federal or foundation grants, Table 3-18). Only 13% of the faculty at
research institutions reported that they received no external income during the
academic year, while over one fifth of the faculty at comprehensive institutions
indicated that they received no external income. The average external income was
reported to be between $2,000 and $4,000, with over half of all respondents (52%)
indicating that they received less than S2,000 from external sources during the
academic year.
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fTien 344 Arm at Primary Specialimaion of 19116 Ineponiente Grouped by Type a Ingitudon, Gender, Rate, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondent
at Reword,
instimiensN VN,I.N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%

Resp,adento
at Doctorate-
Orating
ionitution

Respondents
at

Comprebersin Male
bentutons Respondents

Female
Respondents

Camden
Respondents

?Armin
Respandans

Respondents
at UCEA
institutions

Respondents
at Non-UCEA
lestintions

Total
Respondents

Program administration

i,
f'Coniconm

37

18

8

4

40

18

14

6

61

43

11

3

123

62

11

5

15

15

11

11

122

70

11

6

15

6

17

7

35

14

10

4

103

65

11

7

13"

79

11

6

;illoomonics and Ammo 38 8 19 7 25 5 81 7 1 1 80 7 2 2 33 9 49 5 82 6
I -

Ooldentiond research 3 1 2 1 5 1 8 1 2 2 t 1 1 1 1 9 1 10 1

arm 37 8 20 7 50 9 95 8 12 9 101 8 5 6 26 7 81 9 107 8

lemma management 20 4 10 3 24 4 50 4 4 3 53 4 1 1 14 4 40 4 54 4
.
Orgsmisational theory 69 15 45 15 61 11 143 12 31 23 155 13 18 21 57 16 118 13 175 13

:i_ C.aintliso Watkins 5 1 4 1 1 9 1 1 1 10 5 1 5 1 10 1

7,-,

>,:.paficy sonies 24 5 9 3 11 2 38 3 6 4 42 4 2 2 23 6 21 2 44 3

...`
Rassurch methodology 17 4 17 6 23 4 47 4 9 7 54 5 2 2 16 5 41 4 57 5

-!,,Social, listariesl, or
philosophies' blues 25 6 6 2 8 1 35 3 4 3 37 3 2 2 13 4 26 3 39 3

indent pummel 15 3 4 1 2 18 2 2 2 18 2 1 1 7 2 14 2 21 2

' Principalsiip 37 8 37 13 86 15 148 13 12 9 149 12 11 13 36 10 124 13 160 12

.%Carnmenity education 9 2 3 1 4 1 15 1 14 1 1 1 7 2 9 1 16 1

&loci-community Mations 9 2 5 2 9 2 22 2 1 1 22 2 1 1 8 2 15 2 23 2

Other 53 12 14 5 46 8 103 9 10 7 106 9 5 6 38 11 75 8 113 9

No response 34 8 39 13 101 18 163 14 10 7 155 13 13 15 26 7 148 16 174 13

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 103 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

ae %menages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
3 min "four Maude/ 7 nspondram who did not indices their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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P; Table Academie Year Salary of 1986 Respondents by Type of InsliteRon, Gender, Rate, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
a Respondents

Respondents Doctorate- at Respondents Respondents
at Resesech Orantins Comprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at NonUCEA Total
Institutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents Institutions Institutions RespondentsN %*N%N%N%N%N% N % N % N % N %

Less than $20,000 2 3 1 14 3 18 2 1 1 19 2 2 1 17 2 19 2

$20,000424,999 13 3 10 3 21 4 26 2 18 14 38 3 6 7 10 3 34 4 44 3

y.$25,000429,999 37 8 20 7 64 11 78 7 43 32 109 9 11 13 28 8 93 10 121 9

'c';S30,000-S34,999 48 11 46 16 108 19 172 15 30 22 183 15 19 22 36 10 166 18 202 16

-435,000439,999 95 21 59 20 124 22 261 23 17 13 255 21 21 24 73 20 205 22 278 21

440000444,999 72 16 58 20 103 18 223 19 9 7 220 18 10 12 54 15 179 19 233 18

$454/00449,999 58 13 32 11 54 10 135 12 7 5 130 11 11 13 42 12 102 11 144 11

$50000354,999 54 12 27 9 32 6 107 9 4 3 104 9 6 7 45 13 68 7 113 9

1155000 of more 62 14 34 12 32 6 123 11 4 3 122 10 2 2 61 17 67 7 128 10

No response 9 2 3 1 8 1 17 2 2 2 18 2 8 2 12 1 20 2

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302 100

C

Pacentases may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not Indicate their race. 41.

LA

51



46 Under Scrutiny

Table 3-I6 Academie Year Salary of 1986 Respondents By Rank and Gender

Male
Prokacn
Female Total

Associate Professors
Male Female Total

Assistant Professors
Male Female Total

Salary level N%?4 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

530,000 or more 713 98 27 B5 740 96 251 82 30 65 281 80 45 52 9 19 S4 40

535.000 or more 652 90 22 70 674 87 167 55 12 26 179 51 21 25 4 8 25 19

540.000 or more 495 69 16 52 511 66 76 25 5 11 81 23 10 12 1 2 11 8

Perorotapes may not equal 100 because of Tomlin*.

Educational Background
The proportion of respondents with undergraduate majors in education increased

significantly between 1972 and 1986 (from 26% to 41%, Table 3-19). The
proportion indicating undergraduate majors in humanities declined substantially
(from 28% to 9%), consistent with the trend in baccalaureate majors across
disciplines (Frances, 1985). Fifty-one percent of the 1972 respondents, compared
with only 38% of the 1986 group, held master's degrees in educational adminIstration,
(Table 3-20). At the doctoral level, over two thirds of both cohorts majored in
educational administration (72% in 1972 and 68% in 1986, Table 3-21). Since 12%
did not respond to this question in 1986, it is likely that the proportion with
doctorates in educational administration was even higher than in 1972.

The majority of the 1986 faculty members indicated that their highest degree
was the doctorate (Table 3-22); 50% held the EdD, while 44% held the PhD. Female
respondents were more likely than males to hold the PhD (55% compared to 42%).
Minority respondents, however, were equally divided between holding the PhD
(44%) and the EdD (45%). As would be expected, over half of the faculty at research
institutions (52%) and at UCEA-member institutions (54%) held the PhD.

Campbell and Newell (1973) reported that half of the 1972 cohort received their
doctorates from the twenty "prestige" institutions identified by Sims (1970) and
Higgins (1968). The institutions from which the 1986 respondents received their
doctorates were somewhat more diffuse, however. Faculty who responded to this
item in 1986 (n=1,214) received doctorates from about 185 different institutions.
Only four institutions, Michigan State University, The Ohio State University,
Columbia University, and Indiana University accounted for over 3% of the faculty
members (Table 3-23). Thirty our institutions produced at least 1% of the 1986
faculty, and these institutions accounted for 59% of the respondents. The top 20
producers of educational administration faculty in 1986 accounted for almost 44%
of the respondents. The conclusion of Campbell and Newell in 1972 that only a
handful of institutions produced the majority of educational administration professors
applied primarily to faculty employed at research institutions in 1986; 53% of the
faculty at research universities received their doctorates from 20 institutions (Table
3-24). In contrast, the 20 highest producers of faculty at comprehensive universities
accounted for only 43% of the faculty members at those institutions. This topic is
revisited in Chapter 7, with particularattention to the institutions from wb r .h faculty
at highly rated programs received their doctorates.
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:Mk 3.17 Summer School Income of 1984 Respondents by Type or Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA AMIlatIon

5-

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate- at Respondents Respondents
at Research Granting Ccanycelwanive Male Fenuile Caucasian Minority at MIA at Nca.UCEA Total
hatitutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondent Respondents Institutions Iroututions Reapondents

NIIIN 94 N % N % N %N %N % N %N %N %

Now 132 29 58 20 125 22 273 24 39 29 288 24 24 28 103 29 212 23 315 24

'Ian than 32,030 25 6 17 6 50 9 72 6 20 15 85 7 5 6 17 5 75 8 92 7

.3240043,90 49 11 41 14 74 13 143 12 21 16 147 12 15 17 35 10 129 14 164 13

S4,00045,999 71 16 47 16 102 18 197 17 23 17 204 17 15 17 55 15 165 18 220 17

:56,00037,999 57 13 31 11 79 14 151 13 15 11 157 13 8 9 53 15 114 12 167 13
. _

,..5311,00049,999 42 9 36 12 50 9 121 10 7 5 114 10 12 14 36 10 92 10 128 10

`; 310,000411,999 28 6 25 9 32 6 79 7 4 3 80 7 3 4 23 6 62 7 85 7

312,000313999 12 3 11 4 24 4 45 4 2 2 45 4 1 1 13 4 34 4 47 4

514,030 or more 18 4 20 7 11 2 46 4 3 2 46 4 2 2 15 4 34 4 49 4

No temporise 16 3 6 2 13 2 33 3 1 1 32 3 1 1 9 3 26 3 35 3

Total 450 100 292 100 560 103 1,160 103 135 100 1.198 103 86 100 359 103 943 103 1,302' 100

Pace:gages may not equal 100 bemuse ot rounding.
rhe "toter includes 7 ?wpm/cots who did not indicate their lender snd 18 who did not indicate their tree.

50



!idle 341 Iddarnal hams` 0111116 Respondents Grouped by Type of lnatltutkon, Gender, Ram, and UCEA AffIllatIon

Respondosh
at Respondents

Respondents Doctoral°. at Respondents Respondents

at Research °Twins Comprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at Nco-UCEA Total
lostioations Institutions lnnitutions Respondents Responients Respondents Respondents Institutions Innitutions Respondents

N liN SINIINIIN %N % N % N % N % N %

Ness 60 13 46 16 119 21 195 17 28 21 204 17 19 22 51 14 174 12 225 17

jam then 42,000 133 30 92 32 224 40 395 34 52 39 410 34 32 37 98 27 351 37 449 35

142,00041999 63 14 53 18 77 14 174 15 19 14 180 15 10 12 54 15 141 15 195 15

'44,00045,999 57 13 25 9 44 8 113 10 13 10 115 10 11 13 53 15 73 8 126 10

86,00047,999 31 7 27 7 20 4 63 5 7 5 69 6 1 1 21 6 50 5 71 6

41,01049,999 19 4 10 3 10 2 35 3 4 3 35 3 4 5 10 3 29 3 39 3

$10,000411,999 14 3 13 5 13 2 35 3 5 4 35 3 5 6 13 4 27 3 40 3

' $12,000413,999 9 2 8 3 7 1 23 2 1 1 d2 2 2 2 9 3 15 2 24 2

814,000 or more 51 11 27 7 33 6 99 9 5 4 101 8 1 1 42 12 62 7 104 8

No nwporoe 11 2 5 2 13 2 28 2 1 1 27 2 1 1 8 2 17 2 25 2

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,1911 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

homages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
income received during the academic year from conrohing Activities, grants, etc.

"toed" inclutleu 7 respondents who did not Indicate emir Bader and 18 who did not Indicate their ram.
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Table 3-19 Undergraduate Majors of 1972 and 1986 Respondents

Major

1972 1986

N %*

Science and mathematics 158 12 113 9

Education 349 26 531 41

Humanities 379 28 119 9

Social sciences 261 20 203 16

Public and business
administration 45 3 35 3

Other 119 9 42 3

No response 22 2 259 20

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Table 3-20 Master's Degree Majors of 1972 and 1986 Respondents

1972 1986

Major N %

Educational administratio.i 673 51 493 38

Other education 296 22 390 30

Humanities 96 7 35 3

Science and mathematics 15 1 18 2

Social sciences 109 8 73 6

Public and business
administration 73 6 6

Other 25 2 6

No response 46 3 281 22

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Percentages may not 2qua' 100 because of rounding

Employment History
Of the 942 individuals who reported their employment history, the average

length of time they had spent in their cuireAt roles was about 11 years (not tabled).

5 5



50 Under Scrutiny

Almost three fifths indicated that they had been involved either in university
teaching (39%) or university administration (19%) immediately preceding their
current roles. The average length of time spent in the previoits position was
approximately 5.5 years. Less than one fourth of the respondents reported that they
had been superintendents (12%) or other K-12 school administrators (11%) in their
most recent positions, and 29% had been superintendents (12%) or other adminis-
trators (17%) in their second most recent positions (Table 3-25).

Table 3-21 Doctoral Degree Majors of 1972 and 1986 Respondents

1972 1986

Major N %* N 90

Educational administration 961 72 886 68

Other education 196 15 199 15

Humanities 9 1 7 1

Science and mathematics 2 5

Social sciences 42 3 33 3

Public and business
administration 66 5 8 1

Other 12 1 5

No response 45 3 159 12

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

* Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Summary

Compared with faculty across disciplines (Carnegie Foundation, 1984), the
acational administration professoriate is more male-dominated, more tenured,

and more top heavy with those holding the rank of professor. The typical
educational administration professor in 1986 became a faculty memberat age 37,
was 52 in 1986, and anticipated retirement by age 64. A white, married male, he
more likely held an EdD than a PhD, probably earned his doctorate in educational
administration before 1975, likely held a faculty role prior to his current position,
had been tenured for more than a decade, and had attained the rank of professor. The
most likely area cf concentration was K-12 administration, and the most popular
content specializations we -e organizational theory and the principalship.

With a few exceptions, the above description of personal and professional
characteristics could also have been used to describe the typical educational
administration faculty member in 1972. Nonetheless, some differences are
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;Table 3-22 Highlet Degree of 19M Reependents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA AMIlation
C.

Respondents
et Research
institutions

Responderds
at

Dom:este-
Granting
Institutions

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

Female
Respondents

Caucasian
Respondents

Minority
Respondents

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

Respondents
at NenUCEA
institutions

Total
Respondents

N 96* N 46 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96 N 96

232 52 144 49 190 34 492 42 74 55 523 44 38 44 195 54 371 39 566 44

EdD 194 43 131 45 310 57 596 51 47 35 601 52 39 45 149 42 496 53 645 50

3D 6 1 6 2 12 2 21 2 3 2 72 2 1 1 3 1 21 2 24 2

Other or no response 18 4 11 4 38 7 51 4 11 8 52 5 8 9 12 3 55 6 67 5

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 958 100 1,30? 100

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
*The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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Table 3-23 Doctorate-Granting Institutions of 1986 Respondents

Rank Institution'
No. of
Faculty

% of
Faculty'.

1 Michigan State U. 47 3.9
2 Ohio State U. 41 3.4
3 Columbia U. 37 3.1

Indiana U. 37 3.1
5 U. of Nebraska 34 2.8
6 U. of Iowa 33 2.7

Stanford U. 33 2.7
U. of WisconsinMadison 33 2.7

9 U. of Chicago 31 2.6
10 U. of Florida 25 1.9
11 Pennsylvania State U. 22 1.8
12 U. of Texas-Austin 21 1.7
13 Florida State U. 20 1.7
14 U. of Missouri 19 1.6
15 U. of Michigan 18 1.5

U. of Tennessee 18 1.5
17 U. of Illinois 17 1.4
18 U. of Alabama 16 1.3

U. of N. Colorado 16 1.3
20 U. of Alberta 15 1.2

U. of Georgia 15 1.2
Harvard U. 15 1.2
U. of Minnesota 15 1.2

24 U. of California-Berkeley 14 1.1
U. of Oklahoma 14 1.1
U. of Oregon 14 1.1
Syracuse U. 14 1.1
Vanderbilt U. 14 1.1

29 U. of Wyoming 13 1.1
U. of Colorado 13 1.1

31 East Texas State U. 12 1.0
Oklahoma State U. 12 1.0
U. of Mississippi 12 1.0
U. of Virginia 12 1.0

'Only institutions producing at least 1% of the total faculty who responded to this item are included.
bReflectspercentage of 1,214 respondents to this itcm.

noteworthy. Only 35% of the 1986 respondents were employed at research
institutions. Without question, a substantial proportion of graduate degrees in
educational administration are currently being conferred by nonresearch institutions,
and many of these programs are staffed by faculty who did not receive their
doctorates at research institutions.

Some marked demographic changes have also taken place since 072. More
educational administration faculty members are women, and a large proportion are
older. The increasing female representation and an aging professoriate have
significant implications for the future of administrative preparation programs,
implications which are discussed in some detail in Chapter 8.
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r Table 324 Doctorate-Granting Institutions of 1984 Respondents Grouped by Institutional Classification`

Reapondans at
Research Institutions

Respondents at Doctorate-
Granting Instituticos

Respondents at Comprehensive
Institutions

(N.423) (N278) (N513)
% of % of % el

No. of Research No. of Doctorate No. of Comprehensive
f,". Rank Institution Faculty Faculty Rank Institution Faculty Faculty Rank Institution Faculty Faculty

Michigan State U. 19 4.5 1 Ohio State U. 14 5.1 1 Columbia U. 17 3.3
U. of Wisconsin- 19 43 2 Michigan State U. 13 4.7 2 U. of Nebraska 16 3.1

Madison 3 Stanford U. 9 3.2 Ohio State U. 16 3.1
U. of Iowa 17 4.0 4 Columbia U. 8 2.9 4 Indiana U. 15 2.9
U. of Chicago 16 3.8 U. of Chicago 8 2.9 Michigan State U. 15 2.9

!. Indiana U. 15 3.6 U. of Florida 8 2.9 6 SUNY-Buffalo 12 2.3
Stanford U. 15 3.6 7 Indiana U. 7 2.7 7 U. of Alabama 11 2.2

:- 7 U. of Nebraska 14 3.3 U. of Iowa 7 23 U. of Oklahoma 11 2.2
5- 8 Columbia U. 12 2.8 U. of Michigan 7 2.5 9 Florida State U. 10 1.9' 9, Ohio State11. 11 2.6 U. of Tennessee 7 23 U. of Missippi 10 1.9

Pennsylvania State U. 11 2 6 U. of Wisconsin- 7 23 U. of Missouri 10 1.9
11 U. of Florida 10 2.4 Madison U. of Texas-Austin 10 1.9
12 U. of CaL- 8 1.9 12 U. of Colorado 6 2.2 13 U. of Iowa 9 1.8

Berkeley U. of New Mexico 6 2.2 Pennsylvania State U. 9 1.8
U. of Illinois 8 1.9 14 U. of Alabama 5 1.8 Stanford U. 9 1.8
U. of Minnesota 8 1.9 Florida State U. 5 1.8 16 UCLA 8 1.6
Syracuse U. 8 1.9 Harvard U. 5 1.8 U. of Georgia 8 1.6

16 U. of N. Colorado 7 1.7 U. of Illinois 5 1.8 U. of Wyoming 8 1.6
Oklahoma State U. 7 1.7 U. of Missouri 5 1.8 19 U. of Chicago 7 1.4
U. of TexasAustin 7 1.7 U. of N. Colorado 5 1.8 Duke U. 7 1.4

19 U. of Alberta 6 1.4 20 U. of Nebraska 4 1.4 U. of Florida 7 1.4
Claremont Grad. Sch. 6 1.4 U. of TexasAustin 4 1.4 U. of Kentucky 7 1.4
U. of Georgia 6 1.4 Washington State U. 4 1.4 U. of N. Carolina 7 1.4
Harvard U. 6 1A U. of Oregon 7 1.4
U. of Michigan 6 1.4 U. of Tennessee 7 1.4
Purdue U. 6 1.A Vanderbilt U. 7 1.4
Vanderbilt U. 6 1.4 U. of Wisconsin- 7 1.4

Madison

'Only institutions producing at least 1% of the total faculty who responded to this item are included The original intent was to reflect the 20top producers for each
category. However, because of ties at specific ranks, the number reflected varies from 22 to 27 institutions.

s.
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Table 3-25 First and Second Most Recent Positions Held by
1986 Respondents

1st Most Recent
Position

N %*

2nd Most Recent
Position
N %

Higher education teaching 377 39 241 28

Higher education administration 184 19 127 15

Superintendent 118 12 107 12

Other K-12 administration 111 11 147 17

K-12 teaching 25 3 94 11

Military service 14 1 31 4

Civil service 6 1 6 1

Consultant 9 1 8 1

Other 98 10 100 12

Total respondents to item 942 100 861 100

* Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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CHAPTER 4

PROFESSIONAL
ACTIVITIES OF FACULTY

Within reasonable limits, faculty have the latitude to establish their work
schedules and to allocate their time among a variety of activities. Opportunities to
interact with persons of widely differing ideas, interests, and ages coupled with
personal and professional autonomy make an academic career quite attractive for
creative, self-directed individuals. Yet the flexibility associated with a faculty
member's role can also be a source of stress. Academics become frustrated because
of competing demands on their time and the feeling that their work is never finished.
"Faculty members are asked to do many different professional tasksmore than
enough to fill one's entire liteand success is always measured against time"
(Sorcir.elli & Gregory, 1987, p. 45). There is always another research question to
be analyzed, article to write, or service activity waiting to be pursued. Faculty
members feel pulled in many directions and, as Bowen and Schuster (1986) noted:
"All competent faculty members live with the sense that they are dealing with
infinity, that they can never fully catch up" (p. 69).

In contrast to workers in nonagricultural occupations who spend an average of
36 hours per week on job-related activities (Bowen & Schuster, 1986), studies of
workload in academe suggest that faculty devote between 45 and 62 hours per week
to professional activities (Bowen & Schuster, 1986; National Education Association,
1979; National Science Foundation, 1981; Yuker, 1984). The amount of time
devoted to various professional activities is related to the type of institution where
a faculty member is employed and to the individual's academic discipline, age, and
stage of life and career (Austi.i & Gamson, 1983; Blackburn, Behymer & Hall,
1978; Ladd, 1979; Pelz & Andrews, 1976).
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This chapter describes how professors of educational administration allocate
their time among teaching, research, and service activities. As in the preceding
chapter, the information is analyzed with respondents grouped by gender, race,
UCEA affiliation, and type of institution where employed according to the Carnegie
(1987) classification of institutions of higher education. We note areas where
faculty activities differed by their level of cone _ration (IC-12 or higher education)
and highlight similarities and differences between the 1972 and 1986 cohorts.

Primary Role Orientation

Respondents identified their primary area of strength using the traditional
professorial functions of teaching, research, and service. Similar to the 1972 study,
a majority of the 1986 respondents (68%) indicated that teaching was their primary
strength, with 78% of the minority faculty making this choice (Table 4-1). Eighty
percent of the faculty at comprehensive institutions noted that teaching was their
primary strength, while only slightly over half (53%) of the respondents from
research institutions made this choice. Almost one fourth (24%) of the respondents
at research institutions identified research as their greatest strength, compared with
less than one tenth (8%) of the respondents at comprehensive institutions. Simi-
larly, respondents at UCEA institutions were twice as likely as their non-UCEA
colleagues to indicate that research was their primary strength (23% compared to
11%).

There were differences in designated area of strength when respondents were
grouped by gender and length of time in the professoriate. Women were more likely
than men to consider research their greatest strength (20% compared to 14%).
Conversely, men were more likely than women to designate service as their area of
primary strength (15% compared to 8%). Compared with their experienced
colleagues, more new faculty (those who had been in the professoriate five or fewer
years) indicated that research was their greatest strength (24% compared to 13%).
Activities and attitudes of new faculty are addressed in Chapter 6.

Table 4-2 presents the results of the discriminant analysis of faculty who
reported teaching, research, or service to be their primary strength. Two functions
were required to account for the differences. In the first function, negative
coefficients represented faculty whose primary orientation was research. The best
predictor of research as a primary strength was the amount of time faculty spent on
research and writing activitiesabout 27% compared with !ass than 10% for
faculty who viewed teaching and service as their primary roles. In addition, faculty
who considered research their primary strength also were far less likely to agree that
former practitioners make the best professors and were less likely to be satisfied
with the quality of graduate students. They were also uncertain about whether field
studies strengthen practice or whether the best fact ay are leaving the academy.
These perceptions are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

The second function discriminated between those who viewed teaching as their
primary strength (positive coefficients) and those whose strength was service
(negative coefficients). The best predictor of a service-oriented faculty nether
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was the amount of time spent consulting. These faculty were less likely to consider
the low salary levels in the department to be a serious problem and were more
satisfied with the caliber of graduate students. Faculty who viewed teaching as their
primary strength spent much more time with graduate and undergraduate students
and spent somewhat more time on research and writing than did their service-
oriented counterparts.

These findings should be interpreted with caution as only slighdy more than
60% of the cases were correctly classified. Nevertheless, some classic differences
based on faculty role orientations were empirically confirmed. For example, those
faculty who spent considerable time consulting were firm believers in the proposi-
tion that spending time in the field is important and were also more satisfied with
the quality of graduate students. Faculty who described themselves as researchers
viewed time in the field as less important to their work and were not as satisfied with
the caliber of students. A cleavage apparently exists in many preparation programs
between teacher-scholars and those whose primary commitment is to working with
practicing administrators. Various aspects of these professorial functions are
explored in the remainder of this chapter.

Research Activities

Research has become more important for promotion and tenure decisions as
well as for illuminating administrative practice in educational settings. When
compared with earliercohorts of educational administration faculty, the 1986 group
was more involved in research. Three quarters of the respondents reported some
inquiry activity compared with less than half of the faculty in a 1964 survey (Hills,
1965). The proportion of faculty members devoting at least 10% of their time to
research increased from under one third of the respondents in 1964 (Hills, 1965), to
about half in 1972 (Campbell & Newell, 1973), to over half of the respondents in
1986. Table 4-3 depicts the percentage of time devoted to research for 1972 and
1986 respondents by UCEA affiliation.

Despite the increase in scholarly activity, educational administration faculty
members still devoted a relatively small portion of their time to research when
compared with faculty across disciplines. The Carnegie Foundation (1984)
reported that faculty in general devoted an ave rage of 18% of their time to research,
whereas the mean for the 1986 educational administration respondents was 12%.

Faculty at research institutions and UCEA-member institutions spent more
time on research than their counterparts elsewhere, a finding that is consistent with
expectations for faculty behav ior and reward systems at these institutions. Over one
third (37%) of the faculty at comprehensive universities and 29% at non-UCEA
institutions indicated that they were not involved in research (compared with 12%
atresearch and 14% at UCEA-member institutions). Women devoted considerably
more time to research than did men; the amount of time spent in research by minority
faculty did not differ from the overall mean (Table 4-4).
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-7' Table 41 Area at Primary Strength of 1,16 Respondents Grouped by Type ,. mediation, Gelder, Race, and UCEA Affilla tlas

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

N %

Respondents
it

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions

N %

Respondents
at

Comprehensive
Institutions

N %

Male
Respondents

N %

Female
Respondents

N %

Caucasian
Respondents

N %

Minority
Respondents

N %

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

N %

Respondents
at NonUCEA
Institutions

N %

Total
Respondents

N %

: Teaching 240 53 196 67 445 80 786 68 91 67 864 67 67 78 195 54 686 73 881 68

Reamed 109 24 30 10 45 8 157 14 27 20 175 15 9 11 81 23 103 11 184 14

Service 76 17 48 16 59 11 171 15 11 8 173 14 7 8 64 18 119 13 183 14

No response 25 6 18 6 11 2 46 4 6 4 46 4 3 4 19 5 35 4 54 4

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1302' 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
' The "total" Includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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Table 4.3 Portion of Time 1972 and 1984 Respondents Spent In Research and Scholarly Wilting by UCEA AMIlatIon

Percentage

einem

1972 1986

Respondents
at UCEA
insutuncmsN%°N%N%N%N

Respondents
at Noti.UCEA
Institutions

All
Respondents

Respondents

at UCCA
but tuna=

Respondents

at Non-UCEA
IIIIMUI101U

Ar

All
Respondents

N 96

Norse cc no response, 98 17 288 38 386 29 49 14 271 29 320 25

1.9 121 21 182 24 303 23 59 16 227 24 286 22

10-19 167 29 188 25 355 27 97 27 253 27 330 27

20-29 110 19 75 10 185 14 97 27 124 13 221 17

30-39 40 7 8 1 48 4 22 6 38 4 60 5

40-49 17 3 8 1 25 2 18 5 11 1 29 2

50 or more 21 4 8 1 31 2 17 5 19 2 36 3

Total 576 100 757 100 1.333 100 359 100 943 100 1.302 100

Mean 17.0 10.5 12.3

Percentages may not equal 100 because of roundlet

Table 44 Portion of Time Spent to Research and Scholarly Writing by 1986 Respondents Grouped by Type of
Institution, Gender, and Race

Percentage of Time

Reapordems
at

Respondents Doctorase
et Research Gruen
loseostems banications
N 16N 16

Respondents
at

Comprebenere Male
bonbons Respondents
N 14 N %

Female

Respondents
N S

Caucanan
RespondentsNS

Maonty
Respondents
N 16

Note or no response 55 12 59 20 206 37 285 25 35 26 296 25 18 21

19 78 16 72 25 136 24 270 23 15 II 260 21 24 28

1019 136 30 88 30 126 23 319 20 27 20 322 27 22 26

2019 106 24 49 17 66 12 189 16 30 22 203 17 14 16

30-39 30 7 14 5 16 3 48 4 12 9 57 5 3 4

40-49 20 4 6 2 3 1 23 2 6 4 27 2 2 2

56 or more 25 5 4 1 7 1 26 2 10 7 33 3 3 4

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1.160 100 135 100 1.198 100 86 100

Mean 17.2 11. 8.6 11.7 17.4 12.4 12.6

Percentages may not cowl 100 because of roundIng.

The 1986 cohort published more than did their 1972 counterparts. Sixty-nine
percent of the 1986 respondents, compared with only 55 % of the 1972 group, had
written or edited one or more books in their careers (Table 4-5). A majority of the
1986 cohort had produced two or more volumes. Also, the proportion that had
written or edited nine or more books or monographs more than doubled between
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1972 and 1986 (5% compared w to .2%). Faculty at research institutions had
produced an average of one more book than their colleagues at doctorate-granting
institutions and an average of almost three more books than counterparts at
comprehensive universities (Table 4-6). These data must be interpreted with
caution, however, as some 1986 respondents probably included technical reports in
their definition of monographs.

Tabie 4.5 Number of Books Written or Edited In Career Reported by 1972 and 1986 RespoddenLo

1972 1986

N % N %

None or no response 593 45 420 32

1 247 18 148 11

2 147 11 196 15

3 108 8 137 11

4 64 5 72 6

5 42 3 86 7

6 36 3 40 3

7 12 1 25 2

8 15 1 19 2

9 or more 69 5 159 12

Total 1,333 103 1,302 100

Mean 5.1

Median 2A

Mode 0

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Compared with their 1972 counterparts, twice as many 1986 respondents had
published over 20 professional articles, scholarly papers, or book chapters in the
preceding 5 years (8% compared with 4%) (Table 4-7). Only 15% of the 1986
cohort had not published any articles or papers in the past 5 years.

Faculty at UCEA-member institutions produced an average of three more
articles than did their non-UCEA peers during the preceding 5 years. Respondents
at researc h institutions wrote an average of two more articles than their counterparts
from doctorate-granting institutions and an average of four more articles than
faculty at comprehensive universities (Table 4-8). The modal number of articles
written in the preceding 5 years by respondents at research and doctorate-granting
institutions was 10 compared to 3 for counterparts at comprehensive universities.
A similar pattern distinguished respr ndents based on UCEA affiliation.

The mean number of articles written during the preceding 5 years was slightly
higher for women (M=10) than for men (M=9). However, the modal number of
articles written during this period for males was 10, compared to 2 for females.
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TAU 44 Number 0:Books Wanes or Edited In Guyer Reversed by Ins Respondents Grouped 6 Type of [manakin

Respondents

et Reetereb
Ianne
N 16

Reepoodeots
a

Mawr.
%sane
Insueuteene

N %

Peopeodoota

le
Campteberene
Inatestese
N 9.

Neese et

no reepore 109 24 46 29 229 40

1 46 10 32 II 70 13

2 70 16 37 13 09 16

3 55 12 44 IS 36 7

6 30 7 14 5 26 5

5 34 t 22 t 30 5

6 12 3 12 4 16 3

7 14 3 6 2 1

t 7 2 4 1 t 1

9 omen 73 16 35 12 51 9

Teal 450 ICO 292 100 560 100

NUM 63 53 39

M0100 3.0 30 2.0

Made 2.0 0 0

ete ea, ey not sepal 100 became of tending

Table 4.7 Ntunber of Peoresafonal Articles, Papers, or Chapters Written or Coauthored In Past S Years Reported b31972 sod
1964 Respoodenu Grouped by UCEA AfIlledoe

1972 1906

Reepoodeen
a UCEA
10000100011

N 16.

Ranson Sam
at Noe UCEA
103941.1001

N 44

An
Reepeodnote

N %

Respooderea. UCEA
i004104011s

N %

Reepeedreas
a Noo-UCEA
loatuuttone
N %

AB
iteepeodeote
N 14

None or
00
7110p0.0 56 10 204 27 240 20 31) t 171 1$ 201 IS

1.2 71 12 156 20 VC 17 3/ 10 150 16 117 14

34 93 16 119 16 212 16 40 11 142 IS 102 14

54 115 20 115 IS 230 17 44 12 141 15 1115 14

74 39 7 40 5 79 6 34 10 53 6 17 7

9.10 62 11 47 6 109 t 45 13 94 10 139 11

11 12 30 5 20 3 50 4 22 6 35 4 57 4

1344 10 2 5 1 15 1 7 2 9 1 16 1

15-16 36 6 It 2 54 4 32 9 44 5 76 6

171t 9 2 1 0 10 1 5 1 I I 1 16 I

IP XI It 3 13 2 31 2 20 6 33 4 53 4

21 or
more n 6 19 3 56 4 43 12 60 6 103 6

Taal 576 100 757 ICO 1.333 ICO 359 lat 943 KO 1302 100

Man 116 06 94

Melon 9.0 SA 60

Mode 100 2A 20

Prnasages row not equal 100 become of rourdos,
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Table 44 Number of Professional Articles, Papers, or ampler' Written or Coauthored Is Pest S Yours Reported by
1986 Respondents Groupod by Type of Institution, Gender, sod Race

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Domino- at
at Rotuma autos Conarneltennvo Male Perna% Caucasian bitnorny
lostatenora Inatiuntons Instautions Reaper." Respatdenut Respondents Respondent'

No. of Articles N 4 N % N % N % N 4 N % N %

1.

NOM cc no norm

1.2

3.4

5-6

7.3

9-10

11.12

13.14

15.16

17.18

19.20

21 or mote

42

45

43

61

38

61

31

9

30

10

29

51

9

10

10

14

8

14

7

2

7

2

6

12

35

39

47

43

16

34

14

4

24

2

9

2"

12

13

16

15

6

12

5

I

8

I

3

8

124

103

02

33

44

12

3

22

4

15

27

22

17

16

15

6

8

2

I

4

I

3

5

170

169

166

164

80

127

53

16

67

15

44

89

15

15

14

14

7

11

5

I

6

I

4

8

30

15

16

21

6

11

4

0

9

1

9

13

22

11

12

16

5

8

3

7

I

7

r

1$4

172

166

162

80

127

56

16

73

15

5*.

96

15

14

14

14

7

11

5

I

6

I

4

9

14

12

13

19

S

11

3

2

6

16

14

15

22

6

13

4

2

7

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 $6 100

Una

Medan

Mods

11.4

90

10.0

96

6.0

IGO

7.:

5.0

3.0

9.3

6.0

10.0

10.2

6.0

10

96

6.0

20

7.1

5.0

6.0

Peseenteses may not aqui 100 became of miring.

The percentage of respondents reporting outside funding or released time for
research declined between the 1972 (23%) and 1986 (19%) surveys. However,
faculty at research and doctorate-granting institutions were more likely to receive
such support in 1986 than were colleagues at comprehensive institutions (Table 4-
9). A chi square analysis revealed no significant differences in the receipt of
external funds based on gender, race, or length of time in the professoriate.
However, there was a significant positive relationship between the receipt of
external funds and the amount of time devoted to research (x2=33.87, df=5, p<.01,
not tabled).

We selected seven items pertaining to research from the faculty questionnaire
to create a dependent variable labeled "research orientation." A varimax rotation
analysis produced one factor with four variables: (a) perceived primary strength to
be research, rather than teaching or service, (b) amount of time devoted to research,
(c) preferred program orientation t.- be preparing professors/researchers rather than
practitioners or a balance between preparing practitioners and professors/researchers,
and (d) number of articles published within the last 5 years (see Appendix I). The
factor loadings were then used to weight the variables to produce a score for each
of the four variables. These factor scores were then aggregated to form the "research
orientation" measure.
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Table 4-9 Released Time or Outside Funding for Research Reported by 1972
Respondents and 1986 Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution

1972 1986

Funds or All
Respondents

Time N %

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctor:an- at
at Research Granting Comprehensive All
Instituuons Institutions Irstituuons Respondents
N % N % N % N %

Yes 309 23

No 1,024 77

No response

Total 1,333 100

113 25 64 22 66 12 243 19

331 74 225 77 488 87 1,044 80

6 1 3 1 6 1 15 1

450 100 292 100 560 100 1,302 100

*Percentages may not equal 100 became of rounding.

A word about the three variables dropped from tht. research orientation scale
Is warranted. Teaching a research methods course did not load on any factor,
probably because so few educational administration faculty have this responsibility.
Journal editing loaded on a separate factor; apparently this responsibility is not
necessarily related to research and writing activities. Finally, obtaining external
funds to suppc:t research and development projects also stood apart from other
inquiry activities.

The regression analysis for all respondents produced an equation composed of
18 variables which accounted for about 34% of the variance in the research
orientation of educational administration faculty (Table 4-10). Disagreement with
the statement that former practitioners make the best professors was the best
predictor of a strong research orientation. Also, faculty heavily committed to
research devoted relatively little time to other activities such as university
administration and consulting. The results of regression analyses of research
orientaCon for subgroups of the educational administration professoriate (e.g., men
and women, hi gher education and K-12 faculty, faculty at UCEA-member institutions
and non -UCEA institutions) were similar to the equation for the entire group in that
the same variables anouitted for the variance (not tabled).

Familiarity with the literature keeps professors current with best practices in the
field and emerging issues. Thus, regular review of pertinent professional journals
is expected of professors. Respondents were asked to rank the three most important
professional journal!, that they read regularly. As agroup, educa tional administration
faculty read many different journals; 14 periodicals received first choice votes from
at least 1% of the respondents. The Phi Delta Kappan, a practitioner-oriented
journal, was by far the most popular professional journal. Half of the 1986
respondents listed the Kappan among their first three choices of professional
journals read regularly (Table 4-11), similar to the findings in 1972 (not tabled). The
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second most popular journal, Educational Administration Quarterly (a research
journal), was among the top three choices of only 19% of the 1986 respondents.
However, faculty at UCEA institutions were more than twice as likely as their non-
UCEA peers to indicate that the EAQ was their most important professional journal
(14% compared to 6%, Table 4-12). Women were more likely than men to list EAQ
first (13% compared with 8%). When the journals were categorized as either
research- or practitioner-oriented, fewer than one fourth of the 1986 respondents
indicated that a research journal was the most important periodical that they read
regularly (not tabled).

Table 4-10 Multiple Regression Analysis on Research Orientation for All Educational
Administration Faculty (N.1,302)

Variable B Beta
Adjusted

R= Change

Believe fomter practitioners make the best faculty .298 .158 .127 190.77"

Believe quality teaching and research are interdependent -.121 -.061 .150 36.51**

Percent of time spent teaching graduate students -.055 -.524 .166 25.30**

Percent of time spent in university administration -.053 -.498 .209 71.14"

Percent of time spent teaching undergraduate students -.050 -.294 .228 32.48**

Percent of time spent consulting -.052 -.215 .245 30.9V*

Pressure to publish viewed as problan 213 .091 .257 22.54

Percent of time spent in "other" activates -.051 -.172 .270 22.65**

Percent of time spent supervistng doctoral work - 034 -.155 .283 25.69**

Percent of time span in committee work -.045 -.139 .304 39.02 *

Believe scholars in related fields make the best professors -.190 -.084 .313 17 54**

Number of days per month editing journals .142 075 .319 13.77**

Poor intellectual climate viewed as problem -.153 -061 326 13 05**

Numbs of meetings attended as a speaker .076 .060 .330 8.59**

Number of books written in last 5 years .019 .075 .333 6.93**

Faculty member 5 years or less -.440 -.063 .336 7.65**

Lack of able students viewed as problem -.153 -.057 .338 4.93*

Number of years since tenure granted -.020 047 .340 4.13*

*p<.05
**p<.01
Research onentation is composed of four items related to inquiry activities

Si-
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Table 4-11 Most Important Profess laud Journals to 1986 Respondentf

Journals

First
Choke

Second
(Iola

Third
Choice

N 96 N 96 N 96

Phi Delta Kappan 376 29 164 13 105 8

Educational Administration Quarterly 110 8 67 5 51 6

Journal of Iligher Education 43 3 35 3 20 2

Administrative Science Quarterly 44 3 35 3 13 1

National Association of Secondary School
Principal:Bulletin 35 3 43 3 36 3

Journal of Education Finance 35 3 25 2 5

American Educational Research ;mortal 25 2 17 1 22 2

Educational Research Quarterly 13 1 7 1 4

Journal of School Business Officials 12 1 5 1

Journal of College Student Personnel 10 1 4 4

Review of HigherEducat.on 12 1 15 1 4

Change 11 1 13 1 14 1

Harvard Educational Review 8 1 19 2 22 2

Journal of Law & Education 10 1 12 1 3

Research in IlightlEcinCnnOn 5 - 5 6

Educational baltsation and Policy Analysis - 10 1 10 1

SIxteen most papules cholera are reflected.

Teaching Activities

Faculty spend time doing what they like to do, so it was not surprising that the
1986 respondents devoted over two fifths of their time to teaching and advising
graduate students. As noted previously, a large majority of the respondents
considered teaching their primary strength and, as will be discussed in Chapter 5,
teaching graduate students the most enjoyable aspect of uhrt professorship. Thus, we
expected faculty to devote a substantial portion of their time to this activity as did
members of the 1972 cohort (Table 4-13).

Based on the discriminant analysis data comparing the responses of those who
considered K-12 administration their primary focus with the information from
higher education administration faculty, the portion of time spent with graduate
students was the best single predictor of association with a K-12 program (see
Appendix H). Faculty who identified with K-12 administration devoted more than
42% of their time to graduate students, while higher education faculty spent about
one third of their time with graduate students.
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4
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Table 4-13 Portion of Time 1972 and 1986 Respondents Spent Teaching and Advising
Graduate Students

Percentage of time

1972 1986

N %* N %

None or no response 80 6 86 7

1-9 53 4 31 2

10-19 133 10 107 8

20-29 240 18 224 17

30-39 is3 10 169 13

40-49 120 9 165 13

50-59 213 16 185 14

60-69 133 10 121 10

70-79 120 9 114 9

80-89 54 4 58 5

90-100 54 4 42 3

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Mean 41.4

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

The modal number of credit hours taught per term, six, did not change
significantly between 1972 and 1986. Although the standard teaching load
appeared to be approximately two courses per term, respondents at UCEA institutions
and research institutions, on the average, taught fewer hours than did their colleagues
elsewhere (Table 4-14). One quarter of the respondents from comprehensive
institutions taught seven to nine hours per term, and almost one third (31%) taught
10 or more hours per term. Women on the average taught one more hour per term
than did their male counterparts. The portion of faculty reporting no teaching
assignment declined from 10% in 1972 to 6% in the 1986 study (not tabled).

The proportion of faculty members involved in undergraduate teaching decreased
between 1972 and 1986; less than one fourth of the 1986 cohort (22%) indicated that
they spent any time teaching and advising undergraduate students (compared with
34% in 1972, not tabled). When analyzed by type of institution, faculty members
at comprehensive institutions indicated that they spent more time in undergraduate
instruction (10%) than did their counterparts at research (3%) and doctorate-
granting institutions (5%) (Table 4-15). As a group, men devoted slightly less time
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to undergraduate tee -ping than did women, and minority faculty spent slightly more
time in undergraduate instruction than did Caucasians.

Respondents in both 1972 and 1986 were asked how many times they had
taught various courses in the preceding 3 years. Overall, the changes in teaching
patterns between the two surveys were modest. The major change was that the
proportion of faculty who had taught organizational theory at least three times in the
preceding 3 years increased from 13% in 1972 to 19% in 1986 (Table 4-16). There
also was a slight increase in the proportion who had taught school law and a slight
decrease in the percentage who had taught the introductory course in K-12
administration.

Faculty who taught a small number of courses repeatedly were classified as
"specialists," while those who taught a large number of different courses less
frequently were considered "generalists." To test the hypothesis that faculty at
research universities would more likely be specialists than their counterparts at
other types of institutions, we used analysis of variance on teaching patterns. As
predicted, faculty at research institutions exhibited a tendency toward specializa-
tion (M=4.68 different courses taught over the 3-year period), while their counter-
parts at doctorate-granting institutions (M=5.48) and at comprehensive institutions
(M=5.82) tended to teach a larger number of different courses during the 3-year
period (not tabled).

Faculty perceptions about the orientation of their educational administration
programs changed between 1972 and 1986. Slightly over half of the 1972 cohort
indicated that their educational administration programs were oriented more
towards preparing practitioners, with the remainder indicating that their programs
focused on the preparation of professors or on the preparation of both professors and
practitioners (not tabled). In contrast, almost four fifths (78%) of the 1986
respondents reported that their programs were designed to prepare practitioners (see
Chapter 5, Table 5-15). Women were more likely than men to perceive their
programs as practitioner-oriented (84% compared to 78%), while faculty at re-
search institutions (68%) were less likely than their counterparts at doctorate-
granting institutions (79%) or comprehensive universities (86%) to characterize
their programs as practitioner-oriented.

Supervision of student program and research committees constitutes another
important part of a faculty member's instructional responsibilities. Whilehalf of the
1986 respondents were not involved in master's degree supervision, almost one
tenth had been chairpersons of 26 or more master's committees during the prior 3
years (Table 4-17). About one third (32%) had chaired specialist degree (EdS)
committees during this same time period (not tabled).

Faculty involvement in student doctoral committees increased between 1972
and 1986; 56% of the 1986 cohort (compared with 49% in 1972) had chaired
doctoral student committees within the previous 3 years (Table 4-18). The 1986
respondents had chaired an average of seven doctoral committees during the 3-year
period. Women and minority faculty tended to chair fewer doctoral committees
(M=4.8 and 5.7, respectively). Eight percent of the 1986 respondents had chaired
16 or more doctoral committees within the preceding 3 years (Table 4-19).
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TaM r 414 Credit Hours 'Night per Term y 1$$ Respondents Grsoped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation.

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

N V

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions

N %

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

N % N %

Female
Respondents

N %

Caucasian
Respondents

N %

Mummy
Respondents

N %

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

N %

Respondents
at Non. UCEA
Institutions

N %

Total
Respondents

N %

None or no response
...,

V
...

7.9

:1042

13-15.,

418

.19 or more

22

96

206

91

26

4

1

4

5

21

46

20

6

1

1

24

49

79

106

30

1

1

2

8

17

27

36

10

1

37

74

138

138

145

26

2

7

13

25

25

26

5

71

198

372

306

179

28

3

3

(

s7

32

26

15

2

12

18

49

29

21

2

1

3

9

13

36

22

16

1

2

73

204

389

308

180

29

4

6

7

17

33

26

15

2

.1

5

11

27

24

18

1

6

13

31

28

21

1

20

77

173

65

18

2

1

3

6

22

48

18

5

1

1

63

142

250

270

183

29

3

3

7

15

27

29

19

3

83

219

423

333

201

31

4

6

6

17

33

26

15

2

1

!.Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302 100

6A 7.5 8.2 7.4 8.2 7.4 7.7 6.3 72 73

6.0 9.0 12.0 60 6.0 60 60 60 9.0 60

2
3?!Percentases may not equal 100 because of rounding.
!The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their sender and 18 who did not indite their race.
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445 Portion of This orewt Teaching Undergraduate Students by 1984 Respondents Gimped bl Type of Institution, Gender, Roos, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctonne- at Respondents Respondents
at Research Granting Comprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at Non-UCEA Total
Institutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents Institutions Institutions Respondents

,PereentageofTime N Ws*N %N %N %N %N %N % N % N % N %

None or DO response 389 87 235 81 70 907 78 101 76 939 78 62 72 317 88 697 74 1,014 78

lA 18 4 15 5 26 5 52 4 7 5 54 5 4 5 12 3 47 5 59 5

10.19 15 3 15 5 32 6 51 4 11 8 58 5 3 4 6 2 56 6 62 5

20.29 16 4 9 3 31 6 51 4 4 3 45 4 9 11 11 3 45 5 56 4

30.39 4 1 5 2 22 4 30 3 1 1 29 3 1 1 4 1 27 3 31 2

4049 3 1 2 1 24 4 22 2 7 5 26 2 3 4 3 1 26 3 29 2

50 or more 5 1 11 4 35 6 47 4 4 4 47 4 4 5 6 2 45 5 51 4

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302 100

Mean 3D 5.2 99 65 6.9 64 8.0 3.1 7.7 6.5

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
*The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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Table 4-16 Portion of Faculty in 1972 and 1986 Who Taught Courses in Selected Content Areas at Least Three
Times in Preceding 3 Years

1972 Resnor.4cas 1986 RespondenLi

Content Area N % N %

Community college administration 39 3 31 3

Education law 145 11 188 14

Personnel management 146 11 154 12

Education finance 169 13 173 13

Governance of higher educauon JO

Introduction to K-12 administration 327 25 286 22

Student personnel' 37 3

Higher education administration 74 6 64 5

Organizational theory 176 13 247 19

Planning in education 87 7 99 8

Politics of education 53 4 76 6

Research methods 180 14 198 15

School-community relations 116 9 123 9

Supervision of instruction 266 20 244 19

Elementary school administration' 155 12

Secondary school administration" 208 16

'These content areas were not included in 1972 survey.
The content areas were not included in 1986 survey.

Based on the discriminant ar glysis of faculty characteristics at UCEA-member
and non-UCEA institutions, the most powerful predictor of UCEA membershipwas
the amount of time devoted to supervising doctoral work. UCEA faculty spent
about 15% of their time with doctoral students compared with about 8% for faculty
at non-UCEA institutions (see Appendix II). Similarly, the best predictor of
employment at a research institution was the amount of time spent supervising
doctoral work. Eighty-eight percent of the respondents at research universities and
85% at UCEA-member institutions had chaired at least one doctoral committee
within the past 3 years.
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Table 4.17 Masba's Comas *sea Chaired is Past Three Years by 1914 Respeedents Grouped by Type 0: Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA ARlllatloa

Committees Liaised

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

N

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Chanting
Institutions

%N

Respondents
as

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

%N %

Female
Respondents

N %N
Caucasian
Respondents

%N
Minority
Respondents

%N

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

%

Respondents
at NonUCEA
Institutions

N %

'total
Respondents

N %

None or no response 196 44 167 57 291 52 571 49 80 59 602 50 43 50 171 48 483 51 654 50

1 - 5 115 26 31 11 75 12 194 17 25 19 195 16 21 24 89 25 132 14 221 17

6.10 52 12 29 10 50 9 118 10 12 9 125 10 5 6 38 11 93 10 131 10

11 - 15 23 5 14 5 36 7 68 6 5 4 66 6 5 6 16 5 57 6 73 6

16 - 20 18 4 14 5 38 7 65 6 5 4 67 6 3 4 14 4 56 6 70 5

21 - 25 11 2 4 1 11 2 25 2 1 1 26 2 7 2 19 2 26 2

26 or more 35 7 33 11 59 11 119 11 7 5 117 10 9 11 24 7 103 11 127 10

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

9.0 12.9 12.9 11.9 8.1 11 5 12.1 8 9 12 4 11.5

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'Fee "mai" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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Table 4-18 Doctoral Committees Chaired in Preceding Three Years by 1972
and 1986 Respondents

Committees Chaired

1972 Respondents 1986 Respondents

N %* N %

None or no response 676 51 579 44

1-5 267 20 281 22

6.10 178 13 210 16

11-15 85 6 113 9

16-20 42 3 63 5

21-25 35 3 21 2

26 or more 50 4 35 3

Total 1,333 100 1,302 100

Mean 7.4

* Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Service Activities

The profile of service activities suggested that educational administration
faculty members were involved in a range of professional activities which extended
beyond the campus (Table 4-20). For example, 74% served one or more days per
month as consultants; 12% devoted six or more days per month to consulting
activities. One fifth devoted at least one day a month to editorial activities for
professional journals. About 84% reported that they attended one or more
professional meetings a month, and 42% delivered guest lectures at least one day
per month. With the exception of speaking engagements, there were no appreciable
differences in the average amount of time devoted to these professional activities
when the respondents were grouped by type of institution, UCEA affiliation,
gender, or race (not tabled).

Faculty reported making formal presentations at an average of 2.6 mc"..tings
during the past year (Table 4-21). Faculty from research (21%), doctorate-granting
(18%), or UCEA-membcr institutions (22%) were more likely to have made four or
more presentations in the past year than were their counterparts at comprehensive
universities (11%) or non-UCEA institutions (14%). As discussed in Chapter 7,
faculty research orientation was correlated with the numberof speaking engagements
in the past year.
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Table 419 Doctoral Committees Chaired ft, Prooeding Three Years by 1986 Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

CtsrunitteesChairedN %

Respondents
at

Doctorate.
Granting
Institutions

N %N

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

%N %

Female
Respondents

N %

Caucasian
Respondents

N %

Minority
Respondents

N %N

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

%

Respondents
at NonUCEA
Institutions

N %

0a
et.

3*
=
a)

e.
"...._.

.7.

.....:

i

None or no response

1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21-25

26 or more

59

145

110

61

36

13

26

13

32

25

14

8

3

6

81

91

66

29

13

6

6

28

31

23

10

4

2

2

439

45

34

23

14

2

3

78

8

6

4

3

0

1

502

246

194

108

56

21

33

43

21

17

9

5

2

3

73

35

15

5

6

1

54

26

11

4

4

1

522

258

197

109

59

20

33

44

22

16

9

5

2

3

48

20

10

3

3

1

1

56

23

12

4

4

1

1

53

124

88

46

28

5

15

15

35

25

13

8

2

4

526

157

122

67

35

16

20

56

17

13

7

4

2

2

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100

Mean 9.7 7 1 4 0 7.6 4.8 7.5 5.7 8.7 6 7

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rc,unding. -4
IA



76 Under Scrutiny

Table 4.20 Days per Month Devoted to Selected Professional Activities by
1986 Respondents

Average No. of
Days per Month

Consulting

Attending
Professional
Meetings

Guest
Lecturing

Editing
Journals

N % N % N % N %

0 or no response 341 26 206 16 758 58 1,036 80

1 304 23 497 38 316 24 134 10

2 210 16 231 18 94 7 47 4

3 97 8 82 6 39 3 21 2

4 120 9 49 4 21 2 15 1

5 81 6 65 5 41 3 23 2

6 16 1 20 2 7 1 5

7 6 1 7 1 1

8 12 I 19 2 1

9 or more 115 9 126 10 24 2 21 2

Total 1,302 100 1,302 100 1,302 100 1,302 100

Wan 3.2 2.2 1.8 1 6

Mode 1 0 1.0 1.0 0

Median 2 2 1.7 1.2 0.9

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Faculty were asked to rank their three most important professional associa-
tions. Over 20 different associations were mentioned, and none captured a majority
of the respondents. The most frequent first choice was the American Educational
Research Association (AERA); 16% of the 1986 cohort named AERA as their
primary professional association (Table 4-22). Women were twice as likely as men
to list AERA as their most important affiliation. Also, faculty from UCEA
institutions were more than twice as likely as their non-UCEA counterparts to
indicate AERA as their primary professional association. The American Associa-
tion of School Administrators was the second most popular choice, followed by Phi
Delta Kappa and the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Twenty -eight percent of the respondents listed Phi Delta Kappa among their three
most important professional associations, compared with 27% who listed AERA
among their three most important affiliations (Table 4-23). Overone quarter (27%)
of the respondents had held an office in at least one of their three most important
professional associations (not tabled).
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Table 421 Number of Meetings Where 1986 Respoadents Were Speakers During Prior Year with Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race,and UCEA Affiliation

Reroondems
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate. at Respondent' Respondentsat Research Grsnulig Comprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at NonUCEA TotalInstitutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Responeitts Respondents Respondents Institutions Institutions Respondents
No. o: Meetings N 44NP,N P. N%N%N%N %N%N%N P.

0 or no ruponse 118 26 85 29 232 41 314 34 36 27 403 33 26 30 101 28 334 35 435 13

1.3 238 53 Iv 53 265 47 582 50 74 55 605 51 46 57 179 50 478 51 657 51

; 4.8 79 18 40 14 47 8 144 12 21 16 150 13 13 15 61 17 105 11 166 13

9 or more 15 3 13 4 16 3 40 3 4 3 43 4 1 1 18 5 26 3 44 3

Total 450 103 292 100 560 100 1,1:10 100 135 100 1.198 100 86 100 359 103 943 103 1,302' 103

2.8 2.8 2.3 26 2.9 2.6 2.4 2.9 2.5 26

Mode 20 30 20 2.0 3.0 20 3.0 2.0 2.0 20

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
The "tour includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not in,. Tate their race.



Table 422 Preferred Professional Latoclation of 1966 Respondents Grouped by Type of mutilation, Gender, Race, and UC EA Affiliation"

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate. at Respondents Respondents
at Research Grarinns Comprehensive Mile Female Caucasian bfinonty at UCE at NonUCEA Total
Institutions Insatunons Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents hunt= ons huntutions Respondents

N % N % N % N % N % N % N a.N%N%N%
Amesican Educational Fte search 119 26 36 12 54 10 166 14 41 30 191 16 15 17 101 28 107 11 208 16

Association

Amesican Association of School 35 8 47 16 79 14 151 13 9 7 152 13 6 7 21 6 140 15 161 12
Adnunistraton

lid Delta Kappa 15 3 29 10 70 13 107 9 7 5 103 9 9 11 9 3 105 11 114 9

Association for Supervision & 26 6 18 6 65 12 95 8 13 10 96 8 10 12 14 4 95 10 109 8

Curriculum Development

National Organization on Legal 20 4 13 5 20 4 47 4 6 4 51 4 2 2 11 3 42 5 53 4
Problems of Education

National Council for Professors
of Educational Administration

13 3 9 3 21 4 42 4 1 1 40 3 3 4 10 3 33 4 43 3

Association for Study of Hither 27 6 10 3 4 1 35 3 6 4 41 3 22 6 19 2 41 3

Education

American Education Fmanco 2' 5 8 3 6 1 32 3 3 2 35 3 22 6 13 1 35 3

Association

Anted= Assocanon of Higher 8 2 9 8 1 20 2 5 4 22 2 2 3 10 3 15 2 25 2
Education

University Council for 5 1 4 1 3 1 12 1 10 1 2 3 9 3 3 12 1

Educational Adrrarustranon

'fen most popular choices are reflected.
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Educational administration faculty in 1986 were less involved it university
committee work than were their 1972 counterparts, perhaps reflecting the increas-
ing bureaucratization in higher education and erosion of collegial governance
(Austin & Garrison, 1983). The 1986 respondents spent an average of only 7% of
their time in university committee work (Table 4-24). More than one third devoted
no time to university committee work. In fact, as will be discussed in greater detail
in the following chapter, institutional governance anc' 1:her kinds of committee
work were perceived to be the least enjoyable aspect of the professorship.

Table 4.23 Most Important Professional Associations of 1986 Respondentse

Associations

First
Choice

Second
Choice

Third
Choice

N % N % N %

Amenam Educational Research Association 208 16 94 7 53 4

Phi Delta Kappa 114 9 118 9 130 10

American Association of School Adtmnistrators 161 12 84 7 3G 3

Assoaation for Supervision and Curriculum Development 109 8 122 9 77 6

National Organization on Legal Problems of Education 53 4 34 3 9 1

National Counal for Professors of Educational Admin. 43 3 39 3 24 2

Assoastior, for Study of Higher Education 41 3 29 2 13 1

Amencan Education Finance Association 35 3 22 2 8 1

Amencan Association of Higher Education 25 2 29 2 11 1

University Council for Educational Adrnnustration 12 1 14 I 5

Ten n ost Popular choices am reflected

Table 4.24 Portion of Time 1972 and 1986 Respondents Spent In Un iversity Committee Work

Percentage of time

1977 1,96.

N % N %

None or no response 346 26 446 34

1.5 320 24 400 31

6.10 320 24 296 23

11-15 107 8 54 4

16-20 120 9 58 5

21.25 53 4 18 1

26 or mote 67 5 30 3

Total 1,333 100 1302 100

Mean 6.8

Pen:mangos may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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However, women spent more time than men in committee work (Table 4-25),
perhaps because of institutional norms requiring female representation on committees.
With fewer women available, women must spend more time per person than men
in such activities. Faculty who identified K-12 administration as their level of
concentration spent more time in committee work and consulting activities than did
higher education faculty who devoted more of their time to university administration
(see Appendix H).

Summary

The typical educational administration faculty member taught two courses per
term, chaired seven doctoral committees in the past 3 years, spent 10% of the work
week supervising doctoral students and 12% in research activities, did not receive
external funding or released time for research, devoted 3 days per month to
consulting activities, and made presentations at approximately three meetings each
year.

In general, the professional activities of the educational administration faculty
(lid not change significantly between 1972 and 1986. Most faculty in both cohorts
considcred teaching to be their primary professorial strength. However, when
compared with their 1972 counterparts, the 1986 respondents spent kss time with
undergraduate students and devoted more time to research. Based on their
instructional assignments, faculty at research universities and UCEA-member
institutions were more likely to be specialists while colleagues at other types of
institutions tended to be generalists.

Research productivity has increased among educational administration faculty
members, reflecting the general trend toward more rigorous promotion and tenure
standards, particularly at research institutions. Research productivity was greater
among faculty at UCEA-member and research institutions. However, the average
amount of time devoted to research (12% of the work week) did not compare
favorably with the mean for faculty across disciplines (18%, Carnegie Foundation,
1984), even though educational administration faculty have practically no under-
graduate instruction'l responsibilities.

An i. ,se in reported research activity does not necessarily mean that
significant caitributions to the literature are being made. Indeed, the quality of
research in educational administration has been the focus of criticism (Boyan, 1981;
(iriffiths, 1983; Hoy, 1982). Also, the range of professional journals and associations
listed as "primary" by the 1986 respondents suggests that there is no unifying
literature base or professional affiliation that characterizes the educational
administration professoriate.

A troubling finding was the small amount of faculty time spent in committee
work, including institutional governance and program reform activities. Time is a
finite resource. Faculty cannot increase their time commitment to research without
reducing the amount of effort spent in other activities. Thus, some of the time
previously spent in committee work has probably been reallocated to research.
Implications of this shift for preparation programs are discussed in some detail in
Chapter 8.
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Table 425 Portion of Time Spent in University Committee Work by 19M Respondents Grouped by Typeof Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

Female
Respondents

Caucasian
Respondents

Minority
Respondents

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

Respondents
at NonUCEA Total
Instituticns Respondents

PereentageofTime N 5PN % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

None or no sesame 147 33 109 37 190 34 401 35 40 30 405 34 31 36 121 34 325 35 446 34

1-5 151 34 88 30 161 29 358 30 42 31 371 31 28 n II I 31 289 31 400 31

6.10 106 24 61 21 129 23 266 23 23 21 269 23 20 23 87 24 209 22 296 23

11.15 14 3 14 5 26 5 44 4 10 7 52 4 2 2 13 4 41 4 54 4

16.20 14 3 13 5 31 6 SI 4 7 5 54 5 4 5 16 5 42 4 58 5

21.25 5 1 5 2 8 1 16 1 2 1 17 1 1 1 6 2 12 1 18 1

26 or more 13 2 2 1 15 3 24 2 6 5 30 3 5 1 25 3 30 4

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302 101

Meat 6.8 6.3 7.2 6.7 78 70 74 6.6 6.9 6.8

Percentages may not equal 100 UCCAUSE of rounding.
The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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CHAPTER 5

PROFESSORIAL VALUES
AND CAREER

SATISFACTION
What do educational administration faculty value in their own careers? What

do they believe about their academic field? What forces are shaping the quality of
life and the nature of disco:use among these professors? This chapter reports
changes in values and beliefs from 1972 to 1986, considers explanations for the
changes, and briefly discusses relationships to larger trends affecting academe. The
themes of continuity and change in the educational administration professoriate will
become evident as will some similarities and dissimilarities with professors in other
academic fields.

What Faculty Value in Their Careers

Reasons for Choosing the Professorship
In both 1972 and 1986, respondents were asked to rank or der five factors that

attracted them to the professorship, and the responses changed little overall. The
1986 cohort rated an interest in teaching highest, followed in order by an interest in
ideas and the extension of knowledge, the example of professors in their own
doctoral programs, and the independence professors enjoy in their work (Table 5-
1). Only about 1% of the faculty reported that the prestige of the professorship was
a factor in their choice. Faculty at research institutions ranked an interest in ideas
as their primary reason (Table 5-2), whereas those at doctorate- granting institutions
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and especially those at comprehensive institutions were drawn to a professorial role
primarily because of an interest in teaching.

Table 5-1 Most Important Factors in Entering the Professorship
Reported by 1986 Faculty

First
Factor
N %

Second
Factor
N %

Third
Factor
N %

Interest in teaching 404 31 256 20 177 14

Interest in ideas 313 24 307 24 173 13

Professor in doctoral
program

211 16 131 10 140 11

Independence of professor 143 11 236 18 296 23

Prestige of the professorship 10 1 37 3 99 8

Other 55 4 14 1 42 3

No response 166 13 321 25 375 29

Total 1,302 100 1,302 100 1,302 100

Percentage i.lay not equal 100 because of rounding.

Professors from minority groups were somewhat less drawn by teaching and
role independence and more attracted by an interest in ideas and the example of
professors in their own doctoral programs. Comparing respondents on the basis of
gender, females were more likely to be drawn to the professoriate by an interest in
ideas (33% compared to 23% of males), whereas men were more attracted by
teaching (32% compared to 21% of females).

The Lure of Other Positions
When weighing a job offer from another institution (Table 5-3), faculty viewed

a significant increase in salary as the most important consideration (32%), with a
more attractive geographic location and more stimulating colleagues tied for second
(14%). More support for research was the most important factor to 8% of the cohort,
while opportunities for field service (5%), a promotion in academic rank (4%), and
more able students (3%) had relatively little appeal. These responses differed
somewhat from 1972 when only 23% ranked a significant increase in salary first,
but 13% considered the opportunity to participate in field studies as the top factor,
and 10% found a promotion in academic rank the prime consideration (not tabled).
Clearly, the precipitous drop in the purchasing power of academic salaries during
these years has made compensauon a much more important issue among faculty.

SD



inlikeS-2 Most Important Factor in Entering the Professorship Reported by 1986 Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEAAffiliation

Respondents
at Research
Institutions
N R

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions
N R

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions RespondentsNR N '4

Female
RespondentsNR

Caucasian
Respon&ntsNR

Minonty
RespondentsNth

Respondents
at UCEA
InstitutionsNR

Respondents
at NonUCEA
butitutiora
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

bated in teaching 106 24 79 27 219 39 375 32 28 21 374 31 24 28 80 22 324 34 404 31

;barest io ideu and the 130 29 73 25 110 20 267 23 45 33 288 24 23 27 104 29 209 22 313 24
Manion of knowledge

Professor m doctoral 84 19 54 19 73 13 187 16 22 16 190 16 18 21 70 20 141 15 211 16
program

Independence of
profesurship

54 12 33 11 56 10 126 11 16 12 13! 11 8 43 12 100 11 143 11

Prestige of the
professorship

4 1 4 1 2 9 1 1 1 9 1 1 1 5 1 5 1 10 1

Otter 19 4 11 4 25 5 47 4 7 5 52 4 2 2 16 5 39 4 55 4

No response 53 12 38 13 75 13 149 13 16 12 150 12 11 13 41 11 125 13 166 13

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.



Talk 54 Moat Important Factor in Considering Career Change Rarefied 6y 1984 Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Research
blew:Micas
N '4*

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions
N %

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents
N % N %

Female
Respondents
N %

Caucasian
Respondents
N %

Minonty
Respondents
N %

Respondaits
at UCEA
Institutions
N %

Respondents
at NonUCEA
Institutions
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

A sivdficant salary
unease

119 26 83 28 208 37 374 32 36 27 375 31 31 36 90 25 320 34 410 32

Mote stimulating
collagist.

69 15 43 15 72 13 156 13 26 19 166 14 14 16 63 18 121 13 184 14

More able students 17 4 6 2 11 2 30 3 4 3 30 3 3 4 13 4 21 2 34 3

M0/5 support for research 46 10 22 8 29 5 79 7 18 13 90 8 6 7 41 11 56 6 97 8

More opportunities to
engage in field
service projects

16 4 23 8 31 6 64 6 6 4 65 5 5 6 11 3 59 6 70 5

A promotion in
academic rank

17 4 14 5 15 3 38 3 8 6 41 3 5 6 17 5 29 3 46 4

A mere attractive
geographical area

67 15 36 12 75 13 164 14 13 10 169 14 8 9 54 15 124 13 178 14

Other 17 4 20 7 39 7 68 6 8 6 73 6 4 15 4 61 7 76 6

No response 82 18 45 15 80 14 187 16 16 L 189 16 11 13 55 15 152 16 207 16

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1.1% 100 86 109 359 100 943 100 1,302 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'e "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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The decline in the proportion who viewed advancement in rank as a chief consideration

can be explained in part by the greater number of academics who now hold senior

rank.
Faculty members at research universities and UCEA-member institutions

found salary increases somewhat less attractive in assessing a job offer, probably
because they already had relatively high salaries; however, compared with counter-
parts elkwhere, they found the prospects of additional research support and
stimulating colleagues to be more appealing. Professors at doctorate-granting
universities showed the greatest interest in opportunities for field service, and those
at comprehensive institutionsmore than any other subgroup of respondents
were interested in a salary increase.

Despite generally lower salaries and lower academic ranks, female faculty
attached less imr irtance to salary (27% vs. 32%) and geographic location (10% vs.
14%) than did men. But women were more interested than men in research
opportunities (13% vs. 7%) and stimulating colleagues (19% vs. 13%) when
considering a job change. Only 6% of the women rated promotion in rank as a
primary consideration in assessing a job offer, even though far fewer women were
tenured or at senior rank. Faculty from minority groups were markedly less
concerned about geographic location and more interested in salary and the caliber
of colleagues.

Most and Least Enjoyable Aspects of Faculty Careers
When asked to cite the "most enjoyed" aspect of their work, 50% of the

respondents mentioned teaching graduate students, followed by 13% who men-
tioned research and writing and 9% who noted consulting activities (Table 5-4).
Supervising doctoral students and directing programs were the most enjoyable
activities for 6%, and only 4% mentioned teaching undergraduates first. At UCEA-
member universities, 41% regarded teaching graduate students as the most satisfy-
ing aspect of their work, followed by 22% (nearly double the mean for all
respondents) who found research and writing their primary source of processional
satisfaction. Female faculty were much more likely than males to rank research and
writing as the most enjoyable aspect of their role (21% vs. 12%).

For some reason, nearly one fifth of the minority faculty chose not to answer
this question; but among those who did respond, only 7% cited research and writing
as their primary source of fulfillment. Minority group faculty were also signifi-
cantly less attracted to consulting.

More than half of the respondents indicated the least satisfying aspect of the
professorship was committee work; no other item captured more than 15% of the
respondents (Table 5-5). It came as no surprise that very few (I%) regarded
teaching graduate students as the least preferred activity. Most professors were
drawn to academe by teaching and the vast majority continue to regard teaching as
their most rewarding activity. Yet institutional expectations for research and
scholarly contributions remain high, so the conditions for role conflict are clearly
present.
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Table 5.4 Aspect of the Professorship Most Enjoyed with Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate- at Respondents Respondents
at Research Granting Comprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at Non-U.-AEA Total
Institutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondent Instnutions Institutions Respondents
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

Teaching undergraduates 6 1 1! 4 40 7 49 4 8 6 47 4 7 8 5 1 52 6 57 4

Teaching graduate
students

180 40 137 47 334 60 589 51 58 43 605 51 40 47 147 41 504 53 651 50

Supervising doctoral
students

40 9 32 11 11 2 73 6 10 7 77 6 5 6 26 7 57 6 83 6

Research and writing 95 21 32 11 37 7 136 12 28 21 158 13 6 7 79 22 85 9 164 13

Consulting 59 13 23 8 36 6 109 9 9 7 116 10 2 2 41 11 77 8 118 9

Committee work 4 1 1 5 1 10 1 10 1 2 1 8 1 10 1

Directing programs/

projects

28 6 19 7 32 6 67 6 12 9 71 6 7 :". 21 6 58 6 79 6

Other 4 1 3 1 2 9 1 7 1 2 2 4 1 5 1 9 1

No response 34 8 34 12 63 11 118 10 10 7 107 9 17 20 34 10 97 10 131 10

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
%a "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race.
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Table 5-5 Aspect of the Professorship Least Enjoyed with Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and IJCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Research
Institutions

N %N%N%N

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents

%N
Female
Respondents

%

Caucasian
Respondents

N %

Minority
Respondents

N %

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions

N %

Respondents
at Non-UCEA
Instils ions

N %N
Total
Respondents

%

Teaching undergaduates 15 3 15 5 18 3 44 4 4 3 43 4 5 6 12 3 36 4 48 4

Teaching graduate students 8 2 3 1 2 12 1 1 1 13 1 3 1 10 1 13 1

Supervising doctoral
students

19 4 6 2 10 2 31 3 4 3 32 3 3 4 18 5 17 2 35 3

Research and writing 57 13 34 12 103 18 183 16 11 8 186 16 6 7 41 II 153 16 194 15

Consulting 22 5 11 4 17 3 40 3 10 7 44 4 5 6 20 6 30 3 50 4

Committee work 231 51 163 56 279 50 596 51 74 55 620 52 44 51 193 54 480 51 673 52

Directing programs/projects 34 8 22 8 41 7 92 8 4 3 89 7 7 8 25 7 72 6 97 8

Other 15 3 5 2 16 3 32 3 4 3 35 3 I 1 12 3 24 3 36 3

No response 49 11 33 11 74 13 130 11 23 17 36 11 15 17 35 10 121 13 56 12

Total 450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,30 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding,

The "total" includes 7 respondents who did not indicate their gender and 18 who did not indicate their race
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Valued Collegial Relationships
When asked to whom they typically turned for advice about a serious profes-

sional concern, over half the men identified a colleague in their own department,
whereas this was true of slightly over one fourth of the women (not tabled). Females
were more than twice as likely to turn to a colleague at another university (31%
compared to 15%) and somewhat more likely to turn to a family member or an
administrator. Minorities did not vary from Caucasians nearly as much as women
did from men. But minority faculty were somewhat less likely to turn to a colleague
in their department and slightly more inclined to turn to a colleague at another
university or a family member. Although the Nam did not change greatly between
1972 and 1986, the percentage of faculty who would tam to an administrator
dropped from 15% to 8% (perhaps a symptom of strained relationships in an era of
retrenchment), and the number who would turn to a colleague at another university
increased slightly from 12% to 15%.

Problems That Concern Faculty

In both 1972 and 1986, faculty were offered a list of potential problems
affecting their roles and asked to rank them on a 4-point scale from "very serious"
to "no problem." The proportion of faculty who regarded the lack of university
support for their departments as a very serious or rather serious problem increased
from 1972 to 1986 (32% to 42%, Table 5-6). Similarly, those who thought mat
teaching and advising loads were too heavy and believed that pressure to publish
scholarly work was too great increased respectively from 36% to 42% and from 25%
to 34%. A substantial proportion of faculty (38%) in 1986 regarded the level of
salaries at their own institutions to be a very serious or rather serious problem, an
increase from 27% in 1972. Comparable percentages of both cohorts indicated that
the small proportion of women and minorities in the professorship was a very
serious or rather serious problem (38% in 1986; 36% in 1972).

Most of the other problems posed to faculty in both 1972 and 1986 elicited
similar responses in the two studies. But the quality of the intellectual climate in
departments was cited as a very serious or rather serious problem by over one quarter
of the 1986 respondents, up noticeably from 1972. Of the issues listed for the first
time in the 1986 survey, the growing regulatory power of states over graduate
educational administration programs was considered a very serious or rather serious
problem by 43% of the faculty; the politics of academic life was cited by 42%; and
the rising age of faculty wa.; noted by 37%. Coupled with the sizeable proportion
(29%) of faculty who felt that they lackcd colleagueship in their departments, signs
of alienation and isolation within the professoriate were apparent. Clearly, the
proportion of faculty who regarded themselves as overworked, underpaid, and
underappreciated increased from 1972 to 1986; nevertheless, none of the listed
problems was regarded as very serious or rather serious by even half of the 1986
cohort.
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Table 5.6 Perceptions or Selected Problems among Educational Administration Faculty in 1972 and 1986
(Reported in Percentages)

1972 Resooneents (h1.1.3331 1,086 Respondents (N=1.3021

2
Ti

>

2

a.

!!

4 I
A x

E

2

o

Lads of university support for my department in relsuon 14

to other departments in my institution
18 30 36 2 20 22

Difficulty in placing students in administrative positions 2 13 39 44 2 2 10

Difficulty in placing students in the pmfessorshm 8 18 32 34 9 9 1

Heavy teaching and advising load in my department 15 21 30 32 2 21 21

Pressure to publish scholarly work 9 16 29 44 2 14 20

Lack of able students 5 17 39 37 2 9 20

Low level of salaries in my department 10 17 38 34 2 16 22

Inferior quality of discourse at professional meetings 1 8 20 37 33 2 7 19

&LEW

Lads Of appropriate competency standards for students 9
in graduate programs

24 39 27 2 6 20

Professors spending too much time in private consulting 5 10 29 54 2 6 11

Small proportion of women and minorities in our 15

profession
21 31 29 5 18 20

Poor ins lectual climate in my department 5 11 27 55 2 10 17

Pressure to submit proposals and acquire external funds" 9 19

Growing regulatory power of states in graduate programs
in our Eck?

22 21

Residency requirements that result in declining enrollments' 5 13

Increase in ofcampus teaching suignm-nte 6 13

The "politics" of academic life' 17 25

Quality faculty leaving academe' 6 14

Lack of colleagueship m my department' 12 17

Rising average age of professors' 11 26

'These items were not listed on the 1972 survey

90

2 2

32 24 3

34 52 3

25 37 14

27 28 3

30 33 3

40 28 3

39 20 3

37 32 5

39 32 4

31 49 4

32 26 4

33 37 4

33 36 4

31 23 4

29 48 5

30 47 4

34 21 3

32 45 4

28 39 4

34 26 4

The problems least often cited as very serious or rather serious in 10' o we
the difficulty of placing students in administrative posts (12%), the amou.... of time
professors spent in private consulting (17%), residency requirements that resulted
in declining enrollments (18%), and increased off-campus teaching assignments
(19%). The possibility that valued colleagues would leave the professorship for
positions outside of academe was considered to be a very serious or rather serious
threat by just one fifth of the respondents.
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Female faculty were noticeably more concerned about the small proportion of
minorities and women in the profession, the lack of colleagueship in their depart-
ments, the rising age of their colleagues, and the prospect of losing colleagues to
positions outside of academe (Table 5-7). Compared with their male counterparts,
women also were more likely to perceive as problems the intellectual climate and
heavy teaching/advising loads in their departments. They also expressed more
concern about salaries, which is understandable since women as a group made
considerably less than men (see Chapter 3).

Minority faculty were more likely than Caucasians to be concerned about the
rising age of their colleagues, the lack of colleagueship in their departments, the
politics of academic life, and especially the small proportion of women and
minorities in the profession. The low level of salaries and the placement of students
in administrative positions were also matters of somewhat greater concern to
minorities than to Caucasians. However, minority faculty were generally less
concerned about the regulatory power of state governments and heavy teaching/
advising loads in their departments.

Faculty located at UCEA-member universities were less concerned about the
politics of academic life, the increased regulatory power of states, salary levels,
pressure to publish, and the weight of teaching and advising loads. They also felt
that their departments were better supported by their institutions. On the other hand,
UCEA faculty voiced greater concern than did their non-UCEA counterparts about
the lack of able students, the amount of time their colleagues spent in private
consulting, the small proportion of women and minorities in their ranks, and the
intellectual climate in their departments. Faculty at UCEA-member institutions
were also somewhat more concerned about the quality of colleagueship in their
departments and the rising age of the professoriate.

Career Satisfaction

According to Locke (1976), there are two reasons for being concerned with the
phenomenon of job satisfaction. "First, it can be viewed as an end in itself, since
happiness, after all, is the goal of life. Secondly, it can be studied because it
contributes to other attitudes and outcomes" (p. 1328). Modifying Locke's
definition of job satisfaction for purposes of this study, we defined satisfactionas
the attainment of values that= compatible with educational administration faculty
members' needs and expectations.

Career Satisfaction Versus Present Morale
Distinctions have been made between satisfaction and morale (Locke, 1976).

Satisfaction reflects a sense of well-being related to one's work and an index of the
degree to which individuals feel good about their commitment to their vocation.
Morale refers to an individual's perceptions of whether his or her expectations are
being met by the work environment and is a "goodness of fit" measure with the
norms of the institution or department (Austin & Gamson, 1983). When asked if
they would become professors of educational administration again, 90% of the
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able 54 Perceptions of Warted Problems among It86 Respondents Grouped by Type of lmtitution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation (Reported In Percentages)

Respondents at Respondents at Respondents at
Research Institueone DoctorateGnnting Comprehensive Male Female
(N.450) Innitutions (N.292) Instituticns (Na560) Respondents (N=1,160) Respondents (Na135)

/1111 .,411I I 1 2 2

1

>t I ; A A A A A A A A >
I

I
.1.ack of university support for my 22

5 department in relation to other
',:dipartmenta in my institution

',Difficulty in placing students in 2
l, administrative positions

Difficulty in placing students in the 9
-,

-
prof

9
essorship

'Heavy teaching and advising load 18

ininy department

Pressure to publish scholarly molt 13

lack of able students 12

Low level of salaries in my department 12

inferior quality of discourse at 9
professional meetings I attend

Lack of appropriate competency 6
t. standards for students in

graduate programs

Wetmore spending too much tiny 8
inprivato consulting

24

8

19

16

21

22

23

18

20

10

33

30

36

30

28

36

39

38

41

32

19

57

30

33

35

77

23

32

30

46

2

3

6

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

18

1

11

27

20

7

18

8

/

5

20

9

21

22

19

16

20

20

20

11

32

31

24

22

30

43

37

37

32

35

27

56

36

27

30

32

22

34

38

45

2

2

9

2

3

3

3

5

3

4

18

2

8

20

12

8

17

6

5

4

21

II

8

25

20

21

22

18

19

11

31

39

18

27

32

42

40

39

42

27

26

45

43

24

32

26

17

32

30

54

3

3

23

4

3

3

3

5

4

4

20

2

9

20

14

9

15

7

6

6

22

10

15

21

20

21

21

19

20

11

32

35

26

28

30

40

40

38

40

31

24

52

37

28

32

22

21

32

32

49

2

3

13

3

3

3

3

4

3

4

19

2

10

30

10

7

19

6

7

4

22

7

10

21

20

19

29

16

17

11

31

31

22

19

31

42

33

31

39

32

24

55

36

25

34

24

13

39

31

47

4

4

21

4

5

5

6

8

6

5
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;:.Table 5-7 (Cos Saud) Perceptions of Selected Problems among 19E6 Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation
(Reported IN Percentages)

Respondents at Respondents at Respondents at

Research Institutions Doctorate-Granting Comprehensive Male Fault
(Nw450) Institutions (N=292) Institutions (Nw560 Respondents (N.1,160) Respondents (N.135)

i
1 g §!fin

'8 0 0z z xzz >

Small proportion of women and 21 22 32 20 4 21 19 32 25

minotities in our profession

Poor intellectual climate in tny dept. 11 18 31 36 3 10 16 33 38

Pressure to submit proposals and 12 18 34 32 4 14 20 33 30

acquire mental funds

Growing regulatory power of states 16 22 33 26 4 27 21 28 21

in graduate programs in our field

Residency requirements that result 6 16 33 42 4 8 13 31 44

in declining enrollmaus

Increase in off -campus teaching 4 14 31 47 4 9 14 32 43

assignments

The "politics" of academic life 15 24 36 22 3 19 28 34 17

Quality faculty leaving academe 6 12 32 47 3 7 16 29 46

Lack of colleagueship in my departrnent15 18 32 33 3 12 16 25 45

Risint average ant of professors 14 27 30 25 4 8 25 40 24

3 14 19

3 8 17

3 S 18

3 23 21

S 4 11

3 6 12

2 17 24

3 6 14

2 11 17

3 10 26

g& g § §

° 2 2 a 2 22

32 31 4 14 21 34 29 3 50 18 20 5 7

34 36 S 9 17 33 37 3 13 22 28 32 4

31 42 4 9 18 32 37 3 9 21 36 28 7

31 21 5 21 21 31 23 3 24 20 30 18 9

25 54 6 S 13 29 48 4 6 12 30 46 7

27 50 4 6 12 30 49 4 9 21 25 39 7

34 21 4 17 24 34 22 3 15 33 36 13 4

33 43 S 6 14 31 46 4 14 10 36 36 4

26 41 5 12 17 28 40 3 19 22 26 29 4

33 27 4 10 26 34 27 3 16 24 31 22 4
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ebb (Cootiousd) Percept Ions Selleted Problems swag/ 1984 Respondents Grasped by Type of lesIllotioe, Gender,
eylice, and UCEA AfAltalion (Reported to Percestasea)

Caucasiso Minority UCEA NonUCEA
Respeadaus (4-1,198) Respondents (N.86) Respondents (N.359) Respondents (N943)

Lack of university support for my
;department in relation to other

,,daportneesee in my instionka

Difficulty in piecing students
in administrative positions

Difficulty in placing students in the
professorship

Navy teaching and advising load
in my deportment

Pressures° publish scholarly work

Lade of able students

Low level of abida in my dept.

Inferior quality of discourse at
professional mob's I attend

Lack of eppropriate cotopeuncy
standards for students in
snidest. proven:0

Protium speeding too much
time in private comIting

1
>

1111h111111 111
Xi 22 32 24 2 22 2.3 27 24 4 17 23 35 23 2 20 22

2 9 35 52 3 4 13 35 45 4 2 8 34 54 2 2 10

9 15 25 37 14 12 11 28 35 15 8 21 35 30 6 9 12

22 21 27 28 3 15 26 30 24 5 16 16 30 35 2 23 23

14 20 30 34 3 15 17 37 26 5 9 19 32 37 3 16 21

9 21 40 27 3 11 12 38 35 5 12 24 38 22 3 7 19

15 21 40 20 3 21 28 28 20 4 13 23 39 23 3 17 21

7 19 38 33 4 9 19 31 33 8 7 18 41 31 7 19

6 20 40 31 3 7 17 28 43 5 6 23 40 28 3 6 18

6 11 30 50 3 9 7 34 42 8 8 11 34 44 3 5 11

31 24 3

34 51 3

23 39 17

26 25 4

30 3: 3

41 30 3

39 19 4

36 33 5

39 33 4

29 51 4



Table S-7 (Continued) Perceptions of Selected Problems among 1986 Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender,

Race, and UCEA Affiliation (Reported In Percentages)

Caucasian
Respondents (Nw1.198)

Mmonty
Respondents (N.,86)

UCEA
Respondents (N=359)

NorUCEA
Respondents (N=9431

gl
I I 1 I

> 1 A 4s A z° ''

g

>
-s
4

n

i
>,

.8
2

1

g 1 g 1 V'T g §

a.

z >. 1 "A z

Snail proportion of women and
minorities in our pmfession

16 21 33 27 3 42 9 26 16 7 21 26 32 18 3 17 18 32 29 4

Poor intellectual climate in my dept. 9 17 33 37 3 14 15 30 36 5 11 19 32 36 3 9 17 33 37 4

Pressure to submit proposals and
acquire external funds

9 18 33 37 3 9 30 28 26 7 9 16 36 35 3 9 19 31 36 4

Growing regulatory power of states
in graduate programs in cur field

22 21 31 23 3 19 26 26 24 6 17 22 34 24 3 23 21 30 22 4

Residency requirements that
result in declining enrelmenu

5 13 30 48 4 11 17 21 47 5 6 16 34 41 3 5 12 27 50 5

Increase in off-earnpus teaching
assignments

6 13 29 48 4 6 15 33 42 5 6 10 33 48 4 6 14 28 47 4

The "politics" of academic life 17 25 34 22 3 20 22 43 11 5 12 :3 38 24 3 19 26 33 19 3

Quality faculty leaving academe 6 13 32 46 3 7 21 33 35 5 6 11 34 47 2 6 14 31 44 4

Lack of colleagueship in my dept. 12 17 28 40 3 15 20 26 35 5 15 18 31 35 2 12 17 27 41 4

Rising average age of professors 11 l'S 34 26 3 16 26 33 22 4 13 31 31 23 3 10 24 35 27 4



Values and Satisfaction 97

faculty in 1972 and 92% in 1980 (Newell & Morgan, 1980) responded affirma-
tively. However, the percentage dropped to 84% in 1986. Still, only about one
professor in six entertained second thoughts about his or her career choice. Given
this strong underlying satisfaction with their profession, the number of faculty who
expressed serious concern about the quality of their working conditions and the
level of their pay takes on greater importance. A distinction between current morale
and the prospects for long-term satisfaction begins to emerge.

Comparative information about faculty satisfaction with preseqt position,
salary, and work environment is presented in Table 5-8. As a group, four out of five
educational administration faculty members were quite satisfied with their present
positions; less than one out of ten expressed discontent. But women were more than
twice as likely as men to be dissatisfied (16% vs. 6%) with their present positions.
Minority faculty were less satisfied than their Caucasian peers but not as likely to
be dissatisfied as women. Faculty at research universities were less satisfied with
theirpositions than were their counterparts at doctorate-granting or comprehensive
institutions. Since professors at research institutions were better paid and better
supported in their work (see Chapters 2 and 3), perhaps they had higher expectations
for themselves and their institutions. We will return to this point in Chapter 7, when
examining the satisfaction of faculty at a select group of programs that enjoy
especially strong reputations.

Despite the well-documented decline in the purchasing power of academic
salaries over the last 15 years, fewer than one third of the faculty expressed
dissatisfaction with their pay, and about half said they were satisfied or very
satisfied. Among the women, however, 42% voiced dissatisfaction. Minority
professors were neither as satisfied as the mean for all respondents nor as dissatis-
fied as women.

The vast majority of faculty were pleased with the caliber of their students and
colleagues; less than one fifth expressed dissatisfaction. Female faculty and
respondents located at research universities were somewhat less satisfied with their
students and colleagues. Minority faculty, on the other hand, differed little from the
mean for the total 1986 cohort as to satisfaction with the caliber of students and
colleagues. Wnile respondents' degree of satisfaction with their departmental
structure did not differ by type of institution or UCEA affiliation, female and
minority faculty were somewhat less likely to be satisfied with their departmental
structure than were their male and Caucasian counterparts.

Some Correlates of Job Satisfaction
The dependent variable, "job satisfaction," was created using responses to the

following six satisfaction items: (a) present position, (b) current salary, (c) caliber
of graduate students, (d) caliber of departmental colleagues, (e) structure of
department, and (f) institutional emphasis on research. The job satisfaction scale
was reverse-scored; a low score indicated a high level of satisfaction. In cases where
responses were missing, we substituted group means.
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!table 54 Level of Satisfaction among 1986 Respondents Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, sad UCEA AMIlaUce
(Reported In Percentages)
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Through step-wise multiple regression, we determined variables related to
satisfaction with the professoriate. Thirteen variables accounted for more than one
third of the variance in job satisfaction (Table 5-9). The best predictor of job
satisfaction, accounting for 19% of the variance, was disagreement with the
suggestion that the poor intellectual climate in one's department is a problem.
Phrased positively, when faculty were pleased with their departmental colleagues,
they were likely to be satisfied with their careers. The second most potent predictor
(accounting for almost 6% of the variance), was academic year salary; the higher
the salary, the more likely professors were to be satisfied with their jobs.

Table 5.9 Multiple Regression Analysis of Faculty Members' Job Satisfaction' (N=1,302)

Variable B Beta
Adputed

R2 Change

Poor intellectual climate viewed as problem - 230 -513 .191 309.14

Current &admit salary -.072 -.198 .249 100 50

Politics of academic life viewed as problan -.096 -.135 .274 45.71

Low salaries in department viewed as problem -.088 -.120 .290 29.55

Lack of able students viewed as problem -.069 -.088 .302 24.31"

Pressure to publish viewed as problan -.077 -.113 .309 13.18

Believe former practitioners make the best professors .033 .059 .315 12.41

Present age -.007 -.085 .318 7.64

Time span in university admirus ration -.003 -.109 .323 9.27

Academic rank -.062 - 077 .326 8.10

Time span teaching graduate students -.002 -.073 .329 610

Believe higher standards needed for graduate admissions - 036 -.059 .331 4.79

Days per month attending professional meetings 014 049 .333 4.64

p<.05
pe.01

gob satisfaction is composed of six hems related to satisfaction in the professorial role

To examine faculty satisfaction in more detail, we analyzed each of the six
items that made up the global "job satisfaction" measure as a dependent variable.
The extent to which the departmental intellectual climate was considered to be a
problem (6%) was the best predictor of dissatisfaction with present position,
followed by the perception that the politics of academic life was a very serious
problem (3%). Pressure to publish corresponded with dissatisfaction, too, but
accounted for only 1% of the variance (F=27.32, p<.01, not tabled).
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Satisfaction with current salary was predicted by eight variables which ac-
counted for 36% of the variance (F=93.52, p<.01, not tabled). Disagreement with
the statement that low salaries in the department were a problem accounted for 25%
of the variance, and current salary represented 9% of the variance (the higher the
salary, the more satisfied). The six remaining variables added only 2% more to the
explanation.

Seven variables accounted for 33% of the variance in faculty members'
satisfaction with the caliber of their colleagues (F=93.11, p<.01, not tabled).
Satisfaction with colleagues was best explained by the extent to which the intellec-
tual climate in the department was considered to be a problem, accounting for 30%
of the total variance. The remaining six variables added only about 3% to the
regression equation. Apparently, faculty judgments about the quality of intellectual
life in their departments are a function of the perceived caliber of colleagues.

Six variables accounted for 31% of the variance in satisfaction with the caliber
of graduate students (F=96.51, p<.01, not tabled). Agreement with the statement
that the lack of able students was a serious problem accounted for 24% of the
variance. That is, those faculty members who did not believe that there was a lack
of able graduate students were also more satisfied with students' ability.

Another correlate of satisfaction was whether faculty were likely to leave
academe. The best predictor of faculty looking elsewhere for employment (15% of
the variance, F=17.23, p<.01, not tabled) was the extent to which they believed
quality colleagues were leaving the academy for other positions, followed by
current academic year salary (2%) (F=17.23, p<.01, not tabled). An additional
indicator of satisfaction was whether faculty would still choose the professorship as
a career. This was difficult to predict with the variables from the faculty question-
naire; only 5% of the variance was explained by nine variables (F=8.85, p<.01, not
tabled). The extent to which "the politics of academic life" was considered a very
serious problem was the best overall predictor, but accounted for only 2% of the
variance in whether the respondent would become a professor again.

Satisfaction Among Subgroups
To determine whether the factors related to satisfaction differed among

subgroups within the educational administration professoriate, we performed step-
wise multiple regressions by gender, race, and UCEA affiliation. We also analyzed
satisfaction by length of time in the professoriate (see Chapter 6).

Thirteen variables accounted fcr about 32% of the variance in job satisfaction
for male faculty (Table 5-10). Like other subgroups, the largest single amount of
variance for males (19%) was predicted by the extent to which the poor intellectual
climate in the department was perceived to be a problem. Other variables
contributing two or more percent to the regression explanation were: (a) current
academic salary, (b) the perception that politics of academic life were a serious
problem, and (c) the perceived lack of able graduate students.

Seven variables comprised the equation which explained 47% of the variance
in job satisfaction of women (Table 5-11). Like their male counterparts, women's
job satisfaction was best predicted by whether they perceived the intellectual
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climate as a problem (27%) and by salary (9%, i.e., the higher the salary the more
satisfied). The amount of consulting time was positively related to satisfaction
(5%), and the perception that increased off-campus teaching assignments were a
problem was negatively related to satisfaction (3%).

Table 540 Multiple Regression Analysis of Male Faculty Members' Job Satisfaction' (N=1,160)

Variable B Beta
Adjusted

R= Clumge

Poor intellectual climate viewed as problem -.227 -.307 .188 252.28

Current academic saki,/ - 074 -.197 .228 75.85*

Politics of acadanic life viewed as problem -.103 -.147 .257 46.26*

Lack of able students viewed as problem - 070 -.091 .273 25.42**

Pressure for proposals and funding viewed as problem -.052 -.071 .285 21.66*

Low salary levels in 2.eparunent viewed as problem -.077 -.106 .292 16.33

Believe former practitioners make the best professors .038 .069 .298 7.17*

Time spent in university administration -.003 -.098 .302 7.03

Years since granted tenure -.009 -072 .306 7.41*

Academic rank - 063 -.075 .309 6.15

Pressure to publish viewed as problem -.053 -.078 .311 433

Believe higher standards needed for graduate admissions -.037 -.061 .313 4.52'

Time spent teaching graduate students -.002 -.063 .316 4.55*

p<.05
p.005
lob satisfaction is composed of sa items related to satisfaction in the nrofessoriakole.

Three fourths of the 40% of explained variance in job satisfaction for minority
faculty could be attributed to the two best predictors for other groups: (a) poor
intellectual climate (20%), and (b) salary (9%) (F=15.21, p<.01, not tabled). More
satisfied minority respondents also disagreed that academ ic standards for admission
should be higher (7%) and agreed that quality teaching and research were interde-
pendent (3%).

The top two predictor variables for all minority faculty (intellectual cl imate and
salary) remained the same for male minority faculty, accounting together for 33%
of the variance. One additional variable entered the equation for the male minority
cohort: more satisfied respondents agreed that there was a lack of able graduate
students (5. %) (F=14.07, p<.01, not tabled).

However, the regression equation for minority women was quite different.
Three variables accounted for 63% of the variance (F=11.59, p<.01, not tabled).
Dissatisfied minority female respondents perceived the politics of academic life to
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be a problem (4(1%), spent relatively more time in consulting (14%), and served on
relatively few doctoral committees (9%). Apparently, minority female faculty
derived satisfaction from very different aspects of the professorial role than did their
white and minority male counterparts.

Table 5.11 Multiple Regression Analysis of Female Faculty Members' Job Satisfaction' (N435)

B Beta
Adjusted

Change

Poor intellectual climate viewed u problem -.349 -.498 .269 50.39**

Current *cadmic salary -.093 -.224 .:159 19.50

Time spent consulting 023 .227 .406 11.43*

Increase in off-campus teaching viewed as problem -.137 -.186 .426 5.31*

Time span teaching undergraduate students .008 .164 .446 6.14

Low salary levels in department viewed as problem -.119 -.156 .462 4.67

Number of profeuional articles published .009 .131 .475 4.16

spe.05
svc005
lob satisfaction is composed of six items related to satisfaction in the professonal role.

For most respondents (white males and females and minority males), it was
relatively easy to predict satisfaction with salary; those who made more money were
more satisfied. Although perceptions of the intellectual climate of the department
were related to several of the variables contributing to the job satisfaction measure,
these perceptions did not contribute to satisfaction with current salary.

The multiple regression using UCEA affiliation as a dependent variable
revealed a similar set of five predictor variables which accounted for about 29% of
the variance in respondents' job satisfaction: (a) perception that the poor intellec-
tual climate was a problem (18%), (b) academic year salary (8%); perceived
problems related to (c) the best faculty leaving for other positions (1%), (d) the lack
of able students (1%), and (e) relatively high number of consulting days per month
(.5%) (F=30.04, p<.01, not tabled).

Value Judgments about the Field of Educational Administration

Faculty in 1972 and 1986 were asked to respond on a 5-point scale (from
positive to negative) to 19 value statements about educational administration as a
field of study, about teaching and research, and about their universities. Table 5-
12 compares responses of the two cohorts to estimate the degree to which faculty
values haNz. changed. In general, faculty as a group were more likely to disagree
with the statements in 1986; on 8 of the 14 statements posed in both studies, a shift
toward less agreement was apparent. Those items on which the shift was most
striking were:



104 Under Scrutiny

1. The practice of granting professorial tenure should be abolished in higher
education (57% disagreed in 1972, 65% disagreed in 1986).

2. My university needs more e:,plicit tenure and promotion criteria (disagree-
ment rose from 19% to 29%).

3. More of the literature in educational administration should be theory based
(disagreement rose from 16% to 28%, and significantly, agreement dropped
from 68% to 39%).

4. Former practitioners make the best professors of educational administra-
tion (disagreement rose from 24% to 32%).

Table 3.12 Selected PercepUuns of 1972 and 1986 Faculty about the Veld

1972 Itopcmdsina (N.1.333)

tt 111
filifF

1986 Reopondents (N.1.302)

tt Ili

Quality lucking and mord am inardependson. 31 40 10 15 4 1 35 31 14 13 6 3

Mudd the tilucaumel admionnabon hoetrno should De theory based 23 45 15 14 2 2 11 28 31 21 7 3
molly should be centrally involved in neiversity

govornaice ad deans manse.
38 44 8 8 1 1 32 35 20 9 2 3

I done zoom cmot with prolassom at other 1/07161Sit111S. 34 46 12 1 1 1 23 44 23 3 2 3
My uolversay needs mont esplicit owe and pi:moon cntera 29 31 20 15 4 1 18 23 27 19 10 3

Former proctuamon mays the beet educational administration ptotessen. 19 32 24 17 7 1 17 24 25 18 14 3

Scholars with training in IMAM illeciphose was the beet
ethearnanal admonitions profuse's.

4 20 33 30 12 1 5 16 36 25 15 3

Malty should tei mom concerned about wall being of own university. 22 52 19 5 1 1 15 40 33 7 2 4

Faculty should pericipme 'elusively in ernolady sod
prokadmun mestizo.

37 52 7 3 0 1 27 50 15 4 1 4

I will Maly Mao madams for odor eroployments 6 8 15 19 48 4

Teo, in Valor orb:mica should to abolished. 7 19 .6 3225 1 8 10 14 2243 4

Excellence in 101464 and march am *olden ollibred
by same Melding.

5 22 16 39 17 1 8 20 17 27 26 3

Penalty Mond have fewer meanies, mod adimnistraorn assignments. 11 37 24 25 2 1 13 30 34 17 3 3
Academic soder& for snidest admission to velum
gnome should to higher.

12 29 20 32 6 1 11 29 25 23 9 3

Academic stralardi for awarding doctors dogmas
should to higher.

bowed emphasis at the good ponce al admitiontion
would onion Odds

11 24 25 23 5 12 9 :A 22 16 i

15 42 30 6 3 5

Gnaw attention should to given to field studio' lb 49 22 8 1 4

Students should te required to compleem a nendency
noquimment to sera a noose.

braised entylosis on qualitative mearsh methods would
strongthen inquiry in educational adettioutratim.

31

17

27

41

16 11

24 11

8 7

3 3

Mom items on not listed on tic 1972 survey.
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In a time of fiscal austerity, one might expect faculty to reaffirm the principle
of tenure and to voice concern that tenure decisions not become mired in procedural
detail, but the 1986 respondents voiced less concern than did the 1972 cohort about
the need for explicit tenure and promotion criteria. This decline might be explained
by the greater number of tenured faculty at the rank of professor in 1986; these
faculty may be less concerned about the review process since it no longer affects
them. The rising interest in field studies and growing awareness of the limits of
theory (or belief that the literature was sufficiently anchored in theory to warrant
increased attention to other priorities) came across clearly in the third item above.
Without doubt, this shift was one of the most notable to occur between 1972 and
1986. But the fourth item, which reveals less concern that faculty have administra-
tive experience in their backgrounds, is harder to interpret. The shift is rather small,
but it may reflect a fine but important distinction between studying the field at close
range and being so closely tied to it that objectivity is lost.

Another significant change between 1972 and 1986 was the drop in agreement
(from 74% to 55%) with the statement that faculty should be more concerned about
the well-being of their own university. When this information is coupled with the
decline in agreement that faculty should be centrally involved in university
governance and decision making (from 82% to 67%), it appears that the "habits of
professors' hearts" paralleled the rise in private interest at the expense of the
collective welfare that has been noted throughout society in the 1970s and early
1980s (Bellah et al., 1985). On the other hand, faculty voiced less agreement in 1986
than in 1972 with a statement proposing fewer committee and administrative
assignments. However, this finding could mean that faculty actually had fewer
committee assignments it: 1986.

The difficulty in interpreting responses to value statements is illustrated by the
decline in agreement that respondents would like more contact with professors at
other universities (from 80% in 1972 to 67% in 1986). This shift may suggest that
in fact faculty have experienced increased opportunities for contacts with peers at
other universities, and thus they did not feel a need for "more" outside contacts. But
it also could indicate that faculty were turning inward by 1986 and did not care as
much about interacting with colleagues elsewhere.

Five of the value-judgment questions were asked for the first time in 1986.
Only 6% of the faculty believed that it was likely that they would leave academe for
other employment, and only 14% believed there was some possibility of this
occurrence in their career. Nearly 70% disagreed that they would Aver leave
academe, and about half disagreed strongly. Even so, this finding may reveal less
about faculty desires than it does about their sense of realityparticularly since the
average age of educational administration faculty now exceeds 50 years.

The responses to the value statements with respondents grouped by gender,
race, type of institution, and UCEA affiliation are provided in Table 5-13. Faculty
at research institutions were more likely to believe that quality teaching and research
are interdependent, that the literature of the field should be theory based, and that
academic standards for awarding of doctoral degrees should be higher. Women
faculty were more inclined than men to believe strongly that the literature should be
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theory based, to desire more extensive contact with faculty at other universities, to
consider a career move outside academe, and to advocate more attention to field
studies and qualitative research methods. They were less likely to believe that
former practitioners make the best professors of educational administration. Pro-
fessors from minority groups were more interested in explicit tenure and promotion
criteria, and somewhat less likely to believe that former practitioners make the best
professors. They were correspondingly more inclined to believe that scholars with
training in related disciplines make the best professors.

Despite the minor differences noted above, the most striking observation that
arises from examining the subgroups' responses to the value judgments is how little
faculty differed according to the kinds of universities where employed or their
ethnicity or gender. Significant differences among these groups were conspicuous
by their absence.

Changes in Scholarly Orientation and Program Emphases

Educational administration faculty in 1986 believed that some changes were
warranted in the nature of their scholarship. Sixty-five percent of the faculty
believed that the practice of administration could be improved if more attention
were directed toward field studies. Further, interest in qualitative research methods
may now be considered something of an enthusiasm; nearly 60% of the faculty
believed that more qualitative research would strengthen inquiry in educational
administration, while only 14% disagred with this notion. These findings docu-
ment the widely discussed trend toward embracing alternative approaches to
examining problems and issues in the field.

We also gathered data on faculty sentiments about the relative importance of
qualitative and quantitative research in educational administration through questions
pertaining to respondents' current and preferred departmental emphases on research
(Table 5-14). When asked about the current research emphasis in their department,
16% believed that qualitative approaches were emphasized, and 27% indicated
there was more emphasis on quantitative approaches. Twenty-eight percent said
that an equal balance prevailed, and 21% said research was not emphasized in their
departments.

A companion question asked faculty how their departments should address
research; qualitative approaches rose from 16% to 21%, and quantitative approaches
dropped from 27% to 7%. The proportion of faculty who believed a balance should
prevail (52%) was considerably higher than the 28% who perceived that such a
balance already existed in their programs. As a group, women were more inclined
than men to favor a balance between the two inquiry approaches (63% to 51%).
Faculty at research universities believed their current programs were much more
dependent on quantitative methods, but theirpreferredemphasis was strikingly less
quantitative. No matter how the data are analyzed, a major shift in research
approaches is taking place among professors of educational administration.
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Table 8.13 Sek Perception, about the Meld for 1916 Faculty Grouped by Type of lastitutIon,
Gender, Ram no OCEA Affilbtloe (Reported In Percentages)

Quality l e a c h i n g and :mach ere
imerdependent.

Mom Of the educational edmmutration
literature should be theory bead.

hoary should be ceraelly
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and decision making.

I desire more contact with
minion a other WthIltlitiOL

My university nods more explicit
tenure end promote' criteria.
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other employment
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Table 543 (Continued) Selected Perceptions about the Fkld for 1914 Faculty Grouped by Type of
Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation (Reported In Percentages)

Male Pemah Cancasum
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Table 543 (Continued) Related Perceptions about the Field for 1986 Faculty Grouped by Type of
laritution, Gander, Race. and UCEA Affiliation (Reported In Percentages)

Raspcadents Respondents
blinonty at UCEA at NonUCEA
Reopondonr IOSIZILIOne Insatutross
(N46) (91.359) (N.943)

II II I I
it

Quality radius sod search ass 37 28
imerdspendent.

Mom of the @duodena ada atutration 15 30
lierstum should be theory based.

Faculty should be ontrally 37 34
involved in urbanity govanucce
and dmillon making.

I stair mole carat with 24 43
professors st otter triversities.

My =Wintry rads users szplicat 29 24
rain and procure* criteria

Former practitioners maks the best 16 17

educational administration professors.

Edwin with mining in related a 16
darplistes metre the test educational
administradem proforma

Pi:Wry 'bard be moss crammed 21 33
about won being of own %ministry.

Faculty 'bard pridpses 26 49
suansivsly in scholarly and
profssaireal mammas.

I will likely leave madam for 9 13
other nopioymont.

Tears in bigher rise:Won should 12 7
be 'braids's!.

Eacelleacs in racking and tosearch 5 15

ma seldom exhibited by the suns
pence.

Faculty should haws fewer
committee and administrative
avignmente.

13 31

Academic standards for student 14 17
admissice r graduals programs
should be War.

Academic tradonls for awarding 12 17
doctoral dogrel should be higher.

tocremod =pirate on the general 17 42
practice of administration would
farms field.

Gnaw arsudon to field studios 20 45
would smarm mama

Students should be :squired to 31 23
complete a madam requirement.

Thawed smphare on qualitative 14 43
natal methods would strengthen

14 8 11 2 46 29 9 9 5 3 30 31 16 14 6 3

27 17 8 2 16 32 32 15 4 2 9 26 31 23 8 7

22 2 1 4 32 32 22 10 1 3 32 37 19 8 2 3

29 t 2 20 41 32 5 2 3 25 45 23 3 1 3

29 9 5 4 15 18 28 25 12 3 19 25 27 17 9 3

23 21 19 4 7 14 27 27 23 3 21 28 24 14 10 3

30 23 13 5 7 21 38 21 10 4 5 14 35 27 17 3

35 6 2 4 10 40 38 7 2 3 16 40 31 7 2 4

16 5 1 4 30 49 15 3 1 3 25 51 15 5 1 4

23 21 29 5 4 6 13 25 48 3 7 9 16 17 48 4

20 17 40 5 6 11 12 23 44 3 8 10 15 21 21 4

27 26 26 2 6 13 14 30 35 3 9 22 18 26 22 3

40 8 5 4 10 28 37 18 4 3 14 30 33 17 3 3

26 23 12 4 10 33 27 18 9 3 1: 27 24 26 9 3

26 21 816 14 35 23 15 8 5 7 19 21 16 829

29 7 1 4 11 35 37 9 4 6 17 44 27 5 2 4

22 6 2 5 15 44 25 12 1 3 17 50 21 6 2 4

16 12 8 9 33 35 15 8 6 4 31 23 16 12 8 9

24 13 2 4 16 44 25 10 1 3 17 40 24 12 4 3

1 1 4



pale 5.14 Ow:ent and Prderred Departmental Emphasis on Research with 1984 Respondents Grouped by Type et Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Fi

Respondent
at

Respondents Doctorate-
at Researttt Granting
Institution" Institutions
N % N %

!- 'Qua itative approaches
emphasized

F--,., QUIPAtligIVOapproaches

-,---.'emphasized

Qualitathe and
. quantitative equally
emphasized

Research not emphuized

- No recoups

/Profaned research emphasis

411.1121/SlatiEnnfa

2' Qualitative approaches
It, emphasized

.i" ,,Quentitative approaches
1:iniThu_i, bed

Qualitative and
,.Aiisistliative equally

1 : emphasized

ir,' Ilemazds not emplasbed

e.4No response

68 15 60 21

169 38 100 34

154 34 75 26

32 7 32 11

27 6 25 9

91 20 73 25

27 6 27 9

280 62 152 52

9 2 8 3

43 1:.' 32 11

Respondents
at

Canprehensive
Institutions
ti %

Male
Respondents
N %

Female

Respmdmus
N 46

Caucasian

Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Respondents

at UCEA
institutions
N %

Respondents
NonUCEA

Institutions
N %

Total
Respondents

N %

78 14 183 16 23 17 188 16 17 20 56 16 150 16 206 16

87 16 314 27 41 30 333 28 20 23 126 35 230 24 356 27

136 24 335 29 30 22 337 28 23 27 122 34 243 26 365 28

206 37 235 20 32 24 250 21 15 17 29 8 241 26 270 21

53 10 93 8 9 7 90 8 11 13 26 7 79 8 105 8

113 20 257 22 19 14 259 22 14 16 6" 19 208 22 277 21

31 6 76 7 8 6 80 7 4 5 27 8 58 6 85 7

241 43 587 51 85 63 623 53 43 50 226 63 447 47 673 52

76 14 87 8 5 4 90 8 3 4 4 1 89 9 93 7

99 18 153 13 18 13 146 12 22 26 33 9 141 15 174 13



Table 545 Current and Proternd Orientation of Own Graduals Programa with RespondentsGrouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Racy sad UCEA Affiliation
A

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate- at Respondents Respondents
at Research Granting QicaprehensIve Male female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at NonUCEA Totalinstitutions Institutions Institutions Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents Institutions Institutions RespondentsN%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%N%

306 68 231 79 482 86 902 78 113 84 942 79 65 76 244 68 775 82 1,019 78
Preparing mctitioners

Preparing professors
and researchers

t" Equally balanced
between the two

43

86

10

19

18

27

6

9

11

32

2

6

70

129

6

11

2

15

2

11

68

133

6

11

3

10

4

12

25

74

7

21

47

71

5

8

72

145

6

11

No response 15 3 16 6 35 6 59 5 5 4 55 5 8 9 16 5 50 5 66 5

-,21efermdsaicatagm

Preparing practitioners 144 32 151 57 352 63 598 52 46 34 612 51 28 33 102 28 545 58 647 50

Preparing professors
end resewehers

54 12 11 4 17 3 73 6 8 6 74 6 5 6 43 12 39 4 82 6

Equally balanced
between the two

212 47 104 36 110 20 361 31 64 47 392 33 30 35 185 52 241 26 426 33

1; No response 40 9 26 9 81 15 128 11 17 13 120 10 23 27 29 8 118 13 147 11
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Should educational administration graduate programs be designed primarily to
prepare future administrators or future researchers/professcrs? Considering educa-
tional administration faculty as a whole, 50% believed graduate programs should
be designed primarily to prepare practitioners; only 6% viewed preparing profes-
sors and researchers as the chief priority (Table 5-15). But one third of the
respondents would balance these two purposes equally (see Appendix H for
discriminant analysis data comparing respondents by their preferred program
orientation). Fewer than one third of the faculty at UCEA-member institutions
believed that preparing practitioners should receive the main emphasis, and over
half favored a balance between preparing practitioners and professors/researchers.
Consistent with the greater scholarly orientation that they exhibited throughout the
1986 study, women placed more emphasis on preparing professors/researchers than
did men. This matter of program emphasis, especially at research universities, has
particular importance since a turnover of at least 50% among educational admini-
stration faculty will occur in the next decade and a half.

Program Priorities and Quality

Faculty were asked to rank-order a list of critical needs facing the academic
field of educational administration (Table 5-16). Virtually no consensus existed in
1986 regarding where effort should be invested to improve the profession. Com-
pared with the 1972 study, the number of faculty who believed that extending the
knowledge base was an important priority decreased. Clearly, faculty members are
moving their attention from knowledge expansion to a broader range of concerns.

Table 5-16 1972 and 1986 Respondents' Perceptions of the Most Critical Needs Facing the Field

First Most
Cridal Need

Second Most
Critical Need

Third Most
Cntical Need

1972 1986 1972 1986 1972 1986
N % N % N % N % N % N %

More able students 143 11 188 14 197 15 116 9 305 23 123 9

More ehtentive knowledge base 443 33 170 13 357 27 167 13 279 21 161 12

More attention to practical
protium

271 20 151 12 304 23 147 11 280 21 125 10

Curricu1= reform 394 30 209 16 399 30 164 13 298 22 159 12

More emphasis on research' 64 5 93 7 91 7

Faculty with expertise in other 58 5 92 7 96 7
Reid"

External support for research' 143 11 142 11 128 10

Closer des with pried donere 150 12 207 16 192 14

Other 58 4 43 3 39 3 12 1 87 7 26 2

No response 24 2 126 10 37 3 162 12 U 6 200 15
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Table 5-17 presents the responses of subgroups to the "critical needs" question.
The more research-oriented the university, the less likely its faculty members were
concerned about practical problems in the field or developing closer ties with
practitioners. Faculty at research institutions were more concerned about the need
tz secure external support for their scholarship.

Women faculty were less concemed than men about the need to recruit more
able students and the need to direct more attention to practical problems. At the
same time, female professors ranked the,need for curriculum reform and for ex ternal
research support higher than did their male counterparts. Like women, minority
faculty were less concerned about the need to recruit more able students, but they
did not differ from the norm regarding attention to practical problems. Curriculum
reform was a matter of greater urgency for faculty from minority groups than it was
for their Caucasian colleagues.

What content areas do faculty believe should receive greater emphasis in
teaching and research? Although leadership topped the list (Table 5-18), only 9%
ranked it first. There appeared to be little if any agreement about which topics
should receive more attention, and the fact that most faculty did not respond to this
question is a message in itself.

When asked to rate the quality of the graduate educational administration
program at their own institution, more than one fourth of the faculty believed that
their program was "excellent" and more than half believed that it was "good" (Table
5-19). This comes as no surprise. A companion question asked respondents to rate
the quality of their educational administration preparation program compared with
10 years ago. Over 30% believed their programs were much better; another 30%
believed they were somewhat better, and 18% believed them to be about the same
quality as before. Only 11% regarded their program as worse than it had been a
decade earlier. About 9% (and one fourth of the women) offered no response,
primarily because they had not been at their institutions 10 years earlier.

Summary

Educational administration faculty members in 1986 were generally contented
with their chosen career but somewhat discontented with the conditions of their
employment. Perhaps this overall satisfaction with career choice helps explain why
the 1986 cohort, like the 1972 group, remained complacent about theirproblems and
issues in the field. While faculty responses to value statements about the field were
generally similar in 1972 and 1986, there were a few noteworthy changes. Between
the two studies, there was a rise in commitment to field work and qualitative
research. Also evident was a declining faith in theory and empirical research as
near-exclusive sources of knowledge in our field.

Although female faculty were generally satisfied with their roles, certain
conditions of employment (e.g., salary, quality of colleagues) troubled women
more than men. Indeed, as a subgroup within. the educational administration
professoriate, women were divergentmore committed to research and more
critical of the status quoperhaps in part because women are younger and more
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Table 547 First Most Critkal Need Fadng the Field Reported by 1984 Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UChA A/inflation

Respondents
at Research
Institutions
N IV

Respondents
at

Doctorate-
Granting
Institutions
N %

Respondents
at

Comprehensive Male
Institutions Respondents
N % N %

Female
Respondents
N %

Caucasian
Respondents
N %

Minority
Respondents
N %

Respondents
at UCEA
Institutions
N %

Respondents
at NonUCEA
Institutions
N %

Total
Respondents
N %

Mose able students 71 16 35 12 82 IS 177 IS 10 7 177 15 8 9 57 16 131 14 188 14

'!'Moki extensive Imowixige bele 69 IS 40 14 61 1/ 151 13 18 13 159 13 9 11 60 17 110 12 170 13

.),tikliie Mention to practical 35 8 34 12 82 IS 143 12 8 6 138 12 10 12 28 8 123 13 151 12

:: Problems

Ittniculum reform 64 14 49 17 96 17 182 16 27 20 192 16 17 20 SI 14 158 17 209 16

5Mon emphasis on sesearch 29 6 15 S 20 4 53 5 10 7 59 5 3 4 28 8 36 4 64 5

Faculty with expertise in 30 7 11 4 17 3 52 5 6 4 52 4 6 7 20 6 38 4 58 5
::--ether fields

Ildertal support for researd 68 IS 31 11 44 8 123 11 20 IS 132 11 11 13 SS 15 88 9 143 11

;: Closer ties with practitioners 22 5 42 14 86 15 136 12 14 10 138 12 10 12 21 6 129 14 150 12

:.., Other
.;.-

16 4 7 2 20 4 39 3 3 2 42 4 1 1 6 2 37 4 43 3

'';, No response 46 10 28 10 52 9 104 9 19 14 109 9 11 13 33 9 93 10 126 10

450 100 292 100 560 100 1,160 100 135 100 1,198 100 86 100 359 100 943 100 1,302' 100

i(*The"toMI" bscludes 7 respondents who did not Indicate their gender and .4: who did not Indicate their IWO.

1U



Values and Satisfaction 115

recently appointed than their male counterparts. Whatever the reasons, women
faculty and, to some extent, minority faculty seem to value different things and,
therefore, bring fresh perspectives to the professoriate. As will be discussed in
Chapter 6, faculty appointed within the last five years also bring to their roles some
values that differ from those of their more senior colleagues.

Table 5111 1986 Respondents' Perceptions ot Topics That Should Receive Additional
Emphasis In Teaching or Research

Most
Pressing Need
N %

Sacred Most
Pressing Need
N %

Leadership 119 9 46 4

Organizational theory 75 6 30 2

Finance 46 4 23 2

Political and social issues 36 3 40 3

Legal concerns 34 3 38 3

Policy development 35 3 26 2

Personnel management 26 2 18 1

Curriculum 27 2 19 2

bumper:coal relations 23 2 14 1

Administrator effectiveness 21 2 10 1

Minority representation 28 2

Administrative inservice 21 2

Planning 20 2 22 2

The attitudes and values of educational administration faculty are better
understood when contrasted with faculty in other disciplines; thus, brief mention of
a few related studies is warranted. Lads and Lipset produced their landmark work,
The Divided Academy, in 1975. While not addressing educational administration
as a subfield, they provided information on the values and beliefs of education
professors as well as faculty in other fields. Education faculty tended to be older
when they were first appointed to professorial roles and older than faculty in other
disciplines. Education faculty in 1975 also exhil? - a relatively low level of
commitment to research and scholarship. The proportion of education faculty
members strongly satisfied with their career choice was slightly higher than the
average for faculty across disciplines. The professorial groups with which educa-
tion professors compared most closely were two other applied academic fields,
agriculture and business.



%Tabia &If Perceptions of Program Quality with 1944 Faculty Grouped by Type of Institution, Gender, Race, and UCEA Affiliation

Respondents
at Respondents

Respondents Doctorate. at Respondents Respondents
at Roswell Granting Ccenprehensive Male Female Caucasian Minority at UCEA at NonUCEA Total
Instituticas Institutions Instintnons Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents butintuons butitunans Respondents
(N=450) (N492) (N=560) (N=1160) (N =135) (N=1198) (N=86) (N=359) (N=943) (N=1302)
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

iftirocioutsainioatagm

Excellent
l.'

129 29 77 26 155 28 334 29 27 20 344 29 15 17 112 31 249 26 361 28

41, Gctod 218 48 157 54 301 54 603 52 69 51 617 52 50 58 163 45 513 54 676 52

Pair 75 17 45 15 84 15 171 15 32 24 184 15 16 19 58 16 146 16 204 16

Poor 15 3 4 1 8 1 23 2 4 3 23 2 4 5 12 3 15 2 27 2

No rupoese 13 3 9 3 12 2 29 3 3 2 30 3 1 1 14 4 20 2 34 3

blicaisailidminktruiraumanra
,'gasztialgrariase

.:, Math bow 109 24 104 36 193 35 365 32 41 30 371 31 30 35 83 23 323 34 406 31

;1 Somewhat better 114 25 96 33 186 33 358 31 36 27 371 31 21 24 112 31 284 30 396 30

,_

About de same 100 22 46 16 91 16 219 19 17 13 219 18 15 17 78 22 159 17 237 18

Worse 71 16 25 9 38 7 126 11 7 5 123 10 8 9 46 13 88 9 134 10

I Much worse 9 2 3 1 3 1 15 1 13 1 2 2 4 1 11 1 15 1

Noruponse 47 10 18 6 49 9 77 7 34 25 101 8 10 12 36 10 78 8 114
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Bowen and Schuster (1986, p. 47), citing the earlier Bayer (1973) survey,
concluded that career satisfaction among professors in general has run about 86%.
Other studies have suggested a range from 82% to 90% (Carnegie Foundation,
1977; Ladd & Lipset 1975). Our findings viewed in the context of these earlier
studies place educational administration faculty squarely in the expected range. The
seemingly high satisfaction with career choice has been, in fact, quite typical of all
professors in recent years. Finkelstein (1984, p. 79) aggregated similar figures for
the academic profession, suggesting that between 83% and 88% of faculty members
were satisfied with their careers.

Finkelstein (1984), however, concluded that satisfaction with career choice
does not necessarily imply satisfaction with one's present situation (high morale).
For example, he claimed that the nature of academic work meets human needs better
than most careers do today because the work of college teachers and scholars is
intrinsically interesting, socially useful, and generally autonomous. For most
college faculty, teaching is an inherently rewarding activity; professors enjoy being
trusted to act on their own judgments about what they should teach and how, and
they tend to be verbal people who enjoy working with ideas. He noted, however,
that working conditions can cause fluctuations in day-to-day satisfaction or morale.

Finkelstein (1984) drew on several studies in concluding that the degree of
control faculty have over their own work usually relates directly to satisfaction.
Career stress arises not so much from work load or even from the tensions inherent
in the issues addressed by faculty as from a feeling that faculty members have little
control over their own professional affairs. It is quite natural then, that women and
minority faculty, who are less likely to be tenured, are less satisfied with their career
choice. It is also clear that increased administrative authority and declining faculty
involvement in university governance, mounting legislative and system-wide
regulations, and at Last some aspects of performance assessment, endanger the
atrinsic satisfactions that faculty members glean from their work. These forces

certainly sap faculty morale, and they may already be claiming an increasing toll on
satisfaction with the profession and choice of an academic career.

If educational administration faculty are indeed the wellspring of the profes-
sion, formally educating all who enter it, then the professorship mustbe sufficiently
appealing to attract and keep the ablest minds available. The findings reported in
this chapter, considered in light of recent studies of academic life more generally,
suggest that career satisfactions are declining while agreement about perceived
problems is still lacking. One finds little comfort in these conclusions.
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::.+ CHAPTER 6

NEW PROFESSORS:
CHARACTERISTICS,

ACTIVITIES, AND
BELIEFS

Given an aging professoriate, departments of educational administration can
expect substantial tumov^r within the next decade. Because "the excellence of
higher education is a function of the kind of people it is able to enlist and retain on
its faculties" (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 3), the quality of preparation programs
into the next century will depend to a large extent on those who will replace about
half of the current faculty cohort by the year 2000. One strategy for anticipating the
future is to look backwards (Neustadt & May, 1986). As the activities and attitudes
of the 1972 and 1986 faculty cohorts are similar in many ways, the characteristics
of the next generation of educational administration faculty will probably reflect,
to a considerable degree, those of recently appointed faculty.

This chapter contrasts the personal characteristics, professional activities, and
beliefs of educational administration faculty who have been professors for 5 years
or less with characteristics of their more experienced colleagues. For the purposes
of this discussion, faculty members with 5 or fewer years of professorial experience
are referred to as "new faculty" even though many have more than a few years of
postdoctoral experience in administration.
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An obvious change in the educational administration professoriate has been the
increasing number of women hired in the past decade. Gender has been linked to
differences in 'management styles, relationships with students, climate of the work
environment, and decision making (Shakeshaft, 1987). Because the influx of
female faculty promises to make a qualitative difference in preparation programs,
this analysis gives particular attention to gender differences.

Personal and Professional CL iracteristic^

Of the 1,302 educational administration faculty represented in this study, 14%
(n=177) assumed their professorial roles within the preceding five-year period.
Fifty of the new faculty were from UCEA-member institu dons (28%), comparable
to the portion of total respondents from UCEA institutions. Based on the Carnegie
(1987) classification of institutions of higher education, ;he percentage of new
faculty employed at research institutions (34%, n:0) was also comparable to the
portion of all respondents at research institutions (35%). However, only 18 (10%)
of the new faculty were employed at doctorate-granting institutions (compared to
22% of all respondents), and over half (56%, n=99) of the new faculty were
employed at conr_,2-ensive universities (compared to 43% of all respondents).
The majority of Ti.n, taculty in educational administration were not employed at
institutions with an emphasis on research or doctoral education!

Fifty-one of the new faculty (29%) were women and accounted for almost two
fifths of all women in the 1986 faculty cohort. In contrast, the 126 males among the
new faculty represented only 11% of the total 1986 male cohort. Female
representation among new faculty was slightly higher at UCEA institutions (32%
compared to 28% at non-UCEA institutions, Table 6-1).

Table 6.1 New and Experienced Faculty Members in 1986 by Gender, Race, and UCEA AMliation

UCEA
N

Respondents with 5 or fewer
years of experience in

the professoriate

Non-UCEA Total
%* N % N %

UCEA
N

Respondents with more than 5
years of experience in the

professoriate

Non-UCEA ^'tai
% N %N %

Male 34 68 92 72 126 71 289 04 745 91 1,034 92

rankle 16 32 35 28 51 29 18 6 66 8 84 8

Minority 6 12 10 8 16 9 10 3 60 7 70 6

Caucasian 44 88 117 92 161 91 292 95 745 91 1,037 92

Tots? 50 100 127 100 177 100 309 100 816 100 1,125 100

Pacentagcs may not equal 100 because of rounding.
'Seven experier -.td respondents did not indicate their lender, and 18 did not indicate their race.
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About one fifth (19%) of the 86 minority respondents were appointed to their
first professorial position within the preceding 5-year period. Yet, unlike women,
minorities were not disproportionately represented within the new faculty group.
Nine percent of the new faculty were minorities, only slightly higher than the
percentage of minorities in the entire 1986 cohort (7%). However, minority
representation among new hires at UCEA institutions exceeded the mean, 12%
compared to 8% at non-UCE A institutions (Table 6-1). B ecause of the small number
of minority respondents who had been hired within the past 5 years (n=16),
comparisons by race are not made in !Mc chapter.

It was expected that the distribution across academic ranks would differ
significantly between new faculty members and their more experienced colleagues.
While 67% of the faculty with more than 5 years of professorial experience held the
rank of professor, about 12% of the new faculty held this rank (Table 6-2). However,
within the new faculty group, almost four times as many men (15%) as women (4 %)'
held the rank of professor. Women comprised 35% of the newly hired assistant
professors and 30% of the associate professors (not tabled).

Age and professional experience may provide partizl explanations for the
gender differences in academic rank. Within the new faculty group, women and
men recdved the doctorate at about the same age (35, not tabled), but men in the new
faculty cohort on the average were about 6 years older than women (46 compared
to 40, Table 6-3). Thirty-seven percent of the men and only 10% of the women were
over 50 years of age. In this sense, age may serve as a surrogate for experience. Men
with experience in the superintendency, for example, would be more likely to be
appointed at the rank of professor.

It was somewhat surprising to find significant rank and age differences within
the new faculty group based on UCEA affiliation. Almost three fourths (72%) of
the new faculty at UCEA-m ember institutions were assistant professors, whereas
fewer than half (46%) of the new faculty at non-UCEA institutions held this rank
(see Table 6-2). New faculty at non-UCEA. institutions were about twice as likely
to be associate or full professors.

Consistent with the rank differences, faculty at UCEA-member institutions on
the average were 5 years younger than their non-UCEA peers (41 compared to 46,
see Table 6-3). For new faculty in UCEA-member programs, the mean age for
receiving the doctorate was 34 and forentering the professoriate was 33 (not tabled).
In contrast, non-UCEA respondents as a group earned the doctorate at age 36 and
entered the professoriate at age 43. UCEA-member institutions are apparentlymore
likely to hire young junior faculty and, as discussed later, are more concerned about
their orientation toward research than their length of administrative experience.

The vast majority of new faculty (87%) had not acquired tenure, which is not
surprising since 6 years is a typical probationary period before tenure is awarded.
The gender discrepancy in rank among new faculty did not hold for tenure status.
While men were more likely to be tenured, the difference was not large; 14% of the
men compared with 12% of the women had acquired tenure (not tabled). Differences
in tenure status were also insignificant when comparing new faculty by UCEA
affiliation.
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kiabk
2., 84 itrufk of New and Experienced Faculty Grouped by Gender and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N 96

Responekads with 5 or fewer
years of experience in

the proteuoriate

Female UCEA
N % N %

NonUCEA
N %

Total
N %

MaleN%N%N%N%N%

Reapondents wall mom than 5
years of exrencnce in the

prolessonate

Female UCEA NonICEA Total

19 15 2 4 3 6 18 14 21 12 717 69 31 37 215 70 537 66 752 67

professor

s ',
./usistant pro6mor

38

61

7

30

48

6

16

33

31

65

9

36

2

18

72

4

45

58

5

35

46

4

54

94

7

31

53

4

268

25

7

26

2

1

30

15

8

36

18

10

83

7

4

27

2

1

216

34

28

27

4

4

299

41

32

27

4

3

.*;:Noresporaa 1 1 1 1 1 1 17 2 I I

Teal 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,034 100 84 100 309 100 816 100 1,12 100

3.0Pereertages may not °gull 100 because of rounding.
11aa "toter includes sever. experienced responderta who did not indicate their gender.



II3 Age of New and Experienced Faculty Grouped by Gender and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N %

Respondents with S cr fewer
years of experience in

the professoriate

Female UCEA
N % N %

NonUCEA
N %

Total
N %

Male
N %

Respondents with more than 5
years of experience in the

professoriate

Female UCEA
N % N %

NonUCEA
N %

Total
N %

,.,
20-29 1 1 1 .' ', 1 1 1 1 1 2

30.39 38 30 26 51 27 54 37 29 64 36 28 3 13 16 12 4 29 3 41 4

40-49 41 33 20 39 17 34 44 35 61 35 253 25 29 35 91 29 191 23 282 25

50.59 36 29 5 10 4 8 37 29 41 23 522 50 28 34 132 43 418 51 550 47

, 60-69 9 7 2 4 7 6 9 5 197 19 4 5 58 19 144 18 202 18

70 and over 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 - - 2 1 6 1 8 1

25 2 10 12 13 4 27 3 4() 4

Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,034 100 84 100 309 100 816 100 1,125 100

Maim 46.1 40.4 40.9 45.9 44.5 53.7 47.4 523 53.4 533

Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
nhe "tour includes seven experienced respondents who did rot indicate their gender.
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New faculty were more likely than experienced faculty to have assumed their
current roles directly from an administrative position in public schools. Of the 137
new faculty responding to this item, over two fifths had been either superintendents
(22%) or other public school administrators (20%) in their most recent positions
(not tabled). Thirty percent had occupied either teaching (18%) or administrative
(12%) roles in higher education prior to assuming their current faculty positions. In
contrast, only 23% of the total 1986 respondents had occupied public school
administrative roles and 58% had been employed in higher education immediately
prior to assuming their current jobs (see Chapter 3, Table 3-25).

The employment backgrounds of new faculty differed by gender and UCEA
affiliation. Over two fifths (41%) of the female new faculty compared with 35% of
the males had occupied positions in higher education prior to their current jobs.
Male new faculty (48%) were far more likely than females (28%) to have held public
school administrative roles in their most recent positions. New faculty at UCEA-
member institutions were less likely than their non-UCEA counterparts to have
occupied a public school administrative role (33% vs. 45%) and were more likely
to have been employed in higher education (34% vs. 28%) immediately prior to
assuming their current positions (not tabled).

The 171 new faculty who indicated where they received their doctorates named
90 different institutions. Eighteen institutions produced three or more new faculty
and accounted for 47% of the new faculty cohort (Table 6-4). All of these 18
institutions are research institutions according to the Carnegie (1987) classification
scheme. Stanford University and the University of Wisconsin-Madison accounted
for the most new faculty (7 each). Four of the 18 top producers of new faculty
(UCLA, University of Southern Mississippi, SUNY-Buffalo, and University of
Washington) were not among the top 34 producers of the total 1986 faculty cohort
(see Chapter 3, Table 3-23).

Comparison of New and Experienced Faculty Members'
Activities and Attitudes

To determine if recen tly appointed faculty differed from their more experienced
colleagues in activities and beliefs, we performed a discriminant analysis. Fifteen
variables differentiated the two groups, and an excellent model was derived as 89%
of the cases were correctly classified (Table 6-5). Only 2% of the new faculty were
not correctly classified in their group, indicating that the model accurately described
almost all of the new faculty cohort. Positive coefficient reflect characteristics
typical of experienced faculty; negative coefficients represent new faculty.

Faculty with more experience: (a) tended to spend more time supervising
doctoral work, (b) were slightly less satisfied with the emphasis placed on research
in their department, (c) did not believe higher standards for student admission were
needed, (d) disagreed that the best faculty were leaving the academy, and (e)
reported more income from external sources such as royalties, lectures, and
consulting.
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Table 6.4 Institutions from Which New Faculty' Received the Doctorate

New Professors 125

IIIIIIRIall ifRIZEAllit SzotitHer

Stanford University 7 4.1

University of Wisconsin-Madison 7 4.1

Columbia University 6 3.5

UCLA 5 2.9

University of Chicago 5 2.9

University of Georgia 5 2.9

The Ohio State University 5 2.9

Vandabfit University 5 2.9

University of Florida 4 2.4

University of Iowa 4 2.4

University of Michigan 4 2.4

University of Southern Mississippi 4 2.4

Florida Sete Un1rersity 3 1.8

Indiana University 3 1.8

Michigan State University 3 1.8

University of Nebraska 3 1.8

SUNT-Buffalo 3 1.8

University of Washington 3 1.8

'New faculty we those within 5 years of their initial professorial appointment.
"Only institutions that awarded doctoral degrees to at least 3 of the new faculty are included in this table.
*Reflects percentage of the 171 new faculty who indicated the institution from which they received the doctorate.

New faculty tended to spend: (a) more days a month attending professional
meetings, (b) more time with graduate students, (c) more time on committee work,
and (d) substantially more time on research and writing activities. In addition, new
faculty were less satisfied with their present position, although the number reporting
dissatisfaction was less than 10%. Also, they voiced less commitment to academic
careers; over two thirds of the experienced faculty (68%) disagreed with the
statement, "I am likely to leave academe for other employment," while 56% of the
new faculty rejected this statement (not tabled).

Compared with their experienced colleagues, slightly more new faculty identified
with K-12 administration than with higher education administration (Table 6-6).
This tendency was more pronounced for women, as 80% of the new female faculty
(compared with 58% of the experienced female faculty) reported K-12 adm inistration
as their primary level of emphasis. New faculty at UCEA-member institutions were
more than twice as likely as heir counterparts at non-UCEA institutions to
designate higher education administration as their level of concentration (26%
compared with 12%).
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126 Under Scrutiny

Table i-S Discriminant Analysis on Length of as a Professor

Funky Member Faculty Member Unstandardiand Standardized
5 or Fewer Years More Than 5 Years Discriminant Discriminant

(N=97) (N'544) Function Function
Discriminating variables M SD M SD Coefficient Coefficient

Activities

Time spent supervising doctoral work 6.46 7.09 1055 1050 .92 F..-02 .09
Days per month attending profesional

......ii...., 313 2.94 2.78 266 -27 E_01 .M
Time spent teaching graduate soidents 43.70 21.05 40.28 21.93 -.61 F..-02 -.13
Time spent in committee work 8.26 7.82 653 751 -.23 E.01 .18
Time spent on research and writing 18.24 1538 1156 11.73 -20 E.01 -.25

Attitudes

Satisfaction with research 2.81 0.98 187 1.10 .17 .18
Need higher standards for gradate student

admissions 2.64 1.27 2.99 1.16 .13 .15
Best faculty are leaving academe 2.93 1.02 3.29 0.85 .15 .14

Former practitioners make the test professors 2.99 1.37 2.97 1.30 .87 E.01 .11
Field studies strengthen practice 2.32 1.00 234 0.89 -.93 E.01 -.011

Satisfaction with present position 2.06 1.10 127 103 -.82 E.01 -.09
Likely to leave academe for other employment 3.72 1.16 405 125 -.74 E.01 -.09

Other

Present age 42.93 7.62 52.78 737 .15 1.12
External income 3.13 2.29 339 2.29 33 E.01 117

Age entered professorship 39.90 7.68 35.77 6.45 ..14 -.96

Group Centroids
Professor 5 or fewer years

Professor more than 5 years
-2.09

37

Classification Analysis % of Cases Correctly Classified
Professor 5 or fewer years 9830 1.70
Professor more than 5 years 11.90 88.10

89.48% Correctly Classified

Canonical Discriminant Function Eigenvslue Correlation Was lambda xi DF. Significance

.77 .66 56 362.85 17 .0001

There was surprising concordance between new and experienced faculty in
their perceptions of what constituted problems in educational administration
programs. Most faculty did not consider any of the following to be very serious
problems: placing students in administrative positions or the professoriate, pressure
to publish, number of able students, low salaries, amount of time spent by professors
in private consulting, increase in off-campus teaching, or lack of appropriate
competency standards for students. However, as discussed in Chapter 5, over one
fifth of the experienced faculty felt that two aspects of their work were very serious
problems: lack of university support for their department, and the heavy teaching
and advising loads in their department. The only item considered by more than one
fifth of the new faculty to be a very serious problem was the small proportion of



'. ;'Able K Lard of Administrative Concentration of New and Experienced Faculty Grouped by Gender and CCU Affilladon

Male
N

Respondents with 5 or fewer
yew of experience in

the professoriat

Female UCEA NonUCEA
N % N % N %

Total
N %

Male
N %

Fteapondents with mom than S
years of =mkt@ in the

professoriat

Female UCEA Non-UCEA
N % N % N %

Total
N %

Lad

IC-12 administration 91 72 41 80 34 68 77 132 75 754 73 49 58 191 62 615 75 806 72

Community college
administration

3 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 16 2 1 1 8 3 9 1 17 2

Nigher education
admizistratice

Other

21

4

17

3

7

1

14

2

13

1

26

2

15

5

12

4

28

5

16

3

135

44

13

4

20

9

24

11

61

17

20

6

95

39

12

5

156

56

14

5
en
en

No Repo= 7 6 2 4 1 2 7 6 9 5 85 8 5 6 32 16 58 7 90 8

O
Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,034 100 84 100 309 100 816 100 1,125 100

6.

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding,
*The *toter Indudea seven experienced respondents who did net indicate their gender.
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128 Under Scrutiny

women and minorities in the profession (Table 6-7). In general, the attitudes of new
faculty were similar tr those of experienced colleagues. This may be because
candidates who already "fit the mold" are hired, or new faculty are rapidly
socialized into the dominant value structure.

Table 6-7 Perceptions of Selected Problems among New and Experienced Faculty
Members (Reported in Percentages)

Respondents with 5 or fewer
years of experience in

the professoriate

Respondents with more than
5 years of experience in

the professoriate

ti

.c

Problem areas

g

o.

z z

.c

z z

Lack of university 14 22 34 28 3
support for my department

Heavy teaching and advising 18 22 31 28 2
load in my department

Low level of salaries in my 19 25 35 19 3
department

Small proportion of women 26 19 31 20 5
and minorities in our profession

Growing regulatory power 12 18 35 32 3
of states in graduate educational
administration programs

Quality faculty leaving academe 10 19 30 38 3

20 22 32 24 3

22 21 26 28 3

15 21 40 21 4

17 20 32 27 4

23 22 30 21 4

6 13 32 46 4

New and experienced faculty also reflected more similarities than differences
in their level of agreement with selected statements about preparationprograms and
the field of educational administration. For example, the majority of both cohorts
agreed that quality teaching and research are interdependent, thatmore contact with
professors at other universities is desirable, and that faculty members should
participate extensively in scholarly meetings. Neither group supported abolishing
the tenure system (not tabled).

Although the differences between the two cohorts were insignificanton most
items, a few discrepancies were noteworthy. New faculty were more likely than
their experienced colleagues to agree that more of the educational administration
literature should be theory based (58% compared with 39%), that their university's
standards for promotion and tenure should be more explicit (48% compared with
39%), and that student admission standards should be higher (48% compared with
38%, not tabled).



'.16166 64 Map of Prevention Program Quality by New and Experienced Fealty Crimped by Gender and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N

Res/wildcats with 5 or fewer
years of experience in

the potesroriate

Female UCEA NonUCEAN%N%N%N%Total Male
N %

Respondents with room than 5
yews otexpenence in the

profneonue

Female UCEA NonUCEA
N % N % N %

Total
N %

Excellent 25 20 8 16 12 24 21 17 33 19 309 30 19 23 100 31 228 28 328 29

Good 72 57 18 35 22 44 68 54 90 51 531 51 51 61 141 46 445 55 586 52

Fair 20 16 21 41 11 22 30 24 41 23 151 15 11 13 47 15 116 14 163 15

Poor 5 4 2 4 3 6 4 3 7 4 18 2 2 2 9 3 11 1 20 2

No :emperor 4 3 2 4 2 4 4 3 6 4 25 2 1 1 12 4 16 2 28 3

Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,034 100 84 100 309 100 816 100 1,12 100

olincentanea may notequal 100 because of rounding.
toll" u s seven experienced respondents who did not indicatc their sender.
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130 Under Scrutiny

A majority of new and experienced faculty rated their preparation programs as
"good" or "excellent," but new faculty were not as satisfied with the quality of their
preparation programs as were their senor colleagues. For example, 29% of the
faculty with more than 5 years of expenence rated their program as "excellent"
compared with 19% of the new faculty (Table 6-8). As will be discussed in the next
section, new women faculty were not as positive as men about the quality of their
preparation programs.

While both new and experienced faculty indicated that "curriculum reform in
preparation programs" was the most significant need facing the field, differences
existed between the cohorts concerning the second most significant need (Table 6-
9). The experienced faculty ranked "more able students" as the second most
pressing need, whereas the new faculty rated "more attention to practical problems"
as the second most pressing concern. "A more extensive knowledge base," which
was the third-ranked need in the field among the experienced faculty, did not appear
in the top five most pressing concerns of new faculty.

Within the new faculty cohort, significant differences existed between
respondents at UCEA-member institutions and their non-UCEA counterparts
regarding perceptions of the most critical needs facing the field. New faculty at
UCEA-member programs ranked "external support for research and development
activities" as by far the most pressing need, with "more emphasis on research" and
"more able so:dents" tied for second place. The top three needs according to their
counterparts at non-UCEA institutions were the same as the rankings of the total
new faculty cohort.

Like the experienced faculty, the new cohort did not commit a large portion of
time to committee work (see Table 642 in the next section) and viewed such
activities as the least enjoyable aspect of the professorial role. However, new
faculty spent more time on university committees than did experienced faculty, the
opposite of what might be expected, given the pressure on junior faculty to engage
in research and scholarly publication. One possible explanation 's that new faculty
understand that they need their colleagues' support for promotion and tenure, and
they view service on university committees as a way of becoming known in the
university. In addition, many of the new faculty were women, and as discussed later,
women tend to spend more time than men on faculty committees.

Comparison of Male and Female New Faculty Members'
Activities and Attitudes

Since women comprised a disproportionate number o f new faculty, we performed
a discriminant analysis for the new faculty group with gender as the dependent
variable. Thirteen variables differentiated new male from new female faculty
(Table 6-10). Women (a) were less satisfied with their salary, (b) had more income
from external sources (e.g., consulting) and summer teaching, (c) were less likely
to agree that former practitioners make the best faculty, and (d) were less likely to
believe that the best professors were leaving the academy. Men (a) received higher
academic year salaries (the average salary for men was about $35,000 compared
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-:.,Table 64 Most Slpilleast Need Falai the Field Reported by New sad Experienced Faculty Grow.: by Gender and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N

Respondents with 5 or fewer
years of experience in

the professoriate

Female UCEA
N % N i6

NonUCEA
N %

Total
N %

Male
N %N

Respondents with more than 5
yews of experience in the

professoriate

Female UCEA NonUCEA%N % N %
Total
N %

4
More able 'Wads 18 14 5 10 7 14 16 13 23 13 159 15 5 6 50 16 115 14 165 15

More extensive 8 6 8 16 4 8 12 9 16 9 143 14 10 12 56 18 98 12 154 14
latowledge base

(.', More attention to 22
practical problems

..-..--,-

18 3 6 5 10 20 16 25 14 121 12 5 6 23 7 103 13 126 11

More emphasis on 8
remerch

6 6 12 7 14 7 6 14 8 45 4 4 5 21 7 29 4 50 4

Curriculum reform 20 16 9 18 4 8 25 20 29 16 162 16 18 21 47 15 133 16 180 16

More faculty with 10 8 1 2 5 10 6 5 11 6 42 4 5 6 15 5 32 4 47 4
1i. expertise in related

, disciplines

More external support 15

for research
12 7 14 11 22 11 9 22 12 108 10 13 16 44 14 77 9 121 11

Z
Zn Closer ties with 15

ly, practitioners
, .

12 5 10 5 10 15 12 20 11 121 12 9 11 16 5 114 14 130 12

7.,,'> Other 1 2 1 1 1 1 39 4 2 2 6 2 36 4 42 4

No recoup, 10 8 6 11 2 4 14 11 16 9 94 9 13 16 31 10 79 10 110 10

Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,034 100 84 100 309 100 816 100 1,125* 100

I.
*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

r *Me "total" includes seven experienced respondents who did not indicate their gender.
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with about $30,000 for women), (b) were less likely to perceive off-campus
teaching as a problem, (c) were more likely to agree that field studies strengthen
practice, and (d) were more satisfied with the caliber of their students.

Table 6-10 Discriminant Analysis on Male and Female New Faculty

Disouninating variables

Men
(N.-60)
M SD

Wotan
(N .20)
M SD

Unstandardized
Discriminant
Functice
Coefficient

Standardized
Discriminant
Function
Coefficient

5.27 12.05 1.25 3.58 .32 E-01 .35

Time spent teaching undergraduate
students

Altitudes

Increase in off-campus teaching is a
problem 3.37 .90 2.80 1.00 .94 .88

Satisfaction with current salary 2.92 1.29 3.55 1.19 -.38 -.48
Field studies strengthen practice 2.42 .93 2.15 .99 .85 .80
Best faculty arc leaving academe 300 .99 3.05 .99 -.34 -.34
Faculty should participate in

professional meetings 2.03 .82 1.80 .83 .41 .34
Satisfaction with students' caliber 2.63 .97 2.85 .67 .66 .60
Former practiticners make the best

faculty 2.73 1.35 3.35 1.22 -.32 -.42
Higher standards needed for graduate

admissions 2.70 1.31 2.35 1.14 .24 .30
Pressure for external funding is a

problem 3.17 .90 2.95 1.05 .28 .27

Ohm

External income 3.10 2.36 3.45 2.82 -.20 -.49
Current academic salary 4.42 1.79 3.70 1.72 .27 .48
Sumner school income 3.53 1.95 4.05 2.30 -.13 -.26

Group Centroids
Male
Female

.44
-1.33

Clauifir Analysis Predicted Group Membership
Male 69.0 31.0
Female 37.3 62.7

67.23% of Cases Correctly Classified

Canonical Discriminant Function Eigenvalue Correlation Wilks lambda x2 DR Significume

.606 .614 .623 33.85 13 .001

Given that a marked gender difference in compensation was noted for the entire
1986 cohort (see Chapter 3), we assumed that by controlling for length of time in
the professoriate and rank, the influence of gender on salary might be eliminated.
However, gender-related salary differences persisted (Table 6-11). Female ass istant
and associate professr rs in the new faculty cohort received several thousand dollars
less in academic year salary than did their male counterparts, which is consistent
with data released by the American Association of University Professors (1987) on
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Table 6-11 Academic Year Salm of Experienced Faculty and New laculty Grouped by Gender and Rank

Male
Assist.
Prof.N%*

Respondents with 5 or fewer years of experience in the professoriate

Female Male Female Male
Assist. Assoc. Assoc. Prof.
Prof. Prof. Prof.
N % N % N % N %

Female
Prof.

N %

Total

N %

Respondents with
more than 5 year
of experience in
the professoriate

N %

Less than $20,000 1 2 1 3 4 2 15 1

-$20,000424,999 11 18 11 33 1 3 1 6 1 5 27 15 17 2

$25X0429,999 24 39 17 52 6 16 4 25 52 29 69 6

:,$30,000434,999 14 23 2 6 15 40 6 38 3 16 41 23 161 14

..;

:$35,000439,999 6 10 3 9 6 16 2 13 2 11 19 11 259 23

$40,000444,999 3 5 5 13 2 13 6 32 1 50 17 10 216 19

1, $45,000449,999 3 8 - - 3 16 1 50 8 5 136 12

$50,000- $54,999 1 2 1 3 1 6 2 11 5 3 108 10

$55,000 or more 1 2 2 11 3 2 125 11

No response 1 1 19 2

Total 61 100 33 100 38 100 16 100 19 100 2 100 177 100 1,125 100

*Percentages may not equal 100 oecause of rounding.
°Me "total" for new faculty includes Met male respondents who indicated that they held nonprofessorial ranks or did not indicate their rank.
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134 Under Scrutiny

faculty salaries across disciplines (see also McMillen, 1987). Of the new assistant
professors in educational administration, only 15% of the females compared with
42% of the males made $30,000 or more for the academic year.

As noted previously, new faculty tended to devote more time to committee
work than did their more experienced colleagues. Within the new faculty group,
women spent more time in committee work than did their male counterparts (Table
6-12). This gender difference is not surprising, given the pressure to have female
representation on most university committees and the underrepresentation
women in faculty ranks.

Within the new faculty group, there were also gender differences in perceptions
of the most pressing needs in the field and of the quality of their own preparation
programs. "Curriculum reform" was ranked first by new female faculty, followed
by "a more extensive knowledge base" and "more external support for research and
development activities." New male faculty ranked "more attention to practical
problems" as the most pressing need, followed by "curriculum reform" and "more
able students" (see Table 6-9). As noted in the prior section, new male faculty also
tended to rate the quality of their preparation program higher than did their female
colleagues; over three fourths of the men compared with about half of the women
rated their programs a& "good" or "excellent" (see Table 6-8).

Gender differences within the new faculty cohort are further highlighted in the
following sections which address job satisfaction, research orientation, and
preparation program preference. We also note differences between new faculty
members at UCEA institutions and their non-UCEA counterparts.

Job Satisfaction

To determine whether length of service in the professoriate predicted job
satisfaction, we performed multiple regressions for new and experienced faculty.
Like their more experienced colleagues, new faculty members with lower salaries
and those who perceived the intellectual climate of their department as poor were
less satisfied with their roles. These two variables accounted for about 30% of the
variance in job satisfaction for new faculty (Table 6-13) and about 24% of the
variance for the experienced cohort (not tabled).

Three quarters of the new faculty indicated that, if they had to make the choice
again, they would choose a professorial career. However, only 70% of the women
in the new faculty group indicated that they would make this choice again compared
with 81% of the men (not tabled). New faculty women also were the least satisfied
with their current position; over one fifth (22%) reported dissatisfaction with their
current role compared with 8% of new male faculty (Table 6-14). Given the gender
differences in compensation, it was not surprising that new female faculty were less
satisfied with their salaries than were their male counterparts (53% voiced
dissatis:action compared to 32% of the males).



Table 642 Portion of Time Devoted to Committee Work by Experienced Faculty and New Faculty Grouped by Gender and Rank

a. Respondents with 5 or fewer years of experience in the professoriate Respondents with
more than 5 years
of experience in
the professoriate

Male Female Male Female Male Female Total
Assist Assist. Assoc. Assoc. Prof. Prof.
Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof.

-,Percentage of time N %* N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

None or no response 19 31 6 18 6 16 7 43 5 26 48 27 363 32

1-5 21 34 9 27 18 47 4 25 9 47 64 36 317 28

' 6.10 11 18 11 33 10 26 3 19 4 21 1 50 40 23 201 18

11.15 3 5 1 3 2 5 1 50 7 4 65 6

16-20 4 7 4 12 1 3 1 5 10 6 103 9

- 21.25 3 5 1 3 1 3 24 2

26 or more 1 3 2 13 3 3 52 5

Total 61 100 33 100 38 100 16 100 19 100 2 100 177 100 1,125 100

Mean 6.6 9.5 7.0 7.5 5.2 12.5 7.0 6.8

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
oThe "total" for new faculty includes eight male respondents who indicated that they held nonprofessorial ranks or did not indicate their rank.
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136 Under Scrutiny

Table 6-13 Multiple Regression on Job Satisfaction' for New Faculty

Variable B Beta
Adjusted

Ft' Change

Poor intellectual climate viewed as problem -.259 -.357 .223 51.50*

Current academic salary -.083 -.200 .301 20.57

Low salary levels in department viewed as problem -.188 - 262 .336 10.25

Believe former practitiol ,Ate best faculty .094 .167 .361 7.66

External income .049 .155 .376 5.27

Lack of able students viewed as problem -.110 -.141 .391 5.17

<.05
p. <.01
*Job satisfaction is composed of six items related to satisfaction in the professorial role.

Over three fourths (78%) of the new faculty at non-UCEA institutions and two
thirds (66%) of the UCEA cohort were satisfied or very satisfied with their current
positions. New faculty at UCEA institutions were somewhat less satisfied with the
caliber of their graduates than were their non-UCEA counterparts (Table 6-14).

Research Orientation

Using the research orientation scale described in Chapter 4, we conducted a
regression analysis to examine the orientation of new faculty toward research. Five
variables contributed to the research orientation equation (Table 6-15). As with
their experienced colleagues, 27% of the variar..e in research orientation among
new faculty was predicted by two variables: (a) whether the respondents disagreed
with the statement that former practitioners make the best faculty (24%), and (b)
whether they perceived "pressure to publish" to be a problem (3%).

New faculty were more interested in research than were their experienced
colleagues; 24% of the new faculty declared research to be their greatest strength,
compared with 13% of experienced faculty 'Table 6-16). Over twice the percentage
of ne, faculty indicated that research was the aspect of the professorship they most
enjoyed (24% compared to 11% of the experienced cohort, Table 6-17). New
faculty also spent considerably more time in research and scholarly activities (18%
of the work week) than did their more experienced counterparts (12% of the work
week, Table 6-18).

Among the new faculty cohort, women were more likely to designate research
as their primary strength than were the.r male peers (28% compared with 23%) and
to devote more time to research (22% compared with 16%, not tabled). New female
assistant professors devoted almost a quarter of their time (23%) to research
compared with 19% for their male counterparts at this rank.
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;Table 614 Satisfaction of Experienced Funky and New Faculty Grouped by Gender and UCEA Afthiallos (Reported In Percentages)

Respondents with 5 or fewer years of experience in the professoriate

Male Female UCEA

(two (N=127) (N=126)

W 111

$,Nah
.21.

> z > z >! h

NonUCEA Total
(N=51) (N.177)

3. 3.

71-.1 5 3 5

13101 1. SIlt

Respondents with more than
5 years experience in the
professoriate (N=1,125)

Present position 41 37 12 6 2 2

Current ulary 12 29 25 20 12 2

Caliber of colleagues 14 34 29 19 3 1

C a l i b e r of studenu 7 52 22 15 3 1

31 33 12 22 2

4 24 18 33 20 2

12 26 31 26 S

2 39 33 2 4 2

34 32 14 14 4 2 40 38 11 9 1 2 38 36 12 10 2 2

12 26 30 18 12 2 9 28 21 26 15 2 10 28 23 24 14 2

16 24 28 24 8 13 35 30 20 2 1 14 32 29 21 4 1

4 42 28 22 4 6 50 2 4 16 2 1 6 4 8 2 5 1 8 3 1

52 38 9 6 3 2
4

16 34 21 20 7 2 0
0.9

17 36 27 15 4 2 0

2 46 27 12 2 2
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Table 45 Multiple Rearm kin on Research Orientation' for New Faculty

Variable B Beta
Adjusted

R,
F

Change

Behove former peace eaten make the best fat ulty I 000 .469 .244 57.73

Plasma toputlab viewed as problem .521 .196 .275 tars
Percentage of Lime spent with doctoral students .062 .192 .306 &88

Number of master's cameo:Mu chaired 144 .323 5.78

Behove faculty should be mat invoised in university
decisions .372 .137 .340 4.92

p. .c.05
p. c01
Rematch onagetion is connoted of six items rebind to mom ICUVSUCS.

Table 646 Area of Primary Strength Reported by Experienced Faculty and New Faculty Grouped by Gender
and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N

Respondents with 5 or fewer years of etpenence in the profesocnate

Female UCEA NonUCEA Total
96 N % N % N % N %

Respondents with more than
5 years of experience in the

profesaonale

N %

Teaching 78 62 29 57 21 42 86 68 107 61 774 69

Research 29 23 14 28 21 42 22 17 43 24 141 13

Service 17 14 6 12 7 14 16 13 23 13 160 14

No response 2 2 2 4 1 2 3 2 4 2 50 4

Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1.125 100

'Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.

Table 6-17 Aspect of the Professorial Role Most Enjoyed by Experienced Faculty and New Faculty Grouped by Gender
and UCEA Affiliation

Male
N

Respondents with 5 or fewer ran of expenence m the profeuonate

-route UCEA Non UCEA Total
%° N % N % N % N %

Respondents with mom than
5 yam of expeneoce in Or

profeasonate

N %

Teaching undergraduate

students
4 3 1 2 1 2 4 3 5 3 52 5

Teaching graduate
students

61 48 19 37 17 34 63 50 80 45 571 51

Supernamg datoral work 7 6 1 2 2 4 6 5 8 5 75 7

Research and writing 25 20 17 33 22 o 20 16 42 24 122 11

Consulting 15 12 7 14 3 6 19 15 22 12 96 9

Committee work 10 1

Duncan/ program/projects 2 2 3 6 1 2 4 3 5 3 74 7

Other 2 2 2 4 2 1 7 1

Noreeporae 10 8 3 6 2 4 11 9 13 7 118 11

Total 126 100 51 100 50 100 127 100 177 100 1,125 100

Percentages may not equal 100 because of sonatina.

142



able 648 Portion of Time Devoted to Research by Experienced Faculty and New Faculty Grouped by Gender and Rank

Respondents with 5 or fewer years of experience in the professoriate Respondents with
more than 5 years
of experience in
the professoriate

Male Female Male Female Male Female Total
Assist. Assist. Assoc. Assoc. Prof. Prof.
Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof.

Percentage of time N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %

(None or no response 7 11 3 9 7 19 4 25 6 32 .59 17 290 26

1- 9 10 16 5 15 6 16 2 13 5 26 28 16 258 23

11049

i 29'40-
,.

14

15

23

25

8

7

24

21

9

12

24

32

2

5

13

31

7 38

1 50

44

41

25

23

306

180

27

16

10-39 5 8 3 9 1 3 1 6 1 5 1 50 12 7 48 4

:40-49 6 10 5 15 11 6 18 2

50 or more 4 7 2 6 3 8 2 13 11 6 25 2

Total 61 100 33 MO 38 100 16 100 19 100 2 100 177 100 1,125 100

Mean 19.3 23.1 16.7 17.4 6.4 29.0 17.5 11.5

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
one "total" for new faculty includes eight male respondents who indicated that they held nonprofessorial ranks or did not indicate their rank.
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Differences between the UCEA and n 3n-UCE A cohorts within the new faculty
group were even more pronounced than were gender distinctions. Over two fifths
(42%) of the UCEA new faculty members, but only 17% of their non-UCEA
counterparts, indicated that research was their primary strength (see Table 6-16). In
fact, the UCEA new faculty cohort was the only subgroup that did not place teaching
above research as the area of primary strength. Also, a much higher proportion of
the UCEA new faculty members indicated that research was the most enjoyable
aspectof the professorship (44% compared with 16% of the non-UCEA group). The
UCEA respondents devoted an average of 26% of their time to research activities,
whereas their non-UCEA colleagues devoted 14% of their time to research (Table
6-19). Without question, the recently hired faculty members at UCEA-member
institutions have a commitment to research and enjoy engaging in such scholarly
pursuits. Consistent with this pattern, 44% of the UCEA new faculty cohort
indicated that the American Educational Research Association was their most
important professional association, while only 14% of the non-UCEA group made
this choice (not tabled).

Table 6-19 Portion of Time Devoted to Research by New Faculty at UCEA and
Non-UCEA Institutions

Percentage of time
UCEA

N %*
Non-UCEA
N %

Total
N %

None or no response 4 8 26 20 30 17

1-9 2 4 26 20 28 16

10-19 8 16 36 28 44 25

20-29 17 34 24 19 41 23

30-39 5 10 7 6 12 7

40-49 8 16 3 2 11 6

50 or more 6 12 5 4 11 6

Total 50 100 127 100 177 100

Mean 26.2 14.0 17.5

*Percentages may rot equal 100 because of rounding.

Perceptions Regarding Program Orientation and Research Emphasis

In general, perceptions of current and preferred program orientation and
research emphasis were comparable for the new and experienced faculty cohorts;
however, some differences were apparent. New faculty were more likely to view
their own programs as oriented towards preparing practitioners (85% compared
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with 77% of the experienced cohort). A higher percentage of new faculty preferred
a program that is equally balanced between preparing practitioners and professors/
researchers (38% compared with 32% for the experienced group, Table 6-20).

Table 640 Curtest aid Preferred Oriental's.' el Grath. Program Reported by Eareleaced Faculty ad New Faculty
Grouped by Ceder sad UCEA Affiletles

Raipoodcose we di 5 cc fewer years of arpcisence m the Forman=

Male &olds UCEA Noo UCEA Tool
(N.126) (N51) (N.30) (N.127) (N.177)
N % N % N % N % N %

Respondents tridi core tbui 5
yews of epenace m the
prolessonue

Total
(Ne1.125)
N Ili

Cuataudosausnat
inikuluggsma

Mon towards perpariod
memos= 103 03

Moo amide peepesiod 3 4
profolsoeshesembees

Equally balescod bawl= 11 9
the two

No sespoase 3 4

Eisfumistarsoustut
sailurranuam

Mose tovrarde perms 66 52
pteasiceers

Men towerde ptepened 10 8
profusenehtuceisbets

Equally balanced betw000 37 29
the two

Ns surest 13 10

43 U 36 72 114 90 130 03

1 2 3 6 3 2 6 3

3 10 10 20 6 3 16 9

2 4 3 3 3

14 21 11 22 69 54 SO 45

4 11 9 18 5 4 14 8

30 59 26 52 41 32 67 38

3 6 4 S 12 9 16 9

869 77

66 6

129 12

61 3

567 50

68 6

359 32

131 12

Within the new faculty group, there were sifpificant differences concerning
preferred program emphasis when respondents were grouped by gender and UCEA
affiliation. Men were almost twice as likely to prefer a practitioner emphasis (52%
compared to 28%), and women were almost twice as likely to advocate a balance
between preparing practitioners and researchers/professors (59% compared to
29%). Less than one third of the non-UCEA cohort (32%) compared with over half
of the UCEA group (52%) preferred such a balance in program orientation.
Consistent with their practitioner orientation, non-UCEA new faculty members
were more than twice as likely to designate consulting activities as the most
enjoyable aspect of the professorship (15% compared to 6%, see Table 6-17).

We also found differences among the subgroups within the new faculty cohort
regarding perceived departmental emphasis in research. The UCEA new faculty
members were almost twice as likely as their non-UCEA peers to indicate that their
programs placed equal emphasis on quantitative and qualitative research ap-
proaches (40% compared to 21%, Table 6-21). Women were more likely than men
to believe that research was not emphasized enough in their own programs (29%
compared to 20%).
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Table 641 Current led Preferred Departmental &76s& se Rom& Reported by Experienced Foully sal New Fondly Grouped
by Gaoler NA UCEA Affiliation

E113608484171GOtill
11711000LOR11111021

Quebtoivo approerbee

Quotation combo

Ida= bow=
qualitative red
cuattrain apposches

Remade DO ancernsed

No m o a n

EarGaidisofiscolal
EllfilIGISSFAUGLI

Qualtieve approtho

Dootitativa combos

Delano bureau
qualustive rad
quactisativespprortho

Research not ancbuized

No

Receptions with mars the S
you of ecaleace to the

preforming

Mae Female UCEA Noe UCFA Total Total
(Ne126) (N451) 08470 (N.127) 084177) (N.l.125)
N I N ON RN RN % N %

23 18 9 18 6

27 21 15 29 13

36 29 10 20 20

25 20 15 29 8

IS 12 2 4 3

25 20 7 14 4

7 6 2 4 2

65 52 39 77 40

8 6 2 4

21 17 1 2 1

12 26 21 32 It 174 16

26 29 23 42 24 314 21

40 26 21 46 26 319 21

16 32 25 40 23 230 20

6 14 I I 17 10 U I

t 28 22 32 It 245 22

4 7 6 9 5 76 7

SO 64 50 104 59 569 51

10 t 10 6 13 7

t 18 14 22 12 152 14

While more new faculty felt that quantitative (24%) rather than qualitative
(18%) approaches were currently emphasized in their departments, only 5%
preferred an emphasis on quantitative approaches while 18% voiced a preference
for qualitative approaches to be emphasized. Eighty percent of the UCEA cohort
compared with half of the non-UCEA group preferred a balance between quantita-
tive and qualitative approaches (Table 6-21). Over three fourths of the new female
faculty (77%) compared with 52% of the males preferred such a balance in research
approaches.

Summary

New educational administration faculty differed in some important ways from
their more experienced counterparts. More were women, and of course, they were
younger as a group. Because they had not been faculty members very long, only a
small fraction of the new cohort was tenured or held the rank of professor. New
faculty were more interested in and spent more time in inquiry-related activities.
A 'so, new faculty were less satisfied with the quality of their preparation programs.

However, many attitudes were quite similar across the new and experienced
cohorts. Both groups citdd curriculum reform as the most important issue facing the
field. Both viewed committee work as the least satisfying aspect of the professorial
role. Both groups were generally complacent about problems confronting prepa-
ration programs.
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Some interesting differences were apparent within the new faculty cohort.
Salary policies which favor men operated at all ranks, even assistant professor.
Women were less satisfied with their role, particularly with salary. They were more
interested in research and favored preparation programs equally balanced between
preparing researchers/professors and practitioners. Women also spent more time in
committee work. Although junior faculty are generally expected to devote their
energies to research to earn tenure, new women faculty probably receive consider-
able pressure to serve on committees. Some of this committee activity may also
reflect women's interest in encouraging change through collaboration (Shakeshaft,
1987). However, such involvement in committee work might also contribute to the
higher level of dissatisfaction among women faculty, given that committee work
was considered the least enjoyable aspect of the professorial role.

New faculty at UCEA-member institutions were quite different from their non-
UCEA counterparts. The new faculty in UCEA progra, s were younger, were
concentrated in lower ranks, and were considerably more laterested and involved
in research activities. They were more likely to prefer a program balanced between
preparing practitioners and researchers/professors and a departmental research
emphasis that includes both qualitative and quantitative approaches.

Although new faculty were satisfied with their present position, they were less
committed to the professoriate as evidenced by their interest in seeking positions
outside the academy. Whether these data are cause for alarm is not clear without
further information. For example, new faculty may be hesitant to declare a career
commitment to the professoriate because a nontenured appointment is somewhat
tenuous. Before new faculty members can make commitments to their institutions
and the professoriate, they must feel comfortable in the role and secure in the
institutional environment.

1. Given the similarities between new faculty at research and UCEA-member
institutions and between new faculty at comprehensive and non-UCEA institutions
coupled with the small number of new faculty from doctorate-granting institutions
(n=18), data in this chapter are not reported with respondents grouped by the
Carnegie (1987) classification of institutions of higher education.
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CHAPTER 7

INDICES OF QUALITY IN
EDUCATIONAL

ADMINISTRATION
PREPARATION

PROGRAMS
Estimates of educational quality have recently captured the interest of state and

federal policy makers and have long been of curiosity and concern to university
administrators and faculty. Because quality is a multidimensional construct (Kuh,
1981), it is not surprising that the quality of academic programs has been estimated
using different approaches. Most qua..ty assessments rely on information from one
or more of four categories: resources, reputation, outcomes, and the "value-
addedness" of a program (i.e., benefits realized through participation) (Conrad &
Wilson, 1985).

The resource view includes variables such as number of faculty, faculty
compensation, funds for travel, and library holdings. The reputational view relies
on judgments of persons, such as faculty members, considered knowledgeable
about what is to be evaluated (i.e., program quality and faculty credentials). The
outcome view emphasizes measurable products such as number and "quality" of
scholarly publications (i.e., status of journal or press) or number of grae. ates
obtaining faculty appointments at prestigious institutions. As far as we know, a
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value-added approach has not been used to estimate the quality of preparation
programs in educational administration, nor do we have any indicators from this
study that will allow us to infer "value-addedness."

Estimates of Quality in Educational Administration Programs

Students, preparation program faculty, chief state school officers, school
superintendents, and others make judgments every day about the quality of
educational administration programs. However, few attempts have been made in
the last 3 decades to empirically assess the quality of preparation programs. Only
two studies have been published which attempted to assess the quality of preparation
programs using reputational rankings (Lutz & Dow, 1981; Shaplin, 1964). In
addition, a doctoral dissertation (Sims, 1970) also used informed opinion in an effort
to identify prestigious educational administration programs' All three studies
relied primarily on faculty at UCEA-member institutions to identify high-quality
programs.

In Shaplin's (1964) study, faculty at UCEA institutions nominated programs
from which they would prefer to select future colleagues. Because many respondents
indicated that their nominations were not prioritized, Shaplin was careful to point
out that the resulting list of institutions did not constitute a rank order, but only
programs with strong reputations. Eleven institutions were listed more than five
times: University of Chicago, The Ohio State University, Stanford University,
University of Illinois, University of California-Berkeley, University of Michigan,
University of Wisconsin - Madison, Teachers College-Columbia, Harvard University,
Michigan State University, and University of Oregon. Together these institutions
produced 57% of the faculty appointed at UCEA-member institutions between
1958 and 1963.

Shaplin also found considerable overlap when comparing the list of preferred
programs with the institutions from which faculty at UCEA-member institutions
had received their degrees. While recently appointed faculty had degrees from 45
different institutions, only 13 programs produced three or more faculty each, a total
of 68% of professors appointed from 1958 through 1963. The University of
Chicago and Teachers College-Columbia produced 40% of the faculty hired during
this period at UCEA institutions. Seventeen of the 37 institutions responding
employed one or more of their own graduates; 22% of the total faculty were
employed at the institution from which they received their doctorate. Twelve of the
13 programs producing the most faculty (9 of which were also the programs most
often mentioned as "preferred") hired 17 of their own graduates, or 38% of the
positions filled at UCEA-member institutions during this period. Apparently,
academic inbreeding was an acceptable practice in educational administration
programs in the early 1960s.

Sims (1970) attempted to identify the quality of the major educational
administration departments by asking faculty at 80 institutions (all UCEA-member
programs and other institutions which conferred a high number of doctorates in
educational administration) to rate doctoral programs by the quality of faculty,
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program quality, and a global rating of relative quality. There was general
agreement on the relative standing of the departments as to quality of faculty and
program. The 20 programs highest in prestige were, in alphabetical order:
University of California - Berkeley, University of California-Los Angeles, University
of Chicago, Claremont Graduate School, University of Florida, Harvard University,
University of Illinois, Indiana University, University of Iowa, University of
Michigan, Michigan State University, University of Minnesota, New York
University, The Ohio State University, University of Oregon, Stanford University,
Syracuse University, Teachers College-Columbia, University of Texas, and
University of Wisconsin-Madison.

In the other published study using reputational rankings, Lutz and Dow (1981)
attempted to estimate the quality of educational administration programs by asking
UCEA-program representatives from each of the 47 member institutions to rank-
order the UCEA programs. Professors of educational administration with national
reputations were identified using a similar nomination process. The variables
positively related to national status of departments were: (a) total publications of all
faculty, (b) n umber of "great persons" (i.e., nationally recognized professors) on the
faculty, (c) number of doctoral candidates in residence, (d) number of full-time
faculty, (e) amount of faculty salaries, (f) range of faculty salaries, and (g) number
of different courses offered. A rank-ordered list of UCEA programs was not
provided.

The final report of the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration (1987) and other reports have underscored tae need to improve the
quality of administrator preparation. Because relatively little attention has been
given to quality indices in preparation programs, exhortations about what constitutes
quality have lacked empirical substantiation. The remainder of this chapter
highlights data from the 1986 study that provide some insights into the relative
quality of faculty and programs.

Resources

The data p_ -*iced in Chapters 2 and 3 indicated that, compared with other
institutions, UCEA-member and research universities have more resources invested
in educational administration preparation programs. On the average, these programs
have more full-time faculty (see Table 2-3), pay facult. more, provide more funds
for professional development purposes, and offer more clerical support (see Tables
2-5, 2-6). The amount of support provided by UCEA-member and research
institutions does not necessarily represent an optimum level, however.

Reputation

Some scholars consider reputational rankings to be specious. For instance,
Webster (1985) observed:

They [ reputational rankings] have been called mere compendia of gossip, having little or no
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basis in objective reality. It has been claimed that they correlate so highly with departments'
faculty size or publication productivity that they are unnecessary; that they are subject to
"halo effects," whereby the rater assessing a -tingle department is influenced by the prestige
of the whole institution; and that they are out of date as soon as they are published. They have
been called invalid because of the "alumni effect," in which raters who have taught or studied
in a department rate it higher than it should be. (p. 69)

It is true that reputational rankings are usually positively related to the number of
full-time faculty, empirical measures of faculty productivity (Lawrence & Green,
1980), and support for faculty development (Conrad & Blackburn, 1986). Also,
top-ranked institutions are often those which have produced a large proportion of
faculty (Conrad & Blackburn, 1986).

The most pervasive criticism of reputational rankings is that they are inherently
subjective. Some researchers, however, have argued that this criticism is unfair:

It ignores the fact that reputational studies are purposively based on "subjective" peer
evaluations. Moreover, subjectivity cannot be completely avoided in evaluation studies,
regardless of the evaluation technique used. As Canter noted, even so-called objective
measures (such as the number of Nobel laureates on the faculty) are, for the most part,
"'subjective' measures once removed" (1966, p. 4). (Conrad & Blackburn, 1985, p. 305)

In spite of these and other caveats (Webster, 1981), repthatio kl rankings are often
used as surrogates to estimate quality, particularly when competition for resources
is keen (Clark, 1976).

Top-Ranked Educational Admini- .ration Programs
In the absence of alternative quality measures, the 1986 respondents were

asked to rank-order the top five educational administration preparation programs.
We assiuned that fac ulty members were sufficiently knowledgeable about colleagues,
students, and program quality at other institutions to provide discriminating
judgments.2 The top programs were identified by computing rankings provided by
those faculty respondents (51%) who completed this item on the individual faculty
questionnaire. Composite institutional scores were computed by assigning 5 points
for each first-place vote,4 points for each second-piece vote, and so on. Ninety-five
different institutions were mentioned at least once, and 70 institutions receivedat
least one first-place vote.

The 10 institutions with the highest ranked educational administration programs
were Stanford University, The Ohio State University, University of Wisconsin-
Madison, University of Texas-Austin, Harvard University, Indiana University.
University of Chicago, University of Oregon, Teachers College-Columbia, and
Michigan State University (Table 7-1). All were research universities; half were
members of UCEA.

Relative positions among the programs ranked highest by all respondents in
1986 shifted when rankings by certain subgroups of nominators were considered
(Table 7-1). For example, the University of Wisconsin-Madison replaced Stanford
as the top-rated program by respondents from UCEA-member institutions. Also,
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the University of Utah was ranked ni nth by UCEA respondents, but it did not appear
among the top 10 ranked by the total group. The Pennsylvania State University was
ranked sixth by respondents from research universities, while The Ohio State
University received enough support from respondents at doctorate-granting
institutions to replace Stanford as the highest ranked program. Penn State and the
University of Michigan were ranked relatively high by female respondents, but they
did net appear in the top 10 for male respondents.

Table 7.1 Topitanksd Educational Administration Programs by Subgroups

Au Meat
Brut Roma= li12 adamasat UMW Bo w& Lkstaar Csaankaairce Mon Ewan

1 Samford Stanford Stanton i Vrisccomn Stanford Otoo St Stanford Stanford Oho St
(9967 (759)' (142)0 (218). (371)1 (234)1 (402)e mar (96)'

2 Oleo St Oho St Mich pn Stanford Viacom= Stanford Oho St Oho St Stanford
(900) (701) 023) (203) (288) (231) (398) (804) (70)

3 %moan Wiseman UCLA Obo St Oho St Texas Harvard WISC0111111 Wtsconan
(655) (303) (118) (177) (237) (161) (254) (591) (64)

4 Texas Texas Perm St Teua Harvard %sem= Texas Texas balm
(559) (418) (113) (116) (1710 (159) (231) (5210 (48)

5 Harvard Harvard Oho St balm Indiana Harvard %scowl Huvud Pear St
(542) (414) (101) (113) (173) (111) (208) (510) (37)

6 bane Lamm Matepo St Peen St Penn St Michgan St Columbia Indtana lefichpa
(427) (322) (94) (87) (166) (110) (171) (379) (35)

7 Ctocago Oregon Indiana Oregon Texas Latham Owego Chicago Chicago
(369) (301) (75) (10 (151) (98) (163) (334) (35)

I Oregon Chicago Harvard Clucago Main yr, St Chicago Futuna Oregt.a UCLA
(348) (286) (70) 010 (119) (89) (159) (315) (33)

9 Colunba Columba Columbia Utah Owego Oregon UCLA Cottontail Oregon
(338) (231) (67) (79) (117) (80) (117) (306) (32)

10 Mallen St Miamian St Chasse Harvard Caiumba Columba Miclupn Michpn St Harvard
(312) (195) (52) (66) (104) (61) (90) (290) (30)

*Respondents whose ptimuy assignment ts preparation of K.12 *drain:aerators
'Responemas whose pnomy assignment is preparation of higher educauee admanutraton
Ituciondenta at UCEA.affthated utsutunore
Reeponerm at researe.h inseam=
*Respondents at decorate-grant:1g owenatons
'Respondents at comprehensive mho-mons

tblumbem in ',Anthem reflect total score based on 5 punt' for first place votes. 4 pants for second place votes, eic.

Considerable shifting within the rank-ordered list occurred when we compared
ominations of respondents whose focus was the preparation of higher education

administrators with the listgenerated by faculty whose focuswas K-12 administration.
Higher education faculty ranked Michigan (2), UCLA (3), and Penn State (4) high,
but these institutions did not appear among the top 10 nominations of K-12
respondents. Apparently, whatever connotes quality to educational administration
faculty members can oe differentiated by their level of concentration.

All of the top-ranked programs in 1986 appeared in the list compiled by Sims
(1970). Eight of the institutions ranked among the top 10 in 1986 also appeared on
Shaplin's (1964) list of "pref,.rred educational administration programs": Stanford,
Ohio State, Wisconsin, Harvard, Chicago, Oregon, Columbia, and Michigan State.
Two programs ranked high by respondents in 1986 were not on Shaplin's list:
Indiana and Texas. Illinois and California-Berkeley were in Shaplin's group but did
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not appear among the top-ranked programs in 1986. Michigan was on Shaplin's list
and was rated high in 1986 by women, higher education faculty, and faculty at
comprehensive institutions.

To determine if top-ranked educational administration programs could be
differentiated empirically from other programs, we conducted discriminantanalyses
to compare data from the questionnaires completed by faculty at top-ranked
programs and data from the departmental questionnaire provided by chairpersons.

Program Characteristics. Table 7-2 presents the results of the discriminant
analysis of program characteristics of the top institutions nominated by all faculty
responding to this item. Only eight programs are included because usable
departmental forms were not returned by chairpersons at two of the ten highest
ranked institutions. Positive coefficients reflect variables common to top-ran. I
programs while negative coefficients are associated with characteristics typical of
all remaining programs.

Top-ranked programs (a) had more faculty (9.4 compared with 5), (b) were
more likely to offer PhD programs in higher education and special education, (c)
denied tenure to one or more faculty during the past 10 years, and (d) had been
reorganized between 1976 and 1986. Unranked programs were more likely to (a)
offer an EdS degree in higher education, (b) have more tenured white male associate
professors, (c)have hired more minority males during the past 10 years, and (d) have
more tenured minority males at the rank of professor. No differences were noted
in the amount of funds for professional development or clerical support.

Faculty Characteristics. Table 7-3 presents the results of the discriminant
analysis of characteristics and activities of faculty at the highest ranked programs
and other programs. Once again, only 8 of the 10 highest ranked institutions are
represented, as faculty questionnaires from two institutions arrived too late to be
included in the data analysis. Because questionnaires with missing data had to be
excluded from the analysis, only 653 cases were used to produce the model. Positive
coefficients are more typical of faculty in top-ranked programs while negative
coefficients are more common to faculty in other programs. Although 80(2,. f the
programs were correctly classified or "grouped," the Wilks lambda was quite high
(.898) and the eigen value was low (.113), suggesting that only an average
classification model was derived.

The best predictor of faculty in top-ranked programs was income. Faculty at
top-ranked programs averaged $45,000-$49,999 in academic year salary while
faculty at the remaining programs made about $10,000 less. Also, the income
generated from external sources averaged $6,000-$8,000 for faculty at top-ranked
programs and averaged only $2,000-$4,000 for respondents from other programs.
In addition, faculty at top-ranked programs were less likely to be thinking about
leaving the professoriate for other employment and also devoted more time to
research and writing (Table 7-3). Thirty-eight percent of the faculty at top-ranked
programs were receiving external funds to support research and development
projects, compared with only 18% of faculty at unranked institutions (not tabled).
Only five women (7%) and one minority faculty member (1.5%) were among the
64 faculty at top-ranked programs (not tabled).
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Table 7-2 Discriminant Analysis on Departmental Characteristics of Highest Ranked Programs

Top 8
Programs
(N=8)

Discriminating Variables M SD

Other
Programs
(N=259)
M SD

Unstandardized
D L.:eminent
Function
Coefficient

Standardized
Discriminant
Function
Coefficient

Faculty Characteristics

11finority male tenured associate professor .38 106 .09 .35 .89 .34
Minority female tenured associate professor .25 46 .02 .15 1.92 .32
White male nontenured associate professor .63 .74 .27 .54 .31 .17
White female tenured assistant professor .13 .35 .03 .19 .67 .14
White male roman red professor .13 .35 .12 .42 -.32 -.13
Minority female tenured professor 0 0 .01 .09 -1.66 -.14
White female tenured associate professor 0 0 .15 .41 -.45 -.18
Minority male tenured professor .25 .46 .17 .61 -.33 -.20
White male tenured associate professor .50 .76 .85 1.32 -.38 -.49
Minority males hired during last 10 years .38 .74 .28 .65 -.35 - 23

Degree Options

PhD in higher education .88 .35 .17 .38 1.10 .42
PhD in special education .38 52 .08 .27 .83 .23
Master's in "other" area .38 .52 .14 .35 .47 .17
Master's in special education .13 35 .21 .41 -.36 -.15
EdS in higher education 0 0 .11 .32 -1.23 -.38

Size and Support

Number of faculty 9.38 2.50 5.01 3.27 .41 .45
Increase in number of faculty ova last

10 yam .88 1.64 .41 .97 .36 .36
Number of faculty denied tenure during

last 1 °years 1.50 1 77 .44 85 .37 .33
Decrease in number of faculty over last

10 years 2.00 2.00 .90 1.44 .22 .32
Department restructured in last 10 years 1 63 .52 1.50 .50 .45 .22
Number of faculty remained stable over

last l0 years .13 .s5 .38 .49 .37 .18

Group Centroids
Top 8 Pri.. ams
Other Programs

Classification Analysis Predicted Group Membership
Top 8 Programs 100 00 0
Other Programs 4.00 96.00

96.07% of Cases Correctly Classified

Canonical Discrinfnant Function

Function 1

3 57

Eigen- Corte- Walks Sig-
value lation lambda x2 D.F. nificance

.396 .533 .716 84 87 21 .001

Faculty in unranked programs taught more hours per term, were less concerned
about the quality of discourse at professional meetings, and were less satisfied with
the caliber of their colleagues. Also, they were more likely than faculty at top-
ranked programs to perceive the salary levels in their department as low and,
therefore, a problem.
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Table 7.3 Discriminant Analysis on Characteristics of Faculty at highest Ranked
Programs

Discriminating Variables

Faculty in
Top 8
Programs
04.36)
M SD

Faculty in
Other
Programs
01.617)

M SD

Unstandard-
ized Du-
criminant
Function
Coefficient

Standardized
Discriminant
Function
Coefficient

Activities

Time spent on research and writing 16.94 13.38 12.30 12.84 .02 .20
Tune spent on "other" activities 3.19 10.77 1.78 7.37 .03 .15
Teaching hours in a semester 5.33 1.88 7.53 5.44 -.04 -.20

Attitudes

Satisfied with current salary 2.56 1.00 2.76 1.21 .28 .34

Likely to leave academe 4.53 .91 3.96 1.25 .23 .29
Increase in off-campus teaching is a

problem 3.56 .61 3.24 .91 .19 .17
Former practitioners make the best

professors :47 1.13 2.93 1.32 .11 .14
Best faculty are leaving academe 3.44 .73 3.19 .90 .15 .13

Faculty should participate in professional
meetings 2.17 1.00 L98 .82 .16 .13

Satisfied with colleagues' caliber 2.33 1.31 2.54 1.05 -.26 -.28
Low quality of discourse at professional

meetings is a problem 2.58 .97 3.03 .91 -.39 -.34

Other

Current academic salary 7.11 1.63 5.58 1.85 .29 .54
External income 5.06 2.79 3.29 2.29 .20 .47

Group Canroids
Top 8 Programs
Other Programs

Classification Analysis
Top 8 Programs
Other Programs

Predicted Group Membership
61.80 38.20
18.40 81.60
80.57% of Cases Correctly Classified

1.40
-.08

Eigen- Carta Wilkz Sig.
Canonical Discriminant Function value lation lambda x2 D.F. mficance

Function 1 113 .320 .898 69.51 13 001

Four fifths of the faculty at top-ranked programs, but only half of their
counterparts at the remaining institutions, m ade nominations for the best educational
administration doctoral programs. Of course, faculty at top-ranked programs may
have perceived a proprietary interest in participating (e.g., the status of being
associated with a top-ranked program). In any event, faculty at such institutions
wereprobably more knowledgeable about other programs because of their experience
as accreditation team members, external reviewers for promotion and tenure
decisions, and curriculum consultants at other institutions.
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When only the nominations from faculty at the 10 highest ranked programs
were considered, the group of highest ranked institutions changed slightly from the
list generated by all faculty making nominations. The institutions receiving the
most first-place votes from faculty at top-ranked programs were Wisconsin,
Stanford, Indiana, Michigan State, and Ohio State (not tabled). Three of these
programs, Wisconsin, Ohio State, and Stanford, were rated in the Sims study as
"distinguished" in terms of both faculty and program quality.

Job Satisfaction and Research Orientation ofFaculty atTop- Ranked Institutions.
In terms of job satisfaction, faculty at top-ranked programs were no more satisfied
than were their colleagues elsewhere. For example, even though they made
substantially more money, only 52% were satisfied or very satisfied with their
salary, while 49% of their counterparts in unranked programs were satisfied or very
satisfied.

To determine aspects of the work environment and the professorial role related
to faculty satisfaction at top-ranked programs, we performed a step-wise multiple
regression using the responses to the faculty questionnaires. Two variables
accounted for about 56% of the variance in the job satisfaction equation (Table 7-
4). As with their counterparts elsewhere, satisfaction of faculty at top-ranked
institutions was positively related (32% of the variance) to academic year salary and
concern about the poor intellectual climate of the department (24% of the variance).

Table 7-4 Multiple Regression Analysis on Job Satisfaction' Among Faculty at Eight Top-Rated
Programs (N=68)

Adjusted F
Variable B Beta Rr Change

Current academic salary -.224 -.538 .320 3250
Poor intellectual climate in department viewed as problem -.405 -.478 .562 37.59

Ircrease in off-campus teaching viewed as problem -.233 -.185 .589 5.23*

p <05
3 <005
*fob satisfaction is composed of six items related to satisfaction in the professorial role.

Five variables accounted for about 33% of the variance in faculty research
orientation at top-ranked programs (Table 7-5). The best predictor (12% of the
variance) was concern with the quality of discourse at professional meetings.
Faculty with a strong research orientation were less likely to be concerned with the
politics of academic life (6% of the variance) and more likely to cite the lack of able
students as a serious problem (4 % of the variance). Both salary (5% of the variance)
and the number of meetings at which the respondent was a speaker (5% of the
variance) were also positively related to research orientation (i.e., the higher the
salary and number of presentations, the stronger the orientation to research).
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Table 7.5 Multiple Regression Analysis on Research Orientation' Among Faculty at Eight
Top-Rated Programs (N.68)

Variable B Beta
Adjusted

R2

F
Change

Low quality of discourse at professional meetings
viewed as problem -1.238 -.433 .124 10.44

Politics of academic life viewed as problem .899 .319 .186 6.11*

Lack of able students viewed as problem -.696 -.258 .228 4.50

Current academic salary -.391 -.284 .276 5.21*

Meetings attended as a speaker in past year .274 .243 .326 5.72*

p <05
p <005
Researcl- orientation is composed of four items related to research activity.

Outcomes

One outcome measure of quality is productivity. We used selected information
from the faculty questionnaire (e.g., number of articles and books published) to
estimate scholarly productivity. Faculty at research institutions and UCEA-
affiliated programs published more than their counterparts at other types of
institutions. For example, as discussed in Chapter 4 (see Table 4-8), faculty at
research universities produced more articles (M=11.4) during the previous 5-year
period than colleagues at doctorate-granting (M=9.6) or comprehensive institutions
(M=7.5). Similarly, faculty at UCEA-member institutions outproduced non-UCEA
facultyan average of 11.6 articles compared with 8.6. Also, the same relationships
held for the number of books published (see Table 4-6) and the number of times
respondents appeared as invited speakers (see Table 4-21). As might be expected,
faculty at the top-rated institutions were the s ingle most productive group, producing
an average of 12.6 articles (mod10) in the preceding 5-year period and 7.7 books
(mod3) in their careers (not tabled).

Information about the relative "quality" of scholarly contributions was not
available. That is, we could not determine from these data to what degree the
publications of faculty from top-rated or UCEA-member institutions influenced the
direction of knowledge production by other researchers, as might be indicated by
an analysis of citations (Smith & Fiedler, 1971), such as that provided by the Social
Science Citation Index. Nor do we know if their publications were used to address
problems in the field. Similarly, invited speeches could be major addresses at
national meetings, informal colloquia at nearby institutions, or a guest lecture in a
colleague's class. The relative "quality" or importance of the presentation may not
be apparent from the type of audience; a major address may have been viewed as
redundant material, while a colloquium for students may have been provocative and
inspiring.

1 l7. ti^f
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Another index of a preparation program's quality is the number of its graduates
who become faculty members at other institutions (Conrad & Blackburn, 1986).
Shaplin (1964) reported that UCEA faculty in 1964 received their doctorates from
45 different institutions, although 13 institutions produced 68% of the faculty.
Campbell and Newell (1973) reported that half of the 1972 educational administration
faculty cohort received their degrees from about 2( rgestigious institutions. The
1986 data presented in Chapter 3 indicated that the number of institutions from
which the majority of educational administration faculty received their doctorates
has increased. The top 34 producers of all educational administration faculty
accounted for 722 (59%) of the 1,214 respondents in 1986 who indicated the
institution from which they received the doctorate; 29% received degrees from the
10 highest-producing institutions and 44% from 20 institutions (see Chapter 3,
Table 3-23). Of the 34 institutions listed among the top producers, only Alabama,
East Texas State, and Northern Colorado were not research universities' Half
(n=17) of the top producers were members of UCEA. The 10 institutions ranked
highest by all respondents in the reputational survey were among the 25 highest
producers (see Table 3-23). As in other fields, high producers of educational
administration faculty were disproportionately represented among those considered
to be of high quality.

Institutions in the North Central region continued to be disproportionately
represented among top-ranked programs (Table 7-1) and high-producing programs
(Table 3-23). Five of the 10 highest-ranked programs were from this region
although only about 28% of the faculty respondents and 24% of the preparation
programs were in North Central states. Graduates of programs in the North Central
region were disproportionately represented (52%) among faculty at top-ranked
institttions (Table 7-6). Although 40% of the faculty respondents and preparation
programs were located in the South, only 14% of the faculty at top-rated programs
and 27% of all faculty received their doctorates from universities in the South (Table
7-6). However, institutions in the South produced about 29% of the new faculty
(those in the first 5 years of their first professorial appointment), second only to
programs in the North Central region. Almost two thirds of women faculty received
their doctorates from institutions in the Northeast and the North Central regions
(Table 7-6).

While the number of institutions preparing all faculty has increased, UCEA-
member programs continued to select most of their faculty members from a
relatively small number of institutions. In 1964, Shaplin reported that all faculty
hired by UCEA programs within the preceding 5 years received doctorates from 37
institutions. Two institutions produced 28% of the faculty; five institutions
produced 44% of the new faculty. In 1986, the 48 new faculty appointed at UCEA-
member programs had degrees from 32 institutions. Two institutions, Stanford and
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, each produced six new faculty, a quarter of
the new cohort at UCEA- member institutions. Five institutions produced 40% of
the new hires at UCEA programs. Of the seven institutions identified in 1966 as
having produced two or more recently hired faculty at UCEA programs (Stanford,
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Wisconsin, Ohio State, Chicago, Indiana, Michigan, SUNY-Stony Brook), all but
two appeared on the 1964 list of high producing institutions (Shaplin, 1964).

Table 7-6 Distribution of Respondents by Region.of the Country from Which They Received
Their Doctorate'

New Top-
Male Female Minority Faculty Ranked Total
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents Programs
N V' N % N % N % N % N %

Northeast 161 15 25 21 14 18 21 13 7 11 186 16

North Central 408 38 50 42 31 41 51 31 33 52 458 39

South 294 28 24 20 18 24 47 29 9 14 318 27

West 199 19 21 17 13 17 44 27 15 23 220 18

Total 1,062 100 120 100 76 100 163 100 64 100 1,182 100

*Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
*Regional groupings are the same as wed in Table 3-9 and in Campbell and Newell (1973).
'Reflects only those respondents from US. institutions who indicated the institution from winch they recetved their doctorate
(N=1.182).

Several of the top-ranked programs in 1986 produced relatively few new
faculty. For example, no new faculty members received their doctorates from
Harvard, which was ranked high in both the Shaplin study and this study. Illinois,
one of the preferred programs in the Shaplin study but not among the top-ranked
programs in 1986, and Oregon, ranked high in both 1964 and 1986, each produced
only one new faculty member. California-Berkeley, Texas, and Utah produced two
new faculty each. While Chicago produced five new faculty, none were women.

Fifteen programs produced 78% (n=50) of the 64 faculty at the top-ranked
programs who reported the institution from which they received their doctorate
(Table 7-7). Three fifths of the faculty at top-ranked programs received their
degrees from nine programs. Except for Claremont, all the institutions from which
faculty at top-ranked programs received their degrees were classified as research
universities. Eight of the fifteen were among the top-ranked institutions; only six
were members of UCEA. Apparently faculty at top-ranked programs come from a
relatively small group of institutions. As Iigh-prestige programs exchange gradu-
ates, the philosophical and interpretive perspectives with which faculty at prestig-
ious programs view the field may become so homogeneous that an "orthodox" way
of identifying, examining, and responding to problems in the field may develop. We
will return to this point in the final chapter.

The long-standing practice of recruiting graduates from selected programs has
a convincing rationale. According to the higher education folklore, one way
institutions can enhance the prestige of theirprograms is to appoint faculty who have
degrees from institutions that occupy a higher position in the status hierarchy than
their own institution (Caplow & McGee, 1958). That is, comprehensive institutions
try to hire faculty with degrees from research or doctorate-granting institutions;
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doctorate-granting programs seek new faculty from research institutions. To
maintain or improve their status, research institutions can only recruit from
programs at other research institutions that may be perceived as having equal or
higher status in the discipline. Thus, the top-rated programs have very few
institutions from which to recruit new faculty and may appoint their own graduates
who are also perceived by other institutions as highly desirable candidates.

Table 7-7 Institutions Granting Doctorates to Three or More
Faculty at Top-Rated Educational Administration Programs

% of Total
# of Faculty at Top-Ranked

Institutions (N=641 Institutions

University of Chicago 8 12.5

University of Wisconsin-Madison 7 10.9

Indiana University 4 6.3

Columbia University 4 6.3

University of Iowa 3 4.7

Michigan State University 3 4.7

The Ohio State University 3 4.7

Stanford University 3 4.7

Syracuse University 3 4.7

University of California-Berkeley 2 3.1

Claremont Graduate School 2 3.1

University of Florida 2 3.1

University of Michigan 2 3.1

Oregon State University 2 3.1

University of Texas 2 3.1

"Inbreeding" (an institution employing its own graduates) is not as widespread
now as L was in 1964. In 1986, only 78 faculty members, 6.4% of all respondents,
were employed at the institution from which they received the doctorate. Sixty-nine
percent (n=54) of those employed by the institution from which they received their
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terminal degree were at research institutions, while only 22% (n=17) were em-
ployed by doctorate-granting and 9% (n=7) by comprehensive institutions.

Other researchers (Clark & Corcoran, 1986; Finkelstein, 1984) have concluded
that women across disciplines are disadvantaged because they are not likely to
attend prestigious programs. This does not seem to be the case for female
educational administration faculty, as 29%, the same percentage as men, received
their doctorates from the 14 top-ranked programs and half received their doctorates
from UCEA-memberinstitu dons. Only a quarter of the male faculty had doctorates
from UCEA-member instituticns. Similarly, 41% of the minority faculty received
their doctorates from the 14 institutions listed in the top 10 by one or more subgroups
of nominators (Table 7-1), and 45% of the minority faculty received their degrees
from UCEA-member institutions. The strong orientation toward research and
scholarly production demonstrated by women and, to a slightly lesser degree, by
minority faculty (see Chapter 4) seemed to be a function of the type of program from
which faculty received their terminal degrees.

Summary

Indices of quality related to resources, reputation, and outcomes differentiated
among educational administration preparation programs. For example, research
universities and UCEA-member programs invested more funds in personnel
compensation, professional development, and clerical support. Faculty at these
institutions also were more research-oriented. Programs with salient reputations
were empirically distinguishable from other programs. Top-ranked programs were
characterized by: (a) more full-time educational administration faculty, (b) greater
research productivity, (c) higher salaries, (d) PhD programs, and (d) more negative
tenure decisions. Compared with unranked programs, women faculty were under-
represented at top-ranked programs. Top-ranked program faculty published more
than any other subgroup. Even though units that decreased in size were just as likely
to be among the top programs in the country as those that have added faculty, the
number of faculty at top-ranked programs was almost twice that of faculty at other
programs.

Faculty at top-ranked programs were better paid but were not necessarily more
satisfied with their jobs or other aspects of the professorial workspace. Indeed, the
two best predictors of job satisfaction for all educational adr.iinistration faculty,
salary and the quality of the intellectual climate, were also the best predictors for
faculty at the top-ranked programs. However, faculty at top-ranked programs were
less likely to be thinking about leaving the academy. Perhaps the best explanation
for comparable levels of satisfaction between faculty at top-ranked and unranked
programs is that faculty at top-ranked programs have unusually high expectations
for their workplace and their own performance. These expectations may be so high
that they are impossible to meet in most instances.

The 1986 cohort of educational administration faculty obtained their doctor-
ates from a larger number of institutions than was true in previous decades.
However, UCEA-member institutions continued to draw their faculty from a small
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group of preparation programs. Production of faculty, particularly those at top-
ranked programs, remained concentrated in the North Central region. Relatively
few faculty at top-ranked institutions received doctorates from institutions in the
South, even though two fifths of the faculty respondents had doctorates from
institutions in the South. As in other fields (Conrad & Blackburn, 1986), consid-
erable overlap between top-ranked programs and high - producing programs existed,
although to a lesser degree than in 1964.

Notes

1. Higgins (1968) also rated some educational administration doctoral
programs as part of a larger study of graduate programs of education.

2. This assumption ti it faculty are knowledgeable about the quality of
programs at other institutions is flawed, of course. Many of the respondents who
did not rank-order programs indicated that they were not sufficiently knowledgeable
about the quality of programs other than their own or that they lacked criteria on
which to base their judgments.

3. The University of Alberta was also a top producer but did not appear in the
Carnegie (1987) classification because it is in Canada. However, Alberta meets the
research institution criteria established by the Carnegie Foundation and was
included in that group for institutional analyses.

1 t) 4;
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CHAPTER 8

CONTINUITY AND
CHANGE IN THE
PROFESSORIATE

Continuity and change are the evolutionary rhythms of human systems,
including schools and universities. Many characteristics of earlier stages of
development are found in later iterations; however, each new stage also exhibits
characteristics that are different from those of preceding forms (Bertalanffy, 1968).
The educational administration professoriate reflects this pattern. For example,
many personal and professional characteristics, activities, and beliefs of the 1986
faculty members resembled those of their 1972 counterparts (Campbell & Newell,
1973). Professors contribute to the continuity of the field by using knowledge of the
past to interpret the implications of current and future issues and events (Willower,
1983).

At certain points in the evolution of human systems, however, changes may
take place suddenly and often without warning. New forms emerge with qualities
which could not have been predicted (Prigogine & Stengers, 1984). Some
characteristics of the 1986 faculty cohort and preparation programs were different
enough (e.g., more women professors, faculty spending more time in research,
fewer full-time faculty) from the 1972 cohort to suggest that the educational
administration professoriate is poised on the brink of a new stage of development,
a natural reordering, driven by factors peculiar to the professoriate as well as
conditions external to educational administration programs and institutions of
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higher education. These factors include the public's demand for accountability,
increased competition from other social service agencies for governmental support,
declining interest in education or the professoriate as a vocation, and changing
demographics. To examine this thesis, that the educational administration
professoriate is about to undergo a qualitative change, we summarize the major
conclusions and implications of our study and offer some speculations about the
future of the educational administration professoriate and desirable initiatives for
preparation programs.

Conclusions and Implications

The following conclusions are influenced by our perspectives on the field of
educational administration. While we are satisfied that each conclusion has
empirical foundation, we recognize that others could derive different conclusions
from the same information. Indeed, we hope that the detailed presentation of
findings in the preceding chapters will permit others to see relationships between
findings that we have overlooked or chosen not to emphasize. We invite colleagues
to offer plausible, alternative explanations and to draw their own conclusions about
the state of the educational administration professoriate in 1986.

A - 11 mentioned in Chapter 1 is important enough to reiterate. We made
every ec;ort to compile a comprehensive list of institutions which offered graduate
programs in educational administration. The number of faculty invited to participate
in the 1986 study was greater than the number in 1972, although all evidence
indicates that the number of full-time faculty in educational administration has
decreased since then. Thus, our initial population likely included a large number of
individuals who discarded the questionnaire because they do not identify with
educational administration. Nevertheless, our response rate (56%) was average for
surveys of this type, so we must acknowledge the potential for bias in the findings
and conclusions. This is the bane of all researchers. We cannot claim that we have
captured the truth about the educational administration professoriate; however, we
know much more now about the problems and prospects facing faculty than we did
prior to this study.

The data were collected using questionnaires which forced respondents into
fixed choices on most items. Thus, our ideas about what is important in educational
administration preparation programs and in the professoriateinfluenced by those
of Campbell and Newell (1973) and approximately 20 colleagues who reviewed the
instrumentsshaped to a large degree what faculty could report. Semi-structured
interviews with faculty would likely have revealtd different insights into the
educational administration professoriate and, possibly, have led to additional
conclusions about the field.

Despite these limitations, we believe that our conclusions and their implications
warrant consideration by faculty, academic administrators, and policy makers
concerned with the role and responsibilities of the educational administration
professoriate. These conclusions were foreshadowed in earlier chapters, but they
assume added meaning when presented together and viewed as a whole.

16,
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The number of full -time faculty in many educational administration programs
has decreased, necessitating a reassessment of themission of preparation programs
and the work scope of faculty.

The contraction in student numbers and financial resources in colleges and
schools oi education between 1975 and 1985 has taken a toll on educational
administration programs. In 1978, programs ha' an average of about 6.45 faculty
(Davis, 1978). In 1986, the average was about five, but the modal number of full-
time faculty was only two. Inc' over half of the educational administration
programs had four or fewer far' Ind a quarter had two or fewer faculty. Thus,
less than half of the programs has. we minimum number of faculty (5) recommended
by the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (1987).
UCEA-member and r, seam institutions had, on the average, twice as many faculty
members as programs at other institutions and provided more resources in the form
of clerical assistance and funds to support faculty development. Top-ranked
programs (based on reputational data) also had more faculty, but the amount of
clerical support or professional development funds did not distinguish top-ranked
programs from unranked programs.

The declining number of educational administration faculty suggests that the
nature and scope of professors' activities should be reconsidered. Can educational
administration faculty continue toperform atprevious levels of quality inevery area
with fewer than five faculty, on the average, to cover program maintenance tasks
(e.g., recruitment of students, alumni relationships, student advisement), field
services, teaching, research, institutional governance, and professional association
commitments? Time is a finite commodity. Shrinking resources may also limit
opportunities for collaborative research projects and collegial relationships in
generalif only because less time will be available for these activities. The
expansion of internships in preparation programs has been recommended by the
National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (1987); but
again, faculty time is required to supervise internship experiences appropriately.
Perhaps the most important implication of declining departmental size is theretreat
from specialization among professors which will probably be necessary. If a
department has fewer than five faculty members, the professors are virtually forced
to be generalistswith all the advantages and disadvantages associated with this
condition. Fragmentation might decrease but so may research and scholarship. The
implications of shrinking faculty resources are pervasive and deserve immediate
attention in modifying departmental missions and redefining expectations for
faculty performance.

The number of female educational administration faculty members has risen
sharply, but women continue to be underrepresented and undercompensated.

Although most programs have fewer faculty, fema le representation has increased
significantly. In 1986, women comprised about 12% (departmental data) of
educational administration professors compared with only 3% in 1972 (Campbell
& Newell, 1973). Female representation in educational administration units,
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however, remains substantially below the proportion of women faculty (27%)
across disciplines (Carnegie Foundation, 1984).

Since women now constitute half of the doctoral recipients in educational
administ ..uon and the faculty turnover rate in educational administration units has
been high, one might expect female representation to be substantially higher than
12%. Almost one third of faculty members hired from 1976 to 1986 were women,
vet turnover among female faculty members seems to be greater than among males.
For various reasons, many women do not persist in their faculty role, at least not at
the same institution. Department chairpersons reported that more than 300 women
were hired from 1976 to 1986 by 297 programs, but only 196 women were employed
in these programs in 1986.

The educational administration work environment does not appear conduci a
toattracting and retaining female faculty members. For example, women were lees
satisfied with their jobs and collegial relationships at their institutions and were
more likely to seek advice from persons outside their institutions. An obvious
reason for dissatisfaction was that women, on the average, made $10,000 less than
men. Some of the differences in compensation may be attributed to rank, which
reflects length of time in the professoriate, and to the type of institution where
employed (Tolbert, 1986). For example, compared with men, women were far more
likely to be assistant professors and less likely to hold the rank of professor. Only
about half of the women were tenured, compared with 84% of the men. The rank
and tenure differences were not surprising since women faculty were
disproportionately hired within the past decade and had not been in the professoriate
long enough to be eligible for tenure or promotion to full rank.

Yet, when gender, rank, and years as a faculty member were controlled, women
still earned about $5,000 a year less than their male counterparts, or about 86% of
what their male counterparts earned. The gender-related salary disparity is a long-
standing condition (Finkelstein, 1984). In the 1940s and 1950s, women's earnings
were about 70% of the amount earned by men employed in similar positions. This
percentage dropped to 66% in 1960 but returned to 70% in 1970 (Gappa & Uehling,
1979). According to the American Association of University Professors, in 1986-
87 women faculty earned 88 cents for every dollar made by men faculty (McMillen,
1987). The gender differential in compensation among educational administration
faculty is cow parable to the discrepancy across disciplines, a finding that offers little
solace.

Lower pay for Ns'omen across disciplines may be related to gender differences
in research productivity, a primary consideration in distributing merit pay (Tuckm an,
1979). In general, male faculty members publish more than their female counterparts
(Braxton, 1986; Finkelstein, 1984; Ladd & Lipset, 1975). Women faculty in
educational administration, however, did not conform to the general pattern.
Female educational administration faculty devoted more time to research activities
and published more articles, on the average, than did their male counterparts during
the preceding 5-year period. Thus, the 1986 data do not support the argument that
productivity accounts for gender differences in compensation in the educational
administration professoriate.
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As female representation increases, greater diversity within the educational
administration professoriate can be expected (Kuh & McCarthy, 1980). The nature
of preparation programs and administrative practice should change in several ways.
Women are more research-oriented, less satisfied with the status quo, more
sensitive to the interpersonal dimensions of the work environment, and more likely
to form collegial networks beyond their own universities. After reviewing the
literature on effective learning environments and gender differences, Shakeshaft
(1987) concluded:

Women [have] clear educational goals, supported by a value system which stresses service,
caring, and relationships. Women are focused upon instructional and educational issues
.. . . [Their] communication and decision making styles stress cooperation and help to
facilitate a translation of their educational visions into actions. Women monitor and
intervene more than men, they evaluate student progress more often, and . . . [they]
demonstrate, more often than men, the kinds of behavior that promote achievement and
learning as well as high morale and commitment.. .." (p. 200)

An infusion of predominantly female "young turks" may change departmental
norms and work environments. The majority of programs currently have only one
or two female fac ulty members. As additional women are appointed, what presently
seems to be an inhospitable work environment may also improve. We hope so.

Minorityrepresentation in the educational administration professoriate remains
woefully low.

From 1972 to 1986 the proportion of minority faculty increased about fourfold,
from 2% to 8% (departmental data). Unlike women, however, minorities were not
disproportionately represented among faculty hired within the past 5 years. Gender
differences persisted within the minority faculty subgroup as 78% of the minority
men were tenured compared with only 45% of the minority women. Minority
faculty made $5,000 less in academic year salary than Caucasians, perhaps because
of high female representation among minority faculty. Compensation for minority
and Caucasian males was comparable.

Prospects for increasing minority representation among educational
administration faculty ranks are bleak. Although the number of college-age
minority persons is increasing, a smaller proportion is going to college (Arbeiter,
1987). The number of black and Hispanic K-12 teachers is also declining. Unlike
Caucasian women, minority representation among students in educational
administration preparation programs is not increasing. Furthermore, minority
group members with graduate degrees in administration are often more attracted by
lucrative positions outside academe (McCarthy, 1986). In the absence of incentives,
such as fellowships for minority students interested in educational administration,
the number of minority faculty will likely decline.
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At least half of the educational administration professoriate will be replaced
by the year 2000.

The typical faculty member in 1986 was 52 years old, compared with 48 in the
1972 cohort and 48 across disciplines in 1984. If respondents follow through on
their expressed intention to retire at an average age of 64, at least half of the current
cohort of educational administration faculty will leave the professoriate within the
next 10 to 15 years. Educational administration programs will experience greater
turnover than predicted for academe in general.

Our field thus has a golden opportunity to rebuild itself, but significant
problems cloud the horizon. Most educational administration programs are not
currently emphasizing the preparation of professors, and the programs have become
more practitioner-oriented since 1972. Also, interest in academic careers among
young adults has declined significantly, making it increasingly difficult to attract
bright, capable individuals to the professoriate at a lima when many vacancies must
be filled. The decline in faculty compensation and deteriorating working conditions
throughout higher education deter able individuals who have other appealing career
options from pursuing academic careers (Bowen & Schuster, 1986). Before this
situation evolves into a crisis, those currently in faculty positions should plan for the
inevitable turnover in the professorship. In recruiting new faculty, considerable
attention should be given to diversification in race and gender. Also, experimentation
with different types of faculty configurations (e.g., clinical professors, joint
appointments with other academic units) could help to revitalize administrative
preparation programs. Most alternative staffing patterns, however, are not likely to
relieve advising and program maintenance demands. Only regular tenure track
faculty can provide such support.

Preparation programs which produce educational administration faculty are
no longer concentrated at research institutions.

Little more than half of the 1986 faculty received their doctoral degrees from
research institutions. Approximately 185 different universities were mentioned at
least once as the doctorate-granting institutions of the 1986 respondents. Clearly,
professional preparation is no longer dominated by a small number of prestigious
institutions.

Over two fifths of the educational administration faculty respondents in 1986
were employed at comprehensive institutions, as defined by the Carneg ie Foundation
(1987). Thus, a substantial proportion of faculty were employed by universities that
do not have a research mission or emphasize preparation at tht. doctoral level. This
trend reflects a general shift in the distribution of faculty across .ypes of institutions.
In 1969, half of all faculty were employed at universities; by 1979, institutions with
university status claimed barely one third of the faculty (Clark & Corcoran, 1986).

In 1972, about 43% of the faculty members were employed at institutions
affiliated with UCEA in contrast to only 27% of the 1986 faculty cohort. This
change can be attributed in part to the facts that there were 10 fewer UCEA
institutions in 1986 than in 1972 and that the mean number of faculty members at
these institutions has declined (see Campbell et al., 1987, for an analysis of the
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decrease in UCEA membership in the 1970s). More significant, however, has been
the increase in the number of nonresearch institutions with education al adm nistration
programs.

We do not have information that will allow us to compare the quality of
instruction across programs at research, doctorate-granting, or comprehensive
institutions. We canno t be certain that graduates from UCEA-m ember programs are
better prepared and more effective in solving problems in the field than are
graduates from programs not affiliated with UCEA. We feel confident, however,
in asserting that the range and depth of material available at programs with richer
faculty resources are superior for preparing educational leaders to deal with
increasingly complex tasks. In that sense, we support the recommendation of the
National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (1987) that
educational administration programs with fewer than five faculty members be
closed because they lack adequate faculty resources.

More educational administration faculty members are engaged in research
than was true in the past.

Fewer than half of those who participated in the survey conducted by Hills
(1965) indicated that they were engaged in research. More educational administration
faculty have become involved in research, as over half of the 1986 cohort compared
with less than one third of the 1965 group devoted at least 10% of the work week
to research.

The interest in research probably reflects more rigorous promotion and tenure
standards as well as a commitmentespecially on the part of female and younger
facultyto rigorous examination of problems and effective practices in the field.
Women were more likely than men to consider research their greatest strength and
to spend more tirrx i i ii..-search and scholarly writing than their male colleagues.
Similarly, new faculty (those in the first 5 years of a professorial appointment) were
almost twice as likely as their experienced colleagues to indicate that research was
their greatest strength. N.w faculty at UCEA institutions constituted the only
subgroup in which a Iry ;ority did not designate teaching as their primary strength;
new faculty at UCEA programs were divided equally between research and
teaching as their declared major strength. At UCEA-member programs, new
faculty devoted more than a quarter of their time to scholarly activities.

The 1986 faculty cohort, particularly newly hired women, were open to
experimenting with different inquiry approaches. Almost three fourths of the
faculty (91% of the new female faculty) indicated that graduate programs should
emphasize qualitative research techniques or be equally balanced between qualitative
and quantitative approaches. Only 7% of the respondents indicated that quantitative
approaches should be emphasized.

While faculty in educational administration still spend less time in research
(12%) than do faculty in general (18%Carnegie Foundation, 1984), scholarly
productivity seems to be increasing. Of course, more research does not necessarily
mean better res, arch. We are keenly interested in enhancing the quality of research
produced and are concerned that too many of the questions and problems faculty
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investigate fail to engage the interest of pracuuoners. On balance, however, the fact
that more faculty am engaged in inquiry bodes well for the field.

Specialization characterizes the educational adhlinistration professorkte.
Boyan (1981) has argued that there is no "state of the art in research in

educational administration" (p. 6). Rather, the field is comprised of multiple
"specialized arts" which reflect their "parent disciplines and allied applied fields"
(p. 12). The range of professional journals and associations which the 1986
respondents listed as "primary" suggests that a diverse literature continues to
characterize educational administration and that no one professional association
represents the majority of educational administration faculty. For example, no
single journal was cor -* 'ered the "primary" one for even 30% of the respondents,
and no professional association was the first choice of more than 16% of the
respondents. Indeed, the disparate set of journals read by respondents may be
symptomatic of balkanization of the field (Boyd & Immegart, 1979; Campbell et al.,
1987). Another hypothesis is that it reflects a natural movement toward faculty
specialization as educational administration faculty identify more closely with
subfields (e.g., law, finance, and politics) than with the core discipline. Such
specialization characterizes academe in general (Wirt, 1979).

Those who consider inquiry in educational administration as synonymous with
organizational studies may lament the growth and visibility of subfields. Indeed,
the attention given to subfields could be debilitating, if the micro-analytical
perspectives of subfields fail to address fundamental problems facing the field and
offer only esoteric expositions of interest to a handful of scholars. Subfields,
however, can contribute to interdisciplinary examinations of problems and enrich
investigations of school-based phenomena. There are signs that subfields, with
their own professional organizations, have achieved a level of legitimacy and are
open to collaboration across specialty areas because they no longer feel the need to
compete for recognition (McCarthy, 1986).

It is not unreasonable to expect that as the field of educational administration
evolves, subfields will become more and more differentiated until a need to
integrate their contributions becomes necessary. Without such integration,
educational administration will not be able to move to a new, qualitatively different
phase of development. In this sense, specialization and differentiation of the
educational administration knowledge base (i.e., the legitimation and acceptance of
subfields) is a natural phase in the evolution of the field and has broadened
perspectives used to underst'nd the dynamics of leadership and management in
contemporary schools. Now, however, more scholars must become involved in
synthesizing information produced by those working in specialty areas.

Perhaps poli cy analysis might serve as such an integrative mechanism. Virtually
nonexistent prior to World War II, systematic studies of educational policy have the
potential to bring theory and practice together to describe, explain, critique, and
forecast policy options and to examine the impact of policy decisions on school
outcomes (Bolland & Bolland, 1984; McCarthy, 1986; Wirt, 1979). When focused
on implementation and the consequences of policy making, educational policy
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analysis "provides - unifying nexus for research from different disciplines and
fields of study" (Boyd & Immegart, 1979, p. 277). Policy analysis, however, is not
a panacea for all the field's problems and challenges. Boyan (1981) noted that while
policy analysis holds promise to link specialty areas, its capacity to integrate
middle-range theories, such as organizational theory, is limited. Nevertheless,
policy analysis has the potential to synthesize and integrate the contributions of
educational administration subfields and produce a semblance of a core, unified
knowledge base.

Educational administration faculty are satisfied with their present position and
career choice.

The best predictor ofjob satisfaction for educational administration faculty was
salary. Therefore, it was not surprising that women (who were paid less) outnumbered
men two to one among the 10% of the respondents who voiced dissatisfaction with
their jobs. Minority respondents were also less satisfied than their Caucasian
colleagues but were still more satisfied than women.

Most faculty in 1986 (84%) would choose to become professors of educational
administration again, a slight decrease from 1972 which can be attributed, in part,
to the substantial number of women respondents who indicated that they would
probably not make this choice again. Women as a group were younger than men,
and their views toward academe were consistent with younger faculty in other
disciplines. For faculty across disciplines, salary was the most important factor in
considering a career change, particularly for women and faculty in junior ranks.

Threats to faculty morale and caner satisfaction are matters of more serious
concern than they may first appear. Compared with other professional groups with
similar amounts of formal education, academics an a breed apart (Finkelstein,
1984). After the glamor of the first few years, physicians, dentists, attorneys, and
other professionals often regard their work simply as a means to an enda
respectable way to make a living. Professors, in contrast, usually enjoy their work
and are motivated by its inherent satisfactions. They accept lower pay because they
like what they do. In this respect, academics are more like craftsmen and skilled
artisans in that the boundaries blur between their private and professional lives
(Finkelstein, 1984).

The quality of professorial life is threatened by declining opportunities for self -
renewal, reduced collegiality and autonomy, and increased institutional and system
bureaucracy. Morale has also been adversely affected by the recent period of fiscal
austerity. According to Bowen & Schuster (1986), the "financial stringency" has
had a debilitating effect on support services, professional travel, and facility
renovations, which has "increased the difficulty of faculty tasks and reduced the
effectiveness of their efforts" (p. 118). Under these conditions, attracting the finest
minds to the professorshipand keeping them therebecomes increasingly difficult.
When the intrinsic rewards of a professorial career diminish, dissatisfaction with
salary quickly surfaces as a critical career factor. If professors lose a sense of control
over their own destinies, they become vulnerable to the economic advantages of
competing professions.
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Professors are complacent about problems in the academic field of educat ional
administration and about the quality of preparation programs.

As with the 1972 cohort, the 1986 responde....,s considered few issues to bevery
serious problems. Only twothe growing regul; itory power of states over graduate
programs and heavy departmental teaching anc advising loadswere viewed as
very serious problems by 20% of the 1986 respondents. Female respondents and
those hired within the past 5 years were more crincemed about the small proportion
of minorities and women in the profession tfan were their male or experienced
colleagues. While curriculum reform in prepration programs was ranked the most
critical need facing the field, most respondents were quite positive about the caliber
of their own preparation programs. Four fifths of the respondents rated their
graduate programs as "good" or "excellent." Only 11% regarded their programs as
worse than a decade ago. Educational administration faculty, like other professionals,
seem to overrate the quality of their own performance.

College professors tend to be liberal by community standards and espouse
reforms for various enterprises; but when it comes to changing theirown institutions
and professional habits, they tend to be conservative and complacent (Boyer, 1987).
And since conservative attitudes become more dominant with age, the younger
members of the guild are probably the field's best hope for renewal. Even if
qualified persons are available, however, the past 2 decades suggest that recreating
the professoriate in a different image will not happen automatically.

In fact,a substantial proportion of educational administration faculty members,
perhaps as many as half of the current cohort, were hired within the preceding
decade. Sonic attitudes and behaviors of junior faculty were remarkably similar to
those of senior colleagues, leading to the conclusion that candidates often are hired
who "fit the mold" and are not likely to disturb the status quo. Therefore, recruiting
persons with innovative ideas must become a high priority of preparation programs.
Where such persons will come from is not clear. An unusual blend of attributes will
be required. Selecting a colleague is the most important decision a faculty makes;
quality cannot be compromised.

Educational administrationfaculty members seldom bring recent administrative
experience to their professorial role.

Traditionally, educational administration faculty were chastised for grounding
their teaching and writing in anecdotes and prescriptions drawn from many years
of administrative experience. Yet., almost three fifths of the 1986 respondents were
in a university teaching or administrative position for about 5.5 years immediately
preceding their current role, and the mean length of time spent in their current role
was about 11 years. Less than a quarter of the current cohort joined the faculty ranks
directly from a superintendency or other K-12 administrative position. Thus, the
criticism that educational administration professors are hired from the ranks of
practitioners who teach by recounting their experiences no longer seems valid.
Indeed, some believe that the pendulum has swung too far toward scholarship and
discipline-based expertise as the most important criterion in selecting faculty.
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Black and English (1987) examined 73 advertisements for educational
administration faculty positions in 1983-84 and found that five of the most
prestigious preparation programs identified by Shapl in (1964) and Sims (1970) did
not include the specification, "previous public school administrative experience
required," in any job announcement. In one case such experience was noted as
"desired." Black and English observed that "many of those training school
administrators have never been school administrators. The situation would be like
trying to train pilots to fly airplanes without ever having really flown one" (p. 131).
The position taken by Black and English deserves a thoughtful response. The
concern voiced by practitioners that professors are often out of touch with the "real
world" of school administration suggests that different types of faculty configurations,
such as clin ical professorships and adjunct appointments for outstanding practitioners,
should receive careful consideration. As mentioned earlier, however, such
arrangements will not necessarily lighten the load on regular full-time faculty.

Interest in and time devoted to committee work has declined, making curriculum
reform in educational administration less likely.

Faculty partic ipation in comm ittee work, the vehicle for institutio nal govemance
and programmatic curriculum reform, declined sharply between 1972 and 1986.
More than one third of the 1986 respondents indicated that they spent no time in
university committee work and that committee work was their overwhelming
choice as the least enjoyable aspect of the professorship. The waning interest in
committee work has debilitating consequences for the quality of preparation
programs.

The professoriate is a privileged role in a privileged organization. Faculty
enjoy high status within society and autonomy in the work place. While salaries do
not compare favorably with those of the superintendency or private industry, most
faculty are able to enjoy a comfortable lifestyle. Professorial perquisites are
noteworthy: flexible hours, several extended vacation periods each year, periodic
opportunities for self-renewal, and encouragement to seek national and international
recognition.

Yet, perquisites can be abused. Many faculty members seem to have abrogated
some of the responsibilities associated with autonomy and a professional work
setting. One of the peculiar characteristics of the academy is self-governance, for
which a high level of faculty involvement is necessary. Self-governance and
program maintenance are labor intensive and drain energy away from teaching,
research, and field services.

An inverse relationship existed between time spent by 1986 respondents in
research and time devoted to other activities such as committee work and program
maintenance. This distribution of effort is consistent with the perceived reward
system of research universities. Thus, junior faculty are usually advised to avoid
university committee work and to spend time in scholarly activities which are more
heavily weighted in promotion and tenure decisions.

Satisfaction and rewards are influenced by socialization, expectations, and
behavior. Faculty responsible for preparing the next generation of educational
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administration leaders must begin to attend to elements of the graduate school
experience often considered trivial and insignificant compared with the transmission
of information and acquisition of inquiry ski!!s. Educational administration
professors must become more involved in nurturing a strong academic culture
one that encourages experimentation, reflection, and tolerance of diversity. Such
a culture also requires attention to numerous maintenance activities (recruiting
students, evaluating curricular experiences, revising advisement practices,
maintaining systematic contacts with alumni, supervising clerical staff), activities
which productive faculty do not view as rewarding or satisfying.

If universities want to enhance program quality, the preordinate value they
place on research must be reconsidered. Admittedly, we need more research to learn
how school administrators can improve the quality of teaching and learning. Yet
the diminution of enthusiasm for activities such as committee work may pose a
greater threat to improving educational leadership programs than do gaps in the
knowledge base.

The most pressing need in the field, according to the 1986 respondents, was
curriculum reform in educational administration preparation programs. But most
faculty spent little or no time in collective efforts to modify curriculum. This does
not mean that courses are not periodically revised or that reading lists are not
updated. Such efforts, while important and necessary, are essentially autonomous
acts, independent of other program elements.

Critics havecharged that the educational administration curriculum has remained
essentially unchanged for decades. This is not surprising since educational
administration preparation programs are bastions of conservatism in tolerant but
risk-aversive universities. Gibboney (1987) lamented that even blue-ribbon panels
such as the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration
(1987), seem destined to simply tinker with, rather than recommend a fundamental
restructuring of, a curriculum grounded in managementand business administration
principles. If Gibboney's interpretation is accurate (i.e., preparation programs
emphasize school management at the expense of understanding education and
scholarship), nothing less than a fundamental reordering of what is covered in
graduate programs can respond to the current crisis in educational leadership. Only
group action can reorganize training programs to the magnitude necessary to
respond to the challenges facing the field. Systemic curriculum revision demands
a level of commitment and effort from faculty members that they do not presently
seem prepared to give.

In light of the many duties professors are expected to perform, allocating effort
to new priorities cannot be legislated nor will it come without costs. Trade-offs must
be anticipated and choices made. For example, some faculty must devote more
effort to program development and institutional governance. A simple solution
would be to assign underutilized faculty (those who expend relatively little effort
in service or research activities) the responsibility for program maintenance and
curriculum revision. Unfortunately, underutilized faculty often do not have the
creativity and energy needed for these crucial tasks.
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The importance of a strong department chairperson or program coordinator to
the success of curriculum reform cannot be overstated. Faculty are understandably
concerned that efforts directed toward curriculum reform will not be weighted a-
much as a publication or prestigious professional association appointment in
performance reviews linked to salary increases or promotion. Through his or her
actions, the department chairperson must demonstrate commitment to the university
and to the field and negotiate appropriate variances in the institutional reward
system so that curriculum restructuring can be designed and implemented.

Some will argue that a revised, "standard" curriculum should be adopted by all
training programs in a state or by members of a consortium, such as UCEA. A
"single best curriculum" (Cooper & Boyd, 1987) has dominated the preparation of
school administrators for decades. With the increasing specificity of state certification
controls, we must be wary of exchanging one orthodoxy for another. Multiple
approaches to preparing educational leaders are needed now. A key strategy in
curriculum reform will be negotiating relief from constraining state certification
and licensure requirements that forcepreparation programs intoa lock-step curriculum
which may not reflect needs and concerns of the field. A climate of experimentation
must be created and maintained in university-based preparation programs, state
departments of education, and professional associations, if alternative preparation
models are to be developed. Partnerships between preparation programs an d pri vate
industries that have demonstrated effective models of leadership training merit
consideration. Caution must be exerc ised in adopting corporate strategies, however,
as some techniques that work in for-profit firms may not be appropriate in nonprofit,
service organizations.

Quality rankings of preparation programs reflect institutional prestige and
scholarly productivity rather than excellence in the preparation of educational
leaders.

Quality is an elusive, context-dependent notion, a relative judgment at best.
Nevertheless, the same factors that have been correlated with departmental rankings
of quality in other fields also distinguished top-ranked educational administration
preparation programs from unranked programs. Top-ranked programs had more
full-time faculty who published more, were located at prestigious research institutions,
and were usually among the highest producers of educational administration
faculty. The average teaching load at top-ranked programs was modest compared
with the load at comprehensive universities where the majority of faculty were
employed. Indeed, top-ranked programs had many of the characteristics which,
according to Baird (1986), contribute to an almost "ideal" graduate research
department faculty with degrees from highly respected programs, talented students
committed to scholarship, a commitment on the part of the faculty and administration
to train researchers, and (le allocation of resources required to sustain an active
research program.

The list of top-ranked, prestigious preparation programs has not changed
significantly since the early 1960s. Like other fields, once a reputation has been
attained (either outstanding or mediocre), it is difficult to change. Campbell's and
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Newell's (1973) description of prestigious programs is still valid: "These universities
have strong financial support, they are centers for graduate and professional
training, and they have distinguished faculty members in education and in the basic
disciplines" (p. 138).

As with other reputational studies of departmental quality (Conrad & Blackburn,
1986), an institutional halo effect operates, which favors educational administration
programs located at institutions with particularly strong reputations. Such reputations,
while merited, are related more to their track records in obtaining research and
development funds from the federal government and corporate or philanthropic
sponsors than to their production of outstanding educational leaders. We cannot
claim that the factors related to salient reputations for knowledge production are
also associated with high-quality preparation of school administrators. We did not
collect information to estimate the quality of teaching and learning that takes place
in educational administration programs. Nor did we assess the quality of the service
provided by faculty when they consult with school corporations or professional
associations. Making such judgments requires data from multiple measures,
including interviews and observations.

We do not wish to diminish the contributions of top-ranked programs to the
field of educational adminis!ration. A cadre of distinctive preparation programs is
an important symbol of excellence for the field. However, the extent to which the
prestigious programs recruit one another's graduates (driven by the requirement
that new faculty have degrees from peer institutions or those with higher status in
the field) virtually ensures that a small group of programs exerts an inordinate
amount of influence on ideas that gain currency among educational administration
faculty. We do not know the extent to which the inbreeding of philosophical
perspectives and ideas has constrained the generation of innovative approaches in
preparing the next generation of educational leaders, but we are concerned about
this issue.

As recommended by the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration (1987), a National Policy Board on Educational Administration has
been established. Seven professional associations are charter members of this board
that will work toward the improvement of educational adm in istration as a profession.
This board could be charged with conducting periodic reviews of preparation
programs and recommending quality standards for preparing school administrators.
Value-added measures of educational administration programs need to be developed
and supported by professional associations (Silver, 1983). Perhaps variations on the
assessment center ,-oncept (Hersey, 1977; Smith, 1984) could be used to screen
candidates entering administrative preparation programs and to assess competencies
upon program completion. These data may illuminate how much educational
leadership programs contribute to students' ability to make informed judgments and
to generate alternative approaches to solving problems in the field.
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A Final Word

We suggested earlier that the educational administration professoriate may be
on the brink of a new, qualitatively different phase of development. The conclusions
from this study indicate that this is the case.

Preparation programs are smaller now than in 1972 and must relyfor the next
few yearson an aging professoriate to meet the multiple responsibilities which,
through accretion, have almost paralyzed curriculum reform efforts. New faculty,
many of whom are women, are more research-oriented and are quite enthusiastic
about qualitative methods and research grounded in the experience of practitioners.
Subfields are thriving, which makes for a highly differentiated field of study and
practice. The theory movement, once heralded as a unifying paradigm for the field,
has been supplanted by an openness to alternative inquiry approaches that reject
positivist assumptions to explain complex school phenomena.

Campbell et al. (1987) suggested that preparation programs:

. have oscillated between "preparing the person" and "preparing for the role." In the first
case, the candidate is especially encouraged to develop his or her intellectual capacities,
educational philosophy, and cultural awareness. knowledge and self-understanding are
primary. In the other case, the emphasis is on shaping the individual to fit the role or roles
he or she is preparing to assume. Here the chief purpose is to help the student understand the
job and the institution and to acquire the skills necessary to serve the institution and meet the
requirements of the position. (p. 171)

We perceive that conditions now demand preparation programs to emphasize
"preparing the person." Certainly, the complexity of educational environments
requires managers with sufficient technical knowledge in areas such as finance and
law. But school.: also need leaders with vision and compassion grounded in moral
conviction to cope with the rapidity of social and technological change (Gardner,
1986).

We cannot predict with any degree of specificity how faculty activities anti
attitudes in the next phase in the evolution of the educational administration
professoriate will differ from those of the current faculty cohort. Hovi ever, we are
con fiden tthat an influx of new faculty coupled with different approaches to problem
identification and research methods will alter dramatically the nature of many
educational administration programs.

Numerous challenges face the field of educational administration. The role of
the educational leader must be redefined. The educational administration curriculum
requires fundamental reorganization, a transformation. Preparation programs must
develop the capacity to produce hundreds of new faculty and ti.Jusands of school
administrators who will be needed in the next decade. It is tempting to offer a
shopping list of actions that various groups should take to help preparation programs
realize their potential and provide the leadership needed in schools today. We will
resist this temptation but encourage others to join in the dialogue and work on one
or more of the many agenda items mentioned in this and earlier chapters.

177



176 Under Scrutiny

The next decade presents an unprecedented opportunity to change the nature
of preparation in educational administration, if faculty can be recruited who have
new, perhaps even radical, ideas about how to define and respond to problems in
schools and in the professoriate. It remains to be seen, however, if schools and
colleges of education and the field of educational administration car. move beyond
rhetoric et) action. Although many groups have a stake in the preparation of
educational leaders, in the final analysis, faculty members are responsible and
should be held accountable for the quality of administrative preparation programs.
While we can seek support and learn much from many quarters, only the educational
administration professoriate can create the curricular revolution needed to reform
educational leadership in America. The findings from this study provide some
insight into the group from which the reformers are likely to come.
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Appendix A

THE PROFESSORSHIP IN
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

1986

DIRECTIONS: Please check (4) or write a response in the space provided.

Part I
Professional Data

I. What is your academic nu*?

a. Professor
b. Associate professor
C. Assistant professor

d. Instructor
e. Other (specify)

2. If you arc a tenured faculty member, please indicate how long since tenure was granted.

3. If you are assigned part -nine to educational administration, what portion of your time does this assignment represent?

a. 1/4 tune _ d. 2/3 time
b. 1/3 time _ e. 3/4 time
C. 1/2 time f. Does not apply

4. If you hold an administrative appointment concurrent with your faculty appointment, please indicate your title.

a. Department chair,_ c. Collegelschool dean
b. College/school assistant or associate dean d. Other (specify)

5. In which level of administration do you have primary expertise as professor?

a. Educational administration (K12) c. Higher education administration
b. Community college administration d. Other (specify) -

6. Place a "1" by your primary area of specialization and a "2" by your secondary wen (if apphcable).

a. Academic or program administration i. Policy rmdies
b. Curriculum j. Research methodology
c. Economics and finance k. Social, historical or philosophical issues
d. Institutional research L Studentpersonnel
e. Law i. Principalship
f. Organizational theory n. Community education
g. Personnel management- o. School-community relations -
h. Collective bargaining p. Other (specify)

7. What is your current academic year salary?

a. Less than 320,003 f. 840.000-S44 999
b. 220,003424999 g. 545,003449 999
c. 325,003429999 h. S50.000434 999
d. $30,000434999 $55.000 or more _
e. 335,030439999

8. How much income did you receive last year from summer school teaching or "overload" arrangements with your
university?

a. None f. S8,00049,999
b. Some, but less than 52,1X0 g S10,034311 999
c. 52,00043,999 h. S12,000313 999
d. 54,00345,999 i. 314033 or more
e. $6,000-37,999

9. How much e-ternal income did you receive last year from such sources as royalties, guest lectures, consulting, and
private contracts?

a. None f. S8,000-$9,999
b. Some, Lut less than S2P00 g. S10,1000-51 I,99?
C. $2,00343,999 h. 3:2,000-313 999
d. $4,00345,999 i. S14,033 or more
e. $6,00047999
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10 1.1.14 Ate approxinutel how many days pis month ou ,1,.%ote in a L) pit Al y tar to cash of the lollow mg at to IlltS

a Con5uhaig c Guest lei turmg
b Attending prote.sional meetings d 1,dning journals

11 Row mans credit hours do you teas h ui a typo al term" (Indh etc quartet or semester plan)

12 Wnat proportion of your university time do you spend in es,h of the shuviues desinbcd below' (Indicate to the nearest
5%: total should be 100,4-)

a Teaching and ads rasing undergraduate students e Consulting/field activities
b 1 cashing and advising graduate students f Committee work and faculty governance activities_
c. Supervising doctoral work g University administration
d Research and wrung h Other (specify)

13 Indicate appmaunately how many times in the last three years you have taught a course in cads of the areas
listed below,

a Community college administration Organizational theory
b. Education law Planning in education
c Personnel management k, 'oliucs of education
d Education finance I Research methods
e Governance of higher education m School-community relations
f Introducuon to administration (IC -12) n Supervision of instruction
g. Student personnel 9 Other (specify)
h Administration in colleges and universities

11 In the last duce years.

a How many doctoral dissertation committees have you chaired"
b. Dow many doctoral dissertation committees have you served on as a member?
c How many Ed S committees have you chaired"
d How many master's degree committees have you chaired" _

15 Dow many books or monographs have you written or edited in your career' __
16 How many professional as icles. scholarly papers or book chapters have you written or co-authored in the last

five years"

17 Are you currently receiving external funds or release time for research or development activities? If yes,
please indicate type of research and source of funding

Title of project Source of funds

18 Please list in order of their importance to you the professional journals you read most often (maximum of three)

19. Do you subscribe to the following UCEA journals' (Check all that apply )

a Educational Adnunistration Quarterly
b Educational Administration Abstracts
e. Journal of Educational Equity and Leadership

2f..` a:: r..it.nr.:17.rzfemerz!=:7.- uh ;-- heleng" (! ist : manor.. ^f :lire .. that are the m^st
important to you ) Whit offices have you held in these associations in the last five years"

Name of association Office(s) held Year(s)

21 Approximately how many professional meetings or conferences did you attend in 1985 at which you were a speaker'
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Part II
Opinion Survey

22. Please rank the three factors that most influenced your decision to enter the prviessorship.

a.
b.

The professors in your doctoral program d. An interest in students and teaching
An interest in ideas and the extension of knowledge e. The prestige or social status that professors enjoy
The relative freedom and independence of professors f. Other (specify)

23. If you had it to do over again, would you still be a professor of educational admuustrauon? yes no
If "no," what might you have preferred to do?

24. For etch of the items listed below, indicate your level of satisfaction. (1) very satisfied, (2) satisfied; (3) neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied; (4) dissatisfied; (5) very dissatisfied. Circle the appropriate number.

a. Present position . . 1 2 3 4 5
b. Current salary . . 1 2 3 4 5
c. 2 3 4 5
d. Caliber of departmental colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
e. Structure of department to which you are assigned . 1 2 3 4 5
f. 2 3 4 5

25. Please rank the following with one (1) being your area of primary strength.

a.
b.
c.

Teaching
Research
Service

26. What is the current orientation of thy graduate program in your department and how would you prefer the program to be
oriented? (Check one In each column )

a. More tc.rards prtparing practitioners
b. More toward. preparing professors and researchers
c. A5out equally balanced between the two

Current/Preference

27 In preparing students to conduct research, what is the current emphasis in your department and what emphasis would you
prefer? (Check one in each column.)

a. More emphasis on qualitative approaches in conducting research
b. More emphasis on quantitative approaches in conducting research
c. Equal emphasis on quantitative and qualitative research approaches
d. Research is not emphasized

28. From whom do you typically seek advice related to serious professional concerns? (Mark only one )

s.
b.
c.

A colleague in your department d. An administrator
A colleague in your may., but not in your dept. e A family member
A colleague at another university f. Other (specify)

29 Place an "M" by the single aspect of the professorship you most enjoy, and an "L" by the single aspect you least enjoy

a. Teaching and advising undergraduate students
b. Teaching and advising gradwite students
c. Supervising doctoral work
d. Research and writing

e.

f.

g.
h.

Consulting/field nctivities
Committee work and faculty governance activities
Directing programs/projects
Other (specify)

30. Please rank the three factors that would most likely influence you to consider changing your present position.

a. More stimulating colleagues
b. A significant increase in salary
c. More able students
d. More support for research activities

e

g.
h.

31. Please rank the three most critizal needs in our academic field.

a. More able students
b. A more extensive knowledge base
c. More attention to practical problems
d More emphasis on rear uch
e. Curriculum reform in preparation progrsau

f.

g.
h.

More opportunities to participate in field service projects
A promotion in academic rank
A more attractive geographicti area or community ___
Other (specify)

Faculiy with expertise in fields other than educatioi
External support for research and development activities
Closer tics with practitioners
Other (specify)
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32. To what extent do you consider each of the following to be a problem an our profession, Circle the number
corresponding to your belief (I) very serious problem, (2) rather senous, (3) moderately serious, (4) no problem

a. Lack of university support for my department relative it other departments in my institution ...... .1 2 3 4
b. Difficulty an placing students in adznanist. auve positions ....... 2 3 4
c. Difficulty m placing students in p-ofessorshms .1 2 3 4

d The heavy teaching and advising load in my department 2 3 4

e. Pressure to publish scholarly work 1 2 3 4
f. Pressure to submit proposals and acquire external funding for my research ...... 2 3 4

g. Lack of able students ........- 2 3 4
h. The low level of salaries in my department 1 2 3 4
L The poor intellectual climate In my department .1 2 3 4
j. The inferior quality of discourse at professional and scholarly meetings I attend....... ........... ....... ...1 2 3 4

k. Lack of appropriate competency standards for students in graduate programs ........... ............. ...... 1 2 3 4
I. Professors spending too much time in private consulting 1 2 3 4
m. The small proportion of women and persons from minority groups in our profession 1 2 3 4
n. Growing regulatory powers of states in graduate programs in our field. 1 2 3 4
o. Residency requirements that result an declining enrollments 1 2 3 4

p Increase in offcampus teaching assignments .. .1 2 3 4

q. 2 3 4
r. Quality faculty leaving for positions outside of academe 1 2 3 4
s Lad, of colleagueshrn in my department 1 2 3 4
t The nsang average age of professors 1 2 3 4

33. Row do you rate the quality of the educational administration preparation program at your institution?

a. Excellent
b. Good

c. Fair
d. Poor

34 Compared with ten years ago, the quality of the educational administration preparation program at your institution is:

a. Much better d. Worse
b. Somewhat better _ e. Much worse
c. About the ume

35. For each of the statements below, indicate whether you (1) strongly .grce, (2) tend to agree, (3) neither agree nor
disagree; (4) tend to disagree; or (5) strongly disagree. Circle the appropnate number.

a. Quality teaching and research we interdependent ....... ............. .......... ..1 2 3 4 5

b More of the literature in educational administration should be theory based . 1 2 3 4 5

c Faculty should be centrally involved in university governance and decision making 1 2 3 4 5

d. I would like to have more oantact with professors at other universities.. 1 2 3 4 5

e. My university should be more explicit about the criteria used an making promotion and
tenure decisions 1 2 3 4 5

f Former practitioners make the best professors of educational administration 1 2 3 4 5

g. Scholars with specialized training an a related dhapline make the best professors an our field 1 2 3 4 5

h Faculty should be more concerned about the wellbeing of their own universities 1 2 3 4 5

i Faculty should participate extensively an scholarly and professional meetings 1 2 3 4 5

3. Increased emphasis on the general practice of administration would greatly enhance my field 1 2 3 4 5

k I am lik-ly to leave academe for other employment .. ..1 2 3 4 5

1. The practice of granting professorial tenure should be abolished in higher education .. 1 2 3 4 5

m. Excellence an teaching and research ins seldom exhibited by destine ....... . . 1 2 3 4 5

n. Faculty should have fewer committee assignments and other administrative or
quasi.administrative tasks I 2 3 4 5

o. Increased emphasis on qualitative research methods would strengthen inquiry an educational
administration...... ..... ........ ....... ............ ....... .................... .......1 2 3 4 5

p. Academic standards for admission to graduate study at my institution should be higher 1 2 3 4 5

q Academic standards for graduation at the doctoral level at my institution should be higher 1 2 3 4 5

r. Greater attention to field studies would strengthen practice 1 2 3 4 5

Stutkrnt.: r.hcult: tgc residciry tc r ."'^ccrIte 2 3 I 5

36. Please rank the five institutions you consider to have the best educational administration programs.

1st

2nd
3rd

4th
5th

37 What are the substantive areas an educational administration that should receive more emphasis in research or teaching/

19/
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Part III
Personal Background

38. Sex:
a. Male b. Female

39. Marital status:

a. Single b Mimed

40. Baca

a. American Indian d. Caucasian
b. Asian e. ilispazucC. Black f. Other

41. Place an "M" by the occupation of your mother and an "F by the occupation of your father.

a. Professional e. Unskilled laborer
b. Managerial f. Not employed
C. Skilled laborer g. Other (specify)
d. Semi-skilled laborer

42. Please provide the following information about your academic preparation.

Degree Year University Major Feld

43. Please indicate your age at each of the following stages in your career. (Omit any that do not apply )

1. Began work on doctorate
2. Received doctorate
3. Entered professorship

4. Preset]. age
5. Age at which you plan to rdire

44. Please provide the following information about the professional positions you have held including military service.
(List most ., cent first)

Date Title or Rank Name of Institution

45. If there is any additional information you would like to include or if you have any continents or suggestions concerning
this study, we welcome your remarks Please attach one or more additional sheets if neeemy.

Please return this questionnaire to: Carla M. lacona
Room 241, School of Education
Indiana University
Bloomington, IN 47405
Phone: (812) 335-7454
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Appendix 13

The Professorship in Educational Adminisu dtion
Departmental Data

Directions: Please provide the following information about your department and return form to Carla M. Iacona,
Education 241, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN 47405.

1. What is the title or the department to which educational administration faculty am assigned?

2. Has the title of this department been changed within the past ten years? Yes No . If yes, what
was the previous Utle(s)?

3 How many full-time faculty members consider their primary assignment to be educational administration?
Please reflect the composition of the faculty on the table below.

White
Male

White
Female

Minority
Male

Minonty
Female

Professor (tenured)
Professor (nontenured)

' Associate professor (ter.nred)
Associate professor (nontenured)
Assistant professor (tenured)
Assistant professor (nontenured)

4. Of the faculty members hired in your department during the past ten years, how many were:

a. White males
b White females
c. Minonty males
d. Minority females

5. Compared with ten years ago, the educational administration faculty has:

a. Increased by (specify number)
b. Decreased by (specify number)
c. Remained stable

6. How many faculty members from your department have been denied tenure in the past ten years?

7. In which educational administration specialties does your institution offer graduate degrees? (Check all that
apply).

Ph.D. F.d D Ed S. Master's
a Educational administration (K-12)
b. Community college administration
c. Higher education administration
d. Special education administration
e. Other (please specify)

8. What is the annual amount of support for professional development (e.g., travel to professional meetings) per
faculty member in your department?

9. What is the faculty/secretary ratio in your oepartment?

10. Has the department to which educational administration faculty are assigned been reorganized within the past ten
years? Yes No If yes, please describe on back of page.
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Appendix C

INSTITUTIONS SURVEYED GROUPED BY THE CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATION
OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION'

RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS

ALABAMA
Auburn University

ARIZONA
Arizona State University
University of Arizona

CALIFORNIA
S:anford University
University of California-Berkeley
University of California-Irvine
University of California-Los Angeles
University of Califomia-Santa Barbara
University of San Diego

COLORADO
Colorado State University
University of Colorado-Boulder

CONNECTICUT
University of Connecticut

DELAWARE
University of Delaware

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
George Washington University

FLORIDA
Florida State University
University of Florida
University of Miami

GEORGIA
University of Georgia

HAWAII
University of Hawaii-Manoa

ILLINOIS
Northwestern University
University of Chicago
Southern Illinois University-Carbondale
University of Illinois-Urbana

INDIANA
Indiana University-Bloomington
Purdue University

IOWA
University of Iowa
Iowa State University

KANSAS
Kansas State University
University of Kansas

KENTUCKY
University of Kentucky

LOUISIANA
Louisiana State University

MARYLAND
Johns Hopkins University
University of Maryland-College Park

MASSACHUSETTS
Boston University
Harvard University
University of Massachusetts-Amherst

MICHIGAN
Michigan State University
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor
Wayne State University

MINNESOTA
University of Minnesota

MISSISSIPPI
University of Mississippi

MISSOURI
University of Missouri-Columbia

NEBRASKA
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

NEW JERSEY
Rutgers University

*Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (1987). A classification of
institutions of higher education (rev. ed.). Princeton, NJ: Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching.
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NEW MEXICO
New Mexico State University
University of New Mexico

NEW YORK
Columbia University
New York University
State University of New York-Albany
State University of New York-Buffalo
Syracuse University
University of Rochester
Yeshiva University

NORTH CAROLINA
North Carolina State University
University of North Carolina

OHIO
Ohio State University
University of Cincinnati

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma State University
University of Oklahoma

OREGON
University of Oregon

PENNSYLVANIA
Pennsylvania State University
Temple University
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh

TENNESSEE
University of Tennessee
Peabody College of Vanderbilt University

TEXAS
Texas A&M University
University of Texas-Austin

UTAH
University of Utah
Utah State University

VIRGINIA
University of Virginia
Virginia Commonwealth University
Virginia Polytechnic Institute

WASHINGTON
University of Washington
Washington State University

WEST VIRGINIA
West Virginia State University

WISCONSIN
University of Wisconsin-Madison

WYOMING
University of Wyoming

CANADA**
Uri' iersity of Alberta

DOCTORATE-GRANTING INSTITUTIONS

ALABAMA
University of Alabama
University of Alabama-Birrni.igham

ARIZONA
Northem Arizona University

ARKANSAS
University of Arkansas

CALIFORNIA
Pepperdine University
University of California-Riverside

COLORADO
University of Northern Colorado
University of Denver

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Ameenn University

FLORIDA
Florida Atlantic University
Nova University
University of South Florida

GEORGIA
Atlanta University
Georgia State University

IDAHO
University of Idaho

**Canadian institutions were not included in the Carnegie classification scheme. We used
the Carnegie criteria to assign Canadian institutions to the appropriate categories for this
analysis.
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ILLINOIS
Illinois State University
Loyola University
Northern Illinois University

INDIANA
Ball State University
Indiana State University

IOWA
Drake University

KENTUCKY
University of Louisville

LOUISIANA
University of New Orleans

MAINE
University of Maine

MASSACHUSETTS
Boston College

MICHIGAN
Western Michigan University

MISSISSIPPI
University of Southern Mississippi

MISSOURI
University of Missouri Kansas City
University of Missouri-St. Louis

MONTANA
Montana State University
University of Montana

NEVADA
University of Nevada-Reno

NEW HAMPSHIRE
University of New Hampshire

NEW YORK
Fordham University-Lincoln Center
Hofstra University
St. John's University

NORTH DAKOTA
University of North Dakota

Population 195

OHIO
Bowling Green State University
Cleveland State University
Kent State University
Miami University
Ohio University
University of Akron
University of Toledo

OKLAHOMA
University of Tulsa

OREGON
Portland State University

PENNSYLVANIA
Lehigh University
Duquesne University

SOUTH CAROLINA
Clemson University
University of South Carolina

SOUTH DAKOTA
University of South Dakota

TENNESSEE
Memphis State University
Middle Tennessee State University
Tennessee Technological University

TEXAS
Baylor University
East Texas State University
North Texas State University
Texas Tech University
Texas Woman's University
University of Houston

UTAH
Brigham Young University

VERMONT
University of Vermont

VIRGINIA
College of William & Mary
Old Dominion University

WISCONSIN
Marquette University
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
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CANADA**
University of Ottawa
University of Saskatchewan

COMPREHENSIVEINSTITU'TIONS

ALABAMA
Alabama A&M University
Alabama State University
Auburn University-Montgomery
Jacksonville State University
Livingston University
Samford University
Troy State University-Bay Mincttc
Troy State University-Ft. Rucker
Troy State University-Maxwell
Tuskegee Institute
University of Alabama-Huntsville
University of Montevallo
University of North Alabama
University of South Alabama

ALASKA
University of Alaska-Anchorage
University of Alaska-Fuirbanks
University of Alaska-Juneau

ARKANSAS
Arkansas State University

CALIFORNIA
California State College-San Bernardino
California State University-Dominquez Hills
California State University-Fresno
California State University - Fullerton
California State University-Hayward
California State University-Los Angeles
California State University-Northridge
California State University-Sacramento
Humboldt State University
Mount St. Mary's College
San Diego State University
San Francisco State University
Sonoma State University
University of The Pacific

COLORADO
Western State College of Colorado

CONNECTICUT
Fairfield University

University of Bridgeport

FLORIDA
Florida A&M University
Florida International University
Jacksonville University
Stetson University
University of Central Florida
University of North Florida
University of West Florida

GEORGIA
Columbus College
Georgia Suuthem College
Valdosta State University
West Georgia College

ILLINOIS
Bradley University
Chicago State University
Concordia College
De Paul University
Eastern Illinois University
Governor's State University
Roosevelt University
Saint Xavier College
Sangamon State University
Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville
Western Illinois Uiiversity

INDIANA
Butler University
Indiana University-Purdue at Ft. Wayne
University of Evansville

IOWA
Clarke College
Loras College
University of Northern Iowa

KANSAS
Washburn University
Wichita State University

KENTUCKY
Eastern Kentucky University
Morehead State University
Murray State University
Northern Kentucky University
Spalding College

**Caner.14an institutions were not included in the Carnegie classification scheme. We used
the Carnegie criteria to assign Canadian institutions to the appropriate categories for this
analysis.
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Union College
Western Kentucky University

LOUISIANA
Centenary College of Louisiana
Gnunbling State University
Louisiana State University-Shreveport
Mc Nesse State University
Nicholls State University
Northeast Louisiana University
Northwestern State. University of Louisiana
Southeastern Louisiana University
Southern University
University of Southwestern Louisiana
Xav;,er University of Louisiana

MAINE
University of Southern Maine

MARYLAND
Bowie State College
Frostburg State College
Loyola College
Morgan State University
Western Maryland College

MASSACHUSETTS
University of Lowell

MICHIGAN
Central Michigan University
Eastern Michigan University
Northern Michigan University

MINNESOTA
Bemidji State University
College of St. Thomas
Mankato State University
Saint Cloud State University
Tri-College University
Univerity of Minnesota-Duluth
Winona State University

MISSISSIPPI
Delta State University
Jackson State University

MISSOURI
Central Missouri State University
Northeast Missouri State University
Northwest Missouri State University
St. Louis University
Southeast Missouri State University
Southwest Missouri State University

NEBRASKA
Creighton University

Population 197

Chadron State College
Kearney State College
Wayne State College
University of Nebraska-Omaha

NEVADA
University of Nevada-Las Vegas

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Rivier College

NEW JERSEY
Georgian Court College
Glassboro State College
Jersey State College
Rider College
Seton Hall University

NEW MEXICO
Eastern New Mexico University
Western New Mexico University
New Mexico Highlands University

NEW YORK
Bank Street College of Education
Baruch College
Canisius College
City University of New York-Brooklyn
City University of New York-Hunter College
City University of New York-Queens
Long Island University
Manhattan College
Niagara University
Pace University
St. Bonaventure University
St. Lawrence University
State University College-Buff tio
State University College- Fredonia
State University College-New Platz
State University College-Plattsburgh
State University of New York-Brockport
State University of New York-Courtland
State University of New York-Oswego

NORTH CAROLINA
Appalachian State University
Campbell University
East Carolina University
North Carolina A&T State University
Pembroke State University
University of North Carolina-Charlotte
University of North Carolina-Wilmington
Western Carolina University

OHIO
Ashland 'liege
Baldwin Wallace College
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John Carrol University
University of Dayton
Wright State University
Xavier University

OKLAHOMA
Central State University
East Central Oklahoma State University
Northeastern State University
Phillips University
Southeastern Oklahoma State University
Southwestern Oklahoma State University

OREGON
Lewis and Clark College

PENNSYLVANIA
Beaver College
Bucknell University
California State College
Cheyney State College
Edinboro State College
Shippensburg University
University of Scranton
Villanova University
Westminister College

RHODE ISLAM,
Rhode Island College
Providence College

SOUTH CAROLINA
Bob Jones University
The Citadel
Furman University
South Carolina State College

SOUTH DAKOTA
South Dakota State University

TENNESSEE
Austin Peay State University
East Tennessee State University
University of Tennessee-Chattanooga

TEXAS
Abilene Christian University
Angelo State University
Corpus Christi State University
Lamar University

Midwestern State University
Our Lady of The Lake University
Pan American University
Prairie View A&M University
Sam Houston State University
Laredo State University
Southwest Texas State University
Stephen F. Austin State University
Tarleton State University
Texas A&I University
Texas Southern University
Trinity University
University of HoustonClear Lake
University of Houston-Victoria
University of Texas-El Paso
University of Texas-San Antonio
West Texas State University

VERMONT
Castleton State College

VIRGINIA
George Mason University
James Madison University
Lynchburg College
Radford University
University of Richmond

WASHINGTON
Central Washington University
Eastern Washington University
Gonzaga University
Pacific Lutheran University
Seattle Pacific University
Seattle University
University of Puget Sound
Western Washington University
Whitworth College

WEST VIRGINIA
Marshall University
Welt Virginia College of Graduate Studies

WISCONSIN
University of Wisconsin-Superior

CANADA"
University of Calgary
Brandon University

University of Manitoba

"Canadian institutions were not included in the Carnegie classification scheme. We used
the Carnegie criteria to assign Canadian institutions to the appropriate categories for this
analysis.
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Appendix D

DEPARTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE BY STATE

511IC

Questionnaires Questionnaires
Raumad Response Rate %

AL 17 12 70
AK 3 3 100

AZ 3 3 100

AR 2 2 100

CA 22 19 86

CO 5 3 60

CT 3 3 100

DE 1 1 100

DC 2 2 100

13 10 76
GA 7 6 85

1 1 100

ID 1 1 100

IL 18 13 72
IN 7 7 100

IA 6 4 66
KS 4 4 100

KY 9 6 66

LA 13 11 85

ME 2 2 100
MD 7 4 58
MA 5 3 60

MI 7 6 85

MN 8 6 75

MS 4 3 75

MO 9 8 88

MT 2 2 100

NE 6 5 83

NV 2 1 50

NH 2 2 100

NJ 6 5 83

NM 5 3 60
NY 29 20 69
NC 10 8 80
ND 1 1 100

011 15 13 86
OK 9 6 66
OR 3 3 100

PA 15 11 73
RI 2 2 100

SC 6 4 66
SD 2 2 100
TN 9 8 88

TX 29 25 86
UT 3 2 66
VT 2 2 100
VA 10 7 70
WA 11 9 82
WV 3 2 66
WI 4 4 100
WY 1 1 100

Canada 6 6 100

Total 372 297 80
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Appendix E

UCEA MEMBER INSTITUTIONS IN 198

University of Alberta
Arizona State University
Uniwaxity of Arkansas
Boston University
State University of New York at Buffalo
University of Cincinnati
University of Connecticut
University of Florida
Fordham University
Georgia State University
Hofctra University
University of Houston
University of Illinois
Illinois State University
Indiana University
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
Kansas State University
University of Kentucky
Louisiana State University
University of Maryland
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
New Mexico State University
New York University
Northern Illinois University
The Ohio State University
University of Oklahoma
Oklahoma State University
University of Oregon
The Pennsylvania State University
University of Pittsburgh
University of Rochester
Rutgers University
St. John's University
Temple University
University of Tennessee
University of Texas
Texas A & M University
University of Toledo
University of Utah
University of Virginia
University of Washington
Washington State University
Wayne State University
University of Wisconsin-Madison
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

State Universay of New York at Albany became a UCEA member during the course of this study and
was not classified as a UCEA member for data analysis purposes.
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PENNSYLVANIA 15

Beaver Collage 6 3 1
Buckrell Uay. 5 4 2
Calitorma Slue Colley 3 2 2
amyl's), Stale Cobras 6 6 1
Duque= Univ. 3 3 2
Edinboro Scam Cargo 3 2 1
Lehigh Univ. 6 5 2
Penraylvama Stain Umv. 21 12 9
Shippeasburg Univ. 4 4 1
Temple Univ. 8 7 4
Univ. c( Pennsylvania 8 7 3
Univ. c( Pittsburgh 16 15 4
Umv. of Scranton 4 2 0
Vdlanova Umv. 3 3 1
Weatmstuaier Collets 6 4 4
TOTAL 102 79 37

RHODE ISLAND 2
Rhoda Island Colley 8 4 0
Providence Collep 3 3 3
TOTAL 11 7 3

SOUTH CAROLINA 6
BobIonea Umv. 9 6 2
The Model 3 3 2
Clawson Limy. 4 4 1
Ptrman Univ. 5 4 3
South Catohna Star College 4 4 0Uay. of South Carolina 18 14 11TOTAL 43 35 111

SOUTH DAKOTA 2
South Dakota Sum Unto. 4 4 2Umv. of South Dakota 7 6 4
TOTAL 11 10 6

TENNESSEE 9
Austin Nay Slab Univ. 2 2 2Eat Taiwan Star Univ. 7 6 5
Peabody CoUap of Vanderbilt Umv. 20 15 9Memphis Star Univ. 10 8 6
Midas Taineammt Stale Umv. 7 6 3Taman Stu, Univ. 13 10 4
Tenuous* Tech Univ. 10 7 2
Univ. of TennameeICroxville 14 13 9Umv. of Teramaace-Commnoosa 6 6 4TOTAL 80 73 44

TEXAS 29
Abalone Christian Uatv. 4 4 3
Angelo State Umv. 5 4 0New Univ. 8 5 1
Comm Mimi Stain Univ. 5 5 3Eau Tear Ram Umv. 11 9 6Luau Unre. 5 4 2
NI:divan= Sum Univ. 3 3 1
North Tram Ram Umv. 17 16 10
Our Lolly of the I-aka Um. 4 3 2Pm Amen= Univ. 6 6 3
Prone View ARM Uay. 7 5 2
Saan Houston Stale Univ. 7 6 5
Lmodo Sum Urnv. 4 4 3
Southwest Texas Sum Umv. 9 9 8
Slopben F. Austin Sum Uay. 12 8 3
Tarlelon Smut Uay. 9 6 3Term AC Utnv. 7 5 4Term ARM Univ. 25 18 14Term South= Umv. 13 10 7
Term Tech Univ. 8 7 5
Term Woman's Umv. 8 6 3Dandy Umv. 4 3 2Um. of HOUlt00 17 14 11
Univ. a HamitoaClear Lake 6 5 3Uriv. d Houstou-Victoria 3 3 2Univ. c( Tem./tuna 19 15 12Uay. ct Tama Pao 5 5 3
Univ. ct TeraaSan Antonio 3 3 2West Texas St* Univ. 5 3 1TOTAL 23 184 124
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208 Under Scrutiny

Appendix (1

Comparison of Data from Sample of Nunrespondentswith Data Supplied by Department Chairpersons and
Faculty Respondents

Data from
Sample of
Nonrespondents
(Na32)
N %

11ata from INits from
1)epartment
Chairpersons
(N =297)
N %

Faculty
Respondents
(No 1.102)
N %

Tanuet Population

F.ducationsl administration faculty member 22 68 8
Not an educational administration faculty member

fender

10 313

Male 19 864 1,423 87.9 1,148 89.5
Female 3 13 6 196 121 135 10 6
Did not identify 7 .5

Rum

Minority 2 90 135 8.3 86 6.7
Caucasian 19 86 6 1.484 913 1.197 93.4
Did not identify 1 4 6 18 1.4

En*

Professor 15 682 971 600 773 594
Associate professor 4 18 2 451 27 9 353 27.1
Assistant professor 2 90 197 122 135 10.4
Other or no response 1 4.6 41 3 2

Tenure Status

Tenured 18 81.8 1.303 80.5 956 73.4
Nontenured or no response 4 18 1 316 19.5 346 26.6

Professorial Function of Primary Strength'

Teaching 15 681 881 673
Research 3 13 6 184 14.1
Service 4 18.1 185 14.1
No response 54 4.1

Perceived Duality of Own Preparation Proust°.

Excellent 8 366 361 213
Good 10 45.5 676 51.9
Fair 3 13.6 204 153
Poor 27 2.1
No response 1 4 6 34 2.6

'Data were collected though telephone interviews with randomly selected ncerespondents. Responses to 7 of the 15 items in the
Interview guide are reflected here.
`These items were not included on the questionnaire sent to department chaupersons
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Appendix If

Selected Discriminant Analysis Tables

Table H-1 Discriminant Analysis on K-12 andHigher Education Faculty

Discriminating Variables

Higher Unstandardized Standardized

K-12 Education Discruninant Discriminant

(N=471) (1'96) Function Function

M SD M SD Coefficient Coefficient

Activities

Time spent teaching graduate students 42.49 21.99 33.30 20 32 .31 E-01 .68

Times rat teaching undergraduates 5 48 13.88 3.27 9 83 .38 E01 .51

Time spent consulting 8.48 8.94 5.45 6.50 .59 E-01 .50

Time spent in canmittee work 6.87 7.84 5.95 6.05 .44 E-01 .33

Time spent in university administration 13.50 21.86 20.86 30 37 .13 EOi .32

Articles/books written/co-authored 9.18 10.44 9.81 11.31 .20 E01 .21

Attitudes

Satisfaction with research 2.92 1.06 2.67 1 07 .26 .27

Satisfaction with current salary 2.82 1.21 2.48 1.26 .21 .26

Poor intellectual climate in department is a

problem 3.05 094 2.48 1.04 .29 .21

Increase in off-campus teaching is a
problem 3.23 0.91 3.35 0.91 -.22 -.20

Satisfaction with colleagues' caliber 2.49 1 07 2.75 1.20 -.25 -.27

Other

Age entered professorship 37.18 6.67 34.04 6.75 60 E-01 .40

Group Centroids
K12

.16

Higher Education
-.80

Classification Analysis % of Cases Correctly Classified

X12 70.80 29.20

Higher Education 41.20 58.80

Ungrouped eases 58,80 41 30
48,65 31 Correctly Classified

Eisen- Corn- Willa Sig-

Canonical Discriminant Function value !anon lambda x2 D.P. ruficance

.1294 .3384 8855 68 05 12 0005

2/0
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Table 11-2 Discriminant Analysis on Male and Female Faculty

Male
(N=.619)

Discriminating Variables M SD

Female
(N'141)
M SD

Unstandard-
ized Dis-
criminant
Function
Coefficient

Standardized
Thscriminart
Function
Coefficient

Activities

Time spent supervising doctoral work 10.23 10 35 7.02 7.49 .15 E-01 .15Time spent in committee work 6.65 7.45 8.24 8.64 -.15 E-01 -.12Time spent teaching graduate students 40.81 21 99 40 68 20 21 -.69 E-02 -.15Time spent co research and wrung 11.85 12.18 19.73 14.10 -.25 E-01 -.32

Attitudes

Satisfaction with graduate student qualo, 2.52 0.95 2.66 0.86 .17 .16Increase in off -campus teaching is a 3.28
problem

0.89 3.03 1.03 .15 .14

Faculty should participate in meetings 1.98 0.79 1.81 0.84 .15 .12
Former practitiimers make the best faculty 2.93 1.31 3.41 1.26 -.10 -.13Satisfaction with present ',anion 1.86 1.02 2.27 1.16 -.25 -.27

Other

Present age 52.11 7.83 43 24 7.45 .11 .84External income 3 41 2.33 2.85 1.83 .86 E-01 .22Age entered professorship 36.40 6.86 36 37 6.30 -.68 E-01 -.46

Group Centroids
Male

.14Female
-1.39

Classification Analysis % of Cases Correctly Classified
Male 81.00 19.00
Female 31.90 68.10

79.69% Correctly Classified

Canonical Discriminant Function Eigen Corry Wilks
value Luton lambda x2 D.F. Significance

.1969 .4056 .8355 113.66 13 .0005
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Table 11.3 Discriminant Analysis on Characteristics of Faculty at UCEA-Member and Non-

UCEA Institutions

Discriminating Variables

Unstandard-

Non- ized Dis- Standardized

UCEA UCEA criminant Discriminant

(N=187) (N=466) Function Function

M SD M SD Coefficient Coefficient

Activities

Time spent supervising doctoral work 14.89 9.22 8 31 10.53 .05 .55

Time spent on research and writing 16.42 13.89 11.00 12.15 .02 .23

Time spat on "other" activities 2.16 8.39 1.74 7.25 .02 .13

Number of teaching hours each semester 6.34 5.35 7.83 526 -.04 -.19

Attitudes

Former practiticners make the best professors 3.54 1.19 2.71 1.28 .34 .43

Likely to le.ave academe 4.20 1.09 3.90 1.28 .16 .20

Pressure for preposaLs and funding is a p roblern 3.11 0.91 2.97 0 97 .17 .16

Low quality of discourse at professional
meetings is a problem 3.01 0.88 2.99 0.93 .13 .12

Satisfied with dept. structure 2.59 1.16 2.74 1.17 .11 -.13

Low salary level in dept. is a problem 2.74 0.94 2.66 0.98 -.16 -.16

Scholars in related fields make the best

professors 3.05 1.05 3.40 1.05 -.15 -.16

Lack of able students is a problem 2.74 0.95 2.96 0.91 -.18 -.17

Other

Current academic salary 6.25 1.87 5.42 1.81 .20 .37

Group Co:avoids
UCEA

.81

Non-UCEA
-.32

Classification Analysis Predicted Group Membership

UCEA 66.30 37.70

Nan -UCEA 27.70 72.30
70.66% of Cases Correctly Classified

Canonical Discriminant Function Eigrn- Corry- Wilks Sig-

value lation lambda x2 D F. nificance

Function 1 .262 A55 .792 150.14 13 .001
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Table 11-S Discritainaat Misty& oar Perceived Orientation of Preparation Program

.; Discriminating Variables

Preparing
Practitioners
(N.310)
M SD

Preparing
Professors and
Researchers
(N=44)
M SD

Equally
Balanced
(1121)
M SD

Function 1

Unstandardized Standardized
Discriminant Discriminant
Function Function
Coefficient Coefficient

Function 2

Unstandardized Standardized
Ducrimmant Discrunmant
Function Function
Coefficient Coefficient

Adletan
..- 7 me operat rznarkina 8.59 8.66 459 5.34 7.22 8.32 .24 E01 21 -.25 E-01 -21

Tirze .7:ent teachiag undergraduate students 6.42 14.85 755 17.78 2.78 8.74 .17 E01 .15 .38 E-01 A9
Ti.eo spoc..ea graduate students 43.45 21.93 2855 1544 38 61 20.98 .62 E-02 .13 -.68 E02 -.14
Time meat caxrvising doctoral work 8.56 10.37 12.11 8.83 1152 9.48 -.16 E01 -.16 -.92 E-02 -.09
Time spat on research and writing 8.83 8.94 23.14 19.35 16.81 13.64 -.28 BO I -.34 .80 E-02 .10

°Allitardes
Satisfied with emphasis on research 2.93 0.96 2.39 1.15 2.81 121 .20 22 -.35 .38
Need higher standards for graduate admissions 3.15 1.16 2.70 1.23 2.67 1.15 .19 22 AO A6
Faculty should participate in professional meetings 2.05 0.80 1.89 0.87 1.86 0.78 .19 .15 .33 27
Poor intellectual climate in department is a problem 3.15 0.92 252 1.07 2.87 1.02 .15 .15 -.87 E-01
Satisfied with colleagues' caliber 2.58 1.03 3.14 1.19 2.79 1.14 .14 .12 .42 .45
Best faculty are leaving academe 3.31 0.86 3.32 0.77 3.15 0.92 .10 .09 .35 .31
Satisfied with present position 1.82 0.96 1.95 1.14 1.99 1.09 -.23 E.01 -.02 -.40 -.40
Field studies strengthen practice 2.25 0.87 255 1.04 2.46 0.94 -.12 -.11 -.19 -.17
Satisfied with oept. structure 2.58 1.18 3.14 1.07 2.79 1.24 -.14 -.16 .18 22
Satisfied with graduate student quality 2.37 0 87 3.05 1 01 2.67 0.98 -.26 -.19 .34 .32
Former practitioners make the best professors 3.15 1.20 2.70 1.03 2.67 122 -.43 -.51 -.14 -.17

h.lfironp Ceatrolds
Preparing Practitioners 34 06
Preparing Professors and Researchers -1.27 .71
Equally Balanced Program

Classification Analysis
Preparing Practitioners
Preparing Professors and Researchers
Equally Balanced Program
Ungrouped Casa

Canonical Discriminant Function
Function 1
Punttion 2

Predicted Group Membership
71.30 8.50 2020
18.30 45.10 36 60
3210 21 AO 46.60
59.20 1220 28.60
6009% of cases correctly classified
Eigenyalue Correlation Wilke lambda
.420 .544 .633
.062 .241 .942

xr

23153
3388

D.F. Significance
34 .031
16
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Appendix I

Factor Analysis on Faculty Research Activities

Factor Matrix
(Varimax Rotation)

"''

Commonality
Factor I Factor II &algal fstimatea

Time spent on research and writing .55 .04 .36 .43
Books and monographs written .05 .01 .29 .09
Number of articles and papers written .24* .07 A0 .22
Research as area of primary strength .72* .06 .13 .54
Preparing researchers/professors is

preferred orientation of graduate program .47* .01 .18 .26
Teach research methods course .03 .07 .01 .01
Time spent editing journals .19 .98 .10 .99
Receiving external funds .13 .03 .38 .16

Eigenvalue 1.06 1.04 .25
Proportion of variance accounted for 13.20 17.50 3.20

Indicates those items loading on the respective factor.

r
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