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In April 1973, we submitted to the National Institute of Educacion
a request for research support. We proposed to conduct a national
survey of American college and university professors. Several
considerations were identified as of primary importance in justifying
this new survey and in specifying its focus.

We noted that it was not until 1969 that a large-scale, omnibus,
national survey of U.S. faculty had been conducted. Universities had
become primary social institutions but the sociopolitical orientations
of their members had not been systematically examined--even though the
survey tool was being regularly employed as a mearns of inquiring into
public opinion generally. We argued that the place of the contemporary
university had become such that students of American society and
politics should include the university within the bounds of their
theoretical and empirical data gathering perview.

More specifically, we emphasized the importance of attending to
faculty opinion in the context of a changing environment. The 1969
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education "snapshot' of faculty opinions
‘and perspectives was taken at a time when campus protests and
demonstrations were the dominant concern. By 1973, however, academe
had clearly entered a new era, with a distinctive agenda. Austerity
had begun to command attention as much as protésts did a half decade
earlier. In the context of fiscal austerity, loss of public confidence

or at least enthusiasm, and growing pessimism, a number of new or

)
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greatly extended areas of conflict had appeafed. We noted, for example,
that as recently as the wid-1960s unionization of college and university
professors was not seriously discussed. But by the early 1970s it had
become a major issue and a subject of contention.

To understand universities, to be able to anticipate the types of
responses they will make to the demands upon them, to be able to assess
their performance generally, one must understand the social, political,
and educational commitments of the people who direct them--meaning here
most notably the half million men and women who are employed full-
time in professorial positions.

We also noted in our April 1973 proposal that in the course of
research which we had already conducted on faculty opinion a number of
areas of inquiry had been identified requiring further survey
examination. The principal publication hased on the first phase of
our examination of the American academic community is The Divided

Academy: Professors and Politics (New York: McGraw Hill, 1975).

The survey which we proposed in April 1973 was, after extensive
developmental work, administered in the Spring of 1975. We bclieve
" that all of our objectives in undertaking this survey have been
accomplished. This report provides discussion of our many specific
tindings and as well details procedures followed in the conduct of
the survey.

We Jdecided in the Summer of 1975 to place great emphasis upon

the rapid dissemination of our survey findings. All too often, the
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results of such investigations are made public so long after the date of
data collection that their value to people with policy responsibilities
in the area greatly diminished. We came to agreement with the

editors of The Chronicle of Higher Education on a series of 36 articles,

to be published by them from September 1975‘through May 1976 on a
weekly basis. A considerable t ‘rden was placed on us and on our staff
by this decision to engage in so much aualysis and writing in so
compressed a period.

Now, looking back upon this publication experience, we are extremely
pleased with it. Data from a national survey of more than 3,500 college
and university professors, including some 400 separate items of
information on each respondent, collected between March and June of 1975,
were presented to the national higher education community through a
principal and respected publication beginning in September 1975.

The response from the higher education community has been extremely
supportive. We have received more than 400 professional communications
from educators expressing their appreciation with the design of the
survey and the presentation of irs firlings. We have distributed 225
coples of a technical report des-ribing survey methodology. We have
received more than 25 separate requests for the entire dataset, including
one from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research
(Ann Arbor) which wishes to enter it in its national archive. We have
completed special tabulations upon request for more than 50 graduate

students, faculty, administrators, and governmental officials.
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7. short, there has been a very clear expression of interest in the
srivey, a very strong acknowledgement of its value, by people throughuut
the higher education community. The importance of regular, systematic
survey research in the area has been amply demonstrated.

This report brings together analysis completed over the past
nine months for presentation in the Chronicle geries. We are engaged
in further research vith the data which will be presented in a
scholarly monograph. taving attended first,’then, to prompt
communication to the higher education community, we will continue
a more elaburate analysis for specialists.

We wish to express our deep appreciation tc the National Institute

of Education for supporting this study.
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SECTION 1

Portrait of the American Academic: An Introduction

In the Spring of Lask year, a large n;tional sample of college and
university professors were asked to express their opinions on major
social and political questions facing the United States, and on important
"domestic'" issues confronting higher education. They were asked, too,
to describe themselves--their backgrounds, career experiences, attainments,
aspirations, the norms guiding their professional lives. In this report

we will elaborate on the survey findings.

The political importance of academics.

1

What 1s supposedly the classic mountain climber's defense of his
pursuit--""because it is there''--does not offer sufficient reason for
an attempt to scale a group's opinions. We initiated this new study
the academic mind not simply because the latter "is there" and
naturally of some intevrest to those of us who comprise it, but because
the academy, its occupants and intellectual neighbors have come to
play vastly expanded roles in the contemporary United States. A

number of observers have used the term postindustrial to describe the
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American social selting now emerging as the New Deal era passes into
history. The common theme in these various depictions is the massive
growth of the science—technology—knowledge sector and of the
intellectual stratum.

Familiar though they are, the s+tatistical reflections of thié
growth remain impressive. 1In 1940, total federal expenditures, for
scientific research and development were just $74 million; by 1974,
such expenditures stood at $17.9 billioa. The federal government spent
$343 million on education at all levels in 1940, while state and local
governments were expending $2.638 billion. Thirty~five years later,
federal expenditures for education had climbed to $9.6 billion and
those of state and 1local governmeét to $62.2 billion. All institutions
of higher education in the United States spent approximately $674
million on the eve of World War II; by 1974, they were expending some
$34.7 billion. Over this 35 year span, the number of students enrolled
in the country's colleges and universities jumped from 1.5 to 8.5
million. And the ranks of those having attended college were.swellcd
by 26 million persons, increasing from 9 million in 1940 to 35 million
in 1974.

Such data bespeak broader, and deeper, changes.in American society:
The insatiable demands of advanced technology for the products of
scientific research; a vast transformation in the mix of occupations
and hence in the type of training required; a level of affluence such

as to permit segments of the mass public, of a size wholly lacking any
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historical precedent, to participate, alhbeit imperfectly, in the world
of ideas. As a result, the intellectusl stratum and its attendant
institutions have experienced an extraordinary growth~-not just in
numbers but as well in importance, in the centrality of their position,
in the scope of their links to, and claims, upon public policy.

As these changes have occurred, it has become necessary to grant
the importance of the interest config uratlons which they entail. We
have long been accustomed to thinking of business and labor as interest
groups. Even now, though, we are probably less inclined to recognize
the educational and scientific communities as interest collectivities.
But they are that--and critical ones. Thus means not only that they
reveal shared interests, not only that they make claim upon other groups
through governmert for programs and policies reflective of such interests;
but as well that the views they hold, the actions they take, the
problems they confront, the ¢lvisions and tensions and conflicts they
manifest, are highly consequential for the society.

It may seem a curious time to write about the growth
and importance of the various compenents of the intellectual stratum.
The mood around academe these days is alleged to be rather dark and
gloomy. Thig current malaise may reflect woes of the whole economy, and
our sharing in a great national funk. Apart from this though, nothing
in an argument for secular advances in centrality need suggest an
absence of problems. Quite the contrary. One would expect growth and

the achievement of a central place in the society to be problem~stimulating:
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more actors, more dcma: i3, more dissensus, higher stakes, higher
expectations, vastly enlarge requirements.

We undertook the new survey of faculty opinion not just to satisfy
"in the family" curiousity, then, but becau.e academics, as a prominent
part of the intellectual stratum, have become over the past quarter

century a highly consequential element of American society.

Scope of the inquiry

The questionnaire which we employed is a long one. It tapped faculty
opinon on a host of the most compelling campus concerns and controversies.
Should the professoriate unionize? For what ends, with what consequences?
If there is to be a bargaining agent, -~ should it be--AAUP, AF¥T, NEA,
or someone else? What should be the university's response to austerity?
If cuts must be made, what should be *the first, and the 1a§t, to go?

How do faculty assess the argument over affirmative action? Héw are

the some:imes competing claims of the "ideas" of equality and meritocracy
weighed and reconciled? What views do professors hold as to the nature

of the academic enterprise? What role(s) do they see themselves performing?
What sorts of activities by faculty are currently too highly, or

conversely too lowly, valued? How are the claims of teaching and research
evaluated? What model do our respondents hold up for the '"verray parfit,
gentil" academic? What are the most substantial failings of the
contemporary American university?

Because of the central involvement of academics in symbolic

formulations for the society--in setting the political agenda, accounting

PR




for the performance of the various institutions, providing a language
together with a body of concepts and precepts which serve to interpret
the sociopolitical system and the culture, and in communicating these
"shadows" to succeeding generations of students——their general
ideological perspectives and policy cémmitments seemed to merit special
attention.' We examined faculty views oé the range of domestic <ocial
and economic matters, and éﬁ foreign policy issues How well, or poorly,
is the American polity performing? What sorts of new governmental
responses are required? What are the lessons of Watergate and Vietnam?
What are the boundaries of U.S. responsibilities in world affairs? What
is the appropriate American role in the international community, and
how should it be acted out?

What do the principal ideological configurations within the
professoriate look like? How strong are the contending camps? What is
the strength and the direction of the partisan commitments of American
academics? Héw active are they in public affairs? How do they assess

their public influence, vis-a-vis other groups?

Comparing faculty opinion

In reporting on these and a bundle of related matters, we will be
occupied with three sets of comparisons. First, the views of faculty in
1975 will be compared to those of the professoriate at earlier points in
time. Neither the academy nor the country have been tranquil places
this past decade. What sorts of changes have occurred in the professors’

views of their careers, their calling, their institution, their society?
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Two other large national surveys of academics-—-that sponsored by the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in 1969, and the one conducted
by the American Council on Education in 1973-~promote these time
comparisons.

We will also regularly compare the opinions of faculty to those of the
American public and of various subgroups within the general population.
The 1975 professorial survey included a number of questions posed at
about the same point in time to other groups in separate nation-wide
studies. ' ’

Finally, the perspectives of many cohorts within the professoriate
will be compared. American academics manifest some important commonalities,
evidence a distinctive outlook; but they remain much divided internally.
How do faculty at different types of institutions react to the prospects
of unionization? How much at odds are groups defined by age and
academic rank in their assessments of university performance and the
state of the scholarly profession. To what extent do women and me.. in
the professoriate disagree on issues surrounding the affirmative action
controversy?

It is important to make these several comparisons, because they
often yield sharply contrasting perspectives. One gets, for exampl.,
some sense of the shape of faculty social and political thinking from
the fact that in Spring 1975 a sclid majority (59 percent) favored
legalizing the use of marijuana, the preference of just 20 percent of

general public and of 43 percent of all ccllege graduates in the country

S
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(National Opinion Research Center, General Social Survey, Spring 1975).
Academics, then, are distinctively more "liberal” than other groups in
the population on this--as indeed they are on virtually the entire

r7 ge of social issues.

But when we begin to compare cohorts within the faculty, we get a
very different sense of the academic mind. Breaking the professoriate
down into groups defined by just one variable--scholarly discipline--we
see immense differences on the marijuana question (as, again, on almost
all social and political controversies). Massive majorities of social
gcientists, reaching 82 percent among sociologists and 79 percent among
social psychologists, endorsed legalization of marijuana; while faculty in
the applied professional fields were decisively opposed to legalization--
58 percent against, 42 percent for in engineering, 53-47 percent in business
administration, 70-30 percent in the college of agriculture faculties. We
commonly find-greater opinion difference among the various disciplines
within the professoriate than we can locate ameng the most grossly
differentiated subgroups (e.g., rich and poor, young and old, whites

and blacks) in the general public.

Welcome to ambiguity

If we have one fault to find with many reports on surveys published
in the country's newspapers, it 1s that they suggest a clarity and a
decisiveness typically absent from the real world of public opinion.
Mth of the commentary here will dwell on the tentativeness,
complexity, and self-contradiction of faculty opinion--for such features

are usually found when one gets beneath the surface of opinion distributions.
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The matter of faculty unrest and pessimism in the face of austerity
and other sundry academic woes 1s a good case ia point. Our survey
surely provides an abundance of data pointing to professorial unease

if not despair. When two-thirds of the faculty hold to the view that

Table 1. The Unhappy Professoriate

" . . has the status of the academic’ prefession increased,
declined, or stayed roughly the same over the pase decade?”

Increased significantly 1%
Increased moderately - 11%
Stayed the same 23%
Declined moderately 467
Declined significantly 18%

"If an election for a collective bargaining agent were to be
held now at your institution, how would you vote?"

For a collective bargaining
agent /those favoring AAUF,
AFT, NFA, and some other _
bargaining agent, combined/ 71%

For "no agent" 29%

the status of their profession has declined in recent years (Table 1),
and seven in ten are sufficiently dissatisfied with things as they are to
indicate approval of a move to unionism--which would ~onstitute the single
most substantial change in the last quarter century in the way universities
do business—-the mood is hardly euphoric. It would be easy to write of
"the unhappy professoriate''--but it would be wrong.v

Table 2 gives us a very different picture. Fifty-eight £ercent of

professors believe their personal economic position has gotten better

e




recently, while only 21 percent find that it has declined. Eightv-seven

percent think they made the right career choice, and would again choose

Table 2. The Happy Professoriate

"Has your own economic position as a member of the academic
profession improved, worsened, or stayed roughly the same
over the past five years?" !

Improved markedly 17%
Improved moderately 417
Stayed the same 227
Worsened somewhat 16%
Worsened significantly 5%

"If you were to begin your career again, would you still want
to be a college professor?”

Definitely yes 49%
Probably yes 38%
P+pbably no 10%
Definitely ro 2%

"In general, how do you feel about the institution at which
you are now a faculty member?"

Very good place for me 50%
Fairly good place for me 41%
Not a good place for me 97

", . . how successful do you consider yourself in your career?"

Very successful 28%
Fairly successful 657
Fairly unsuccessful 67
Very unsuccessful 1

academe if they were starting anew. The vast majority of faculty are
similarly satisfied with the schocl at which they teach, and all but the
proverbial handful consider themselves successful people. Behold, in a

time of national gloom, the happy professoriate!

1
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In fact, American academics are at once highly satisfied and very
 unsatisfied. The complexity and the contradiction in faculty opinion will

receive continuing attention.
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PART II

AN OVERVIEW PORTRAIT OF THE PROFESSION




Section 2

The Social Character of Academe

Who enters the professoriate? What, specifically, is the mix in
class background, sex, ethnicity, place of birth, and the like, »>f the
roughly 400,000 full-time faculty at America's 2,600 colleges and

universities? Since we will be attending at considerable length in this
report to the opinions of academics, it seems appropriate here at the

outset to describe the group's social character.
P

Religious background

The 1975 survey permits, for the first time, a detailed portrait of
the ethnic and religious background of professors. Before this we had
precise information only on the basic religious breakdown--the percentage
of Catholic, Protestant and Jewish rarentage. Those distributions, confirmed
anew by our 1975 survey,show a strikingly large representation of
Jews, compared to their proportion of the public at large, and a

clear if more modest underrepresentation of Catholics (Table 1).
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Table 1. Religi~us background of faculty, and of
the general public (row percentages)

Jewish  Catholic Protestant Other None
Faculty
All (1969)* 9 18 66 4 3
All (1975) 10 18 63 5 5
Under 35 years
of age 12 21 59 4 5
At major colleges .
and universities** 17 - 12 62 5 5
General Public
All**k* 3 27 67 1 3

College—~educated*** 7 26 63 1 3

*All faculty data reported in this series are from the 1975 Ladd-Lipset
survey unless otherwise specifically indicated. Data from the 1969
Carnegie Commission survey of the American professoriate are introduced
here for comparative purposes; further analysis on religious background
can be found in Ladd and Lipset, The Divided Academy: Professors and
Politics (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1975).

**Schools classified by a three variable Index of School Quality, based
upon (1) academic selectivity (SAT scores required for admission); (2)
affluence (total institutional expenditures, adjusted for the number of
sTudoats); and (3) research commitment (total institutional expenditures
for research, again adjusted for the number of students).

***Data from the 1973, 1974 and 1975 National Opinion Research Center
(NORC) General Social Surveys.

)
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Just three percent of the U.S. population, Jews are one-tenth of the
professoriate, and one-sixth of the faculties of the major research-
oriented colleges and universities. In sharp contrust, Catholics are
about one-quarter of the general populace, a bit less than one-fifth of
the faculty, and little more than one-tenth of the major school
professoriate.

These rather general statistics show peoﬁle of Protestant background
to be represented among academics at réughly their proportion in the
nation. In fact, we can now establish, some Protestant denominations
are relatively heavy, others very light contributors. The various groups
of Baptists comprise the "religion raised" for 24 percent of all Americans,
but for only nine percent of academics. In a strict statistical sense,

“hen, Baptists are much more underrepresented than Catbolics.

Table 2. Proportion of faculty, and general public, raised in the
respective Protestant denor:inations (row percentages)

Baptist Methodist Lutheran Presbyterian Episcopalian PrthEZant

Faculty

All 9 14 7 17 6 9

At major colleges

and universities 7 12 6 19 9 10

sene Public

Al. 24 15 9 5 2 10

College-educated* 14 15 8 11 6 8

*Data from the 1973, 1974 and 1975 NORC General Social Surveys.

20
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At the other end of the continuum, the Calvinist denominations
(Presbyterians, and the New England Congregatlonalists), and the.
Episcopalians have entered the faculty in numbers which exceed their
share of the populace generally by a margin comparable to that found in
the case of Jews. Persons of Presbyterian, Episcopalian and Jewish
background, ten percent of the country's popuiation, are one-quarter of
all college-educated Americans, one-~third of the professoriate and
nearly half of major school faculties. Presbyterians and Episcopalians

outnumber Catholics at the most prestigious universities by a margin

somewhere between two and three to one.

Ethnic background

In ethnic origin, the faculty naturally reflect the population from
which they come, but as with‘religious background, they depart notably in
certain instances. By far the largest of these departures involves blacks.
At about 11 percent of the general public, blacks are only three percent
of academics, with that proportion essentially unchanged over the last
decade. Blacks are no.more heavily represented in the young faculty
cohorts than in the older, and they remain clustered at schools of the
lower range.

Persons tracing their ancestry back to the British Isles and northern
Europe comprise a full three-quarters of the professoriate, substantially
higher than their 60 percent of the population at large (Table 3). In
fact, however, the English, Scots and Welsh account for all of this

margin. The Irish are somewhat underrepresented, especially it seems

1
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Table 3. Ethnic background of faculty and of
the general public* (column percentages)

Faculty General Publié
Under Over At major college-
All 35 years 55 years colleges All educated
Ethnic Origin
English, Scot, Welsh 27 35 40 39 20 29
Irish 9 8 8 7 12 12
Protestant 5 3 4 4 7 X
Catholic 4 5 4 3 5 X
German, Austrian 24 25 21 20 22 19
Scandinavian 4 4 5 6 6 5
Italian 3 3 ' 5
Central and East
European 11 13 11 15 8 12
Jewish 7 7 9 12 2 X
Protestant & Catholic 4 6 2 3 6 X
Other European 7 7 9 6 6 7
Latin American 1 2 - 1 4 1
Black 3 2 2 2 11 5
2 2 1 2 7 5

Other Countries

*We have drawn these data on the ethnic makeup of the American populace from a
variety of sources. Most useful are the General Social Surveys, 1973, 1974, and
1975. of the National Opinicn Research Center. We also drew upon U.S. Bureau

of the Census, "Characteristics of the Population by Ethnic Origin: March 1972
and 1971," Current Population Reports, P-20, No. 249 (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1973). Approximately 20 percent of the population are of
backgrounds sufficiently mixed so that they cannot be placed in any single
"country of origin" category, and those people have been excluded from our
presentation. We can say that about three-quarters of this group are white
Protestants of mixed European backgrounds, and one-sixth are white Catholics

of mixed European ancestry.

"X" means the nu: =r of cases are too few for reliable analysis.
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among the faculties of the major research-oriented universities. East
Europeans are heavily represented in academe, but this is accounted for
wholly by East European Jews. People of Italian ancesfry are a much
smaller proportion of the professoriate than of the public. So, too, are
Latin Americans.

With a few notable exceptions, little has happened to the American
professoriate, in terms of its ethnic—religious makeup, in the years since
World War II. There has been extraordinary growth, of course, but the
succeeding waves of newcomers closely resemble those who came before.
Professors who entered the teaching professioﬁ in the 1920s and 1930s are,
in basic ethnic makeup, similar to those who came in during the expansion
of the sixties. The proportion Jewish did surge upward, as barriers which
long confronted Jews were dismantled and the group generally moved upward
in socioeconomic status. The percentage oft Catholic parentage has also
increased, and Catholics are now 21 percent of academics under 35 years
of age, compared to just 13 percent of those over age 55. But continuities

in ethnocultural makeup are, on the whole, far more striking than the

changes.

Patterns within academe

There are some interesting differences in where members of the
various ethnic and religious groups have chosen--or have been required
by the opportunities extended--to locate. We divided all colleges and
universities in our sample into four quality groups, defined by how

gselective they are in admitting students, their overall institutional

2
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resources (total budget adjusted to a per student expenditure base), and
their research commitment (research expenditures, again adjusted to the
number of students); and inquired about characteristics of faculty in each
stratum. Professors reared in the high status Protestant denominations,
and those from Jewish families, are relatively most numerous in the
major research institutions, and their numbers decline sharply with
movement down the school quality ladder. Lower status Protestants, and
Catholics, shbw exactly the opposite pattern. The direction of these
variations is hardly surprising, but their extent is striking. Catholics,
for example, are twice as high a proportion of the "Tier 4" schools (lowest
standing, according to our index) as of Tier 1 institutions. British-descended
professors are 39 percent of the faculty at the most prestigious institutidns,
just 30 percent in the lowest stratum., The Irish, on the other hand, are
seven percent of the Tier 1 faculties, 15 percent of the Tier 4..

Baptists (religious backgrovnd, not present religion) make up half
the total faculty of colleges of agriculture, but are less than one-fifth
of humanists. Congregationalists and Presbyterians are 22 percent of
natural scientists, only 13 percent of professors of education. Jews are
one-seventh of all social scientists, nearly one-fourth of faculty in
medicine; but are just one percent of all academics in the agriculture
fields. In general, high status Protestants and Jews are most heavily
represented in the liberal arts and sciences, while lower status
Protestants are relatively more numerous in the applied professional

disciplines. The pattern for Catholics is much more mixed.
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Sources of the ethuyic distributions

The over- and underrepresentation of the various ethnocultural groups
within the faculty, compared to their proportions in the general public,

seems to have three distinct causes.

1. The impact of social class. Of fspring of parents possessing high

socioeconomic status have a distinct advantage over their lower status
counterparts in the quest for an academic position. Travel and cosmopolitan
experiences are more likely to be‘part'of their childhood; so, too, are
books and a related smattering of intellectual activities. More often
than not, they attend better primary and secondary schools, get into better
colleges-—-and if théy go onto graduate work, secure admissiox to one of
the research-oriented institutions which train the major college faculties.
This is relevant here because ethnic and religious groups vary so
sharply in composite social class. And without exception, those of the
lowest class position are the most underrepresented, while those of the
highest socioeconomic status are the most overrepresented.
For example, just 10 percent of white Baptists in the nation's labor force,
and 15 percent of Catholics, hold professional positions; as against
26 percent of Presbyerians, 27 percent of Episcopalians and 30 percent
of Jews. Ten percent of Baptists and 13 percent of Catholics are college
graduates, a status acquired by 30 percent of Presbyterians, 32 percent
of Episcopalians, and 34 percent of Jews. Fifty-eight percent of white
Baptists describe themselves as ''lower" c: "working' class, the standing

accepted by only a third of Presbyterians.
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2. The impact of eihnic group culture. It is highly unlikely that
all of the variation we have located in the rate of ethnic-religious group
entry into the professoriate result from economic position and its
immediate consequences. We know, for example, that while Jewish Americans
now occupy very high socioeconomic status, this has come rather recently,
since World War II. Jews were six or seven percent of those entering the
faculty in the 1930s--twice their proportion in the general public--when
their overall social class position waé still low. Until recently, a
larger proportion of Jewish academics, than of the rest of the faculty,
had fathers who had not graduated from high school.

So more than class and the opportunities it can confer is involved.
And a wide assortment of observers have found that "something else" in
elements of a group's culture, such as the emphasis placed upon acquiring
intellectual skills—-in the first instance, literacy--and in the value
attached to intellectual attainment.

Intellectualism has long been associated with Jewishness. But Jews
are not alone in this orientation. We have noted the heavy representation
in the faculty of Presbyterians and Congregationalists, denominations
growing out of Calvinism; and it is probably not coincidental that
Calvinism stressed the need for an educated ministry and popular literacy
in order to understand the Bible. The Calvinist Scots were, after the
Jews, the second literate people in Europe. The Puritans of colonial

Massachusetts exhibitad strong concern for general, and us well for higher

education.
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3. The impact of discrimination. A numbe- . groups, among them

Jews, Catholics, and blacks, have encountered ''direct" discrimination in
student admissions and faculty hiring, apart from "indirect" discrimination
manifesting itself in limits on general social and economic opportunity.
Some of this has been completely eradicated, while other elements of it
remain. OQur point here 1is simply that raw discriminatory treatment cannot

be ignored in accounting for ethnic representation in the professoriate.

American academics are far from being a microcosm of the general
populace, in religious and ethnic background. When faculty are compared
to the middle classes from which they so disproportionately come, however,
the fit becomes much closer. More than anything else, the ethnic makeup

of the faculty reflects the group's class origins.
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SECTION 3

Faculty Women: Little Gain in Status

The proportion of women in the professoriate is inching upward, from
19 percent in 1969, to 20 percent in 1973, and now to 21 percent in 1975;
and the gains have actually been rather strikiﬁg over the past three
years within the slim crop of new entrants fresh out of graduate school.
Women are now nearly a third of all full-time faculty under age 30, by
far their largest share ever of this professorial "entering class."

But after a half decade of considerable ferment surrounding their
position in academe, women as a group occupy very much the same status
as they did in 1969. They spend more of their time in the classroom
than do the four-fifths of the professoriate who are men, earn less money,
write fewer articles and books, exhibit less interest in research, receive
less research support. They show a striking péttern of "segregation" in
terms of their rank, where they teach, and what they teach. By all
objective measures, then, the female professcriate 1s a deprived group,

vigs-a-vis male academics.

Still, women are not especially unhappy with matters professional.

As they look at the standing of higher education, their own economic

o4
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positions, the adequacy of the schools at which they teach, and their
personal academic performances, they are--that 1s, they profess to be--
no more dissatisfied than men. Indeed, they are perhaps a bit more
satisfied.

Some of these elements involving the position of academic women
are rather widely recognized, others little known or discussed. -All
receive careful documentation from an extensive body of survey material,
including not only our 1975 survey, bué as well that of the American
Council on Education conducted in 1973, and the 1969 Carnegie Commission
survey. We continue our profile of the professoriate by comparing the

status of the men and women in it.

Academic status

The women who enter the faculty come from somewhat higher social
backgrounds than do tneir male counterparts--in a profession which is
notably middle to upper-middle class in family background. For example,

¢
just 21 percent of the women, as against 27 percent of the men, are the
children of blue-collar workers. Twenty-eight percent of the women say
their families were economically "below average" or '"poor" at the time
they were in high school, while a significantly higher 38 percent of male
faculty perceive themselves coming from such circumstances. |

Even though they started from a somewhat higher social position,
women entering the professoriate have wound up in less prestigious
schools. In 1975, women are only one-sixth of all academics in the
major research universities, but they are a full third of the faculty in

schools of the lowest scholarly standing. For the entire professoriate,

there is a strong corre:. .ion between family background and the niche

3
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found in the profession: people from families of high socioeconomic status
(SES) gain admission to the major graduate schools in far higher proportions
than their low SES counterparts, and subsequently occupy higher proportions
of the professoriate at major universities. But women, presumably through
gsome mix of discrimination and cultural imperatives, go against the grain--
starting out from a higher socioeconomic position than men and ending up
at less prestigious, more teaching- and less research-oriented,-places.

The data in Table 1 show the relaéive deprivation of women in the faculty.
Not only are they just one-fifth of the total, but those who have entered
the professoriate continue to occupy a much weaker position in the world

of scholarship. Thirty-four percent of male faculty are full professors,

Table 1. Professional status of men and women in
the faculty (column percentages)

Men Women
Full professors 34 (29)* 18 (13)*
Teach 11 hours or more per week 45 (37) 58 (52)
Publications last two years:
None 46 (48) 61 (73)
5 or more 12 (12) 4 (3)
Received no research grants in
the last year 54 (62) 73 (85)
At lower tier (3 and 4) colleges
and universities 53 (50) 64 (68)

*The data in parentheses are from the 1969 Carnegie Commission survey. All

other data are from the 1975 Ladd-Lipset survey.
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the status of only 18 percent of the women. Nearly half of the former,
compared to only a quarter of the latter, repo;ted receiving some form of
research grant in the past year. As a group, the women teach a lot more
and write a lot less. Table 1 suggests that the gap between the sexes in
these elements of scholarly standing shrank only slightly over the past

half decade, if at all.

Even more striking than the overall distributions arce those fur young
academics. The distance between men and women under 35 years of age is
in all instances as great as that between older male and female academics.
For example, just 15 percent of these younger men are instructors, the
status of 41 percent of the women; while 21 percent of the men had reached
the ranks of associate or full professors, compared to but eight percent
of the women. Fourteen percent among men in the "under 35" cohort, as

against three percent of women, rcported a high rate (here five or more

works in the past two years) of publication.

Where and what they teach

We have long known that women in the professoriate are rot spread
evenly across the various disciplines, just as they are a disproportionate
share of the faculty in certain types of schools. The pattern of
"segregation" revealed by Table 2 is still noteworthy. Women are
only five percent of all natural science faculty at major research
universities. On the other hand, they comprise a full half of all
academics teaching at lower—-tier schools in a cluster of applied disciplines
which historically have been "women's" fields--education, library science,

nursing, child development and home economics. Again, our data suggest

ol
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-that changes in the distribution of academic women, by field and type of

school, are occurring very slowly, if at all.

Table 2. Location of women faculty, by discipline
group and type of school (row percentages)

1969% 1975
Natural scilences:
major universities 5 5
middle tier ' 7 11
lower tier 13 10
Soclal sciences:
major universitiea 13 18
middle tier 20 19
lower tier 26 28
Applied "women's" fields:
major universities 37 43
middle tier 44 39
lower tier 51 50

* The 1969 data are from the Carnegie Commission survey.

We have said almost nothing about the salary of women in the professoriate,
as it relates to the whole matter of sex discrimination, primarily because
this complex question has been handled so nicely in a recent piece by Alan
Bayer and Helen Astin (Science, 23 May 1975, pp- 796-802). They report
that in 1972-1973 the average salary of academic women was $3,000 less than

that of men: and that much of this gap resulted from differences

»,
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in rank, years of employment, field of specialization, involvement in

research, and university setting. That is, women are disproportionately

in the lower-paying sectors.

Women and the research culture

Whatever their niche in academe, however, women are less involved in
research activities than are their male counterparts--and what is more

interesting, they profess to have much less interest in research. For

example, just 30 percent of women holding the rank of full professor, over
40 years of age, at major universities, in the social sciences and
humanities, said they were more interested in research than in teaching;

the position of 52 percent of men holding these same attributes (1969
Carnegie data). Thirty-eight percent of men under ige 40, at lower tier
schools, assistant professors, in tﬁe natural sciences, voiced a preference
for research. Only 13 percent of similarly-situated women had the same
research interest. As we have discussed these data with our colleagues—-
male and female--we have received scores of fascinating explaaations for

the pattern. One thing seems clear: while various socially-imposed
constraints--such as family responsibilities--might intrude to prevent

women from doing research, they cannot stop women from wanting to do reserch.
And part of the reason why academic women get less research support and
publish less is because they are less interested in the research enterprise.
"

It is easy to say that the reasons for this are at least in part "cultural,

and while this almost certainly is true, it just as certainly isn't very

helpful.
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Dissatisfaction

Academic women are not doing as well as academic men by a host of
criteria, but they are no more dissatisfied (or no less content). If
anything, it is the other way. Two-thirds of the women think the status
of the academic professionvhas declined in recent years, as do two-thirds
of the men. Twenty~two percent of male faculty believe their own
economic position has worsened of late, a view held by just 13 percent of
women in academe. (Since the salaries.of women, while still lower than ”
those of men, have been increasing a bit faster recently, there is some
objective basis for these perceptions.) Thirty-one percent of men in
the faculty feel they would be better off at some other college or
university, the view of 28 percent of women. Young women on the whole
are much more dissatisfied than their senior colleagues--but young men
are even more unhappy. Forty-five percent of men under 35 years of age
would rather be at some other institution; thirty-nine percent of their
female age-mates feel this way. Seven percent of young male faculty
describe themselves as professionally "unsuccessful,”" a label worn by

only four percent of young women in academe.

Professional needs and priorities

As they look around at themselves and their careers, and consider
the question of what would be the biggest incentive to move to another
university, academic women and men sho. that they have a lot in common,

and some notable differences. |
!

Some things matter a lot to a large segment of the professoriate,
male and female alike, in terms of incentives to relocate. Higher pay

and job security stand out here. Other things, such as getting fewer

0
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adminstrative responsibilities and the chance for better housing, are not

critical for many people, whatever their age or sex (Table 3)

Table 3. Incentives in seeking a new position;
the preferences of academic men and women

(percentage describing each of the following
as "egsential" or "very important" 1f they
were to consider a new position)

Women
. Higher salary 44 (47)% 48
Higher rank 29 (40) 25
Tenure 43 (47) 44
Less pressure to publish 18 (18) 16
More time for research 29 (32) 28
‘Small teaching load ' 29 (30) 29
More opportunities to teach 22 (29) 18
Opportunity to teach graduate students 23 (32 27
Less administrative responsibilities 11 (Lu) 15
More administrative responsibilities 12 (26) 9
Better students 33 (37) 36
Better colleagues 31 (38) 31
Good job for spouse 39 (50) 22
Better community ‘ 30 (36) 31
Better schools for my children 19 (20) 26
Better research facilities ‘ 2i: (32) 26
Better chance for advancement 40 (48) 31
Better housing 16 (15) 14

%A1l data in this table are from the 1975 Ladd-Lipset survey.

. Getting a

Men

(51)*
(33)
(45)
(13)
(32)
(26)
(14)
(31)
(15)
(8)
(36)
(36)
(29)
(36)
(28)
(33)
(43)
a7n

The data

in parentheses are for faculty under 35 years of age. The other are for

all faculty.
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good joﬁ for their spouses, however, is essential to 39 percent of academic
women, while the active concern of just 22 percent of the men. Young
women are much more inclined than young men (29 compared to 14 percent)
to emphasize the importance of "more opportunities to teach'! And the
quest for more administrative responsibilities is a critical consideration
for a full quarter of all women under age 35, in sharp contrast tc less
thaﬁ one-tenth of their male age-mates. Less attracted by the research
culture, women—especially the younger ém@ng them——are drawn more to
teaching and administration. Perhaps the opportunity for personal
interaction, which teaching affords, and the chance to change the
direction of universities, offered by responsible administrative positions,
are decisive.

Women do bring different perspectives than men to academic life,
at least at this point in time, and their arrival in greater numbers
could signal some substantial changes. But increased representation of

women is coming slowly, and in an era of a relacively young faculty and

"zero educational growth," will continue to come slowly.



SECTION 4

Academic Men and Women:
Attitudinal and Behavioral Differences

Perhaps the most outstanding change in American academe during the
1970s has been the steady increase in the proportion of women faculty.
This is particularly noteworthy among young appointees. According to
Alan Cartter, the most persistent student of economic and demographic trends
in academe, women now do as well as men in hirings of those coming out of
graduate school. Our own national survey indicates that 37 percent of
faculty under 30 years of age are female, a larger percentage than they are
among recent cohorts of graduate students.

Given the changes in sex ratios in the American professoriate, it is
important to analyze what differences, if any, éxist between men and women

in their attitudes and behavior.

Teaching and Research

Past studies of faculty and graduate students have revealed that women
show more interest in teaching tﬁan research than men do. This pattern
still continues. Twenty-eight percent of men, as contrasted to 17 of women
state that their interests lie primarily in research. Among younger faculty,

those under 35, preference for research rose to 23 percent, still far below
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the figure for younger.males, 38 percent. Comparable variations between the
sexes occurred among faculty at low-teaching load graduate-research oriented
universities and those at colleges which place a much greater emphasis on
teaching.

.The sex linked differences also held up within most broad discipline
categories, with the exception of the social sciences. Thus the preference
ratio for research for males compared to females is 37 to 15 in the natural
sciences, 21 to 8 among professional school faculty, 24 to 16 for humanists,
but reverses to 34 to 42 in the social sciences. The greater orientation
towards research among feémale social scientists may be related to the fact
that they also turn out to be much more committed to the ideology of the
women's liberation movemenf than their colleagues in other fields. Perhaps
they have also rejected other traditional feminine orientations,

as a result,

which have been reflected in the preference of female academics for the less
competitive person-related téaching role.

The more positive attitude of women towards teaching shows up in the
responses to a number of other questions. Thus 46 percent of women as
contrasted to 34 of men "strongly agree" that ''teaching efféctiveness, not
publications, should be the primary criterion for promotion." A third of
the male faculty and a quarter of the females agree: "No one can be a good
. teacher unless he or she is involved in research." It is clear, of course,
that these variations in.attitudes are linked to actual behavior. Fully
three-fifths of the women (61 percent) as compared to less than half of the
men, 46 percent, indicated that they had not published anything during the
past two years. Over a quarter of the men, 26 percent, and 12 of the women,

reported three or more publications during that period.
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Similar variations show up with respe:c tu ..~ answers to questions
dealing with orientations to scholarship. Women w-e more disposed than
men to favor "softer,'" more "humanistic," approaches. Forty-six percent
of the male faculty as compared to 33 of the female agreed with the statement:
"It is more important for a scholar to be precise and rigorous than it is
for him to be speculative and intuitive." Over a fifth of the male
faculty, 21 percent, gave answers which placed them in the extremely
rigorous category on the ''role of scholar" scale, as compared to 15 percent
of the women. As.with the reactions to teaching, these differences also
exist within the various discipline categories, again excepting the social .
sciences.

Cultural Styles

Male and female faculty vary in their cultural tastes along the lines
associated with traditional sex roles. Men (25 percent) were more likely
than women (15) to report never or almost mnever attending a concert or a
play. Conversely, over half the women (54) as contrasted to 36 percent
of the men indicated they rarely if ever went to athletic events. Women
were much more likely to read cultural magazines than men. The latter, on
the other hand, were more disposed to read various businéss journals
regularly.

Differences of this type were as true of younger faculty as older.

Thus almost half of the women, 48 percent, under 35 said they rarely, if
ever attended an athletic event, as compared to 36 percent’ of the men.

The corresponding figures for those 55 years of age ar.d older are 60 and 43.
Again 29 percent of the young males and 17 of the female counterparts hardly

ever attended plays; among older faculty those totally disdaining the

theatre number 13 and 22 percent.
45
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Ceneral Political and Social Views

Past studies of the relationship of sex to soclial and political issues
among the general public indicated that women were more concerned with
morality and peace issues than men. To some extent, it can be feported
that such variations also differentiate among faculty in the mid-seventies.
Men (54 percent) were more likely to oppose ''laws forbiddiné the
distribution of pornography" than women (44). A larger proportion of male
faculty (40 percent) reported that they were for a "military victory" in
Vietnam in the early days of U.S. intervention there than women (27).

The early more pacific position of women faculty on the Vietnam War
does not reflect a greater disposition on their part to sﬁpport more
liberal or left positions. If anything, men as a group were slightly more
liberal than women on the questions which formed the liberalism-conservatism
scale, eveﬁ though men are more likely to be found in the politically more
conservative diséiplines (natural sciences and high-status independent and
business related professional schools) than women (humanities and
people-related professional schools) and are older on thé average.

Basically, however, there is relatively little variation between male
and female faculty on general political'issues; Thus 7 pércent‘of each
strongly agree, while 28 percent of the females and 26 of the males 'strongly
disagree" with the statement: ''Poverty in the United States is due to the
cultural and psychological problems of the poor." Thirty-one pércent of-
the women and 29 percent of the men feel that "Big corporations should be
taken out of private ownership and run in the public interest." Almost
three-fifths of both sexes ''strongly agree" that "Everything possible should

be done to protect the rights of those accused of crime.'" Again, an identical

40
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percentage, 58 percent of each, favored the legalization of marijuana. The
two sexes provided an almost identical response pattern when asked to give
their opinion of '"communism as a social system.'" Lleven percent of the
women and 10 of the men chose "It's the worst kind of all," while 4 percent
of the women and 3 percent of the men said "It's a good type of social
system." Forty-three percent of each said "It's all right for some
countries." They had the same opinions on defense spending. An identical
percentage, 27, of both sexes disagreed with the statement: "The United
States is spending too much money for defense and military purposes.' In
1972, there was not even a percentage point difference between the sexes
in their presidential vote. Female faculty, however, appeared slightly
more positive to Gerald Ford (33 percent) than male (31) in 1975.

Women, curiously, are more likely to be identified partisans than men.
Thus 48 percent of the women indicated the} think of themselves as Democrats
or Republicans, while only 41 of the men repor;ed a partisan commitment.

The lack of difference in political orientatiohs between male and
female faculty may help account for the amazing similarity in the
automobiles they own. An identical percentage, 66, of both sexes own an
American car. Thirty-seven percent of the men and 36 of the women drive
large autos. Men show a slightly higher preference than women for
General Motors cars (28-26). Women_are more favorable to Chrysler products
(20-17). . The distribﬁtion of foreign car ownership 1s also almost identical,
with two small exceptions, men favor Volkswagens more than women (11-8);
women are more attracted to Japanese cars (8-6). But b;sically the
distributions through the range of possible patterns of oﬁhership are

highly comparable, much like their politics.
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Racial and Minority Issues

In 1969, when the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education polled a very
large national sample of faculty, there waé no difference in the responses
of the two sexes to questions dealing with.proposals to improve the
situation of blacks or minorities generall&.‘ Only 22 prrcent of the men and
21 of the women agreed that '"normal academic requirements should be relaxed
in appointing members of minority groups to faculty here.! Almost twicg as
many felt that "more minority groups of undergraduates shouid be admitted
here even if it means relaxing the n;rmal academic standards fgr admission,"
but the reactions of the two sexes were once more almost iden?ical, 39 and
38 percents.

By 1975, when we again polled American professors, the consciousness
and concern of women faculty for the situation of minorities generally and
women in particular had risen. On a variety of questionﬁ, they differed
from their male colleagues in showing greater sympathy for the situation of
minorities, and for affirmative action to improve their own position. Thus
only Zi percent of the women as compared to 36 percent of the men strongly
agreed that the United States has made ''meaningful progress over the past
twenty years toward achiéving equality of opportunity for black Americans.”
On the other hand, there was little difference related to sex on the school
busing issue. Slightly less than half the faculty, 49 pércent of - the women

and 47 percent of the men favored busing to achieve elementary school

integration.

Women were relatively more favorably disposed to favor equal rights for

lesbians and homosexuals than men. A fifth, 20 percent of the former and 27
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percent of the latter felt that "iesbians and homosexuals should not be
permitted to teach in the schools." Over half the female professors, 51
percent, as compared to 42 percent of their male colleagues strongly
opposed any barriers related to sexual tendencies.

When it came to questions bearing direcély on the situation of women,
however, sharp sex-linked differences showed up. Over two thirds of the
female faculty (65 percent) agreed that "colleges and universities for the
most part have not applied meritocratic standards in the past,' while a
majority, 53 percent, of the males disagreed, seemingly feeling that women
had been treated fairly. Given these variations of response, it is not
surprising perhaps that a difference of 28 percent occurred between the
responses of the two sexes to the statement: 'There is no way to determine
what is thé 'best' academically. 'Meritocracy' is a smokescreen behind
which faculty have hidden in promcting discriminatory practiées." Tvlly
63 bercent of the womenlagreed; 60 percent éf the men disagreed. Almost
a quarter of the women strongly agreed, compared to only 8 percent of the
men. Conversely, 21 percent of the men strongly disagreed compared to 8
percent of the women. Female faculty also differed from their male
colleagues in being more prone to believe that "Most American colleges are
racist whether they mean to be or not" by 51 to 40 percent.

"Push comes to shove'" in the variation of response to questions
concerning the existence of "significant underrepresentation' of blacks
and women. Almost -‘all faculty, 96 percent of women and 94 percent of men,
agreed that such underrepresentation exists in the case of blacks, and 92
of the women and 86 of the men felt the same way about the situation of

women. It is noteworthy, however, that only 26 percent of the females and

17 of the males believed that "preferential treatment in the recruitment
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process is needed to correct this problem" for women, while there was very
little sex-linked difference in advocating preferential treatment for
blacks; 26 percent of the women favored such a policy as compared to 22 of
the men. Almost ali the women who supported preferential treatment for
their own sex backed itlfor Blac%s as well, while some males Qere for giving
special help to blacks but not to women.

The evidence from the survey suggests that although most female faculty
believe that their sex has not been treated'fairly in academe, that as a
group they are not more disposed than men to Support specilal remedies to
make up for past discrimination. This impression is reinforced by the
reactions to the agree;disagree item: '"The neéd to increase the
fepresentation of blacks, women, and various other minorities on the facul;y
1s such as to justify use of 'benign’ quotas."l More than three fifchs, 61
percent, of the women disagreed wich this Statement, somewhat less than the

67 percent of the men.

Curiously male faculty show up as slightly more liberal than female in

replying to questions dealing with special preferences for minority students.

Thus a larger proportion of men, 63 percent, than of women, 59 percent,

agreed that "It may be necessary in order to increase opportunities for

minority students, to admit some whose prior academic records fall below

those of competing white students, by conventional academic criteria."”
Finally, it may be noted that there was almost no sex related

variation with respect to the issue of whether "faculty unionization

improves academic opportunities for women." A goodly majority, 57 percent,

of both sexes said that it does, but women were only slightly more disposed,

(2 percent) than men, to feel this way.
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Conclusions

The evidence from the 1975 survey reiterates our earlier finding
derived from analysis of the 1969 Carnegie Coﬁmission study that males and
females on college faculty differ little with respect to their general
soclal and political orientations. The increase in the proportion of
women academics has not liberalized the professoriate, and contrary to
the fears of some, it has not reduced the‘support for competitive
meritocratic standards. Female faculty do'féel; correctly in our judgment,
that scholars of their sex have not been treated fairly in the past. But
contrary to the ideology expressed by some of the more militant spokesmen
for women's rights in academe, the large majority of them concur with a
somewhat larger majority of males, in rejecting special forms of affirmative
action for women or blacks, which would undercut the application of
rigorously competitive standards in job placement or tenure decisions.

The relative absence of major sex related differences with respect
to the treatment of women and minorities holds up within discipline
categories with the significant exception of the social scienées. Women in
the social sciences were much more likely to reject the meritocratic
response than those in other areas, i.e., in the humanities, natural sciences,
or professional fields. Given the fact that social sclentists appear to
predominate among the activist core of women's liberation éroups in higher
education, it may be that the ideology of these organizations more
accurately reflects the sentiments of their social science members and

followers than those of female faculty in the less politically relevant and

involved subjects.
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TABLE I

Sclected Opinions of iien and Women Faculty

»oclilng and Research By Viomen

Strongly Agree that Teaching
Effectiveness, not Publications, Should
Be Main Criterion for Proimotion 46 34

Agree that No One Can Be a Good Te=acher
Unlecs he or She is Actively Involved

in Research 25 34
Recent Work is Pure or Basic Research 44 , 21
Work is Hard or Rigorous 50 28
Work is Soft or Qualitative 36 53
Prefer Research to Teaching 28 17

slitical and Social Issues

Voted for McGovern in 1972 63 63
Positive Attitude to Gerald Ford 31 32.5
Oppose Homosexual Teachers 27 20
Legalize Marijuana 58 58
Outlaw Pornography 46 | 56
U.S., Withdraw from Vietnam From Start 39 48

inority and Women's Issucs

Most Amcrican Colleges are Racist 40 51
Colleges have not applied merito-

cratic in past 418 68
Meritocracy is a "smokescrcen"

concealing discrimination 40 68
Need to increase blacks and women ©n

faculty justifies use of "benign"

quotas "33 39
Admission Standards may need to be

reduced for minority students 63 59

¢
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WBLE I CONTINUED

nority and VWomun's Isouces Men viomen

Muy have to use different
grading sltandards for underpriv-

ileged students 31 51
Favor Preferential Hiring Treatment
for Women 17 26
Favor Preferential Hiring Treatment
for Blacks 21 26
1
TABLE IX

Controlling for Age

AGE
35 or less 35-44 45~54 55+

sholarly Anproach M W M W M' W M W

Rigorous 25 43 13 34 10 31 16 28

Soft 30 20 39 23 36 24 36 29
)rk_rreference

Research 38 23 28 15 24 14 17 13

Tea hing . 62 77 72 85 76 86 83 87
:ténd‘a Concert

Rarely or Never 26 20 26 13 24 17 18 8
:tend Athletic Event

Rarely or Never 36 48 34 54 36 58 43 60

e

od




Controlli a for Discipline

Independent & Person-

Social Natural Bus. Related Related
Science Humanities Science Professions Professions
MW M W M W M W M W

Most Liberal Quintile 3% 42 3133 14 11
on Lib-Con Scale |

Meritocracy-Equalitarian

Scale
Most Meritocratic
Quintile 13 11 16 11 22 19
Most E¢ualitarian
Quintile 28 41 - 29 31 15 16
54
.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

5 9 11 12

26 20 10 8

8 16 20 24



SECTION 5

The Political Liberalism of the Profession

American academics comprise the most politically liberal
occupational stratum in the United States. This general conclusion,
which we and others have discussed before, receives powerful
confirmation from the 1975 faculty survey.

But if professors stand to the left politically of other
occupational groups-—and indeed of most identifiable cohorts in the
population--they are very much children of their society. They
manifest values, expectations, orientations to government, moods and
concerns which cut brOadly across the American public.

Many citizens are now troubled by perceived inadequacies in
bublic performance, but few favor radical changes in the constitutional
order. Much the same applies to the faculty. The liberal professoriate

is very far indeed from being a hotbed of radicalism.

Voting

Empirical data showing the disproportionate liberalism of American

academics now reaches back a half century. We know, for example, that

"
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professors have given a higher measure of support to Democratic

and left third party presidential nominees than has the entire
electorate in every contest since the onset of the New Deal. If
comparison is made to their "class equals"--to other members of the
professional middle c¢lasses—~the "pro liberal candidate' leanings

of faculty members becomes even more striking. Fifty-seven percent
of professors backed FDR in 1944, compared to 39 percent of all those
in professional and managerial occupations. In 1956, Adlai Stevenson
received the votes of 62 percent of'academics, but of just 32 percent
of all professionals and 31 percent of the college educated.

George McGovern was the choice of only 31 percent of professionals
and 37 percent of college-trained Americans, while 57 percent of

academics supported him.

Race

Today, faculty show up more in favor of liberal and equalitarian
policies than any general educational or occupational cohort in the
bopulation on virtually the entire range of issues. We see this position
clearly in a controversy which touches an especially raw nerve in
contemporary American politics-—school busing to achieve racial
integration. A National Opinion Research Center survey conducted in
the Spring of 1975 indicated that only 18 percent of the public favored
busing on behalf of integration, and a Harris survey found essentially
the same distribution--21 percent in favor, 79 percent opposed--a few

months later. No more than one fourth of any occupational stratum

sy
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backed busing, and no more than one fifth of whites in any of these
categories endorsed it. Among respondents to the 1975 faculty survey,
however, a group in which blacks are only three percent of the total,
47 percent favored busing to obtain "racial integration of the public

elementary schools."

Table 1. Position of the faculty and the general public
on busing to achieve public school integration

Favor Oppose
busing busing
Faculty ' L7 53
General public*
All 18 82
College graduates 24 76
Professionals 22 78
Managers 10 90
Clerical workers 14 86
Skilled wage workers 16 84
Semi-skilled and unskilled workers 21 79

*Data on the general public are from the 1975 National Opinion
Research Center General Social Survey.

Other social issues

Various other social issues show an equally wide, or wider
gulf between professors and the general public. Fifty-two percent of

academics oppose any and all legal restraint on the distribution of

(W
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pornography. Only 11 percent of the American public take this view,
ranging from a high of 17 percent among college graduates and 14 percent
of those in professional occupations, to just eight percent among
clerical workers. The legalization of marijuana was endorsed, in

the Spring of 1975, by just 21 percent of the general public, by

45 percent of college graduates, 39 percen®, of all professionals,

and 16 percent of semi-skilled and unskilled workers; but by

58 percent of the professoriate.

Public spending

Academics cre more inclined than the general public, by a modest
margin, to favor public spending for health, education and welfare
measures, and they are substantially more supportive of such
expendituies than other segments of the middle classes. Almost
two-thixds (63 percent) of ¥ :e faculty, for e~ample, maintain that
spending for welfare programs should either be sustained at the
present levels cr increased, ihe view of 55 percent of the publiic at
large, of 51 percent of professionals, <id of just 44 percent of
people in managarial and administrative positiors. Seventy psrcent
of professors want to increase expencitures for urban problems;

56 percent in the general public take this position.

Tae withdrawal of s :-vi for active U.S. invoivement in world
affairs, spurred in par‘ by the tragedy of cur Indochina intervention,
and partly by a de<ire to "tend our own garden" in a tiue of economic

difficulty, is a striking element in contemporary Americ-n opinion.
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e see this withdrawal among academics as among other strata.

Still, the liberalism of professors leaves them notably more
supportive of foreign aid programs than Americars generally.
Seventy-seven percent of the public, 73 percent of college graduates,
and 82 percent of skilled wage workers now want to cut spending for
foreign aid. A strikingly high 57 percent of professors favor a
reduction of foreign assistance, but the proportion is still well
below that of other groups.

The debate over military spending by no means fits neatly into
the liberal-conservative divide, but congressional liberals have
been much more .ctive in pushing for cuts in the defense budget,
while conservatives have rather uniformly opposed reductions. The
reasons are apparent. Defense spending is business-sector directed,
and liberals who want to increase allocations of social programs see
the military outlay as a possible place to get dollars which are in
short supply. Besides this, liberals are generally more skeptical
about the defense establ’shment. In this context, we would expect
faculty, a notably libexr:1 group, to be notably in favor of defense
cuts. And they are indee’. About seven faculty members in ten
want to reduce military spending. Only one third of the general
public, and one fourth of the semi-skilled and unskilled work force,

hold to this position.

~
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Table 2. Position of the faculty and the general public
on military spending

© Sustain
or increase Cut
military military
spending spending
Faculty 31 69
General public
A11 67 33
College graduates ' 48 52
Professionals 52 L8
Managers 64 36
Clerical workers 66 34
Skilled wage workers 66 34
Semi~skilled and unskilled workers 0, 26

Liberal, ves; radical, no

"Radical" is an especially ambiguous word. It has no fixed
substantive reference, rather connotes only a relationship. A political
radical is one who calls for basic change in the constituted order
(economic, social, political) of a country. Thus, a person who tried
to establish free enterprise in the U.S.S.R. would surely be a radical,
while someone actively promoting the old socialist goal of common
control of the means of production would fairly be labeled radical in

the United States.

o
(.Y



- 49 -

As a group, American academics are notably inclined to liberal
policies, but most féculty liberals are far from supporting demands
for basic change in the constituent arrangements of the society.

It would be surprising indeed, in a country where one constitutional
edifice has stood with singularly high public support for two centuries,
to find any occupational cohort manifesting a heavy proportion of
adherents to a radical critique. Here, such surprise is avoided.
"American academics are children of their society, and most of them,

like most of their fellow citizens, support the prevailing economic

and political order.

There are, nonetheless,bona fide radicals within the faculty; and
if they are a relatively small proportion of the whole, they almost
certainly constitute a greater proportion in the professoriate than
do their counterparts in any other mass profession.

How do you identify a radical in the contemporary American
sociopolitical context? Well, if surveys are your thing, you look
at responses to certain types of questions. No matter how carefully
this is done, there will always be ample opportunity to quibble. The
most we can hope for is to suggest the rough proportion adhering to
a radical critique.

About one-sixth of academics offer a coherently radical criticism
of the country's economic arrangements. We find, for example, that
18 percent of the faculty favor much higher inheritance taxes to

prevent the passing on of family fortunes, believe that there should

TSN

f
oL




- 50 -

be a top limit on incomes "so that no one can earn too much more
than others," and support the nationalization of major American
business corporations.

What does one make of this? 1In one sense, it is a variant of
the old perceptual question, "Is the glass half full, or half empty?"
Most faculty do not support radical departures from prevailing economic
arrangements--even though a majority would like to see a éontinuance
of efforts to get more equalitarian policig¢s. On the other hand,
the fact that 18 percent of professbrs endorse a series of steps
which would constitute a radical departure in the economic sector,
designed to achieve some variant of socilalism, is rather striking
when one notes that no more than seven or eight percent of the
general public lend this verbal support to such changes.

The radicalism defined by a professed willingness to move
toward socialism does not, of course, suggest any challenge to
democratic procedures. One can favor socialism, and steadfastly
insist that it should be "voted in," pursued throﬁgh the established
constitutional structure. Most of our socialists take exactly this
position. Ve wondered, then, what proportion of the faculty were
seriously disenchanted, not with aspects of the economic order but
with the basic operation of the American polity.

Very few professors are, in this sense, "political radicals."
Just what the proportion is seen to be is a function of the precise
measures employed. The following, though, is a fair approximation of

what emerges when one follows a variety of analytic routes. Only

a2
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three percent of the professoriate took the view in Spring 1975

that the political system is failing badly in meeting the country's
problems, that "meaningful change'" is precluded by regular American
political procedures, and that the use of violence to achieve political
goals can be justified in the United States. This tiny cohort of
political radicals within academe is largely of the left rather

than of the right; but its size, not its substantive policy preferences,
is the distinctive feature.

The academic profession is notébly inclined to liberal and
egalitarian social programs. Certainly no other mass éccupational
cohort—and '"mass'" is the relevant comparison, for there are some
400,000 full-time faculty—approaches its liberalism. But it is
hardly a radical profession. Most of its members entertain no notion
of sweeping economic or political change. The elderly matron who
fears she must hide her democratic silver because a professor is

around can be reassured.

ey
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SECTION 6

The Aging Professoriate:
A Changing Political Philosophy

What are the implications of the findings from the 1975 8urve§ of fw;ulty
attitudes for tbe futufe behavior of American academe? To what extent can we
anticipate professorial views in the future?

Relatively feﬁ will be employed in academe in th . xt 15 years who are
not already in the system.' The age structure within hig.er education has been
in the process of moving consistently upward from the low medi;n level of under

40 reached during the late 1969s. As z result of the enormous expansion which

occurred during that decade, almost three fifths, 58 percent, of the faculty

are under 45 years of age.

The "golden age' of expansion is unfortunately over, because of a sharp
decline in both the numbers in the college age cohort and financial Supﬁort.
The low birth rate of the 1960s means many fewer students in the 1980s.
Relatively few faculty will retire in the next 10 years. 'The 55 plus age groub
comprises only 17 percent, as contrasted to 25 percent in the 45-54 year old
group, 34 percent in the 35-44 category, and 24 percent under 35, |

It is obvious that the number of vacancies for?new faculty will be quite
small between now and 1990. Allan Cartter whq has pr;bably done more to
analyze the implications of these demographic factors than anyone else has
estimated that the median age of faculty, which was 39 in 1970, will incrcase to

05
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48 by 1990. As he points out: "The dramatic change between today and 1990, under
current trends, would be the virtual disappearance of the under 35 age group from
the teaching ranks."
These demographic trends imply a sharp change in character of acadene.
From an institution in which most of the faculty are -young, it is becoming one

' )
which may be characterized as a gerontocracy, one in which the values, attitudes

and behavior of the older generations will dominate.

‘Age Related Behavior

Looking at the views of the 1975 sample differentiated by age suggests that

- academe will be dominated for some time to come by the faculty génerations who were
liberalized or radicalized by the events and climate of the late '60s and ecarly
'70s. On question after question, there is a steady progression from left to

right in tandem with increased age.

S

In tﬁe 1972 election, 74 percent of those under 35 reported having voted for
McGovepn as con;rasted to 64 for the 35-44 group, 61 for those 45-~54 years old,
ar ¢t 50 percent among the 55 plus. The proportion identifying as Republican
declines, from 37 among the cldest cohort to 18 among those under 35 years of age.
On the liberalism—conservétism scale, 32 percent of those over 55 are located in
the most conservative quintile, as contrasted to 14 percent among those undcr.35.
.The pattern is equally dramatic with respect to Speéific questions Aealing witﬁ

social issues. Close to three fifths, 59 percent, of those under 35 "strongly
disagree” with a ban on homosexuals teaching in the public schools, as contr sted
to 31 percent among those 55 or older. An overwhelming majority of the oldest
group, 60 percent, favored laws against pornogréphy, an opinion shared by only 36

percent of those under 35. (Close to three quarters, /1 percent, of the young
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faculty would legalize marijuana, while a majority, 57 perceat, of those over

55 would continue to prohibit its use.

Generational differences are equally dramatic with respect Lo the campus
issues of the 1960s. Fully 41 percent of those over 55 '"strongly agree" with
the statement: '"Students who.disrupt the functioning of a college should be

.

expelled or suspended," as compared to only 16 percent ahong»faculty under 35.

.Similarly, 13 percent of Ehe younger faculty and 42 percent of the older ones were

in favor of a ban on student.demonstrations on campus.

Age also discriminates sharply between supporters and opponents of
collective bargaining. Almost four fifths, 79 percent, of those under 35
Suéported.collective bargaining as contrasted to 57 percent among faéuity 55 years
or older. ' ' . ‘

Though younger faculty are clearly more liberal with respect to social and
political matters, the rights of students Qitﬁin academe, and the neea for ‘
collective bargaining, they differ little from their elders with resbect to
competitive achiévement standards. Thus the percentages who agreéd,that
arguments abouﬁ the need for meritocratic standards constitute a "8mokéScreen"
concealing discriminatory practices within higher éducation‘are almost identical
for each age group, abouE 45 percent. Those who felt that salary increases should
be ‘based largely on merit criteria form 51 percent of the under 35 group and 49 ‘
percent of the 55 plus. About the same percentage of the very young, 65, as of .
the oldest category, 68, were opposed to "benign quotas" to remedy past
discrimination against minorities and women. Those under 35 were only sligh£ly
more favorably disposed, 63 percent, than those over 55, 59 percent, to efforts
to reduce admission standards to increase the enrollment of minority students.
Again, there is almost no variation among age cohorts with respect to opinion

about applying different standards of grading to those from deprived backgrounds.
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Over two-thirds of the oldest faculty cohort, 67 percent, and 71 percent of the

youngest were opposed to relaxing standards.

Activities
Although most surveys of undergraduate opinion report that they regard

younger faculty as more interested in students, as more ,dedicat . to teaching,

than tyeir elders, the survéy data suggest that this is not so. The cohorts of
younger facuity, recently out of theiresearéh oriented graduaée scggols.and
éreSumably including many who still hope to secure tenﬁre or to géin a post
in a major department, are mo;e oriented towards research and less committed to
teaching than their 01aer colléagdes. Over twice the prop;rtion of the youngest
catego?y, 35 percent, said they prefer research to te;chigg.as among the oldeét
group, 16 percent. Youth is clearly related to propensity to publish. .Well
over half, 58 percent, of ~hose 55 years or older had not published anythlng in
‘the last two years as contrasted to 43 percent in the under 35 cohort. In
reporting what conditions might possibly attract them to move to another
institution, 62 percent of thoge under 35 said "more time for research"las
égntrasted.to 52 pér&gnt among those 45-54 years old, and 42 percgqt fer faculty
55 or older. Similarly 63 percent of the youngest group saig that & ‘'srall
teaching load" would be a favorable consideration, compared to 55 percent
among the oldest cohort. Not‘surprisingly,'a much }arger p%oportiop of the
very young,'32 percent, than of the old, 19 percent, were opposed to basing
promotion on teaching ability.

Since only a small minority of the faculty can be at major centers of

research and graduate training, it is perhaps to be expected that younger

faculty were less happy with their current institution than older ones, who
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presumably have become reconciled to the fact that thef will spend the rest of
.their career at whatever type of school.they are now in. Thus, 44 percent of
those under 35 said that they would be more satisficd at another college, while
only 18 percent of professors 55 or older felg this way. |

Young faculty not only are more iikely than their elders_to'eﬁphasize
research than teaching, they also are more dispoéed to émphasize rigo;ous or
"hara" rather than humanistic ;r "soft" methéas in thei; disciplines. Among
thosé under 35, 39 perceh; preferred "hard" éppgoaches, whilé aﬁong the 55 plus’
group, oniy 25 percent . .ve the same emphasis. On the other hand, the younger

were also more likely (77 percent) to say they liked "new and wild ideas" than

’

the old, 62 percent.

Styles of Life

Within academe as.outside; age also differentiates general values and styles
;f life. Younger faculty, those.under 35, were much less likeiy'(34 percent) to
| aétend a religious service once a month or more thgn older ones,'50 percent for
thcse 55 or over. The latter cohort, more cénservafive.generally, were more
disposed to only own American made cars, 68 percent, than the ybungest one, 52
percent. Conversely, 29 percent of the youngest group owned oﬁly foreigﬁ cars
as compared to ls percent among those 55 or older. -Older professors attended
concert - - plays more frequently than younger ones. ~The latter, however, were

.more lik- y to go to athletic events.

Other Variables

Although age is clearly one of the major variables differentiating faculty
opinion and behavior, to observe its full impact it is necessary to examine the

variations in relation to otlier major correlates of faculty behavior such as

GY
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discipline, institutional type, or sex.. Combiniﬁg age with these other factors
demonstrates that they exert powerful and independent effects on political
orientations and educational issues.

Withiﬁ each institutional status level, the youngest faculty stand to the
left of the oldest by decisive, and on the whole remarkably consistent, margins.
Thus only 15 percent of those under 35 in the high tier insgitutions voted for
Richard Nixon, as compared to 3i percent of the faculty 55.and over, in such
institutions. Among those at low tiér schools, however, 33 percént of tﬁe
youngest cohort voted for Nixon, while a majority, 56 percent of the.oldest age
group, backed the G.0.P. candidate. |

.The sa&e pattérn recurs with more academic iésues. " Thus  though only 25
percent.of all faculty reportéd preferring teacﬁing to research, among those
at Tier I, the major universities, 60 percent of faculty under 35 would emphasize
research, a percentage which declines to 40 for.those over 55. Fully 85 pergeﬁt
6f;the youngest cohort at these institutions have published in the last two
ye%rs,'és have 73 percent of the oldest category. At Tier IiI institutions, only
4 percent of those over 55 would rather do research, while the proportion who
preferred research among faculty under 35 years 01& is only 16 percent. One thira
of thg latter, 32.percent, have published recently, as have 22_percen£ of the
older professors.

Holding discipline constént strengthens the relationship between age and
methodological orientations, particularly within the social and natural scienégs.
Fully 43 percent of sociallscientists under 35 chose the rigorous or hard end of
the methodological scale, as contrasted to 15 among those 55 or older.. Among napurai
sclentists, the age related range is from 80 to 52 percent.

Relating age to discipline shows that among social scientists, under 35 years

rep
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of age, 40 percent fall in the most liberal quihtilé and 6 percent in the most
conservative one on ;he liberalism-conservatism ;cale. Conversely, among FfacullLy
55 and older in professional fiélds, 48 percent are in the most conservative
fifth and only 7 percent in the most liberal segment.

When the differenf age cohorts are analyzed within each sex group,
interesting variations occuf:with respect to the position and rights of woﬁen.
Thus, over 90 percent of the women agreed that their sex is undefrgpresented on
faculties. The variation from young to old is 94 to 91 pe?cent. Among men,
_however,. the range is from 90 percent among tﬂose under 35 to 81.among those 55
or older. Examining the replies to questions which form the'meritocratic—equalita:ian
attitude scalé again shows a much wider age felatea variation among female faculty
than among maleé. Thus 39 percent of the youngest male cohort, those under 35,
fail in the two most equalitarian quinﬁiles-és contrasted to 33 percent'among
those 55,p1ué. But fully 59 percent of the youngest females are in the same Lwo
most equalitarian quintiles, compared to 45 percent for women 55 years or older. |

But such sex related age differences do not show up with respect to non-minority

or sex related political issues.

Conciusions

As noted,'academe entered a "no growth” pe;iod in the 19705, and frobably
will begin to deciine in absolute size on fhe.faculty as well as_étudent level in
the "80s. With a rglati;ely young senior faculty, the entrance rate for the next
t&o dgcades will be very low. The experiences and commitments formed by the
large‘majority; still under 45 years old, should continue to inform academic
orientations for a long time to come. Radicalized or liberalized bfhthe Vietnam

War protest period, they appear to many to form the most left oriented socially

critical cohorts ever seen in the profession.
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The striking relationship betwéea age and political orientations found among
the faculty in the ﬁid '70s is, However, nét new. All survéys of‘fz:ulty opinion
have revealed age linked variations that are much greater than those found anong
the ger.aral public. The first compreﬂensive national study of faculty political
opinions, Lazarsfeld's and Thielens' analysis of social'scientists"reactions to
academic freedom issues which became salient in the ﬁcCérthy era, 20 years ago,
found Qery large age-related differences. In 1952, a.slight majority, 51 percent,
of social scientists, 60 or over; voted for Eisenhower, the.cﬁoice of only 26
percent of their colleagues under 40 years 6f'age. .Four years earlier, when 8
percent of s&cial scientists had cast Eheir ballots for left—wiqg third~pérty
candidates;~either Henpy Wallacé of Norman‘Thomas——fully 17 percent of those
under 30 had backéd these minorify.nominees, as contrasted with but 3 percent
among those over 60.

The 1969 Carnegie Survey of the entire professoriate revealed the same age
progression. Over half, 51 percent, of faculty then under.30 9cars of age sc;red

"in the two most iiberal quintilés on the liberalism—conservatisﬁ scale. we | .
constructea for_that study, compared with just a quarter, .24 perdent, of those
60 and over.
A look at the various studies completed since 1955 indicates a steady
increase in conservatism from the youngest to.the oldest strat; in each period.
| Thus,_the'percentage of social scientists voting for liberal or left candidates
in'the 1950s was considerably higher among those who had attended college in
the late '40s thén among the older protest "generation.of the 1930«," and there
is a ste;dy decline in liberal tovleft views associated with incrcaging age.

This pattern occurred even though those faculty who were undergraduates in the
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1930s were more likely to repert having belonged to ''controversial political groups"
while in college than those educated later.

The Czrnegi= 1969 survey, muci.. 'ike the <urrent one, revealed the same age
relationship for the faculty.as a whole, Thuse who were in college in the
Depression and immediate post;Deptession years reported having been somewhat
more "left" as students than any other college-age cohott'up to the late '60s.

But those who attended college in the conservative atmosphere of the "silent" 1950s
were proportionately much more left or liberal than those who completed their
.undergraduate studies in the "radical” climate of the 1930s. It is likely that

the more liberal to left young faculty interviewed in the 1955 suxvey were among
those who showed up 15 to 20 years latet in the 1969 and 1975 studies as among

the relatively more moderate faculty, as compared to the young.

Since every study shows'an'essentially linear, age-related progression, it
nay be argued that the decisive considerations affecting the orientations of
different age groups reflect social and psychological concomitants of growiné
older; more than variations in experiences and climate of opinion when they were
young. |

Given the fact the faculty of the 1980s and l990s will have a much high~
median age than those of the 1960s and early 1970s, it may be anticipated that
academe will be relatively more conservative, that a smaller proportion will be
{nvolved in research, and that the numbers welcoming "new and wild ideas" will be
smaller.

The specific future views of today's faculty will, of coutse, reflect larger
unpredictable developments in American political culture. Aging will not necessarily
be accompanied by ''conservatizing" in any fixed ideological sense of the term. “A

variety of evidence drawn from national polls indicates that the center of public
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opinion has generally moved left from the 1930s to the 1970s. Richard Nixon and
Gerald Ford have supported policies with respect to welfare, Keynesian economics,
and state payment for medical care that Republicans once denounced as outright
socialism. Buéing to aéhieve'integration apart, support for minority and

women's righ-s has.grown steadily among ihe population.

Hence, even thougﬁ older faculty may be much more éonservative rélative to
younger ones at ény given time, they also will probably be more.liberal.in an
absolute sense than when'they finished their student'dayé. But whatever the
political climate in the 1980s or '90s, those who entered the professoriate.sinée
1960 and who will numerically continue to dominate academe for decades to come
WLLL bé-relativelzrless receptive to the chaﬁgevdirected tlirusts of future times
than they were at the gtart of their careers. Other éccupations. more open to .
youth, may come to the fore as sources of political réfo?m ideaé and ieadership.
There may also be an opportunity for non-academic centers of research to take
the lead in scholarly innovation, much as occurred in other societies when

universities stagnated numerically, and not illogically, intellectually as well.
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TABLE I

AGE AND SELECTED ATTRIBUTES

Under 35  35-44  45-54 55 Plus
Voted McGovern in 1972 - 74 64 61 50
Identified Republicans : 18 25 29 37
Most Conservative Quintile 14 20 | 23 - 32
Big Corporations Should be Nationalized 35 28 T 27 . 25
Lesbians and Homosexuals Should Not ’ :
Teach ‘ 14 25 .27 40
Oppose Anti-Pornography Laws 66 51 ‘ 48 . AO
Use of Marijuana Should be Legalized o 60 . 53 44
Disruptive Students éhould be Expelled 56" 67 .. 657 72
Student Demonstration$ Ha@e No Place ' ' ' '
on a College Campus 13 24 26 . 42
Favor Collective Bargaining - C 79 69 0 57
Meritocracy is a Smokescreen‘Concealing' o ?. .
Discriminatory Practices ) 46 - 46 4t . 45
Salary Increases Should be Based on | S -
Academic Merit 51 47 44 49
Award Tenure Only by Most Demanding ' . . '
National Standards : 64 67 - 70 ' 7
Need to Increase Blacks, Women and Other . .
Minorities Justifies "'Benign Quotas' 35 36 36 32
Reduce Admission Standards to Increase : o
Opportunities for Minority Students 63 64 64 59
Prefer Research to Teaching : 35 26 - 23 : -16
No Publications in Last Two Years 43 46 52 ' 58
Three or More Publications in-Last Two ) : ' .
Years 29 25 - 22 21
More Time for Research Important 62 57 52 : 42
Prefer "Hard" to '"'Soft" Approaches 39 30 .26 . 25
Like New and Wild Ideas 77 72 68 : 62
Attend Religious Services at Least Once _ _
a Month 34 © 41 43 50
Own Only American Car(s) . 52 51 60 68
Own Only Foreign Car(s) 29 26 16 15
Oﬁn a General Motors Car 25 © 25 29 38
Own a Compact Car .48 39 32 34
' Own a Large Car 30 _ 37 - 39 44
Rarely or Never Attend a Concert 25 23 22 _ 16
Q larely or Never Attend an Athletic Event 38 38 41 47
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SECTION 7

The Self-Critical University

"pew institutions are so conservative as the universities," Clark Kerr
wrote a decade and a half ago, "about their own affairs while their members
are so liberal about the affairs of others . . . .'" According to Kerr,
professors were substantially more change-supporting, from a liberal
poséure, than were most groups in the U.S.; but at the same timg they were
strongly committed to the maintenance of practices and traditions which
had grown up--some over a long period of time—-with regard to the internal
operations of universi:ies.

Today, Kerr's »scion about ihe external orientations of faculty
remains valid. But as for the professoriate-as-guild notion which underlay
the commentary on academics as institutional conservatives, only a portion
of it can still be seen in our survey findings.

Indeed, the striking feature of contemporary faculty thinking about

intramural affairs is the encouragement given to significant change, not

the resistance to it; the intense samokritika or self-criticism, rather than

(RS
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complacency. The prevailing professorial mood on campus issues is not
aptly described as 'conservative."

Illustrations of how critical and change-directed professors are
with regard to their home institutions are all around.
@ Various proposals to '"democratize" the university by bringing students
into institutional decision making have been offered in the wake of the
campus unrest of the latter 1960s. For the most part, such proposals have
called for students to share power with the faculty in judgments on the
curriculum, admissions policy, discipline, and academic appointments.
Professors have hardly been enthusiastic about surrendering their prerogatives
in these areas, but they have given considerably more backing to the proposed
changes than has the general public--according to the surveys of Gallup and
others. As we will demonstrate later in this report,
faculty are now substantially more willing to accept limitations on their
intramural authority than they were in 1969.
S Student prutcsts and demonstrations altered campus life considerably
in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Americen academics were both ambivalent
and sharply divided in their reaction to this activism; but comparison of
surveys of professors and the public at large indicates that the former
were far less hostile to the protests than the latter-—even though the public
was comparatively unaffected.
pmwrme— The introduction of unionization represents an extensive and rapidly
occurring shift in the way universities are ordered for collective decision
making. That iarge numbers of faculty have continued to resist this change
seems less surprising or striking than the readiue;s of many of their
colleagues to accommodate a di-tinctly new mode of professional organization.

o
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The self-critical professoriate

While we lack precisely comparable data, we doubt very v :ch that
there is another group of p;ofessionals in the United States as critical
of the enterprise they direct as professors are of universities and higher
education. Complacent,faculty are not.

For example, universities are given low marks for their efforts--or
the lack thereof -—in advancing equalitarian objectives. Forty-two percent
of academics agree with the charge that '"most American colleges and universities
are racist, whether they mean to be or not"; only 23 percent strongly disagree
‘'with this depiction.

Professors don't think they have done a very good job for their
students. Nearly three-fourths of them argue that the quality of under-
graduate education has "suffered significantly" because of an excessive
commitment of money and energy to research. Faculty overspecialization
is held responsible for a deterioration of "the typical undergraduate
curriculum"--by 56 percent of all academics. Forty-six percent hold their
profession accountable for the development of a situation in which "many
of the best students can no longer find meaning in science and scholarship."

Questions posed in the 1969 Carnegie survey but not in our recent
inquiry further de onstrate how widespread the samokritika is. Exactly
two—thirds of the faculty agreed in 1969 that "most professors' in graduate
departments "exploit" their students to advance their own research. Fifty-
nine percent were of the opinion then that large-scale research "has
become more a source of money and prestige for researchers than an effective
way of advancing knowledge."

And we know that sir e 1969 American academics have become more, not

less, critical of their profession. The Carnegle study found, for example,
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47 percent of . professors agreeing that many of their most rewarded
colleagues had attained their status "by being 'operators' rather than

by their scholarly or scientific contributions." Six years later the

proportion had risen to 71 percent. In 1969,‘52 percent of academics
accepted one of the harshest criticismsthat can?ieveled at a profession
supposedly dedicated to spurring intellectual interest--that 'most
American colleges reward conformity and crush student creativity." By
1975 the proportion agreeing had moved up even further, to 56 percent.

Only 10 percent strongly disagreed that such was the impact of academic

life.

Sources of self-criticism

Professorial dissatisfactions with university performance are of
two primary varieties, each with a distinctive origin. There 1s, on the
one hand, criticism of the academy for being insufficiently equalitarian:
For example, colleges have not done enough, fast enough, to open doors
to wbmen, blacks; andlother minorities; or, they have not shared power

broadly enough, as with students and junior faculty.

Here, the correlation i1s almost exclusively with general sociopolitical
ideology. Professors with liberal to left political views offer the
criticism, while their more conservative brethren reject the charge. Other
aspects of the faculty member's status and identity--such as his age,
sex, discipline, scholarly interests, and the type of institution at which

he teaches—are just not independently significant.
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The assertion that most American colleges and universities are
racist provides a good case in point. Accepted by 42 percent of all
faculty, this criticism is offered by 67 percent of the most liberal
quintile in the professoriate but by just 21 percent of the most conservative
cohort. No other variable produces more than slight departures from the
pattern thus set. Academics most closely associat. sith the research
culture of universities, for instance, consisfently disagree with the
racism charge to a greater degree than their teaching-directed colleagues,
but the differences thus located within each ideoclogical grouping are

slight.

Table 1. Response of faculty to the allegation of university racism;
by sociopolitical ideology, and research vs. teaching interest.

"Most American colleges and universities
are racist, whether they mean to be or not"

Percent agreeing Percent disagreeing
Mosf liberal faculty (all) 67 33
Those teaching-oriented 68 32
Those research-oriented 63 37
Lib¢  faculty (all) 51 : 49
Those teaching-oriented 53 47
Those research—oriented 45 55
Middle-of-the-road faculty (all) 42 58
Those teaching-oriented 44 56
Those research-oriented 36 64
conservative faculty (all) 32 68
Those teaching-oriented 34 66
Those research-oriented 27 73

G2
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Table 1 (continued). Response of faculty to the allegation of university
racism; by sociopolitical ideology, and research vs. teaching interest. ‘

"Most American colleges and univeraities
are racist, whether they mean to be or not"

Percent agreeing Percent disagreeing
Most comservative faculty (all) 21 79
Those teaching-oriented 22 78
Those research-oriented .18 82

Criticism of the intellectual thrust

The charge that universities are not doing their strictly academic
job very well is rather different than the one we have just "rcen ccns. lering,
and it has a somewhat different collection of proponents.

We created an "academic performance" scale, measuring composite
response to a series of five highly intercorrelated items: that the
undergraduate curriculum has suffered from faculty ove-speclalization;that
university performance has turned many of the best students from science
and scholarship; that many of the leading lights of academe arrive at their
positions by being 'operators" rather than through their intellectual
contributions; that an overemphasis on research has done real damage to the
quality of undergraduate teaching; and.that overall most American colleges
manage to "reward conformity and crush student creativity.'" Ideology plays

a part in determining receptivity to this critique, but another set of

variables also intervene significantly.
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Academics who are the most inclined to criticize American social
performance on the grounds it is insufficiently equalitarian are also
the most critical of the academic performance of their home institutions.
An image of the university as conformist, overspecialized, and not responsive
enough to the student "underclass" has an apparent base in general ideological
commitments, and this base i8 evident here. Thus, 55 percent of the most
1iberal faculty score in the two "most critical' quintiles defined by the
Academic‘Performance scale, compared to just 34 percent of li2 most

conservaiive faculty.

Table 2. Positions of faculty on the Academic Performance scale, by
ideology and scholarly attainment

Percent Pearcent

Liberalism~Conservatism Scale least critical most critical
Most libaral 30 55
Liberal 37 45
Middle-of-the-road 41 39
Conservative 42 38
Most conservative 46 34
Publications, last two years

None 32 47

1 -2 42 42

3 - 4 45 37

5 -10 ‘ 52 28
More than 10 58 26



Table ? (continued). Positions of fac:ulty on the Academic Performance
scale, by ideology and schelarly attainment .

Perc . . Percent
t critical most critical

Standing of the school at which

the faculty member teaches

Tier 4 (lowest) 32 48

Tier 3 38 45

Tier 2 41 39

Tier 1 (highest) 47 34

These criticisms of academic performaﬁce have yet another dimension,
howaver, for they strike at the core of the research university. "Too
specialized,” "too research-committed,” "the successes are the ‘operators','-
sugh chairges are directed primarily at the elite stratum, at the most
highlv attaining faculty, at the research edifice erected over the past
three decades. One would expect professors in the research culture
to be less sympathetic to attacks on their handiwork than academics
outside.

This is indeed the case. Oniv 26 percent of the most highly publishing
faculty show up in the two "most critical" quintiles of the Acaderic
Performance scale, as compared to 47 percent of those not publishirg at

all. Forty-eight percent of junior college professors, b : just 34

percent of their counterparts a* the majo- research universities, are thus

recorded.

~~
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Ideology and group interests

Liberal facﬁlty outside the research culture and conservative
academics inside it are not at all cross-pressured. Both the ideology
and the academic interests of the foruer incline them to strong criticism
of the research university's performance; while ideology and self-interest
lead the latter to reject such criticism. Table 3 shows how diametrically
pposite the response of these two cohorts is, and how solidly each comes

down on its own side of the issue.

Table 3. Positions of faculty on the Academic Performance scale, by
ideology and university setting (percent scoring in the twc "most critical"
quintiles)

Status of the schcol at which the faculty member

teaches

Tier &4 Tier 3 Tier 2 Tier 1

(lowest) (highest)
Liberalism~Conservatism

Scale

Most liberei 71 55 52 40
Liberal 57 44 40 35
Middle—~of-the~road 45 40 36 31
Conservative 39 37 35 30
Most conservative 38 35 . 28 20

In contrast, liberal faculty in the research culture and conservative
academics committed to the teaching model are intensely cross-pressured.

ldeology pushes each group in o-- directic-, academic norms and self-interest

ol
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in the opposite alrectlion. As a result each of these two groups splits

evenly on the academic performance critique. We find t..t the proportion

of highly conservative professors at junior colleges, and that of very
liberal faculty at maior research universities acceptiig (and

rejecting) the critique is exactly the same.

Conclusions

The typical faculty member in the United States is not radicai, either
in his approach to the society or to the university. But he is critical,
change~-supporting, in favor of liberal sc” .cions--both outsidc the academy
and within 1it.

The American professoriate today does not at all resemile 3 uni:iied
guild, opposed to any and all calls for change in the university. Rather,
it is a big polyglot profession, one which has experienced extraccdinary

change, and one which is deeply divided as to th ~ppropriate ccu.se :

the enterprise of higher education.
the

Now in 1976, we must thus paraphrase/observatinn {lark Kerr .ade
thirteen years ago in the Godkin Lect:res: 'No insti:ution, perhaps,
is su liberal as the university about its own affairs while its nembers

are as well go liberal about the affairs of othu.s."

L
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Section 8

Academe: A Teaching Profession, Not a Scholarly One

The popular assumption seems tc be that American academics are a
body of scholars, men and women who do their research and then report
their €indings to the intellectual or scient fic communities. Many
faculty, of course, behave in just this fashion. But as a description
of the profession, it is seriously flawed. Most academics think of

T

themselves as "teachers" and "professionals,'" not as "= holars' amd

"intellectuals'--and they perform accordingly.

Srholarship

As 1ata on the number of articles in professional journals and the
number of academic books published yearly testify, ficulty are producing
a nredigiore yolume of printed words. But chis torrent is gushing forth
from rel:zively few pens. Over half of all those employed full-time in
professorial positions have never brought to publication any sort of
book, written or edited, singularly or in ccllaberation with others.
(The stipulation "full-time" is imbortant, because the proportion
i solved in scholarship becor s much lowe» when t .e various groups of

part-time facul!ty are incl.ded.) More than one-third have never published

o b
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an article. Half of the American professoriaté have not published
anything, or had anything accepted for publication, in the last two
years. More than a quarter of all full-time academics have never
published a word anywhere, at . time in their careers.

Most of those who fall within the raunks of the '"publishers" have
written relatively little. Only 15 percen* of professors have attained
what might be considered a substantial number of mono raphic publications--
three or more-—~and just one-fifth have published more than ten articles
over their years in ac»''me. Lest it be thought that young 2ca-
demics, not having yet begun, make these composite figures somewhat
deceiving, we show in Table 1 the publications profile of professors
45~54 years of age. These academics who are well into their careers
do not, as a group, look very different from their younger colleagues.
The few who publish a lot have built up longer lists, of course, and the

Table 1. Numbers o{ scholarly publications
of American faculty (column percentages)

All Faculty Faculty at major
faculty ages (5-54 colleges and uni-ersities

Books/monographs
authoced or edited.
alone or in collahoration

None 54 46 42

1-2 31 3 35

3-4 8 12 11

5 or more 7 10 12
Articles

None 34 34 1

1-2 ‘ 22 21 14

3-4 11 10 12

5-10 14 12 18

11-20 9 9 18

More than 20 10 14 27

o~
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Table 1 (continued). Numbers of scholarly publications
of American faculty (colunn percentages)

All Faculty Faculty at major
faculty agas 45-54 colleges and universities

Total publications,
last two years

None 49 52 19

1-2 27 26 31

3-4 14 13 27

5-10 8 7 8

More than 10 2 2 6

infrequent publishers may have added an item or two, but that is
all.

Outside the natural sciences, Lhose who write a lar,c nun.ocr ol
2r.icles and those who publish manv books are, with few exceptions, the
same -eople. For example, 80 percent of all humanists who have published

20 or more articles have alco pub.ished three or more books; and more
than three-~fourths f humanists who have written at least five books have
published at least five scholarly articles. The pattern i very different
in the natural science disciplines where, we know, journal articles :x:e
the normal {orm of scholarship. Forty percent of natural scienti:ts with

20 or more prufessional articles to their credit have never written
or eldited a beok, and another 34 percent of thesa hiph publishers have
produced only one or twn books.

In all, about one~fourth of the American pr.fessoriate have published

extensively--wiich for 'he vake of totisticel representation we have



construed as ten or more articles und/or three or more monographs. Half
the faculty either don't publish at all, or manage only two or three
items over their careers. The remaining fourth might be considered in
the '"moderate' range of publications.
Have we been dwelling too much on numbers? Isn't it poscible for
Professor X tc labor a whole career on one monograph, and thereby buil.l
a monument to scholarship, while Professor Y produces fifty articles
not worth the sac~ifice of a single tre=? Of course. The type of
survey data with which we are working captures numbers, not quality.
We would still insisr that publication of article~ an' oks is the primary
mode of scholarly erchange in most disciplines, and that it is meaningful
to vote that half of the faculty rarely if ever engage in this exchange.
There are massive variations in the simple rates of publicition—--
leaving aside the matter of quality--of faculty % type of institutico:
We classified all co'leges and universities by an index of academic
standing, and the: broke the raw scores into four groups. Eighty percent
o1 the Tier 4 (lowest standing) acadewnics repovted they had rarely or
never published. compared to 55 percent of their Tier 3 colle: pies, 4
qercent of facu' ., at Tier 2 schools, and 22 percent of those in Tier 1.
More than half of the professcrs a+ Tier 1 instiiutions, as against fewer

than one out of ten in Tier 4 sch 7o - a_hieved whar we defined

above as a bigh level of publications.

,
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Teaching

Auicrican academics have been criticized frequently for not spending
much *ime with their students, for fleeing the classroom for the laboratory.
While tliere is surely some basis for this charge, it must be pointed out
that a majority of faculty are very actively engaged in teaching. H.:1f
of all professors spent ten or more hours per week in the classroom, in
formal instruction, during the 1975 Spring term. One-third taught
thirteen or more hours a week, while only one-sixth had four hours or

less of c¢lassroom contact each week.

Table 2. Teaching loads of faculty,
spring term 1975

Facui.y at Faculty at lower

All major colleges tier (4) colleges

faculty and uriversities and universities

Hours taupht

None 6 9 2
1-4 11 24 5
5-5 13 24 4
7-8 8 13 3
9-10 14 15 5
11-12 16 7 12
13-16 19 5 41
17-20 7 1 14
21 or more 5 1 12

There are the expected variations by type of school. Nearly six in

in ten of the faculty #t major un versities taught six hour or less cach

18
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week: only one-tenth of academics at lower  ier schools spent so little
time in the classroom.

For the faculty as a whole, teaching loads increased slightly between
1969 and 1975. Forty-one percent of academics, for example, taught 11 hours
or more a week in Spring 1969; by Spring 1975, the proportion had risen
to 47 percent. The median number of :lassroom hours shifted upward from
nine to ten.

Faculty in the humanit:.s and fine arts, and those in business
administration, teach more than anyone eise. Professors in medicine,
notably a research field, teach less than anyone else in academe. The
faculties of colleges of agriculture also =pend little time in the
classroom, reflecting in part the presence or big urgicultu. al

experimertation station continyents.

Preferences

Academics as a group sp.ad a fair'y modest amount of their time in
research and scholarship, much of it in teaching. And they want it this
way. Only four percent of the professoriate . dicate their interests
lie Licavily 1 research. Anorher 21 percent express as interest in

both teaching and research, but with a "leaning" toward the l.tter. For

the rcmaining thre. lourths of academics, the personal preference is
for teaching. For every one professor strongly devored to research

pur there are nine othervs heavily committed to teaching.
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Table 3. Teaching vs. research preferencos of faculty,
and self-definition of academic role

All Faculty at Faculty at lower
faculty major universities tier (4) colleges
Preferences principally
in teaching or research?
Very heavily 1. research 4 9 1
In both, leaning toward
rescarch 21 41 6
{n both, leaning toward
teaching 38 37 29
Very heavily in teaching 37 13 6>
Which term best describes
your academic r 7
Intellectual 7 10 4
Scholar i0 1o 3
Scientist 11 22 3
Professional 27 29 25
Teacher L4 23 65
Respondent ~ Lo our =urvey - re asked to indicate which among o series
of categories best (and most poorly) identified their academic ruie. The
terms fitted intc two larger groupings. 'Intellectual,' "scholar" and

"gcientist 41l shcak to a primary involvement in the research enterprise.

"Professional”™ and "teacher," on the other hand, :uggest a concencration
in the classroom or in administr:ition, in communicating ! nowledge rather

than in ¢-»velopin- - ‘'nowledge. There are obvious rrasons for a

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

research-inclined humanist to reject the label "scientist,' but
discipline-related orientations pose no such resistance to 'scholar"

or "tvrelleciua’." Most if not all fields secmed to find at least one
category in each group where the research-scholarship commitment could .e
com! rtably expressed.

Only 28 percent of all academics think of themselves performing a
knowle lge-generating role. Nearly half identify as teachers. A
surprisingly high 85 percent of faculty find in intellectual-scholar-—
scientist the poorest description of their role. unly five percent think
"teacher'" is the poorest descriptor.

These data suggest a number of nuances in term-affect which might
profitably be coensidered at annther time. Tt is enough to note that
most academ’cs seem to readily identify with terms which imply a primary
involvement in knowledge-transmission rather than kno ledge-generation,
in the teaching rather than the research culture.

Again, there are major differences by type of school. Sixtyv-five
percent of professors at the lower tier institutions call themselves
trachers, the self-deocription of only 23 percent of faculty ~u the major
universitios.

Young, acadomic: are notably more inclined to identif{y themselves as
seholars or scientists than are their mo e senior colleagpies. This

soests that a sicnificant secular shift in role definition may be

N

sl

occurring. Just thirty-nine percent of professors under age 35, coapaired

to 49 percent of thos+ 55 vears of age and older, fin. "teacher" the

hest deneriptor.
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There is every indication of a pretty good fit between what facuity
want to do--with regard to teaching and research--—and what they are
required to do. For example, those who : 1y their personal interests
are heavily iv research ha ¢ very light t:aching loads--the median is
five hours per ..uk--while those who are priuvcipally interested in
teaching get a chance to teach a lot, with the median at 13 hours a
week. We do not overlook the possibility of some benign deception:
professors who must teach a lot saying, "Oh, well, I really prefer
teaching anyway.'" And there is that one-tenth of one percent of the
profewsoriate who are committed to resear sut are required to teach

21 or more hours each week! On the who.c, though, the fit is a good one.

What w. sce confirmed, quitc clearly, 1s that American academics
constitute a teaching profession, not a schoiarly profession. Wi hn
the larger teaching order, there is a scholarly subsection, locatcd
disproportinnaiely at a relatively small number of research~directed
universiti- 5. Aiong the majority who teach a lot and publish

little, we find a perhaps surprisingly ready acceptance of the

primacy and the legitimacy of the teaching role.



PART III

PROFESSIONAL STATUS AND CONCERNS




Section 9

Faculty Attitudes and Approaches Toward Work

How do professors vary in their attitudes toward their
) work? Vhat do they like to do? Acadenics clearly differ
‘with respect to the aspects of the job they prefer, and
the way they like towork.

' Resecarch or Teaching

In spite of the widely held image that resecarch is.the
prihary activity valued on the American campus, only 25
percent of those polled indicated that their interests are
primarily in research (4 percent "very heavily"), while the
remaining three-quarters rejported a greater commitment to
teaching (37 percent heavily). The weak dedication to
research is glso reflected in the fact that only 32 percent
.agreed with the statement that "No one can be é good tcacher
unless he or she is actively involved in :esearch,".and that
71 percent felt that "quality of undergraduate education
has suffered significantly." because of "excessive commit--
ment to research."

The commitment to teaching extends to agreement by three-

quarters of the faculty (74 j;ercent) with the statement:

Jo
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npeaching effectiveness, not [ublications, should be the
primary criterion for jromotion ol faculty." bven more
surprising, pcrhaps, to those who think that faculty placce
a supreme valuc. on peer judgments of rosearch competence as
the sole criterion for evaluating performance is the fact
that 73 perqent sltated that "Faculty promotions should be
pbased in part on formal student evaluations of their
teachers." |

Thosc most involved in teaching, those'loqated dispro-
portionately at lower-tier, no?—univcrsity institutions,
of course, are most committed to teaching. Yet half of the
faculty in the highest tier schools, and a majority, 54
percent, in universities prefer teaching to research. -
Younger faculty, more recently out of graduate school, show
more interest in the research side of the job than pheir
older colleagucs. About 30 percent of those under 40
reported a prefcerence for reseafch, as compared to 17 per-
cent for faculty 50 and over. But the great majority of
those under 30 years of age indicated a primary'inierest
in teaching. A larger minority of men are more research
oriented (28 pecrcent) than of women (17). Oumr research
has indicated that liberals are much more likely to
favor rescarch than conservatives. Thus, one.tﬁird of
the faculty who fall in the most liberal fifth on the liber-
alism-conscrvatism scale indicated a preference for

research over teaching. Conversely, over four~-fifths,
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81 percent, of the most consorvative gquintile are more
disposed to tecaching than rescarch. Yot, again, it should
be noted that most liberals prefer teaching to research.

But if the large majority of American faculty believe
that the tecaching side of their job is more important than
research, that they and their colleagues should be evaluated
primarily as teachers, the evidence also indicates that
higher education as an institution esteems rescaréh more
highly. Those who prefer research to teaching, who are,
of coursc, also the people who do more rescarch, publish
more, ctc., receive much higher salaries than their colleagues

who are more committed to, and are more involved in teaching.

Thus 23 percent of those who prefer research to teaching

earn over $25,000 a year; only 9 percent of those who
emphasize teaching are in the same bracket. Or.to put it
another wéy, close to half of those who receive $25,000

or more see the job primarily as a”;esearch position, while
over threec-quarters of those with lower salarics would cmiha-
size teaching. These variations hold up when we control

for OEEQ; relevant factors such as quality of school, age,

or discijpline.

Scholarly Api.roach

Academe is also divided with respect to a preference
For a "“hard" or "soft" approach to work in their discipline.
frevious researc. indicated that this distinction is a

meaningful one in almost all fields from Physics to English.

0
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And our facully respondents, roegardless of discipline, lo-
cated themselves on this dimension in sesponsce to the
gquestion: "In most ecademic fields, scholars vary betweon
a more 'rigorous,' 'hard,' or scientific approach on the
onc haad, and @ more 'gualitative,' 'soit,' or humanistic
approach on the other. How would you‘locate your apj:roach

on the 'hard-soft' continuum within your discipline?"

Forty-five percent placed themselves on the "hard" or
"rigorous" side, 39 described their.approach as "soft"
-or "hunanistic," while 16 chose the middle position

on the scale.

As might be expccted, variations among disci ~ines

proved to differcntiate responses to this choice inoie

than any other factor. Those in the "scientific" fields,
physical, biological, medicine, and engineering,'had the
highest proportions placing themselves on the "hard”

side, ranging from 68 percent for meéicine to 88 for the
biological sciences. Yet 12 percent of the physical scien-
tists and 21 of the medical school faculty described their
fiftg

approach as "soft." Over three-/ f those in- the human-

Lgs said their approach 1s "soft" or "humanistic." Fully
18 percent of them indicated they were "hard" or "rigorous."
Half the social scientists placed themselves in the "hargd"
category; 36 percent were "soft."

To a surprising degree, this distinction turned out to

also overlap considerably with the tcaching-research dimension.
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Thus, among tho:ne who described themselve @ as primarily in
research, 86 parcent said their approach to their discipline
was "“rigorous," "hard" or scientilic. Only 9 percent saw
themselves as soft. Conversely, the "teachers”" divided
evenly, 43 percent of them werc on the rigorous side of

the continuum, 4) on the qualitative one, while 17 chose

the middle position.

Rate of publication was also strongly linked to scholarly
approach. Two-thirds of those who reported five or morc
publications in the pPast two years were hard, as contrasted
to half among those who had one to four publications, ahd
but a third amoug those with no publications. |

Given these results, it should be cVident that faculty
favoring the "hard" approach were located disproportionately
at ﬁore prestigious institutions, and earned'higher saiaries,
expectations borne out.by the data. Males were more likely
to favor rigorous methods (50 percent) than do fcmales (28).
Young faculty, those under 40, were significantly more
hard line methodologically than older ones.

The correlation pattern breaks down, however, when political
and social views are introduced. Conservative and Rej.ublican
faculty were more favorable to hard approaches than were
liberal and Democratic ones. Thus 25 percent of those in
the most conscrvative quintile on our libceralism-conservatism
scale rcported their approach as hard or rigorous as con-

trasted to 15 jercent among thosce in the most liberal fifth.
150
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llere we have on interesting and significant cross—-pres-
sure situation. Folitical oricentation is correlated vith
scholal ly approach, qguite indeendently of other factors.

Conscrvatives (referred to tecaech more than liberals, teachers

chosc soft approaches much more than researchers, but con-

servacives were more hard line. Thosce who published more

were both rigorous in their appre.:h and liberal in their

politics. Yet liberals werc much "softer" methodologically

than conservatives.

Th’s, of coursce, produces the situation that three-Lfifths

of the libcralsjwho prefer tcaching, were on the soft side

.of the methodological continuum, while 71 percent of the

conscrvatives, who favor research,were preponderantly
comnitted to hard or rigorous approaches.

'Thesc findings are reinforced by the ansﬁerslto the
cquestions concerning propensity to spcculate wildly. _WG
asked our respondents to react to the statements: "I like
new and wild idecas," and "I do not like specalative theories
not firmly groundcd in hard data." Among the demographic
and institutional characteristics, age turned out to "
correlate most highly with responses to these questions.
over four-fifths, &2 percent,'of those under 30 years of
age rcacted positively to "wild ideas," while 57 percent
of profcssors 60 and over had comparable views. Those pri-

marily in research were somewhat more favorable (80 percent) .

than "teachers" (70 percent). Replies did not vary much by
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discipline with thoe exception of the fact that law school
professors were h? far the luast favorable Lo speculation
and wild idear. Political vicows, howoever, did make & cone-
giderable difference. Liberals were much mors disposed to
favor "new a: d wild ideas" and "spoculative theories not
firmly grounded on hard data" than conservatives.

Competition

Recent articles in the press and a spate of books have
pointed up the competitive nsture of academic life. The
pressure on scholars to compete for prizes, status, grants

and higher salaries supposedly lcad to the kinds of practices

described by James Watson in The Double Helix. The emphasis

on competition is justified by soéiologists of science as
necessary to motivate researchers to work long hours under
constant prossurce.  The results of such}competition presumably are
scholarly progress, as well as the cases Qf faculty cheating

and plagiarism which receive media attention.

When queried on the subject, the daademic comﬁunity turned
out to be evenly divided in its‘estimatiOn of the value of
competition in stimulating intellectual creativity. Only
half (or as many as half) agrecd with the statewent: "The
more competitive a schola.ly community becomes, the more
likely it is to discover new knowledge, or otherwisc to
progress.

the proportion of faculty viewing competition positively
increased when the question was put in terms of its effect

on students or society. Over three~fifths, 62 percent,

104
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said that "rhe recent revival of competition for grades
among studenis 1o peneficial, Lbecause this competition
spury s tudcn: Lo work harder." Almost two--thirds agreed
that "Ammervican scoliety will advance most if cach individual
is competitively motivated.™

When we first planned this survey, we hypothesized
that successful highly productive research—involved

faculty in upper tier universities would tend to look favor-

ably on meritocratic scholarly conpetitive values, but
since the same kind of people tend to be liberal politically,
that they would be more negative with respect to the value

of compectitiveness for thé larger society. Converscly, we
assumed that the more teaching oriented.professors, largely
located in lower tier institutions, and hecavily fav&rabie

to unionization, would be morc negative with respect to

competition within higher cducation.

In féct, our hypotheses turned out in the main to be
incorrect. Lower tier faéulty were more favorable toward
scholarly competition (52 percent) than high tier ones
(46 percent). Professors in the applied professional
schools were much more supportive of intramural ‘competitive-~
ness (64 percent) than those in the natural scicnces (53),
or the social sciences and huvmanities (38 each). The factors

related to competition in the larger society were similar..

These results point clearly to the principal correlate

of feclings about competition among acadcemics, general

[
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social ddeology.  Among faculiy whosce atliltudes placoe
them in the most Liberal gquintile, 26 poercent felt that
scholavly competitiion is beneficﬁa&, ns,contrautcd to 67
percent holding such views among the most consarvative
fifth. he rcelationship is even greatoer with vespect
to competition in society. Fully 91 percent of the most
conservative group saw competition advancing American socicty,
as contrasted to but 24 pcrcent among the most liberal.

Although our initial assumption that many in academe
would favor intranural competiticn, while opposing it
cxtramurally did not hold up for the enticce sample, tnere
woere two small but interesting groups who did not hold
consistent views on competition.  One profcsaor.in ten
approved of compctition wnonyg scholars, but opposced it for
the lorger society. Almost onc in four, 23 pcrcent, had
positive views pboult competition in socicly, but
rcjected it within the univergcity.

who arc these people? The pro-university--anti-society
compctition group is'composed much more of liberals than
conservatives, while those favoring compctition in the
societs, but not in the university tend to be more conser-
vative. The first group contains the largest percentage
comnitted -0 rescarch among the four categories of attitudes
towards compectition inside or outside. The second group is
most disposed to teaching. Thus our expectation that academe

contains a liberal-research oricented group which vicws
191
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el a) Dy oo P ion in pos i Uive Lo, bt e jeetn Tt oy

R . N LN
socioty turned ouls Lo have soie validity, Il clearly 1t

is a minorily phenoircnon and dos not involve o asignificint

soguent of acadaoine.

TABLL I

STYLES OF ACADRMLIC WORK

_MORK_FREFERECE HETHODOLOGY
TiACHLING PESHARCH HARD SOMT

TILiR

Fiieh 90 50 53 32

Iiddle 70 30 47 37

Tov 50 10 40 44

20-39 69 31 49 35

40-49 76 24 42 41

50+ 83 17 38 46
SEX -

Female 83 17 .28 53

Male 12 28 50 36
RELIGION L i

Joewish 6% 38 E 19 29

Cuatholic 78 22 43" 39

Protestant . 76 24 14 4,
WRLTCATIONS/LAST 2 YEARS

lHonoe 91 9 35 406

1.4 66 34 51 35

23 67 66 20

201,17 ICAL INDEOLOGY SCALE

Liberal 08 32 40 44

Middle 75 ) 45 43

Conzervative 80 20 49 34

19w
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¥ PN D

APUCUDES TOARD LTPRARIRAY AND PATRAMURAL COML ST TLON

1 H 3 4

PTER

High 36 .0 23 32

Middle 40 2 23 _ 28

Low 172 10 23 25
YTSCTPLINE

Gocial Science a5 13 19 42

Humanities 29 13 20 38

llatural Scicence 44 8 26 23

Applied/Professions 57 8 - 24 11

Joewish 31 12 15 462

Catholic a4 12 20 27

Frotestant 41 8 25 y
1ARD _OR_SOFT APPROACH

Soflit 35 Jo 20 34

Middle 36 11 15 28

Hard 47 8 24 2)
JOLIMTICAL IDEOLOGY SCALR

lMost Liberal 12 14 12 63

Liberal 26 13 24 37

Middle 43 g 26 7

Conservative H4 7 277 13

lMost Conservative o3 4 28 5

>

1 == Favor Societal Competition and

-

Favor University Competition

2 = Against Societal Competition and
Favor University Competition

3 = Favor Societal Competition and
Against University Competition

4 = Against Socictal Competition and

Against University Competition
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SECTION 10

Faculty Self-Definitions of Role

College professors, as we have seen, are a disparate 1lot.
They vary enormously in background, in what they do, in the type
of institution for which thev work, in their personal c¢ultures and
consumption styles, and in social and political views. How do they
see themselves? What is the biggest facet of their occupational
self-identification? To deal with this question, we told our
respondents: "Some faculty are inclined to think of themselves ‘'as
intellectuals.' <C*hers find 'scholar,' 'scientist,' 'teachér,'
or 'professional' more satisfactory descriptors.” They were then
asked which of thesc five terms describes them best and which is
the poorest.

Surprisingly, perhaps, to those who consider tne academic world
as the core of intellectualdom, close to half of the professors in
America prefer to think of themselves as teachers (44 percent), while
the second most valued term is professional (33). Only 12 percent
selected "intellectual" as the best self-description, about the
same proportion as chose scholar or scientist. Conversely, 46

percent said "intellectual" most poorly described their activities

157
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as compared to a veritable handful (5 percent) who found teacher
the poorest descriptive term among the five; while 11 percent most
resented being identified as professionals or scientists and 15
percént took most umbrage at the term scientist.

What is the source of such variations in self-identification?
Academic field is clearly relevant, but it does nof expiain most
of the variance. Every disciplinary group, except for medicine,
agriculture and the biological sciences, contains more people who
preferred to describe themselves as teachers than anything else.
Only 28 percent of the physical scientists saw themselves as "scien-
tists," as did a tenth of the social scientists, while 14 percent
preferred to see themselves as intellectuals. Humanists (21 percent)
revealed the greatest desire to be identified as intellectuais, but
fully half of them would rather be known as teachers, as would a
majority (53 percent) of the faculty in business schools.

The negative choices of those in the various fields are
equally revealing. Few in any subject picked teaching as the wors:t
description of their status. Humanists, not surprisingly, said
that the word which least well describes them is scientist (68 per-
cent), but intellectual was in second place. Social scientists
objected most to being called intellectuals (38 percent), while 32
percent of them saw scientist as the least apt phrase describing
their activities. Slightly over half of all the nétural'scientists
(51) and those in professional schoo; faculties (52) said that

intellectual was the poorest description of their role in academe.

198
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Some institutionalland personal background factoxs also differ-
entiate responses to the self-images questions. Thus Jews were
much more likely than non-Jews (20-10) to identify themselves as
intellectuals, while close to two-fifths of the professors of Gentile
background compared to one quarter of the Jews saw'intellectual as
the least appropriate term to describe them.
The higher the social origins of academics, the more likely
they are to prefer to be known as intellectuals; the lower their
socio-economic background, the more disposed they are to choose
"teacher" as the best descriptor of their activities. The pattern
vfor those who emphésized scholar or scientist as the preferred

term generally resembled that for intellectual,_while identified
"professionals" resembled "teachers" with respect to such background
variables.

These relationships also appeared with respect to school
quality. The higher the academic tier, the greater the proportion
of those positively identifying as intellectuals, scholars or
scientists, and the smaller the proportion geeing themselves as
teachers. Thus, identified teachers constitute 23 percent’of those
in Tier I, 37 in Tier I1I, 44 in Tier III, and 65 in Tier IV. Con-

- versely, 38 percent of those in Tier I prefer to be éeen as scholars
or scientists compared to but 6 percent in Tier 1IV.

The rate of publication is aléo related to self-identification
in comparable ways. Almost three-fifths of those who published 5

or more items in the past two years see themselves as intellectuals,

scholars or scientists, as contrasted to a seventh among non-publishers.

\.
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Attitudes of the Identity Groups

Self-identification proved to be stronély correlated with

social, political, and academic views, as welllas with behavior.

In general, self-identified intellectuals were most disposz2d to

left opinions followed by the scholars, while those who perceived
themselves as scientists, professionals, or teachers werelrelatively
conservative.

In 1972, McGovern received 86 percent of the votes of self-
ascribed intellectuals, 78 from the schulaés, 64 from the scientists,
62 from the teachers and 55 from the professionals. In 1968, 8
percent of the intellectuals and 4 percent of the scholars voted
for the obscure left third party candidates, much more than they se-

cured from those who preferred other labels.

‘Gerald Ford was viewed in positive terms in 1975 by only
13 percent of the intellectuals and 21 percent of the scholars.

His favorable vote among the scientists was 28, among teachers,
33 and professionals, 38.

Occupational sclf-images correlated strikingly with attitudes
toward the Vietnam war at the start of U.S. involvement. Over half,
56 percent, of the intellectuals reported having.beeq-opposed to
any American participation from the start of the war, as contrasted

‘to 41 percent of the scholars, 39 percent of the scientists, 36
of the teachers and 34 of the pfofessionals.

It is possible that these sharp variations in views of the

different identity groups are a function of the fact that intellectuals

and scholars are found largely among social scientists and humanists,

1.0
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the most politically liberal discipline groupings, while self-
proclaimed scientists and professionals come disproportionately
from the more conservative .-tural science and applied professional
fields. Looking at the variations in response among faculty
within discipline categorics, however, affirms that occupational
self-identity operates independently.

Among social scientists, McGovern received 93 percent of the
intellectuals' votes, 84 percent of the scholars and 80 percent
of the profeséionals. Among those in the natural sciences, 65
percent of those who called themselves "scientists," backed the
South Dakota senator, as contrasted to 80 percent of the intellectuals
and scholars. Professional school faculty who described themselves
as "professionals" voted overwhelmingly ¢ .  percent) for Richard
Nixon, as contrasted to but three tenths ror the Republican candidate
among their professional school colleagues who identified as
intellectuals or scholars.

mThe variations in distributions were equally striking with
respect to general propensity for liberal or conservative reactions
as measured by the liberalism-conservatism scale. Among those’
teaching the humanities, 44 percent of the identifieq intellectuals
were in the most liberal fifth of the faculty, while only 1 percent
placed in the most conservative guintile. Among the "schélars" in
this discipline grouping, 32 percent fell in the most liberal
segment, which 4 percent were located in the most conservative
fifth. By contrast, however, fully 25 percent of those who

described themselves as professionals were in the least liberal

guintile.

| S
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Academic Concerns

Occupational iden£ity, of course, also affected attitudes
toward academic issues and styles of work. Thus 30 percent of
the intellectuals and 20 percent of the teachers strongly agreed
ihat "I like new and wild ideas.” Conversely, 69 percent of the
irtellectuals and 54 percent of the teachers disagreed with the
statement: "I do not like fancy, speculative‘theories that are
not firmly grounded in hard data."

Almost half the intellectuals, 48.5 percent, described their
work as primarily theoretical, rather than substantive or experimental,
as did 35 percent of the scholars. By contrast, only 17 percent of
the scientists took this position, not much different from the 20
percent of the professionals and teachers.

The relations to discipline differed somewhat when the ques-
tion is to describe one's approach as rigorous or hard compared to
qualitative or soft. Fully 92 percent of the scientists, 58 of the
scholars, and 42 of the professionals described their work as
rigorous or hard, as contrasted to 35 percent of the teachers and
32 of the intellectuals.

Self-identified teachers, quite naturally, revealed an almocst
unanimous preference (95 percent) for teaching as against research.
Professionals also were heavily inclined towards teaching (74 percent).
Majority votes for research, however, were cast by scientists (69)
and scholars (56). Surprisingly, perhaps, the ihtellectuals, who
as a group are heavily involved in publications, revealed a majority

(56 percent) who said they preferred teachiﬁg to research.

i.2
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These identificaticns also are associdted with cultural style.
‘Intellectuals led in proportions regularly attending concerts or
plays, but brought up the rear with respect to going to sports
events. They'also were much more likely than those who chose other
icentities *7 read cultural and political opinion journals. To
point up the differences it may be noted that 32 percent of the
scientists and 22 of the teachers rarely. or never read any cultural
magazine as compared to 10 percent of the intellectuals. The
corresponding figures for political opinion organs are 66, 50, 39.

Worst Self Description

The responses to the worst self-description guestion produced
comparable. correlations with attitudes and behavior. .Thus only 28
percent of those who said the term intellectual described them least
well had a negative attitude towards Gerald Ford as pompared to
53 perﬁent among those who strongly rejected being described as
teachefs or professionals.

Three fifths of those who took most umbrage at being described
as scientists described their style of academic work as "soft" or
"qualitative," as contrasted to 28 percent among those who séid

the term "intellectual" is the poorest descriptor of their activities.

What is an Intellectual?

To understand the linkage between the'coﬂcept of the intellectnal
and critical-socio—political.views, it is necessary to recognize
that the very word itself first appeared as a noun in France,
at the time of the Dreyfus case, and was used soon thereafter in

the United States, as a political term in much the same way. In

.
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France, "The Manifesto of the Intellectuals"” supporting Dreyfus

was a left-wing appeal and for many years thereafter it was

used to mean left-wing writers, academics, and the like. Similarly,
the broader concept, the intelligentsié emerged in the mid-nineteenth
century in eastern Europe,primarily in Czarist Russia, where it

meant the e ucated, progressive, oppositionist strata, not the
educated or professional classes generally.

Although the words s=zemingly have lost their explicit politicel
character over the years, a variety of surveys here and abroad
indicate that they have continued to have a political connotation,
much as is suggested by the data of our recent survey. Conservatives
and businessmen have seen the intellectuals and intelligentsia
as hostile, and conservative intellectuals often reject the word.

But beyond explicit reference to polifics, many use or apply the
word intellectual, not to all involved in creative work in art,
scholarship, science, and formulating ideas generally, but to gener-
alists, to those who'seek to critically apply knowledge and culture
to evaluations of basic values. By such criteria a physicist, |
novelist, or sociologist is only an intellectual if he or she
seek to address larger moral evaluative gquestions, to move beyond
the technical limits of their disciplines. By so doing, of courcz,
they cease being professionals and experts. |

The other terhs, professional, teacher, scholar, and scientist,
each imply a technical limited craft which has rules of competency

and the goal of objectivity. One is not supposed to speak out as

[
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a professional, teacher, scientist, or scholar, except in those
areas in which one is professionally competent. As an intellectual,
however, one is obligated to take part in partisan controversy.

Given these variations in the past and present meanings and
images associated with the five terms we submitted to our respondents,
it iz perhaps not surprising that those who chose to describe
themselves as intellectuals are the most involved in the‘larger

political culture, are the most liberal, like "wild ideas," and

prefer "soft" or non-rigorous approaches to knowliadge.

TABLE I

Occupational Identification of Acocdemics*

Best Poorest
Intellectual 11 40
Scholar 12 15
Scientist 11 37
Professional 32 11
Teacher 44 5

*
Adds to more than 100 percent because of some multiple responses.

|
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TABLE II

Best Occupat.ional Identification By Discipline*

Social ‘ ﬁatural

Sciences Humanities Sciences Professionals
Intellectual 14 21 ? 6 5
Scholar 21 19 10 7
Scientist 10 1 | 33 9
Pgofessional. 32 24 20 42
Teacher 33 49 42 49

*
Adds to more than 100 percent because of some muitiple responses.

TABLE III

Attitudes By Identity Groups

Intellectuals Scholars Scientists Professionals Teachers

72 Vote

dcGovern 86 78 64 55 62
Jixon : 13 21 35 45 A7
aw of Gerald Ford :

Positive _ 13 21 28 38 33
Jeutral 23 29 + 33 32 30
Jegative 64 50 39 31 37
titude to Vietnam War _

Start )

Nithdrawal 56 41 39 34 36
Yilitary Victory l6 23 27 37 34
<e New and Wild Ideas

Strongly Agree 30 22 22 20 19
rk is Theoretical 48.5 35 17 19 20
rk is Rigorous 32 58 92 43 35
efer Teaching to

search 56 44 31 74 95

-
<

Q ‘
1




SECTION 11

Perceptions of the Profession

The professoriate today is both troubled and content. And it appears
to have ample reason for each of these facets of its collective mood.
Nowhere is this made more dramatically evident than in the economic
arena. Few observers of American higher education need look to this
report for confirmation of the presence of economic woes. But in other
important regards, the faculty continue to occupy a very fortunate

economic position--and they know it.

What professors earn

The American Association of University Professors reports annually
on what colleges pay their faculty. AAUP's review last spring showed
professoriai salaries losing the battle with inflation, as real earnings
fell, from the preceding year, by seven percent. (The average academic
yéar salary of all faculty was $16,403.) Such information points to
real problems for the profession. Still, we need to look beyond these
data to get a complete picture of the current economic status of academics.
Just as total family income, rather than compensation of individual workers,
provides the most revealing assessment of the economic position of
Americans generally, so we must look to family income to see how well,

or poorly, academics are actually doing.

. 1:7
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They are not doing badly. This we must record, at the risk of

seeming traitors to our class. The median family income of faculty

Table 1. Family income, 1974, faculty and
the general public (column percentages)

Faculty General Public

All Coliege Graduates*

Under $10,000 2 36 16
$10,000-$14,999 12 24 17
$15,000-$19,999 21

43 28 37
$20,000-$24,999 22
$25,000-$29,999 16
$30,000-$39,999 17 39 10 26
$40,000-$49,999 6
$50,000 and higher 4 1 4

*Refers te families in which the head has completed at least four
years of college. Data on the general public are from the U.S. Bureau
of the Census, '"Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons
in the United States: 1974," Current Population Reports (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1975).

in 1974 was about $23,000. More than one-fourth reported income over
$30,000, while one—tenth took in over $40,000 from all sources. This
income structure compares rather favorably not only with that of the
general public--where the 1974 family median was $12,836~-but as well
with the income of the most highly compensated professional and managerial

cohorts within the American populace. Forty-three percent of professors
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reported 1974 family income in excess of $25,000--the econnmic level
reached by just 30 percent of all families whose heads had finished four
or more years of college. The median for professorial fr.ilies was about
$3,500 higher than that of families generally where the head occupied a
professional position.

Many faculty realize substantial income beyond their basic salary.
About one quarter of the total report that they earn at least 20 percent
over and above their institutional base, while another fourth earn 10-19
percent above it. In some disciplines, the figures are much higher.
Fifty-five percent of academics in business administration, for example,
receive compensation from outside sources which is at least 20 percent of
their basic university salary; for 19 percent of these business school
professors, outside earnings total 50 percent or more of the base.

Engineering faculty have lots of opportunity to do outside consulting,
and 58 percent of them claim that such consulting is a significant source
of supplementary earnings. Thirty-six percent of academics based in
schools of education find consulting a major source of extra compensation.
Humanists are at the nther end of the continuum. Few of them get much
from consulting, or from research salaries and payments. For a decisive
majority in the humanities, it is either summer teaching or nothing extra.

With lower base salaries and far fewer chances for supplementary income,
faculty in the humanities and the fine arts bring up the rear in the
academic salary march. Social scientists do better than natural scientists,

indeed better than anyone else in the old liberal arts and sciences core

1.9



- 107 -

of the university. And professors in the applied professional fields

do best of all. At the head of the pack, to no one's surprisa, are

Table 2. Median family income, 1974,
faculty and the general public

Faculty
All | $23,000
Medicine ‘ $40,000
Business Administration $28,000
Education $26,000
Engineering $25,500
Social Science $24,500
Biological Science $23,000
Physical Science $22,500
Fine Arts $21,000
Humanities $21,000

General Public

All $12,836
Professionals $19,441
Managers and Administrators $19,707
College Graduates $20,124

medical school faculty, reporting family incomes with a median of $40,000.
While we have too few cases to report on it reliably, law school professors
almost certainly take second place with ease.

Table 2 makes evident the importance of the "applied vs. liberal

arts'" distinction. In some instances, notably medicine, institutional

1.0
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salaries are higher in the applied sector, but mocst of the variance

between these two spheres 1s accounted for by outside sources.

Iiustitutional base salaries are as high for biological an. physical
sclentists as they are for faculty in education and business administration.
The primary applied fields are linked up to client groups outside who
provide opportunities for consulting, private practice, and research-
related support. In a sense, the soclal sciences are closer to the

applied fields than any other group éf arts and sciences disciplines. A
notably higher proportion of social scientists, for example, reported

some pald consulting over the past two years.

Income and satisfaction

American academics now have unusual opportunities to

supplement their base salaries. And two-salary families have become
increasingly common of late within the professoriate, as they have
throughout the public generally and in the professional middle classes.
The margin between the Institutional salaries of pr-fessors, then, and
their total family incomes, is rather wide, and has probably been stretching
over the past decade. It 1s for this reason thkat the current assault on
academe of inflation and austerity has not yet produced notable discomfit
regarding overall personal economic status. We thus can understand these

erwise anomalous occurances: at the very time (Spring 1975) the AAU?
was issuing a report on the profession showing a seven percent decline

in the purchasing power of faculty salaries, a report appropriately

1.3
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entitled "Two Steps Backward"; 58 percent of a representative national
sample of professors were saying that their own economic position had

been improving, while 22 percent were finding that it had stayed the same,

and only 21 percent were reporting-a decline.

Academe faces some serious economic problems, but the overall
economic standing of the professoriate is strong, compared to most segments
of the professional middle classes. Faculty appear to be acknc::ledging

this when they testify to a high measure of personal satisfaction.

in the introduction to this report we noted that about nine
professors in ten say they are happy with their choice of career and

the school at which they teach, and that they think of themselves as

successful people.

The academic malaise

The above isn't meant to suggest that most academics know only of
bliss-because that simply is not the case--rather to indicate that the
high dudgeon evident améng faculty these days is far from unbroken, and
that its origins are by no means exclusively economic.

The same academics who think that they personally are doing well are
down in the dumps over the state of the profession. They don't think it
is getting enough money, but their concerns are much broader:

@ Sixty-four percent believe the general status of the academic
profession has declinelin recent years.
‘P Seventy-one percent argue that the organization of academic life is

such that many of the best paid professors achieve their position by
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being "operators" rather than through their scholarly contributions--up
from the 48 percent holding this view in 1969.

B» Nearly three academics in every five insist that most American
colleges "crush student creativity.”

= Half of the faculty believe that many of the best students can no
longer find any meaning in science and scholarship.

So large numbers of American academilcs think they personally are doing
well, economically and otherwise, but they despair for their profession.
Tt isn't getting enough economic sustenance, but it is making a mess of
things generally, where dollars are not the issue, and its standing is
falling off. The '"profession aésessment" mood of faculty was by no means
bubblingly optimistic in 1969, in the midst of campus unrest. It has

managed, however, to get a good bit darker over the past six years.

Personal contentment and ''system'' despair

There is a striking parallel between the mood we have found among
faculty, comprising personal satisfaction and "systemic" unease, and that
which others have observed within the general public. In 1971, Albert H.

Cantril and Charles W. Roll, Jr. described (Hopes and Fears of the American

People, Washington, D.C, Potomic Associates, p. 51) .the national mood as
"one of seeming paradox: grave apprehension about the state of the nation
1

juxtaposed against a tempered sense of personal achievement and optimism.'

Three years later, William Watts and Lloyd A. Free (State of the

Nation, 1974, Washington, D.C., Potomic Assoclates, p. 8) detected this

same tension in a heightened form. About eight out of ten in the populace
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expressed satisfaction with the work they do, more than seven in ten with
their standard of living and their housing situation. Forty-five percent
stated that '"in terms of . . . personal happiness and satisfaction' they
were better off than a year earlier, while only 14 percent felt they were
worse off. The average citizen not only thought he was better off at
present than he had been in the past, but that in the future his personal
circumstance would be better still.

When the citizen looked at the larger social system, however, he
turned pessimist. Things were ;lready worse than they had been, and in
the future they were likely to slide back further still.

Obviously, these data--faculty and public--are not directly
comparable, but a link seems evident. What might be the common ‘
precipitant of this "inside-outside" tension?

Contemporary America, for all its economic difficulties, 1is an
extraordinarily rich society, and it has done rather well by many, although
not by any means all, of its citizenry. This is true of the professoriate.
And individuals perceive this reality in evaluating their personal standing.

But institutional performance within higher education, as within
the larger society, is inevitably imperfect. Heightened expectations make
system failings--ever more videly publicized and discussed--appear
increasingly intolerable. And the very success at the level of personal
provisions serves tc underscore the paucity of collective attainments.

Specifically, many in the faculty find that their personal situation

has gotten better, but they doubt that the enterprise of higher education

is better. And this, as much or more than austerity, is troubling them.
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SECTION 12

Perceptions of Individual Occupationgl Requirements

American academics are generally happy with their choice of careers.
Eighty-eight percent of them, for example, maintain that, were they to
begin anew, they would still want to be college professors. Only two
percent are certain they would not again choose the professoriate, while
another ten percent doubt that they would.

But if their attachment to the profession remains strong, faculty
are much less confident that they have found the right niche within
higher education. Thirty~-one percent think they would be more satisfied
at some other college, while 44 percent believe they could be equally
content elsewhere. Just a quarter (26 percent) of all pro}essors argue
that they probably would not be as satisfied with 1ife at another university.
And only one faculty member in every two (54 percent) was prepared to

assert, in response to a second question, that his home institution “is

a very good place for me."
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'The satisfied and the dissatisfied

It will come as no surprise that young academics—;as low people on the
status hierarchy of the schools at which they teach, their éareers still
before them, with both the confideﬁce and the cfitical bent that recent
entry to a profession can sustain--are markedly less satisfied with their

present employer than are their older colleagues. Nor is it remarkable

Table 1. Faculty satisfaction with
their home institution, by age

Percent agreeing Percent maintaining that
"it is a very they could probably be more
good place : satisfied with life at
for me' another college or university

Those under 30 years

of age 37 45
30-39 46 38
40-49 54 29
50-59 : 64 24
60 years and older 72 14

that those well compensated display more affection for the compensator than
faculty at the lower income levels.

Tt may, however, seem at least slightly paradoxical that professors
on the staffs of junior colleges profess greater attachment to their home
jnstitutions than do academics at the major research universities. Two-

thirds of the former, compared to just half the latter, bestow the
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commendation, " a verv good place for me,’" on the schools at which they
teach. Thirty-one percent of major university faculty believe they would
be happier elsewhere, in contrast to only 21 percent of junior college
teachers.

Once again we are back to expectations. Professors at elite colleges
and universities are more highly rewarded than are their counterparts at
schools of the teaching'culture, but they expect much greater rewards.
More cosmopolitan, they find the prospects of relocating less troubling,
and have a higher regard for their own market value. So they are less
gsatisfied with their home institutions and less loyal to them, even though
they are, by all objective criteria, the best treated group in the
professoriate.

Looking at publication records, we see this same thing. Academics who
do not publish scholarly books and articles are the least rewarded group
in the profession, but they are the most loyal to the schools employing

them. And they are the most convinced that they have settled in at "a very

good place."”

What is likely to summon the moving van?

If a move to another college is to be made, what are the prime
attractions? "If you were to seek another position elsewhere," we asked
our respondents, ''what importaﬁce would you attach to each of the following?"
Some 18 conditions--from "higher salary" to "better schools for my

children"--were then listed, to be evaluated as "essential,” 'very
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" "somewhat important,' "not important or detrimental," or

important,
"already attained /and hence/ not a factor." It should be noted that this
exercise was far from simply academic for many of our respondents. Twenty-
one percent reported that they had received at least one job offer in the
past two years, while another 30 percent said they had received "a serious
inquiry about /their/ availability for another position."

For professors, as undoubtedly for people in most occupations, money
talks. Eighty-two percent listed "higher salafy" as 1lmportant in a decision
to relocate,with 25 percent describing more money as "essential" and another
22 percent as "very important.'" No other condition was as much emphasized.

One other came close, however--tenure. Two-thirds (65 percent) of
the farulty find it impqrtant in considering a move, only 11 percent
"not important."

The intensity of professorial concern with tenure is quite striking.
Because we knew that some two-thirds of our respondents would be tenured
(a proportion which turned out to be 69 percent), we offered an additional
evaluative category: "since /the/ condition /[1s/ already attained, it
i§7 not a factor." A fifty year old professor who has held tenure for
15 years might place a high value on this status, might balL at labeling
it unimportant in the context of a move; but still he would not, we felt,
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