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The problem of this study was to analyze faculty percep-

tions of the performance of current institutional governing

boards in academic affairs, and the alternative patterns of

faculty participation in governance in Texas senior colleges

and universities. The purposes of the study were (1) to

determine the current faculty perceptions of the importance

and effectiveness of governing boards in academic affairs,

(2) to discover the level of satisfaction and knowledge of

faculty of governing boards in their handling of academic

affairs, and (3) to determine the faculty perceptions of the

potential alternative patterns of governance in academic

affairs.

The instrument utilized and employed in this study, which

serves as a means for collecting data, is composed of two

sections. Section I includes personal and institutional data.

Section II includes the opinion data. Both sections result

in 23 questions. A five-point scale is used for all the

questions other than the demographic data.
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The population sample for this study includes all fac-

ulty members in Texas senior colleges and universities, both

public and private institutions, all of which are members of

the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities. A total

of 300 questionnaires were mailed to the selected sample.

Two hundred and six returned questionnaires were utilized in

the analysis of the data.

The data were analyzed through the statistical procedures

of Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coefficient and Chi-square tests for

contingency tables. The Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coefficient

was used to compute the amount of relationship between two

variables, while Chi-square was used to discover if the rela-

tionship was significant. In the statistical analysis of the

null hypotheses, a total of sixty-three of the one hundred

and ten null hypotheses was found to be rejected at statisti-

cally significant levels.

The conclusions of the study are that (1) the respondents

have negative perceptions about their boards, (2) board-

faculty relations are expected to deteriorate, and faculty

tension to increase, if faculty are not allowed to share in

the authority for academic affairs, (3) if the deterioration

of the relationship between faculty and institutional govern-

ing boards is not corrected, these two groups may become for-

mally adversarial, and (4) the differing characteristics of

the respondents reflect general attitudes, on an issue-

related basis, about the performance of institutional
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governing boards and alternative patterns of faculty partici-

pation in governance.

Recommendations are presented to suggest actions that

could be taken with regard to the performance of the institu-

tional governing boards and alternative patterns of faculty

participation in governance: (1) institutional governing

boards should systematically assess their performance in

academic affairs; (2) institutional governing boards should

research the areas of faculty discontent with current gov-

erning practices- (3) the state legislature of Texas should

consider faculty perceptions favoring the concepts of elected

board members and faculty representation on boards; (4) the

Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System,

should take the initiative in promoting better understanding

between the institutional governing boards and faculty;

(5) if appropriate measures are not implemented that will

improve board-faculty relations--such as the foregoing recom-

mendations--then the Texas legislature should consider faculty

perceptions about collective bargaining in higher education;

(6) the Coordinating Board and the individual institution

should act jointly to establish channels of communication

through which the role and function of governing boards is

defined to the public in general and to faculties in particu-

lar; (7) parallel studies should be conducted in order to

provide a basis for comparing the results of this study to the

results of similar studies made in other states.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The last two decades have witnessed a persistent and

growing interest in the field of higher education admini-

stration. A substantial amount of research has been

conunted in that field as related to all aspects of aca-

I'C a-dministration.

Tnstitutions of higher learning are assumed to be

tangibly contributing to the prospe rity and advancement of

the human kind everywhere on this globe. Faculty members

are the ons ~who implement the primary missions of these

instituiLons: "Teaching, Research, and Service." Govern-

ing boards, sometimes addressed as boards of regents or

boards of control, are at the top of the hierarchical 1r.-

mirs of higher-learning institutions; such bodies maintain

the ultimate power in an institution because the authority

is vested in their hands. Governing boards formulate poli-

cies and delegate authority so as to make possible the

implementation of the primary missions of higher-learning

institutions. Based on a review of dissertation abstracts

and other available literature, it appears that no direct

studies have been conducted in the area of the performance
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of governing boards in academic affairs and alternative pat-

terns of governance as perceived by faculty members.

Faculty discontent and resentment regarding academic

policies have been revealed by many studies. A report by

the American Association for Higher Education (AAHE) (2)

states that the discontentment of faculty members in the

United States has recently become evident in institutions

of higher education. The AAHE adds that the major source

of discontentment is the faculty's desire (1) to partici-

oate in the determination of those policies that affect

their professional status and performance, and (2) to par-

ticipate in the actions of the complex, statewide educa-

tional systems that have decreased their control over

campus issues.

Wicke (19) maintains that the trustee system which

controls higher education in the United States is almost

without parallel in other parts of the world. Moreover,

he adds that faculty members elsewhere exercise much more

direct power in establishing institutional policies. There

is a bulk of conflicting opinions regarding the necessity

for an importance of trustees. Although the literature

does not reveal any direct studies about faculty percep-

tions of institutional governing boards, there is some sort

of consensus among researchers about the poor effectiveness

of the boards. Greater deails will be provided in the syn-

thesis and review of related literature.
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Statement of the Problem

The problem of the present study is to analyze faculty

perceptions of the performance of the current institutional

governing boards as to academic affairs, and the alterna-

tive patterns of faculty participation in governance in

Texas senior colleges and universities.

Purposes of the Study

The following are the purposes of this study:

1. To determine current faculty perceptions of the

importance and effectiveness of governing boards

in academic affairs,

2. To discover the level of knowledge of and satis-

faction with governing boards' practices in

academic affairs,

3. To determine the faculty Derceptions of potential

alternative patterns of governance in academic

affairs, in the areas of

a. revision of current board structure,

b. faculty representation on boards,

c. election of board members, and

d. collective bargaining.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of this study are stated in directional

quantitative terms. This kind of hypothesis provides the

researcher with more flexibility for comparison and testing
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purposes. According to Huck and others (9), behavioral

scientists should liberate themselves from the old concep-

tualization of research and current methodological biases.

In addition, they add, behavioral scientists should use a

variety of investigative or methodological techniques in

order not to retard their research efforts.

The following hypotheses of this study were investi-

gated:

1. At least seventy-five per cent of all full pro-

fessors, seventy per cent of all associate

professors, sixty-five per cent of all assistant

professors, and fifty per cent of all lecturers

and instructors will perceive the following at a

minimum of 4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this

study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,
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(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

2. At least seventy-five per cent of male faculty

members and sixty per cent of female faculty mem-

bers will perceive the following at a minimum of

4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,
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h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

3. At least seventy-five per cent of all faculty of

age 46 and over will perceive the following at a

minimum of 4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

4. At least seventy-five per cent of all faculty with

bachelors and associate degrees and sixty per cent
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of all faculty with masters and doctorate degrees

will perceive the following at a minimum of 4.0 on

the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

5. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

have a total experience in college or university

teaching of less than eleven years, and sixty per

cent of the faculty who have a total experience in

college or university teaching of eleven years or
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more, will perceive the following at a minimum of

4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

6. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

have an experience in teaching at their institu-

tion of less than eleven years, and sixty per cent

of the faculty who have an experience in teaching

at their institution of eleven years or more, will
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perceive the following at a minimum of 4.0 on the

5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

7. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty on

tenure appointment, and sixty per cent of those

who are not on tenure, will perceive the following

at a minimum of 4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this

study:
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a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

8. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

earn at least $17,000 per academic year, and sixty

per cent of the faculty who earn less than $17,000,

will perceive the following at a minimum of 4.0 on

the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,
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b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

9. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

never experienced any difficulty in finding a

teaching job, and sixty per cent of the faculty

who experience difficulty in finding a teaching

job, will perceive the following at a minimum of

4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,
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c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of the century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

10. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

teach in private institutions, and sixty per cent

of the faculty who teach in public institutions,

will perceive the following at a minimum of 4.0 on

the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,
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d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty participation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

11. At least seventy-five per cent of the faculty who

teach at institutions with an enrollment of less

than 6,000, and sixty per cent of the faculty who

teach at institutions with an enrollment of 6,000

and more, will perceive the following at a minimum

of 4.0 on the 5.0 scale used in this study:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,
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e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) by the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

For testing purposes, the above hypotheses are restated in

Chapter III in the null form.

Significance of the Study

A review of dissertation abstracts indicates that a

considerable amount of research has been conducted in the

area of public school boards from 1861 until 1977. Lesser

amounts of research have been completed about the boards of

junior colleges. By contrast, few studies have been com-

pleted in the area of boards of senior colleges and univer-

sities, and virtually none, directly related to the topic

of this study, has been done. Heilbron (8), the author of

College and University Trustees, a trustee himself, writes:

"Perhaps the most sensitive relationship that exists in an

institution of higher learning is that of the board of

trustees to the faculty. "
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The state of Texas utilizes a diversity of higher edu-

cational systems in addition to the private institutions.

There are five university systems in Texas (17) other than

individual public senior colleges and universities; these

systems are the Texas A&M University system, the Texas State

University system, The University of Texas system, the Uni-

versity of Houston system, and the University system of

South Texas.

According to the Texas Higher Education Directory,

1978-79 (16), there are sixty-five senior colleges and uni-

versities (member institutions), twenty-nine of which are

private senior colleges and universities.

The importance and significance of this study are

justifiable in different ways. This study's first aim is

to discover if there are differences (1) between public in-

stitutions and private institutions, and (2) within the

different types of all institutions. Corson (4) indicates

that the authority of faculties to make decisions about ed-

ucational practices and programs varies among institutions.

Faculty perception of governance also varies from one in-

stitution to another, depending upon the size of the

institution, its type--whether public or private, and the

tradition of the institution.

Second, this study will compare its results with the

results of other relevant national and local studies. One

of the frequent complaints of faculty members is that
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decisions are made by the wrong people. Dykes (6), who made

a study of faculty opinion regarding participation in gov-

ernance, found that fifty-one per cent of the surveyed

faculty expressed the opinion that "the faculty has too lit-

tle influence on decisions; more of the decision-making

power should rest with the faculty." Dykes also found that

most faculty are dissatisfied. Hartnett (7) finds that

trustees tend to favor a hierarchical system in which deci-

sions are made at the top and passed down. A recent study

conducted by Adler (1) reflects evidence of change in fac-

ulty governance roles, during the period 1970-1977, from

lesser to greater responsible involvement.

Heilbron's (8) 1973 study states that trustees need to

hear the faculty's viewpoint, and they should ask the fac-

ulty to participate in most policy decisions. This parti-

cipation, according to Heilbron, may be best achieved by

formalized procedure wherein the faculty presents its opin-

ion at board meetings rather than through actual faculty

representation on the board. Accordingly, he adds, "The

official faculty group can then assume a position of advo-

cacy more easily than can a faculty representative on the

board." Lloyd (11), in 1960, maintains that whatever the

responsibilities of trustees have been in the past years,

there is no doubt that they will be important and substan-

tial in the years to come. Trustees' functions cannot be

separated in any categorical manner from those of
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administrative officers and faculties. Conversely, some

authors, including Beck (3), Rauh (13), and Tead (15), call

for effective faculty representation on boards and predict

the diminishing role of the board in years to come.

Texas is among the states that prohibit collective

bargaining by public employees, although collective bargain-

ing is becoming a target for different bodies in Texas.

Two authors who are considered authorities in the field

of higher-education administration were consulted about this

study. These authors, Dr. Victor Baldridge and Dr. Frank

Kemerer, provided some suggestions; they recognized the new

direction and original concept of this study.

Therefore, this study endeavors to arrive at conclu-

sions, as expressed by faculty, about the future of the new

boards, and the faculty role in these boards, through sta-

tistical statements that represent faculty opinion.

Definition of Terms

1. Academic Affairs of the Board. For the purposes

of this study, the academic affairs of the board are those

affairs pertaining to curriculum matters and to faculty

economic welfare, appointment, promotion, and tenure.

2. Collective Bargaining. The continuing institu-

tional relationship between employer entity and labor

organization. Both the employer and employees represent a

certain employer and a defined group of employees concerned



18

with the negotiation, administration, interpretation, and

enforcement of a written agreement covering joint percep-

tions as to salaries or wages, hours of work, rates of pay,

and other employment conditions (5).

3. Faculty. The word faculty is derived from the

Latin facultas, which is precisely defined as ability,

natural aptitude, and power or authority. The meaning of

the word has broadened, and it has been defined as a power

or agency of mind, a branch of learning or instruction in a

college or university, a body of individuals teaching in

post-secondary institutions, and the members of the academic

profession (10).

4. Governance. In its simplest sense, the exercise

of authority is termed governance. According to Schenkel

(14), governance is defined as that process through which a

direct control is exercised by groups or individuals over

university policies. Moreover, the International Encyclo-

pedia of Higher Education (10) points out that governance

is concerned with the formulation of administrative, bud-

getary, property, and other policies that determine the

character, type, size, and public image of the institution.

5. Governing Boards. Boards are defined by a statute

or by a charter creating the college or university, such

statute/charter includes the powers needed for both general

and academic governance. Boards of trustees, boards of

control, or regents formulate policies, either as a board
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or in collaboration with faculty. The size of governing

boards is flexible; board members may number as few as six

or as many as seventy-five or more (10).

6. Perception. Perception is defined as apprehension

with the mind or the senses; an immediate or intuitive re-

cognition, as a moral or esthetic quality (18).

7. Policy. Generally, policy is a guide for rational

action. Newman (12) defines policy as an overall plan of

action that guides the members of an enterprise in the con-

duct of its action.

8. Policy Making (also Policy Formulation). Policy

making is the establishment of the above defined policy,

and putting it into existence. In other words, policy

making is the process through which decisions are made con-

cerning certain issues to be implemented as related to the

institution.

9. Trustee. The term trustee has never been adequate

to describe the responsibilities which the college trustee

must assume. In law the term applies to a person to whom

a property is legally entrusted. A college trustee also

has the responsibility for building an institution which,

with increasing effectiveness, can serve society through

its students, both today and tomorrow (19).
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Deliminations

This study is delimited to the following aspects:

1. The study utilizes senior colleges and universi-

ties in the state of Texas (both public and private), which

are members in the Association of Texas Colleges and Uni-

versities.

2. The subjects of the study are a sample of all part-

and full-time faculty members who are employed by the insti-

tutions mentioned above.

3. Since the major concern of this study is faculty

perceptions of the performance of the governing boards in

academic affairs, and alternative patterns of governance,

the study does not extend its scope to investigate faculty

perceptions of any institutional bodies other than the

boards.

Basic AssumDtions

The basic assumptions below underly the need for this

study-

1. A change in the present status of the boards, and

more faculty participation in governance, are essential in

order to eliminate faculty discontent.

2. Faculty members' discontent with their boards is a

reality.

3. Faculty members persistently demand a greater role in

determining the future of institutions of higher education.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Over the last few decades, governance of academic ad-

ministration issues has become increasingly complicated.

The complexity is due to the diversity of participants in

governance. These participants in governance range from

the board and faculty, to students and extra-institutional

influences. However, the ultimate power and authority are

vested, in the hands of board members. Zwingle (39) points

out that nothing done within the college or university is

valid if it cannot be traced to a statement of policy in

the charter, the bylaws, or the minutes of the board.

For the purposes of this study, only studies of the

roles of the boards and faculty are reviewed.

Role and Duties of the Governing Board

The governing board is the top of the hierarchical

pryamid in any institution of higher learning. "Board of

Trustees," or "Board of Regents," and sometimes "Board of

Control," or "Panel of Overseers," are different titles for

the governing board.

23
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Many authors, like Blackwell (5), Wicke (37), and

Zwingle (38), maintain that boards of control are inexperi-

enced in matters related to educational matters; that board

members are usually lay people who lack a substantial knowl-

edge about the educational process, specifically in the

field of higher education. It is understood that almost

all boards delegate (to bodies and individuals within the

institution) the needed authority to formulate policies af-

fecting the academic affairs of the college or university.

In many cases, boards inspire policies but do not specify

details; however, the final approval of a policy is left

to the board.

Manning (28) remarks that the board of control is a

deliberative body. He adds that the process by which it

arrives at policies should depend upon staff preparation

of proposed policies; the staff assignment should be fin-

ished early enough to permit circulation of the proposed

statement to the members of the board before they consider

the policy. He also adds that the board does not formulate

the policy as a whole, but may either accept of reject the

proposed policy.

Rauh (31) suggests four basic responsibilities of

trustees, which are considered as functions that cannot be

satisfactorily performed by any other body or person.

These responsibilities are as follows:
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1. To fill vacancies and supervise changes in the of-

fice of the president (by this function the board

oversees the direction of the institution);

2. To hold title to and conserve the property (the

board supervises the financial affairs of the in-

stitution);

3. To act as a court of last resort;

4. To hold the charter and seek any necessary charter

revisions.

Rauh (31) outlines the following duties of the board:

1. Selection of the president;

2. Appointment of faculty and evaluation of present

and proposed educational programs;

3. Supervision of the budget and management of the

physical plant and services;

4. Supervision of general functions, such as public

relations and the court of last resort.

One may argue the question: How can the board members

evaluate the educational program, given that they are pre-

dominantly inexperienced in educational matters? It must

be clearly stated, however, that not all boards appoint

faculty; this matter differs from one institution to an-

other and from one state to another, depending upon the

charter, policies, and bylaws.

Wicke (37) maintains that many college trustees are

inexperienced in dealing with educational problems, and
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that it is not surprising that many are uncertain about

their responsibilities. Wicke also enumerates three basic

trustees' responsibilities, as follows:

1. The primary responsibility of the board is legis-

lative (policy determination);

2. The authority of the board rests in the board as a

whole (not in any individual or clique of trustees);

3. The board's major responsibility is to assist,

guide, and evaluate the programs of the institu-

tion; the president, alone, should be held

responsible for the institution's performance and

actions, and he should be the only administrative

officer to deal independently with the board.

Differently, and more or less in a humanistic-

philosophical approach, Tead (35) describes the objectives

of governance when he lists the following responsibilities

of the trustees:

1. To recognize and understand the national and human

aims which the institution of higher education

should serve;

2. To gain an intimate knowledge of some aspects of

the operation of the institution;

3. To strive for a strong understanding of the value

of one's own college, and generally for higher

education.



27

In addition to what is mentioned by Tead in 1951 (35),

he predicts that within ten to fifteen years it will be a

more usual practice than at any time to have direct faculty

representation on governing boards. Tead's prophecy did

not come true; it is not usual practice, currently, to

have direct faculty representation on boards of control.

However, many studies reveal the growing need for more

faculty participation in governance; this will be discussed

in a later section.

Importance of the Board

Richardson (32) maintains that the existence of a

deepening crisis in governance practices has been apparent

for nearly a decade. Leaders in the field of higher educa-

tion have called for more faculty and student involvement

in decision-making processes. Most practitioners would

agree that changes are in order, but discussions of the na-

ture or direction of the change have produced little in the

way of agreement.

In the last few years much has been written about the

importance of board and faculty in college and university

governance. However, many writers and researchers, who

emphasize the indispensable need for the board and its im-

portance, also admit in one way or another that board

members are not properly qualified to handle educational

matters. This conflict of opinions regarding the role of
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board does not have a parallel conflict with the faculty's

role in governance; faculty qualifications for handling

matters of an educational nature are not a controversial

and debatable matter. As early as the beginning of this

century, Cattel (13) pointed out that the role of trustees

and administration in colleges and universities is actually

so strong as to be "utterly subversive of a true democracy."

Beck (4), in 1947, concludes, as a result of his study,

that boards lack proper "representativeness"; he recommends

a broader base for functional representation on boards as a

guarantor of society's stake in higher education.

In addition to the above, Rauh (31), in 1959, remarks

that a characteristic of college trusteeship is the "undemo-

cratic nature of a typical board." Rauh concludes that

three unique characteristics of governing boards in America

are:

1. They are largely composed of laymen;

2. They are invested with complete powers of manage-

ment, but most authority is delegated to profes-

sional educators;

3. They operate without the democratic checks and

balances.

Galbraith (20), who is one among many critics of the

trustee system in the United States, claims in 1967 that

the trustee system has outlived its usefulness and is cum-

bersome to higher education. There are also, up to this
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date, many works and research efforts that view the board

as inefficient. Zwingle (39) maintains that the board

represents the ultimate and inclusive authority within the

institution, and that fully all policies of the institution

are policies adopted by the board, either explicitly or

implicitly. It seems that Zwingle considers the board as

most important, in terms of its role in policy formulation;

however, the same author himself diminishes the importance

of the board when he states that the board members are not

experienced or trained in academic affairs.

Conversely, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-

tion (10) views the board as having a diminishing role in

its operational authority; at the same time, however, it

emphasizes that the board continues to be an essential body

in an institution of higher education. The Carnegie report,

as well as others by different authors, does not elaborate

on the effectiveness or inexperience of the board; it only

states that the board is still considered essential. Black-

well (5) points out that the governing board has almost

absolute authority; practically, however, the faculty has

substantial influence in administrative affairs. A 1696

study reveals that members of boards of trustees are in-

tellectually limited and largely conservative, if not

reactionary (23).

Unlike the above opinions, Burns (9) maintains that

the role of the trustee is increasing in importance.
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Despite the surveys which prove the contrary, Burns does

not support his hypothesis with statistical data; he does

admit, however, that most boards are not as effective or as

efficient as they should be. One reason for this is that

their "modus operandi" and committee structure is archaic.

Further, on the importance of the board, Gustad (22) states

that "in the American system of higher education, the trus-

tees are the institution."

Role of Faculty in Governance

The faculty plays a limited role in governance. It

is not astonishing to note that the governing board speci-

fies the areas which are the domain of the faculty. In

many instances, the only faculty participation is through

committees that are established by the board to work out

academic issues; in other instances, faculty senates exist,

which convey the opinions of the faculty to the board, as a

conduit for faculty participation in shaping the future of

their institution as well as formulating educational poli-

cies.

One area of faculty participation in governance is

policy making on matters relating to purely academic issues.

According to Manning (28), faculties are comprised of many

individual committees whose formal actions are legislative

in character. The faculty will succeed in formulating rea-

sonable policies only if the staff is trusted to handle the
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preliminary drafting of policies; the staff, in this case,

refers to faculty committees. Finally, however, any input

by the faculty in regard to college or university governance

is subject to acceptance or rejection by the board; thus

the faculty's role in governance is very limited and ex-

tremely fragile within the existing governance practices.

As a result, the past fifteen years or so have witnesses a

broad base of faculty unionization as well as firm collec-

tive negotiations.

Wicke (37) states that the trustees have forgotten

that any college or university must be measured basically

by the quality of its faculty. Regardless of the size and

impressiveness of facilities, the faculty represents the

test for educational quality. The same author also remarks

that responsibility for the educational program has been

traditionally delegated to the faculty in "every strong col-

lege and university." The phrase "every strong college and

university," is not defined, interpreted, or given any parti-

cular characteristic. Therefore, one may ask, "What is the

role of faculty in shaping the educational programs in in-

stitutions which are not strong?" Or, "Which institutions

are strong and which are not?" Thus, it may be concluded

that the faculty's role in governance--in general--is am-

biguous and undefined.

Generally, today's faculty members manifest a catholic

concern and give voice for comprehensive competence on a



32

wide assortment of matters concerning institutional policy

and administration (17). The faculty's right to be con-

sulted is evident; their right to make decisions pertaining

to academic life is claimed continuously (38). However, a

report by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching (11) points out that faculty influence in govern-

ance is repeatedly challenged as institutions grow larger

and the demands of administration create central staffs,

around the president and the deans, who tend to accumulate

the authority for decision-making. Bronheimer et al. (8),

calls for full faculty participation in the formulation of

academic policies; they consider that faculty members, as a

professional group, to be better qualified to deal with in-

fractions of their own professional code than any outsider.

Currently, in the United States, there are no specifics

with which to illustrate the role of faculty participation

in academic governance. However, a study by the AAHE (1)

suggests several types of organizations that could provide

faculty representation in campus governance:

1. An internal organization, such as an academic

(faculty) senate;

2. An external association, such as the American As-

sociation of University Professors;

3. A bargaining agency, such as a local of the Ameri-

can Federation of Teachers or the National Education

Association.
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A consensus of opinion, as derived from the literature,

is that faculty members should have the right to select the

organization, or combination of organizations, that can best

fulfill their needs and desires.

Importance of Faculty

The International Encyclopedia of Higher Education (25)

states that faculty members are the most important people

in colleges and universities--not the presidents or deans,

nor the students or staff. Faculty is the basic ingredient

in the control of academic programs, and such programs are

the essence of higher education. In addition, Williams (38)

agrees that the discussion of administrative problems in

higher education must begin with the faculty--"the heart of

an educational institution." Moreover, it can be said that

the principal constituency of a college or university is

the faculty, and therefore it should participate in shaping

the future of the institution. Eble (18) emphasizes the

need for full faculty participation in governance; he de-

scribes the college teacher as the "anguished middleman."

Concerning the neglect of faculty by the administration,

Eble maintains that any faculty member, "being long ne-

glected, poorly paid, and retiring by nature, may be

excused for behaving like a wanton spinster."

There are differences between self-employed profes-

sionals and employed professionals; faculty members are in
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the latter category. They are not self-employed like most

physicians and lawyers; they, therefore, do not make most

of the decisions concerning their professional lives. This

kind of distinction pushes faculty members to express their

resentment against the decisions made for them by nonprofes-

sionals. Kugler (26) states that the decision-makers in

higher educational settings are not the practicing profes-

sionals but that hierarchy which includes trustees, presi-

dents, deans, and legislators.

The American Association of University Professors (2)

believes that there should be other more effective channels

of faculty participation than the employer-employee pattern.

In this sense, Miller (29) predicts that future college

governance will have a broader base of faculty participation

than in the past. Indeed, the faculty is the heart of the

collegiate enterprise; it sees presidents and deans come

and go. Ciardi, editor of the Saturday Review (15), expli-

citely states that "if American colleges are to be colleges

and not social clubs or employment offices, only the facul-

ty members can be trusted to make decisions on issues

pertaining to curriculum, degree requirements, admission

policy . . . and the academic goals of the college." Many

references can be provided which maintain that faculties

are capable and competent enough to make educational deci-

sions and formulate academic policies.
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In 1906, Cattell (13) insisted that universities must

be completely reorganized; furthermore, he strongly de-

fended his thesis that American higher institutions should

return governance and administration to the faculty, stu-

dents, and alumni. Cattell's thesis has not been proven in

spite of the continuous demand for faculty participation in

governance. Herman's 1973 doctoral dissertation (24) re-

veals that at the fifty-three colleges and universities

participating in his study, the following system of faculty

representation in boards has been established only since

1968: two nonvoting faculty trustees who are elected di-

rectly by the faculty. As usual, this nonvoting status of

the two faculty members of the board is almost equivalent

to nonrepresentation; these two faculty members cannot vote

and, therefore, cannot effectively participate in governance

or in the implementation of faculty demands.

Whatever the case, faculty members are not practically

participating in governance, and in many instances their

right to do so is fiercely negated. As a result, faculties

currently are not shaping the future of their institutions.

Litchfield (27) maintains that on most large American uni-

versity campuses, the faculty tends to live in isolated

proximity.
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Other Models of Faculty Participation in

Governance and the Labor Market

The review of the role and importance of both the board

and the faculty in college and university governance pro-

vides a theoretical background for further discussions on

other governance models. As reviewed, the roles are conven-

tionally accepted, but in fact these roles are no more

accepted than they were ten or fifteen years ago. Whatever

the case, the conflicting opinions remain about whose role

is more important in college and university governance--the

role of the board, or the role of the faculty?

The conflict of opinion is quite evident among the

authors and researchers who write about the role of the

board and its importance. On the one hand, some authors

and researchers, like Burns (9), Gustad (22), and Rauh (31),

point out that only board members can be entrusted to ful-

fill the duties and responsibilities of the board. But no

evidence or statistical data is provided by these authors

to suoport their opinion. On the other hand, Beck (4),

Blackwell (5), Galbraith (20), Cattell (13), Wicke (37),

and Williams (38) defend the right of the faculty to parti-

cipate in governance and stress the importance of the

faculty in the educational process. They also point out

that board members are inexperienced in handling educational

issues. Beck (4) and Cattell (13) provide statistical data

to support their hypotheses.
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Differently, many authors and researchers like Bron-

heimer (8), Ciardi (15), Eble (18), Kugler (26), Manning

(28), and Wicke (37), who write about the role of faculty

in governance, demonstrate a consistent concern about the

lack of importance of the faculty's role in governance.

Collective Bargaining

One way to faculty participation in governance is

through collective bargaining. Faculty members do resort

to this action in order to enforce the implementation of

their rights; once the faculty gains these rights it could

be said that they have participated in governance, in one

way or another. The principal complaint in collective bar-

gaining is the exclusion of faculty from effective govern-

ance (26). In addition, Borland (6) points out another

reason which is that employees (the faculty) lack an effec-

tive communication system through which they can convey

their concerns to the administration. Garbarino (21) also

believes that collective bargaining is a method of obtain-

ing faculty participation in governance.

According to Seltzer (34), an increasing number of

faculty members are demanding a voice in professional nego-

tiations pertaining to the formation of educational policy.

The American Association of School Administrators (3) de-

fines professional negotiations as "that process through

which teachers and other professionals exert formal and
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definite influence upon education." In higher education,

advocates of faculty involvement in negotiations maintain

that the major objective of an institution is teaching, re-

search, and service, and that since the faculty primarily

carries out this objective, it should have precedence in

controlling the college or university operations.

Garbarino (21) points out that although faculty union-

ism has spread, it is still concentrated in relatively few

states where legislation has been passed that is favorable

to the collective bargaining rights of employees in public

institutions of higher education. Thus, it is obvious that

faculty members, even through collective bargaining, are

not able to participate in governance since less than half

the states have passed legislation that approves bargaining

agents.

Faculty Representation

Another way of faculty participation in governance is

through faculty representation in the governing boards.

According to Herman (24), only a small portion of the Amer-

ican colleges and universities have faculty representation

on governing boards, and, even so, the typical faculty

representation is two nonvoting faculty members.

English (19) believes that the changes and trends of

the governing boards are, as follows:
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1. The board's power over internal operation of uni-

versity affairs will steadily diminish.

2. The need for participation by faculty and students

in management is obvious.

3. The need for full-time, professional (academic)

board members is obvious.

Governing Boards in Educational Institutions

Versus Boards of Directors
in Business Enterprises

In this study, an effort is made to investigate faculty

members' opinions regarding their desire to vote in the

election of board members. Although generally educational

institutions are not run like a profit-making business en-

terprise, the similarities in organizational structure and

administrative processes are apparent. The underlying as-

sumptions for the need of governing boards in educational

institutions, and boards of directors in business enter-

prises, are almost the same: (1) manifestation of ultimate

authority; (2) supervision; and (3) control (16, 19).

Boards of directors are generally elected by the stock-

holders (owners), while the governing boards in educational

institutions are not elected but usually selected or ap-

pointed.

Despite the fact that the general philosophy of educa-

tional institutions is quite different from the philosophy

of business enterprises, both types of organization utilize
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many of the same administrative and organizational tech-

niques. Administratively, for example, MBO (management by

objectives) is employed in many organizations of both types.

On the other hand, from the organizational point of view,

Tosi and Carroll (36) provide some examples of the use of

matrix organization in educational institutions. In addi-

tion, Borland (7) developed a matrix pyramid that could be

utilized in institutions of higher education because it

facilitates the communication process via a reduction of

administrative levels.

Faculty and the Current Labor Market

In the labor market, the 1970s were characterized by

the declining demand for Ph.D.s and there was a growing

surplus of Ph.D.s in many fields, particularly in social

sciences. Carter (12) provides some figures which project

the declining rate of enrollment in the 1980s and 1990s.

Since the demand for college and university faculty is de-

rived, this demand is predicted to deteriorate. Generally

speaking, the phenomenon of the influx of and the decrease

in demand for Ph.D.s should make faculty members less power-

ful in governance since the competition for academic jobs

is expected to be fairly high. Carter maintains that half

or more of new Ph.D.s accept college or university posi-

tions; the remaining Ph.D.s are dependent on jobs created

by federal expenditures for research and development. The
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demand for faculty reached a peak in the 1960s and it has

been dropping significantly since 1968; one of the reasons

for declining enrollments is the trend of a declining birth

rate which started in the late 1950s (12).

The difficulty for Ph.D.s of finding a teaching posi-

tion, and being unemployed for some time, could negatively

affect their perceptions of the performance of the institu-

tional governing boards.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The problem of this study is to collect and examine

the faculty's perceptions of the performance of the govern-

ing boards in academic affairs as well as the faculty's

role in these boards and the alternative patterns of govern-

ance. The methods and procedures employed in this study

are designed to serve the principal purposes of the study,

which are (1) to analyze the perceptions of faculty, and

(2) to determine whether the independent variables (personal

and institutional variables) have a bearing on the dependent

variables (opinion variables).

Instrument

The instrument utilized and employed in this study has

been carefully developed and designed by the researcher to

provoke all the possible answers to the hypotheses (see

Appendix A). In addition, the instrument serves to provide

background data of the surveyed faculty and their percep-

tions of the boards.

A review of different but related instruments has been

made (l; 2; 3; 5) but none are appropriate for this parti-

cular study. Thus, the nature and scope of this study
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requires the development and design of a better instrument

that will furnish the desired data.

A five-page questionnaire that contains twenty-three

items, voered by a letter of introduction and statement of

purpose, was sent to each faculty member who agreed to parti-

cipate in this study.

Two procedures were fulfilled before the questionnaires

were mailed to the participating faculty. First, copies of

the instrument were sent to a panel of six authorities in

the fields of higher education administration and of educa-

tional research (three from each field); they were asked

for suggestions relative to the design and validity of the

instrument. Dr. Victor Baldridge, Dr. William Brookshire,

Dr. Grace Chisolm, Dr. John Curry, Dr. Frank Kemerer, and

Dr. Earl McCallon are the authorities who agreed to test the

instrument.

Second, after receiving the suggestions of these six

authorities, a pilot study was conducted. The data pro-

vided by the pilot--study respondents were analyzed in order

to test the reliability and effectiveness of the instrument.

Thirty faculty members, who participated in the pilot study,

were randomly selected. The pilot study group is not a

part of the sample chosen for this research. Each of the

thirty subjects was sent a copy of the questionnaire sup-

ported by a letter of purpose (see Appendix B). Twenty-two
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of the subjects returned the instrument with their sugges-

tions (73.3 per cent).

The suggestions of the panel of authorities and the

data gained from the pilot study resulted in the introduc-

tion of minor changes to the instrument; about 90 per cent

of these participants endorsed the instrument with minor

changes. The majority opinion was therefore accepted and

the instrument was modified accordingly.

The following changes in the instrument (Appendix A)

were made: (1) a title to the instrument was added, (2) a

definition of "Academic Affairs" was added, and (3) Ques-

tion 10 was changed to read: "Type of institution in which

you are teaching." About 20 per cent of the subjects of the

panel and the pilot study suggested cancelling Question 8

(which asks the respondents about their salaries) and chang-

ing the wording of Question 17 (from "the turn of this

century" to "by the year 2000"). These suggestions were

not incorporated into the questionnarie.

The Population

The population of the study constitutes all faculty of

the public and private senior college and university mem-

bers of The Association of Texas Colleges and Universities.

A list of the member institutions was obtained from the

directory of The Association of Texas Colleges and Univer-

sities, 1978-79 (8). Information concerning enrollment
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figures in public senior colleges and universities was ob-

tained from the Coordinating Board (4); this information is

used to calculate the number of faculty members in each

senior college and university. There are approximately

21,234 faculty members in Texas' public and private senior

colleges and universities.

Selection of the Sample

The procedure of stratified sampling is utilized for

the process of sample selection. Senior colleges and uni-

versities are classified in terms of their enrollment

figures and are divided into the following strata (see Ap-

pendix C):

1. Enrollment of less than 1,000 (10 institutions:

nine private and one public); number of employed

faculty = 600; selected sample = 9.

2. Enrollment of 1,000-2,999 (22 institutions: 17

private and five public); number of employed

faculty = 1,850; selected sample = 26.

3. Enrollment of 3,000-5,999 (11 institutions: four

private and seven public); nuinber of employed

faculty = 2,800; selected sample = 40.

4. Enrollment of 6,000-9,999 (11 institutions: three

private and eight public); number of employed

faculty = 4,590; selected number = 66.
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5. Enrollment of 10,000-14,999 (five institutions:

all public); number of employed faculty = 3,350;

selected sample = 48.

6. Enrollment of 15,000-20,999 (three institutions:

all public); number of employed faculty = 2,950;

selected sample = 42.

7. Enrollment of 21,000 and above (three institutions:

all public); number of employed faculty = 4,830;

selected sample = 69.

A sample of 300 subjects was selected randomly. The

procedure of stratified sampling is used because it yields

a better cross-section of the population than unstratified

sampling. The 300 subjects were proportionally allocated

to the different strata in accordance with the enrollment

of each stratum. Roscoe (6) points out that there are few

occasions in behavioral research where samples smaller than

thirty or larger than 500 can be justified. However, he

adds that the use of samples of thirty or larger usually

insures the benefits of the central limit theorm.

It is argued that a small carefully selected sample

can yield results that represent the parent population. In

a study by the Air Force Academy (7), a sample of 963 was

chosen from different strata of a population of 800,000.

The actual percentage error of the sample estimate was no

more than two per cent when statistics were compared to
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parameters. Gallup, Grosely, and others (7) prove the sta-

tistical power of small, carefully-selected samples.

The desired rate of return, based on other studies,

was expected to be approximately 65 per cent after one

follow-up letter. Baldridge and others (1), in a 1971 na-

tional study that surveyed faculty regarding their partici-

pation in governance, mailed 17,296 individual questionnaires

and received 9,237 responses. Although this response repre-

sents only 53 per cent of the sample, their study is con-

sidered to be valid.

Table I illustrates the distribution of the samnle and

the respondents, according to the institutional categories.

These data indicate that the rate of response was higher

from institutions with an enrollment of less than 15,000.

TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF THE CHOSEN SAMPLE AND
THE RESPONDENTS ACCORDING TO THE

INSTITUTIONAL CATEGORIES

Sample Chosen Respondents

Institutional Categories Number Percentage Number Percentage
By Enrollment Size

Less than 1,000 9 3.0 8 2.7
1,000-2,999 26 8.6 22 7.3
3,000-5,999 40 13.4 34 11.3
6,000-9,999 66 22.0 56 18.7
10,000-14,999 48 16.0 38 12.7
15,000-20,999 42 14.0 19 6.3
21,000 and more 69 23.0 29 9.6

Total 300 100.0 206 68.6
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The selection of sample size is verified statistically

in Appendix D; samples that yield correlation coefficients

different from zero could be statistically significant.

The amount of correlation could be bigger with larger sam-

ples; in most correlation studies, however, a sample of 100

subjects from a large population is considered a satisfac-

tory representation of the population.

Procedure for Collection
of the Data

The data collected from validated questionnaires in-

clude personal, institutional, and opinion variables. The

questionnaires were mailed to a sample that represented the

population of the study; a single questionnaire was mailed

individually to each member of the sample. The names and

addresses of the subjects were obtained from the catalogs

of senior college and university members of the Association

of Texas Colleges and Universities; these faculty names and

addresses could not be obtained elsewhere. Baldridge and

others (1) use similar procedures in their research on

policy-making.

A letter of introduction was enclosed with each ques-

tionnaire that defines the purpose of the study, explains

the significance of the study for the researcher, and, most

importantly, guarantees the anonymity of the respondent

(see Appendix E).
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Three hundred questionnaires were mailed to the se-

lected sample on March 20, 1979; ten days were allowed for

the respondents to return the completed questionnaires.

However, the researcher allowed another five days because

some colleges and universities were on spring vacations at

the time the questionnaires were mailed.

By April 7, 1979, the closing date for receipt of the

completed questionnaires, a total of 108 questionnaires had

been returned. Two questionnaires were returned because

they were not delivered to the addressees; one questionnaire

that was returned with incomplete answers was considered

usable; 205 completed questionnaires were returned. The

usable return was 206 questionnaires (68.6 per cent). No

follow-up letter was necessary since the actual rate of

return exceeded the desired date of return.

Treatment of the Data

The questionnaire was designed to deal with discrete

ordinal-level data. The Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coefficient,

which is an index of relationships for ordinal data, is the

most appropriate correlation coefficient used in computing

discrete ordinal-level data. Therefore, the Goodman-

Kruskal Gamma Coefficient was used to compute the relation-

ships between the independent and the dependent variables.

The independent variables are divided into the two broad

categories of (1) faculty characteristics, and
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(2) institutional characteristics. The first group of vari-

ables is (1) rank, (2) sex, (3) age, (4) degree, (5) total

years of experience, (6) experience at the present institu-

tion, (7) tenure, (8) salary, and (9) unemployment. The

second group of variables is (1) the size of the institu-

tion, and (2) its type, public or private. The dependent

variables are those variables which relate to the percep-

tions of the faculty: (1) importance of the board, (2) ef-

fectiveness of the board, (3) faculty satisfaction with the

board, (4) faculty knowledge about the role and function of

the board, (5) changes in the structure of the board,

(6) faculty representation on the board, (7) election of

the board, and (8) collective bargaining.

A correlation coefficient was computed for each inde-

pendent variable with each dependent variable. Chi-square

tests for contingency tables was made after the computation

of correlation coefficients to determine the statistical

significance of coefficients. As is usually the case for

studies in the behavioral sciences, the .05 level is used

as a minimum level to determine the statistical significance

of the coefficients. In addition, tables of percentages

are used in the analysis of data.

Null Hypotheses

This study's hypotheses as presented in Chapter I, are

restated here in the null form in order to use tests of
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significance at a minimum .05 level. These hypotheses state

that no significant relationships exist between the inde-

pendent variables (personal and institutional variables)

and the dependent variables (opinion variables). The values

of correlation coefficients and their statistical signifi-

cance are reported in Chapter IV. The null hypotheses of

this study are, as follows:

1. No significant relationship exists between the

position of faculty and their perceptions of the

following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,
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i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

2. No significant relationship exists between the sex

of faculty and their perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

3. No significant relationship exists between the age

of faculty and their perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,
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b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

4. No significant relationship exists between the

degree earned by faculty and their perceptions of

the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,
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d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

5. No significant relationship exists between the

total years of experience of faculty in teaching

and their perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,
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(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

6. No significant relationship exists between the

years of experience of faculty in teaching in the

institutions where they are currently employed and

their perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,
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h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

7. No significant relationship exists between the

appointment of faculty (tenured or not) and their

perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.
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8. No significant relationship exists between the

salary of faculty and their perceptions of the

following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

9. No significant relationship exists between the ex-

perience of faculty in finding a teaching job

(relative difficulty) and their perceptions of the

following:
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a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

10. No significant relationship exists between the

type of institution in which faculty teach and

their perception of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,
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c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,

e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

11. No significant relationship exists between the

size of enrollments at the institution where facul-

ty teach and their perceptions of the following:

a. the board is important in handling academic

affairs,

b. the board is effective in handling academic

affairs,

c. they are satisfied with the board's handling

of academic affairs,

d. they are knowledgeable about the role and

function of the board,
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e. they anticipate changes in the structure of

the board

(1) in the next decade,

(2) by the turn of this century,

f. they desire faculty representation on boards,

g. they prefer an elected board rather than

appointed board,

h. they favor collective bargaining,

i. collective bargaining is an effective method

of faculty participation in governance.

Reporting of the Data

After the data are completely processed, including all

computations by computer data processing, the data are

transcribed to tables for ease of interpretation. The com-

puted values of the correlation coefficients are reported,

and tests of significance are made, in order to determine

the statistical significance of the coefficients. Addition-

al tests are made on some of the data on relationships in

order to meet the objective of comprehensive analysis of the

collected data.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The data collected from the 206 respondents who consti-

tute the principals of this study are divided into two sections

for the description and analysis of the data. The first sec-

tion, in which the descriptive data are presented, illustrates

the distribution of the respondents according to personal and

institutional variables (independent variables) and opinion

variables (dependent variables), (see Appendix A). The second

section, which presents the analytical data, deals with the

quantitative and the null hypotheses.

Description of the Data

Independent Variables: Personal and
Institutional Data

The independent variables are divided into the two broad

categories of (A) personal data, and (B) institutional data.

The first category of variables includes (1) rank, (2) sex,

(3) age, (4) academic degree, (5) total years of experience,

(6) years of experience at present institution, (7) tenure,

(8) salary, and (9) unemployment. The second category of

variables include (1) type of institution (public or private),

and (2) size of institution. The data in Table II illustrate

66
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the distribution of respondents in relation to the first cate-

gory of the independent variables.

TABLE II

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS: PERSONAL DATA

Variable 1: Position (Rank) Variable 2: Sex

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-
Rank quency centage Sex quency centage

1. Instructor 13 6.3 1. Female 35 17.0

2. Lecturer 2 1.0 2. Male 171 83.0

3. Assistant
Professor 62 30.1

4. Associate
Professor 65 31.6

5. Professor 64 31.1

TOTAL 206 100.0 TOTAL 206 100.0

Variable 3: Age Variable 4: Earned
Degree

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-
Age (Years) quency centage quency centage

Less than 26 0 0.0 Associate 0 0.0

26-35 30 14.6 Bachelors 0 0.0

36-45 75 36.4 Masters 27 13.1

46-55 64 31.1 Doctorate 177 85.9

56-65 35 17.0 Other degrees 2 1.0

66 and over 2 1.0

TOTAL 206 100.0 TOTAL 206 100.0
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TABLE II--Continued

Variable 5: Total Years of Variable 6: Years of Teaching

Experience in College or Experience at Present

University Teaching Institution

Years' Fre- Per- Years' Fre- Per-

Experience quency centage Experience quency centage

5 and less 22 10.7 5 and less 66 32.0

6-10 55 26.7 6-10 72 35.0

11-15 65 31.6 11-15 47 22.8

16-20 48 23.3 16-20 12 5.8

More than 20 16 7.8 More than 20 9 4.4

TOTAL 206 100.0 TOTAL 206 100.0

Variable 7: Appointment Variable 8: Salary Earned
(Tenure) (Academic Year)

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-

Status quency centage Salary quency centage

Tenured 116 56.3 Under $12,000 3 1.5

Not tenured 87 42.2 $12,000-16,999 55 26.7

No response 3 1.5 $17,000-21,999 70 34.0

$22,000-26,999 53 25.7

$27,000-31,999 19 9.2

$32,000 & more 4 1.9

No response 2 1.0

TOTAL 206 100.0 TOTAL 206 100.0
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TABLE II--Continued

Variable 9: Unemployment (Difficulty in
Finding a Teaching Position)

Degree of Difficulty Frequency Percentage

Extreme difficulty 2 1.0

Great amount of difficulty 6 2.9

Some amount of difficulty 34 16.5

A little amount of difficulty 47 22.8

No difficulty 115 55.8

No response 2 1.0

TOTAL 206 100.0

The data indicate that a vast majority of the respondents,

92.8 per cent, hold positions as Assistant Professors or

higher! 6.3 per cent of the respondents are instructors;

1.0 per cent are lecturers.

More than four-fifths of the respondents are male faculty.

Over 67 per cent are in the 36-55 age category; 17 per cent

are between 56-65 years of age; 14.6 per cent are between

26-35 years of age; none of the respondents are younger than

26 years of age. None of the respondents hold an earned

degree lower than the Master's level: almost 86 per cent of

the respondents hold an earned doctoral degree.
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With regard to teaching experience, 10.7 per cent of the

respondents report a total of five years' or less experience

in college and university teaching; 7.8 per cent report a

total of more than twenty years' experience; the remainder of

the respondents, 81.5 per cent, report from six to twenty

years' teaching experience.

Thirty-two per cent of the respondents report of teach-

ing for five years or less at the institutions where they are

presently employed; 35 per cent report six to ten years; 33

per cent report more than ten years.

Concerning appointment (tenure) status, 56.3 per cent of

the respondents are tenured; 42.2 per cent are not tenured.

In regard to salary, very few of the respondents, 1.5 per cent,

report a salary of less than $12,000 per academic year (nine

months); 1.9 per cent report earning a nine-months salary of

$32,000 or more. The majority of the respondents, 60.7 per

cent, report a salary of $12,000 to $21,999; 34.9 per cent

report a salary of $22,000 to $31,999. Less than half of the

respondents, 43.2 per cent, report that they experienced

varying degrees of difficulty in finding a teaching position;

55.8 per cent indicated that they had no difficulties.

According to the data in Table III that illustrate the

distribution of respondents as related to the second category

of independent variables, 66 per cent of the respondents are

employed by public universities that offer graduate degrees,

3.4 per cent and 15.5 per cent are employed by public and
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and private senior colleges, respectively, that offer under-

graduate degrees only.

Thirty-three per cent of the respondents are employed by

institutions with an enrollment of less than 6,000; 54.8 per

cent of the respondents are employed by institutions with an

enrollment between 6,000 and 21,999; 11.2 per cent are

employed by institutions with an enrollment of more than

21,000.

TABLE III

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS: INSTITUTIONAL DATA

Variable 10: Type of Variable 11: Institutional
Institution Enrollment

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-

Type quency centage Enrollment quency centage

Public Less than
University 136 66.0 1,000 8 3.9

Private
University 27 13.1 1,000- 2,999 22 10.7

Public Senior
College 7 3.4 3,000- 5,999 34 18.4

Private Senior

College 32 15.5 6,000- 9,999 55 27.2

No response 5 1.9 10,000-14,999 37 18.4

15,000-20,999 19 9.2

21,000 & more 29 11.2

No response 2 1.0

TOTAL 206 100.0 TOTAL 206 100.0
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Relating to personal and institutional data, a summary

of the characteristics of a "typical" respondent in this study

indicates a middle-aged male, holding a tenured professorial

rank, who has taught from six to twenty years, but less 
than

ten years in his present employment (a public university of

approximately 8,000 students), where he had little difficulty

in obtaining a position, and where he is paid approximately

$19,000 for an academic year.

Dependent Variables: Opinion Data

The distribution of the opinion variables is divided into

four parts: (1) the performance of the board, (2) changes in

the structure of the board, (3) the future status of the

board, and (4) collective bargaining concepts. The frequen-

cies and percentages of the responses of subjects on the

dependable variables (12 through 23) are illustrated in

Tables IV through VII.

The data in Table IV reveal a harmony in the respondents'

answers concerning the importance of the board's handling of

academic affairs, effectiveness of the board's handling of

academic affairs, and the degree of satisfaction with the

board's current handling of academic affairs. The majority

(58.3 per cent) of the respondents attach no importance to the

way their boards handle academic affairs. Also, the majority

(61.7 per cent) of the respondents report that the board is

ineffective; 23.8 per cent feel that the board is effective;
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TABLE IV

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

PERTAINING TO THE PERFORMANCE OF THE BOARD

.nFre- Per-
Variable Respondents' Choice quency .centage

Variable 12: What is 1. Extremely

your perception of unimportant 35 17.0

the importance of

your governing board 2. Unimportant 85 41.3

in handling academic
affairs? 3. I do not know 13 6.3

4. Important 52 25.2

5. Extremely
important 17 8.3

6. No response 4 1.9

Total 206 100.0

Variable 13: What is 1. Extremely

your perception of ineffective 37 18.0

the effectiveness of

your govern ing board 2. Ineffective 90 43.7

in handling academic
affairs? 3. I do not know 26 12.6

4. Effective 49 23.8

5. Extremely
effective 0 0.0

6. No response 4 1.9

Total 206 100.0
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TABLE IV--Continued

Variable Respondent' s Choice
Fre-
quency

___________________________-~ t 1-1. Extremely

Variable 14: Are you
satisfied with the
current practices of
your governing board
in handling academic
affairs?

sExtremely
unsatisfied

2. Unsatisfied

3. I do not know

4. Satisfied

5. Extremely
satisfied

6. No response

35

94

16

57

3

1

Per-
ception

17.0

45.6

7.8

27.7

1.5

0.5

Total 206 100.0

Variable 15: To what 1. Very limited
extent are you knowledge 12 5.8

knowledgeable about
the role and function 2. Limited
of your governing knowledge 93 45.1

board?
3. No knowledge 5 2.4

4. Knowledgeable 80 38.8

5. Highly
knowledgeable 16 7.8

6. No response 0 0.0

Total 206 100.0
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12.6 per cent responded, "I do not know." The majority of

the respondents (62.6 per cent) expressed their dissatisfac-

tion with the boards' current handling of academic affairs;

29.2 per cent expressed their satisfaction; 7.8 per cent

responded, "I do not know." Nearly 51 per cent of the respon-

dents report limited knowledge about the role and function of

the board: 2.5 per cent report no knowledge; 46.6 per cent

report that they are knowledgeable about the role and func-

tion of the board.

The data in Table V reveal that 33.1 per cent of the

respondents anticipated changes in the structure of the board

during the next decade; 38.9 per cent do not anticipate any

changes; 28 per cent report, "I do not know." Almost half of

the respondents, 47.6 per cent, do not believe that faculty

members and/or educational administrators will replace the

lay members of the board by the turn of this century; 26.6

per cent believe that the lay members will be replaced; and

25.7 per cent indicated, "I do not know."

As reported in Table VI, agreement with having faculty

representation on governing boards was indicated by more than

four-fifths (83.9 per cent) of the respondents; 9.8 per cent

do not agree with the concept of faculty representation.

Of the more than four-fifths of those who favor faculty

representation on governing boards, 86.1 per cent believe that

faculty members should comprise from 20 to 59 per cent of the

board 13.8 per cent favor a minimum of 60 per cent faculty

representation.
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TABLE V

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

PERTAINING TO THE CHANGES IN THE STRUCTURE

OF THE BOARD

Fre-
Variable Respondent's choice quency

Variable 16: Do
you anticipate any
organizational
changes in the
structure of your
board for the next
decade?

1. Strongly do not
anticipate

2. Do not
anticipate

3. I do not know

4. Anticipate

5. Strongly
anticipate

6. No response

17

63

58

65

3

0

Per-
centage

8.3

30.6

28.2

31.6

1.5

0.0

Total 206 100.0

Variable 17: Do you 1. Strongly

agree that by the disagree 26 12.6

turn of this century
faculty members 2. Disagree 72 35.0

and/or educational
administrators will 3. I do not know 53 25.7

replace the lay
members of your 4. Agree 45 21.8

board?
5. Strongly agree 9 4.4

6. No response 1 0.5

Total 206 100.0
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TABLE VI

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

PERTAINING TO THE FUTURE STATUS OF THE BOARD

Respondent' s Choice

___________________________________________-I. I1. Strongly

Variable 18: Do you
agree that there
should be faculty
representation on
your board?

1. Strongly
disagree

2. Disagree

3. I do not know

4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

6. No response*

Fre- Per-
quency centage

7

13

11

87

86

2

3.4

6.3

5.3

42.2

41.7

1.0

Total 206 100.0

Variable 19: If you 1. Less than

agree, how large a 20 percent 33 16.0

proportion of your
board members should 2. 20-39 percent 49 23.8

be constituted of
faculty members? 3. 40-59 percent 67 32.6

4. 60-79 percent 12 5.8

5. 80 percent
and more 12 5.8

6. No response 33 16.0

Total 206 100.0

*In addition to the two individuals who did not
respond to Variable 18, 31 respondents did not

agree or reported, "I do not know" on Variable 18.

Variable
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TABLE VI--Continued

Variable Respondents' Choice

Variable 20: Do you
agree that~your board
members should be
elected rather than
appointed?

1.Stogly

1. Strongly
disagree

2. Disagree

3. I do not know

4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

6. No response*

Fre-
quency,

12

34

24

92

40

4

Per-
centage

5.8

16.5

11.7

44.7

19.4

1.9

Total 206 100.0

Variable 21: If you 1. Faculty 46 22.3

agree, who should
elect your board 2. Students 0 0.0

members?
3. Institution's

alumni 3 1.5

4. Texas voters 11 5.3

5. Other groups 6 2.9

6. Combination of
the above 66 32.0

7. No response 74 36.0

Total 206 100.0

*In addition to the four individuals who did not

respond to Variable 20, 70 respondents did not

agree or reported, "I do not know" on Variable 20.



79

Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (64.1 per cent)

agree that board members should be elected rather than

appointed. 22.3 per cent disagree; and 11.7 per cent responded,

"I do not know." Among those who believe that board members

should be elected, 34.8 per cent favor a faculty electorate;

none believe in an all-student electorate; 1.5 per cent favor

an alumnai electorate; 8.3 per cent favor the state of Texas'

electorate, 4.5 per cent favor various other groups (adminis-

trators, business men, religious leaders) as an electorate;

50 per cent favor electorates that are combinations of the

above-named electorates. A vast majority of those who favor

a combined electorate (82 per cent) designate the institu-

tion's faculty, students and alumni; 7.2 per cent favor

various combinations of the above-named electorates.

The responses shown in Table VII pertain to faculty

attitude toward collective bargaining. The majority of the

respondents (59.7 per cent) favor collective bargaining,

although 34.4 per cent feel that collective bargaining is an

unfavorable process. Fifty percent of the respondents agree

with the concept of collective bargaining as an effective

method of faculty participation in governance; 30.5 per cent

disagree with the concept; 18.4 per cent reported, "I do not

know."

A summary of the opinions of the "typical" respondent

indicates that he believes the board's handling of academic

affairs is unimportant and ineffective; his dissatisfaction
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TABLE VII

FREQUENCY DISTIRBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

PERTAINING TO THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

CONCEPTS

.nFre- Per-
Variable Respondents' Choice quency centage

Variable 22: What is 1. Extremely

your~attitude toward unfavorable 32 15.5

collective
bargaining? 2. Unfavorable 39 18.9

3. I do not know 11 5.3

4. Favorable 89 43.2

5. Extremely
favorable 34 16.5

6. No response 1 0.5

Total 206 100.0

Variable 23: Do you 1. Strongly

agree with the disagree 32 15.5

notion that collec-
tive bargaining is 2. Disagree 31 15.0

an effective method
of faculty partici- 3. I do not know 38 18.4
pation in

governance? 4. Agree 85 41.3

5. Strongly agree 19 9.2

6. No response 1 0.5

Total 206 100.0
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with the board's performance is based on some knowledge about

the role and function of the board; he does not anticipate

changes in the structure of the board within the next decade

or by the turn of the century; he favors approximately 60 per

cent representation of faculty on the board; he desires

elected rather than appointed board members; he believes that

the institution's faculty, students and alumni should elect

their board members; he believes in collective bargaining and

considers it to be an effective method of advancing faculty

participation in governance.

Analysis of the Data

The analytical data presented in this section are divided

into two parts: (1) quantitative hypotheses, and (2) null

hypotheses. The quantitative hypotheses, which are presented

in Chapter I, provide a basis for comparing the actual to the

predicted results. The null hypotheses have been tested for

significance at the .05 or stricter level. The values of the

correlation coefficients, the Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coeffi-

cients, and Chi-square results are reported for all the null

hypotheses.

Quantitative Hypotheses

The quantitative hypotheses, which were used as predic-

tors of faculty responses to the questionnaire, have been

compared to the results from the actual data. Each of the

eleven quantitative hypotheses, as reported in Table VIII-A
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through Table VIII-K, also have been compared to the results

of the actual data.

The data in Table VIII-A, which were analyzed according

to academic rank, indicate that all lecturers meet the pre-

established criterion in Hypothesis One with regard to the

importance and effectiveness of the board's actions, and

satisfaction with the practices of the board. The fact that

only two respondents hold positions at the lecturer level must

be considered, however, in drawing significance from this

finding. Faculty of all ranks other than instructors meet the

pre-established criteria in Hypothesis One with regard to

faculty representation on boards. About 80 per cent of the

full professors, 83 per cent of associate professors, 90 per

cent of assistant professors, and all lecturers prefer faculty

representation on boards. Instructors approach the criterion

since 92.3 per cent of them prefer faculty representation on

boards.

The data also reveal that only associate professors meet

the pre-established criterion with respect to the election of

board members, even though assistant professors approach the

minimum criterion. Sixty-nine per cent of the assistant pro-

fessors expressed the opinion that collective bargaining was

a favorable process; associate professors approach the minimum

criterion with 67.7 per cent. Assistant professors also meet

the criterion when 66.1 per cent agree that collective bar-

gaining is an effective method of faculty participation.
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With regard to the sex of the respondents, the data in

Table VIII-B reveal that both male and female faculty members

meet the pre-established criteria in Hypotheses Two with ref-

erence to faculty representation on governing boards. Almost

86 per cent of the male faculty, and 84 per cent of the female

faculty prefer faculty representation on boards. In addition,

female faculty members meet the criterion since 67.7 per cent

prefer elected rather than appointed board members.

The data in Table VIII-C indicate that faculty of both

age 45 and under and age 46 and over meet the pre-established

criteria in Hypothesis Three with regard to faculty represen-

tation on boards; 88.5 per cent of the faculty aged 45 and

under, and 81 per cent of faculty aged 46 and over, desire

faculty representation on boards. On the other hand, only

faculty aged 46 and over meet the criterion since 64 per cent

prefer elected rather than appointed board members. Faculty

aged 46 and over also approach the pre-established criterion

with respect to a favorable attitude toward collective bar-

gaining.

The results of the actual data, as reported in Table

VIII-D, reveal that all respondents have earned, at the mini-

mum, a master's degree. Faculty who earned at least a

master's degree meet the pre-established criterion in Hypothe-

sis Four with respect to faculty representation on boards,

election of board members, and favorable attitude toward

collective bargaining. Eighty-five per cent of the faculty
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TABLE VIII-B

DISTRICUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF
RESPONDENTS, WITH REGARD TO
THEIR SEX, ON VARIABLES

12-23

Hypothesis 2: At least 75 percent of male faculty
members and 60 percent of female faculty
members will perceive the following
variables positively at a minimum of
4.0 point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of Male of Female

Dependent Variables Faculty Faculty
(N = 171) (N = 35)

V*12: Importance of the board 41.2 32.7

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 38.3 22.0

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 31.4 28.8

V 15: Knowledge about the board 34.3 49.1

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 17.1 36.3

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 25.7 26.5

V 18: Faculty representation 85.7** 84.0**

V 20: Election of the board 54.3 67.7**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 51.4 51.8

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 42.9 52.6

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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TABLE VIII-C

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF

RESPONDENTS, WITH REGARD TO

THEIR AGE, ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 3: At least 75 percent of faculty of age 45
and less and 60 percent of faculty of age
46 and over will perceive the following
variables positively at a minimum of 4.0
point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty

Dependent Variables of age of age
< 45 > 46

(N = 105) (N = 101)

V*12: Importance of the board 41.7 26.2

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 23.3 25.2

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 38.1 30.0

V 15: Knowledge about the board 36.2 57.4

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 19.5 48.5

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 18.0 36.0

V 18: Faculty representation 88.5** 81.0**

V 20: Election of the board 66.0 64.0**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 60.0 59.0

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 59.0 42.6

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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TABLE VIII-D

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF

RESPONDENTS, WITH REGARD TO

THEIR DEGREE, ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 4: At least 75 percent of the faculty with
bachelors and associate degrees and 60
percent of the faculty with masters and
doctorate degrees will perceive the
following variables positively at a
minimum 4.0 point of the rating scale;

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty

with with
Dependent Variables bachelor's master's

degree or degree or
lower higher
(N = 0) (N = 204)

V*12: Importance of the board 0.0 33.0

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 0.0 24.5

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 0.0 29.5

V 15: Knowledge about the board 0.0 46.5

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 0.0 33.0

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 0.0 26.7

V 18: Faculty representation 0.0 85.l**

V 20: Election of the board 0.0 65.0**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 0.0 60.3**

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 0.0 51.4

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criteriod
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having earned master's or doctoral degrees desire faculty rep-

resentation on boards; 65 per cent of those having earned

master's or doctoral degrees prefer elected rather than

appointed board members; 60.6 per cent of those having earned

these advanced degrees feel that collective bargaining is a

favorable process.

When the actual data are compared to Hypothesis Five, as

indicated in Table VIII-E, it is evident that 88.3 per cent

of the respondents having a total teaching experience in a

college or university of less than eleven years, and 82 per

cent who have such teaching experience of eleven years or

more, prefer faculty representation on boards. However, only

the faculty having teaching experience of eleven years or more

meet the pre-established criterion with regard to election of

board members; the same group of respondents approach the

criterion of having a favorable attitude toward collective

bargaining.

With regard to Hypothesis Six, as reported in Table

VIII-F, the results of the actual data reveal that faculty,

regardless of the amount of teaching experience in their pre-

sent positions, meet the pre-established criteria with regard

to favoring faculty representation on boards. However, only

the faculty having teaching experience in their present

positions of eleven years or more approach the criteria with

regard to having knowledge about the role and function of the

board, and an opinion on the election of board members.
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TABLE VIII-E

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS
WITH REGARD TO THEIR TOTAL YEARS OF

EXPERIENCE IN TEACHING
ON VARIABLES

12-23

Hypothesis 5: At least 75 percent of faculty who have a
total experience in teaching of less than
eleven years and 60 percent of those who
have a total experience of eleven years
or more will perceive the following
variables positively at a minimum of
4.0 point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty

with with
Dependent Variables experience experience

< 11 years > 11 years

(N = 77) (N = 129)

V*12: Importance of the board 36.8 32.5

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 23.7 24.6

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 30.2 31.0

V 15: Knowledge about the board 31.2 55.8

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 16.9 42.6

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 13.0 34.1

V 18: Faculty representation 88.3** 82.0**

V 20: Election of the board 65.3 65.3**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 65.0 57.0

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 63.3 44.2

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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TABLE VIII-F

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS

WITH REGARD TO THEIR TOTAL YEARS OF

EXPERIENCE IN TEACHING AT THEIR

INSTITUTIONS, ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 6: At least 75 percent of faculty who have an
experience in teaching at their insti-
tutions of less than eleven years and 60
percent of those who have an experience
of eleven years or more will perceive the
following variables positively at a
minimum of 4.0 point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty

with with
Dependent Variables experience experience

< 11 years > 11 years

(N = 138) (N = 168)

V*12: Importance of the board 30.8 41.0

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 22.2 28.3

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 25.5 36.8

V 15: Knowledge about the board 36.2 57.6

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 29.0 41.1

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 20.4 36.8

V 18: Faculty representation 89.0** 75.0**

V 20: Election of the board 67.6 59.1

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 67.3 44.8

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 63.7 25.0

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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The data in Table VIII-G indicate that faculty members,

whether tenured or not, meet the pre-established criterion in

Hypothesis Seven with regard to faculty representation on

boards. 76.5 per cent of those who are tenured, and 96.5 per

cent of those who are not tenured, prefer faculty representa-

tion on boards. Only the faculty who are not tenured, how-

ever, meet the minimum individual criteria with regard to

election of board members (83.4 per cent), favorable attitude

to collective bargaining (79.3 per cent), and agreement that

collective bargaining is an effective method of faculty par-

ticipation in governance (74.7 per cent).

The data in Table VIII-H indicate that 91.3 per cent of

the faculty who earn less than $17,000 per academic year, and

82.1 per cent of the faculty who earn at least $17,000 per

academic year, prefer faculty representation on boards. Only

the faculty who earn less than $17,000, however, meet the pre-

extablished criteria in Hypothesis Eight with regard to the

election of board members, attitude toward collective bar-

gaining, and agreement that collective bargaining is an

effective method of faculty participation in governance. In

other words, among those earning less than $17,000, about

71 per cent favor elected rather than appointed board members;

67.2 per cent believe that collective bargaining is a favor-

able process; 65.5 per cent believe that collective bargaining

is an effective method of faculty participation in governance.
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TABLE VIII-G

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS
WITH REGARD TO THEIR APPOINTMENT STATUS,

ON VARIABLES 12-23

Hypothesis 7: At least 75 percent of faculty on tenure
appointment and 60 percent of those who
are not on tenure will perceive the
following variables positively at a
minimum of 4.0 point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty

Dependent Variables on not on
tenure tenure

(N = 116) (N = 87)

V*12: Importance of the board 42.9 21.8

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 21.8 26.4

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 38.2 27.6

V 15: Knowledge about the board 64.5 23.0

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 32.7 34.4

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 34.0 17.2

V 18: Faculty representation 76.5** 96.5**

V 20: Election of the board 52.2 83.4**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 46.1 79.3**

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 34.5 74.7**

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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TABLE VIII-H

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS,
WITH REGARD TO THEIR SALARY

ON VARIABLES 12-23

Hypothesis 8: At least 75 percent of faculty who earn
at least $17,000 per academic year and 60

percent of those who earn less than
$17,000 will perceive the following
variables positively at a minimum of 4.0
point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty
who earned who earned

Dependent Variables at least less than
$17,000 $17,000
(N = 146) (N = 58)

V*12: Importance of the board 33.3 36.2

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 36.6 36.2

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 31.7 22.4

V 15: Knowledge about the board 53.4 29.3

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 40.4 15.5

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 33.1 10,3

V 18: Faculty Representation 82.l** 91.3**

V 20: Election of the board 63.6 70.7**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 58.0 67.2**

V 23: Collective bargaining

(effective method) 46.1 65.5**

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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Similar results are revealed in Table VIII-I since about

97 per cent of the faculty who experienced difficulty in find-

ing a teaching position (unemployment), and 76.3 per cent of

those who did not experience unemployment, meet the pre-

established criterion in Hypothesis Nine by preferring faculty

representation on boards. Among those who experienced unem-

ployment, 80.8 per cent prefer an elected board member, 84.2

per cent believe that collective bargaining is a favorable

process, and 77.5 per cent believe that collective bargaining

is an effective method of faculty participation in governance.

It was discovered from the data reported in Table VIII-J

that 76.2 per cent of the faculty who teach in private insti-

tutions report their knowledge as at least 4.0 about the role

and function of their boards. The majority of private-

institution faculty (86.2 per cent), and the majority of

public-institution faculty (84.6 per cent), report by 4.0

as favoring faculty representation of boards; this is the

minimum criteria. Regarding the election of the board, atti-

tude toward collective bargaining, and agreement that collec-

tive bargaining is an effective method of faculty participation,

only the faculty who teach in public institutions meet the

pre-established criteria in Hypothesis Ten for the above-

mentioned variables. Among those who teach in public insti-

tutions, 65.2 per cent prefer elected rather than appointed

board members, 61.9 per cent express a favorable attitude

toward collective bargaining, 63 per cent believe that
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TABLE VIII-I

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS,
WITH REGARD TO THEIR UNEMPLOYMENT BEFORE

TEACHING, ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 9: At least 75 percent of the faculty who
experienced unemployment and 60 percent
of those who experienced unemployment
perceived the following variables
positively at a minimum of 4.0 point
of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty of faculty:

Dependent Variables no unem- unem-
ployment ployment
(N = 115) (N = 89)

V*12: Importance of the board 44.2 21.3

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 34.2 11.2

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 41.2 13.4

V 15: Knowledge about the board 57.3 30.3

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 32.1 34.8

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 29.0 23.6

V 18: Faculty representation 76.3** 96.6**

V 20: Election of the board 53.6 80.8**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 41.2 84.2**

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 31.3 77.5**

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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TABLE VIII-J

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS,
WITH REGARD TO THE TYPE OF INSTITUTION,

ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 10: At least 75 percent of the faculty who
teach in private institutions and 60
percent of those who teach in public
institutions will perceive the following
variables positively at a minimum of
4.0 point of the rating scale:

Percentage Percentage
of faculty: of faculty

Dependent Variables private public
insti- insti-
tutions tutions
(N = 59) (N = 143)

V*12: Importance of the board 39.6 32.4

V 13: Effectiveness of the board 39.6 17.8

V 14: Satisfaction with the board 42.3 24.0

V 15: Knowledge about the board 76.2** 34.2

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade 52.5 25.9

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century 44.1 18.3

V 18: Faculty representation 86.2** 84.6**

V 20: Election of the board 65.5 65.2**

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) 54.2 61.9**

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) 22.0 63.0**

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion
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collective bargaining is an effective method of faculty par-

ticipation in governance.

Finally, the data in Table VIII-K indicate that 88.2 per

cent of the faculty who teach in institutions with enrollments

of less than 6,000, and 72.8 per cent of those who teach in

institutions with enrollments of 6,000 or more, prefer (by

the minimum 4.0) faculty representation on boards. Similarly,

70.5 per cent of those who teach in institutions with enroll-

ments of less than 6,000, and 64.4 per cent of those who teach

in institutions with enrollments of 6,000 or more, prefer

elected rather than appointed board members. Faculty who

teach in institutions with enrollments of 6,000 or more

approach the pre-established criterion in Hypothesis Eleven

regarding a favorable attitude toward collective bargaining.

In summary, it is obvious from the appraisal of the data

that the majority of respondents meet the minimum criterion

with respect to faculty representation on boards, election

of board members, and receptivity to collective bargaining,

regardless of rank, sex, age, earned degree, teaching experi-

ence, tenure status, salary, employability, and type and size

of employing institution.

Null Hypotheses

The research hypotheses for this study are presented in

quantitative form in Chapter I. These hypotheses are restated

in the null form in Chapter III, and they have been tested for

statistical significance at the .05 or stricter level.
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TABLE VIII-K

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS,
WITH REGARD TO THE SIZE OF THE INSTITUTION,

ON VARIABLES
12-23

Hypothesis 11: At least 75 percent of the faculty who
teach in institutions with enrollment of
less than 6,000 and 60 percent of those
who teach in institutions with enrollment
of 6,000 or more will perceive the
following variables positively at a mini-
mum of 4.0 point of the rating scale:

Dependent Variable

V*12: Importance of the board

V 13: Effectiveness of the board

V 14: Satisfaction with the board

V 15: Knowledge about the board

V 16: Changes in the board for
the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board by
the turn of this century

V 18: Faculty representation

V 20: Election of the board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method)

Percentage
of faculty:
enrollment
< 6,000

(N = 124)
4 +

36.7

32.2

32.3

41.1

23.5

15.1

88.2**

70,5**

61.8

54.4

*V = Variable
** = Met the minimum criterion

Percentage
of faculty:
enrollment
> 6,000

(N = 80)

32.8

19.6

27.8

42.0

39.7

31.1

72.8**

64.4**

58.5

5.2.2
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Ninety-nine null hypotheses that have been tested for signifi-

cance are presented in Table IX-A through Table IX-K.

Testing the Null Hypotheses

The Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coefficient, which is an index

of relationship between two variables for ordinal-level data,

was used for each independent variable with each dependent

variable (110 coefficients). The Gamma Coefficient discloses

the amount of relationship between two variables, but it does

not indicate whether the relationship is statistically sig-

nificant. Therefore, computations of Chi-square tests for

contingency tables were made to determine the statistical sig-

nificance of the correlation coefficients at the .05 or

stricter level. In addition, the categories in the Chi-square

tables were telescoped in order to eliminate or minimize the

number of cells with less than five responses, and to facili-

tate the appropriate methods of calculation. The statistical

tests utilized eleven independent variables multiplied by ten

dependent variables.

The data in Table IX-A reveal that there is a significant

relationship between the ranks of faculty members and their

knowledge about the role and function of the board (variable

15), therefore the hypothesis on variable 15 is rejected.

The data indicate that lower ranks (associate and assistant

professors) are less knowledgeable about the role and function

of the board. A significant relationship is also found among

the ranks of faculty and their anticipations for any change
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TABLE IX-A

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF
THE ACADEMIC RANK OF RESPONDENTS WITH

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 1: No significant relationship exists between
the academic rank of faculty and their
perceptions of the:

- I a

Dependent Variables

V*12: Importance of the board

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board

V 15: Knowledge about the
board

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century

V 18: Faculty
representation

V 20: Election of the
board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method)

GammaI
Chi-

Square
Values **

Significance
Level

4- f 4

-. 05

.08

.19

.43

.17

.21

-.25

-.13

-.33

-.32

.21

.89

5.00

18.91***

50.66

13.75

2.97

6.79

12.42***

32.48***

.01

.01

.01

.05

.01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 4

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses



102

in the organizational structure of their boards during the

next decade (variable 16): the lower the faculty rank, the

less they anticipate change. Therefore, the hypothesis on

variable 16 is rejected.

Concerning the ranks of faculty and their agreement with

faculty members and/or educational administrators replacing

lay members of boards by the turn of this century (variable

17), a significant relationship was again discovered: the

lower the faculty rank, the less they anticipate change by

the century's end. Thus, the hypothesis on variable 17 is

rejected.

The data also reveals a significant negative relationship

between the ranks of faculty and their attitudes toward col-

lective bargaining (variable 22): the lower the faculty rank,

the more favorable the attitude. Thus, the hypothesis on

variable 22 is rejected. Similarly, there is a significant

negative relationship between faculty ranks and agreement on

collective bargaining as an effective method of faculty par-

ticipation in governance (variable 23): the lower the faculty

rank, the more agreement on the issue. The hypothesis on

variable 23 is therefore rejected. The remaining hypotheses

concerning faculty ranks are retained because no significant

statistical relationships were found.

The data pertaining to the sex of the respondents, as

reported in Table IX-B, reveals a significant relationship

between the sex of respondents and the perception of the
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TABLE IX-B

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES

OF THE SEX OF RESPONDENTS WITH
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 2: No significant relationship exists between
the sex of faculty and their perceptions
of the:

Chi- ..
I Chi- Significance

Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level
Values**

V*12: Importance of the board -.23 3.44 -

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board -.36 6.23 .05

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board -.15 2.83 -

V 15: Knowledge about the
board .24 3.92 -

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade .25 4.93 -

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century -.17 4.88 -

V 18: Faculty representation -.04 .07 -

V 20: Election of the board .20 3.30 -

V 22: Collective bargaining

(general attitude) .14 3.48

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) .19 1.73

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2
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effectiveness of their board's handling of academic affairs

(variable 13). The majority of male faculty considers the

board to be ineffective in the handling of academic affairs;

female faculty are divided in their perceptions of the effec-

tiveness of the board. Therefore, the hypothesis on variable

13 is rejected because there is a significant relationship

between the sex of respondents and their perceptions of the

effectiveness of the boards. The remaining hypotheses con-

cerning the sex of the respondents are retained because no

statistically significant relationships were found.

The statistical data in Table IX-C indicate a significant

relationship between the ages of respondents and variables 15,

16, and 17. Hypothesis Three on variable 15 is rejected

because there is a significant relationship between the age

of respondents and their knowledge about the board: the

younger the respondents, the less knowledge they have about

the boards. The data also reveal a correlation between the

age of respondents and their anticipations about organiza-

tional changes in boards (variable 16): the younger the

respondents, the less they anticipate change. Therefore, the

hypothesis on variable 16 is also rejected.

Similarly, there is a significant relationship between

the age of respondents and their agreement on the replacement

of lay members on boards with faculty members and/or educa-

tional administrators by the turn of this century (variable

17): the younger the respondent, the less agreement on change.
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TABLE IX-C

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES

OF THE AGE OF RESPONDENTS WITH
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 3: No significant relationship exists between
the age of faculty and their perceptions
of the:

Chi- ..Chi- Significance
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level

Values**

V*12: Importance of the board

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board

V 15: Knowledge about the
board

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century

V 18: Faculty representation

V 20: Election of the board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method)

-.24

-. 08

-.01

.41

.29

.46

-.19

-.02

-.02

-. 12

11.46

11.39

7.00

24.42** 2

34.05

41.77

4.88

1.35

3.85

66.37***

.01

.01

.01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 6

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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Thus, the hypothesis on variable 17 is rejected. Also, the

age of respondents correlates negatively with the concept of

collective bargaining as an effective method of faculty parti-

cipation in governance (variable 23): the younger the respon-

dent, the stronger they agree with the concept. The hypothesis

on variable 23 is therefore rejected. The rest of the hypo-

theses related to the age of respondents are retained because

no significant statistical relationships were found.

The relationship between respondents' level of earned

degree (master's or doctoral) and those respondents' percep-

tions of most of the dependent variables is quite varied

(Hypothesis Four). The statistical data in Table IX-D indicate

an inverse relationship of perception according to respondents'

earned degree as to the importance of the board (variable 12),

the effectiveness of the board (variable 13), and satisfaction

with the practices of the board (variable 14). Faculty members

who hold the highest degree give the lowest ratings to these

variables! therefore, the hypotheses on variables 12, 13 and

14 are rejected.

On the other hand, the data indicate significant positive

relationships between respondents' earned degree level and

their anticipation of structural changes in boards within the

next decade or by the end of this century, the election of

board members, the favorable attitude toward collective bar-

gaining, and agreement on collective bargaining as an

effective method of faculty participation in governance.
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TABLE IX-D

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES
OF THE DEGREE OF RESPONDENTS WITH

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 4: No significant relationship exists between
the degree earned by faculty and their
perceptions of:

Chi- S.f.
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Significance

Values** Level

V*12: Importance of the board -.57 11.33*** .01

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board -.68 22.43 .01

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board -.49 12.36 .01

V 15: Knowledge about the
board -.04 0.26 -

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade .55 11.26 .01

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century .14 10.16*** .01

V 18: Faculty representation .29 2.63 -

V 20: Election of the board .37 6.19 .05

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) .45 16.84 .01

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) .41 6.78 .05

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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The respondents who hold doctoral degrees gave the highest

ratings to variables 16, 17, 20, 22 and 23. The hypotheses

on these variables are therefore rejected. The remaining

hypotheses that are degree related are retained because no

statistically significant relationships were found.

The data in Table IX-E indicate a significant relationship

between the respondents' total years of teaching experience

and knowledge about the role and function of the board (vari-

able 15): the fewer the years of teaching experience, the

less known about the role and function of the boards. So the

hypothesis on variable 15 is rejected. The data also indicate

a significant relationship between the respondents' total

years of teaching experience and anticipation of structural

changes in the boards during the next decade: the fewer the

years of teaching experience, the lower the level of antici-

pation. The hypothesis on variable 16 is therefore rejected.

Similarly, there is a correlation between respondents' total

years of teaching experience and agreement that, by the turn

of the century, faculty members and/or educational adminis-

trators will replace lay members on boards (variable 17):

the fewer the years of experience, the lower the level of

agreement. The hypothesis on variable 17 is therefore

rejected.

The data also revealed a significant negative relation-

ship between total years of teaching experience and a belief

in collective bargaining as an effective method of faculty
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TABLE IX-E

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES

OF THE RESPONDENTS' TOTAL YEARS OF

EXPERIENCE IN TEACHING WITH THE
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 5: No significant relationship exists between
the total years of experience of faculty
in teaching and their perceptions of the:

I Chi~- . .
Chi- Significance

Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level
Values**

V*12: Importance of the board -.08 .42

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board -.07 1.97

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board .03 1.50 -

V 15: Knowledge about the
board .43 12.08*** .01

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade .20 22.80 .01

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century .57 26.35 .01

V 18: Faculty representation -.28 2.47 -

V 20: Election of the board -.02 1.18

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) -.17 2.10 -

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) -.23 9.39 .01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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participation in governance (variable 23): the fewer the

years of experience, the higher the level of agreement.

Therefore the hypothesis on variable 23 is rejected. The

remaining hypotheses relating to total years of teaching

experience are retained because the data did not reveal any

significant statistical relationships.

The data in Table IX-F indicate a significant relation-

ship between the respondents' years of teaching experience

in their present employment and their knowledge about the

role and function of the board: the fewer the years of

experience, the lower the level of knowledge. Therefore, the

hypothesis on variable 15 is rejected. A significant rela-

tionship also was discovered between the respondents' teaching

experience at their present institutions and their anticipa-

tion for organizational changes in the structure of their

boards during the next decade (variable 16): again, the

fewer the years of experience, the lower the level of antici-

pation for changes. Thus, Hypothesis Six on variable 16 is

rejected.

Concerning faculty representation on boards (variable 13),

the data indicate a significant negative relationship between

the respondents' teaching experience in their present employ-

ment and their desire to have faculty representation on

boards: the fewer the years of experience, the higher the

level of agreement on faculty participation. Thus, the hypo-

thesis on variable 18 is rejected. The data also indicate
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TABLE IX-F

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE

RESPONDENTS' TEACHING EXPERIENCE IN THEIR

INSTITUTIONS WITH THE DEPENDENT
VARIABLES

Hypothesis 6: No significant relationship between the
years of experience of faculty in teaching
in their institutions and their perceptions
of the:

Chi- Significance
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level

Values**

V*12: Importance of the board .16 2.24

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board .10 .92

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board .24 3.26 -

V 15: Knowledge about the
board .55 18.06*** .01

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade .05 7.60 .05

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century .23 5.69 -

V 18: Faculty representation -.42 6.13 .05

V 20: Election of the board -.14 1.21 -

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) -.40 9.61 .01

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) -.47 35.18 J .01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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a significant regative relationship between the respondents'

present teaching experience and their attitudes toward collec-

tive bargaining (variable 22): the fewer the years of

experience, the greater the favorable attitude toward collec-

tive bargaining. Therefore, the hypothesis on variable 22

is rejected.

In addition, the data also reveal a significant negative

relationship between the respondents' present teaching experi-

ence and the belief that collective bargaining is an effective

method of faculty participation in governance (variable 23):

the fewer the years of experience, the higher the level of

agreement. Therefore, the hypothesis on variable 23 is

rejected. The remaining hypotheses pertaining to years of

teaching experience at the present institution are retained

because the data does not reveal any significant statistical

relationships.

The data on Hypothesis Seven, which concerns the appoint-

ment status (tenure) of the respondents, are reported in

Table IX-G. The data indicate significant negative relation-

ships between appointment status and attitude toward the

importance of the board's handling of academic affairs (vari-

able 12), the effectiveness of the board (variable 13), their

satisfaction with the practices of the board (variable 14),

their knowledge of the role and function of the board (vari-

able 15), and anticipated changes in the board by the end of

this century (variable 17). More of the non-tenured faculty
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TABLE IX-G

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE
RESPONDENTS' APPOINTMENT STATUS WITH

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 7: No significant relationships exists between
the appointment status of faculty and
their perceptions of:

T Chi- S. f.
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Significance

Values**L"e

.01

.05

.01

.01

.01

.05

.01

. 01

.01

. 01

V*12: Importance of the board|-.40

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board

V 15: Knowledge about the
board

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of this
century

V 18: Faculty representation

V 20: Election of the board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method).

-.35

-.22

-.66

.28

-.18

.76

.61

.62

.58

9.99

7.36

12.00

37.75***

24.13

8.26

16.42***

22.02

23.85

34.13

= Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses

I -L
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rated the above-mentioned variables at lower levels; there-

fore, the hypothesis for variables 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17

is rejected.

On the other hand, the data reveal significant positive

relationships between the appointment status (tenure) of the

respondents and their attitudes toward changes in the struc-

ture of the board during the next decade (variable 16),

faculty representation on boards (variable 20), collective

bargaining (variable 22), and collective bargaining as an

effective method of faculty participation in governance (vari-

able 23). Non-tenured faculty gave higher ratings to the

above-mentioned variables; therefore, the hypothesis on vari-

ables 16, 18, 20, 22, and 23 is rejected. The remaining

hypotheses that relate to appointment status are retained

because no statistically significant relationships were found.

The data in Table IX-H indicate a significant relation-

ship between the amount of salary earned by faculty and

faculty knowledge about the role and function of the board

(variable 15): the lower the salary earned, the lower the

level of knowledge about the board. The hypothesis on vari-

able 15 is therefore rejected. There is also a significant

relationship between the amount of salary earned by faculty

and faculty anticipation of organizational changes in boards

during the next decade (variable 16): the lower the salary

earned, the lower the level of anticipation of change. The

hypothesis on variable 16 is therefore rejected.
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TABLE IX-H

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE
RESPONDENTS' SALARY WITH THE

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 8: No significant relationship exists between
the salary of faculty and their perceptions
of the:

Chi- ...Chi- Significant
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level

Values**

V*12: Importance of the board -.04 2.50

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board .05 4.26

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board .16 8.11 -

V 15: Knowledge about the
board .52 32.91*** .01

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade .10 30.11 .01

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of
this century .31 27.42 .01

V 18: Faculty representation -.17 4.75 -

V 20: Election of the board -.15 8.39 -

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) -.33 24.21*** .01

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) -.27 36.45 .01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 6

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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A significant relationship is also found between the

amount of salary earned by faculty and agreement that, by the

turn of the century, faculty members and/or educational admin-

istrators will replace lay members on boards (variable 17):

the lower the salary earned, the lower the level of agreement.

Therefore, Hypothesis Eight on variable 17 is rejected.

Further, a significant negative relationship was found

between the amount of salary earned by faculty and faculty

attitude to collective bargaining (variable 22): the lower

the salary earned, the more favorable the attitude toward

collective bargaining. Thus, the hypothesis on variable 22

is rejected. A similar relationship was found between the

amount of salary earned by faculty and agreement with the

concept of collective bargaining as an effective method of

faculty participation in governance (variable 23): the lower

the salary earned, the higher the level of agreement. So the

hypothesis on variable 23 is rejected also. The remaining

hypotheses concerning faculty earnings are retained because

the data do not reveal any statistically significant relation-

ships.

The data for Hypothesis Nine, on the relative difficulty

encountered by faculty in finding a teaching position, are

reported in Table IX-I. Significant relationships are found

between the experience of unemployment and its effect on

faculty attitude toward the importance of the board's handling

of academic affairs (variable 12), the effectiveness of the
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TABLE IX-I

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE
RESPONDENTS' UNEMPLOYMENT WITH

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 9: No significant relationship exists between
the experience of faculty in finding
teaching job and their perceptions of the:

Chi- Significance
Dependent Variables Gamma SquareSgnfen

Values** Level

V*12: Importance of the board

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board

V 15: Knowledge about the
board

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of this
century

V 18: Faculty representation

V 20: Election of the board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method)

.45

.55

.61

.38

-.19

.13

-.79

-.51

-.72

-.64

17. 08***

23.93***

27.89***

12.78***

51.07

12.89

17.10***

19.52

41.26***

45.17***

. 01

.01

.01

.05

.01

.05

.01

.01

.01

.01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 4

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses.
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board (variable 13), satisfaction with the practices of the

board (variable 14), their knowledge about the role and func-

tion of the board (variable 15), and anticipation of changes

in the structure of the board by the turn of the century

(variable 17), the greater the difficulty of finding employ-

ment, the lower the ratings given on these variables. The

hypothesis on variables 12, 13, 14, 15, and 17 is therefore

rejected.

Further, this relative difficulty encountered by faculty

in finding a teaching position is found to be negatively and

significantly related to faculty attitude toward changes in

the structure of the board during the next decade (variable

16), faculty representation on boards (variable 18), election

of board members (variable 20), collective bargaining (vari-

able 22), and the concept of collective bargaining as an

effective method of faculty participation in governance

(variable 23): the greater the difficulty of finding employ-

ment, the higher the ratings given on the above-mentioned

variables. Therefore, the hypothesis on variables 16, 18, 20,

22, and 23 is rejected. The remainder of the hypotheses con-

cerning faculty experience of unemployment are retained

because no statistically significant relationships were found.

The data in Table IX-J illustrate the statistical rela-

tionships concerning faculty attitude as influenced by the

type of institution in which a faculty member is employed.

A significant relationship exists between the influence of
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the type of institution on the perceptions of its faculty of

the effectiveness of the board's handling of academic affairs

(variable 13). The majority of faculty who teach in public

institutions report lower levels of effectiveness for their

boards; therefore, the hypothesis on variable 13 is rejected.

Similarly, the majority of faculty who teach in public insti-

tutions also report lower levels of satisfaction with the

practices of their boards; therefore, the hypothesis on vari-

able 14 is rejected. A significant relationship obviously

exists between the type of institution (public or private) in

which faculty teach and their satisfaction with their board

and its practices.

The data also indicate a significant relationship, as

influenced by the type of institution in which a faculty mem-

ber teaches, on his knowledge about the role and function of

boards (variable 15): the majority of faculty who teach in

public institutions report lower levels of knowledge about the

role and function of boards. Thus, the hypothesis on variable

15 is rejected.

With regard to the anticipation of faculty for any orga-

nizational change in the structure of boards during the next

decade (variable 16), the data indicate that the majority of

faculty who teach in public institutions report lower levels

of anticipation. The hypothesis on variable 16 is therefore

rejected because a significant relationship exists. Hypothe-

sis Ten on variable 17 is also rejected because a significant
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TABLE IX-J

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE
RESPONDENTS' TYPE OF INSTITUTION
WITH THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 10: No significant relationship exists between
the type of institution where the faculty
were teaching and their perceptions of the:

Chi- S. f.
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Significance

Values** Level

V*12: Importance of the board

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board

V 15: Knowledge about the
board

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of this
century

V 18: Faculty representation

V 20: Election of the board

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude)

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method)

.09

.38

.32

.73

.26

.31

*03

-.00

.13

-.46 
I I__ __

1.86

10.61

6.95

41.01***

17.80

15.47

2.69

.141

1.09

35.83

.01

.05

.01

.01

.01

.01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses
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relationship was found between the attitudes of faculty from

different types of institutions and their anticipation that,

by the turn of the century, faculty members and/or educational

administrators will replace lay members on boards. The

majority of faculty who teach in public institutions report

lower levels of anticipation.

A negative significant relationship is found between the

attitudes of faculty who teach in public or private institu-

tions toward the concept of collective bargaining as an

effective method for faculty participation in governance

(variable 23): the majority of faculty who teach in public

institutions report higher levels of agreement for this con-

cept. Therefore, the hypothesis on variable 23 is rejected.

The remaining hypotheses concerning the influence of the type

of employing institution are retained because no significant

statistical relationship was found.

The data for Hypothesis Eleven concern institutional

enrollment and are presented in Table IX-K. The data indicate

a significant relationship between attitudes of faculty as

influenced by the size of enrollment of their employing insti-

tutions to their knowledge about the role and function of

boards (variable 15). The majority of faculty who teach in

institutions with enrollments of 10,000 or less report lower

levels of knowledge; therefore, the hypothesis on variable

15 is rejected. The data also reveal a significant relation-

ship between this influence of enrollment size on faculty
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TABLE IX-K

RESULTS OF GAMMA AND CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES OF THE

ENROLLMENT FIGURES WITH THE
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hypothesis 11: No significant relationship exists between
the enrollments of institutions where
faculty were teaching and their perceptions
of:

Chi- Significance
Dependent Variables Gamma Square Level

Values**

V*12: Importance of the board .02 .30

V 13: Effectiveness of the
board -.11 1.53

V 14: Satisfaction with the
board .05 2.91

V 15: Knowledge about the
board .48 17.17*** .01

V 16: Changes in the board
for the next decade -.01 5.52 -

V 17: Changes in the board
by the turn of this
century .22 9.29 .01

V 18: Faculty representation -.07 1.14 -

V 20: Election of the board -.18 2.88

V 22: Collective bargaining
(general attitude) -.25 3.63 -

V 23: Collective bargaining
(effective method) -. 36 17.98 .01

*V = Variable
** = Degrees of freedom = 2

= The contingency table for this variable con-
tained some statistical cells with less than
five responses



123

anticipation that, by the turn of this century, faculty mem-

bers and/or educational administrators will replace lay

members on boards (variable 17). The majority of faculty who

teach in institutions with enrollments of 10,000 or less

report lower levels of anticipation. Thus, the hypothesis

on variable 17 is rejected.

A significant negative relationship was also discovered

between attitudes of faculty as influenced by enrollment size

and agreement with the concept of collective bargaining as an

effective method of faculty participation in governance (vari-

able 23). The majority of faculty who teach in institutions

with enrollments of 10,000 or less report higher levels of

agreement with this concept. Thus, the hypothesis on vari-

able 23 is rejected. The remainder of the hypotheses relating

to enrollment size are retained because no significant statis-

tical relationships were found.

Summ a

In summary, the statistical data concerning the null

hypotheses indicate that the earned degree, tenure status,

and experience of unemployment are significant influences on

almost all of the variables that concern faculty attitudes.

Rank, age, years of teaching experience in present employ-

ment, salary, and type of institution reportedly influence

faculty at statistically significant levels on almost half

of the dependent variables. The statistical data also
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reveal that the sex of the respondents and 
the size of the

institutions in which they teach has little 
significant sta-

tistical impact on faculty attitude.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The problem of this study was to analyze faculty percep-

tions of the performance of their institutional governing

boards in academic affairs, and the alternative patterns of

faculty participation in governance within Texas senior col-

leges and universities. The methods and procedures employed

in this study were designed to serve the principal purposes

of the study, which were (1) to analyze the perceptions of

faculty, and (2) to determine if the independent variables

(personal and institutional) have any bearing on the depen-

dent variables (opinion).

Summary of Procedures

A total of 300 questionnaires were mailed to a selected

sample, 206 subjects (68.6 per cent) responded to the ques-

tionnaires. The respondents were faculty members who are

teaching in Texas public and private senior colleges and

universities that are member institutions of the Association

of Texas Colleges and Universities. The survey instrument

was composed of two sections: (1) personal and institutional

data (independent variables), and (2) opinion data (dependent

variables), (see Appendix A). The data obtained from the

validated questionnaire are processed by computer data

125
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processing and were analyzed through the statistical proce-

dures of the Goodman-Kruskal Gamma Coefficients and Chi-square

tests for contingency tables.

Summary of Findings

With regard to personal and institutional data, the

respondents are predominantly middle-aged males with doctoral

degrees, who are tenured and have been teaching from six to

twenty years in colleges or universities but less than ten

years at their present institutions. In addition, the majority

of the respondents are employed at public institutions that

have enrollments of approximately 8,000 students. Most of the

respondents are paid an average of $19,000 per academic year,

and they had little difficulty in obtaining teaching positions.

With regard to the opinion data, the majority of the

respondents perceive the board of trustees as being unimportant

and ineffective in the handling of academic affairs. They are

also dissatisfied with the performance of the boards, and they

have some knowledge about the role and function of the boards.

In addition, most of the respondents do not anticipate changes

in the structure of their boards during the next decade, nor

by the turn of the century. They prefer faculty representa-

tion on boards by about 60 per cent of the total board member-

ship; the majority of the respondents prefer elected rather

than appointed board members, and they favor an electorate

composed of the institution's faculty, students, and alumni.
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Finally, the majority of respondents feel that collective bar-

gaining is a favorable measure, and that it is an effective

method for faculty participation in governance.

When the actual results of the data are compared to the

predictions stated in the quantitative hypotheses, 35 of the

110 predictions met the pre-established, minimum criteria.

The minimum criterion was established to be at least 4.0 on

the 5.0 scale used in this study; this is a response favoring

the variable. With regard to the dependent variable concern-

ing faculty representation on boards, and the independent

variable concerning election of board members, the results

indicate that the respondents favor both variables regardless

of the personal, professional, or institutional character-

istics analyzed in this study.

Respondents who have the following characteristics in

common of high academic rank (professorial), highest earned

degree (doctoral), tenure, a salary of $17,000 per academic

year, some experience of unemployment, and present employment

at a public institution, meet the minimum criteria for the

variables that indicate favorable attitudes toward collective

bargaining and the concept of collective bargaining as an

effective method of faculty participation in governance.

With regard to the academic rank of faculty, only the

respondents who hold positions at the lecturer level meet the

pre-established minimum criteria for the variables that assess

the importance of the boards' handling of academic affairs,
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the effectiveness of the board, and their satisfaction with

the practices of the board. However, this finding is not

statistically important because only two of the respondents

hold positions at the lecturer level.

In the statistical analysis of the null hypotheses, a

total of 63 of the 110 null hypotheses are rejected at statis-

tically significant levels. The contingency tables for 21 of

these 63 null hypotheses contain statistical cells having

fewer than five responses. The statistical data indicate that

the earned degree (doctorate), appointment status (untenured)

and an experience of unemployment are significant influences

on almost all of the variables concerning faculty attitudes.

Reported at statistically significant levels on almost

half of the dependent variables are academic rank (profes-

sorial levels), age (45 years or less), total years of teaching

experience (eleven or less), a salary of at least $17,000 per

academic year, and employment at a public institution. These

variables are faculty knowledge about the role and function

of the board, anticipation of changes in the structure of

boards within the next decade or by the turn of the century,

and attitudes toward collective bargaining and its concept

as an effective method of faculty participation in governance.

The statistical data reveal that the total years of

experience in college or university teaching (eleven or less)

and employment by institutional size (10,000 students or less)

have a significant impact on faculty knowledge about the role
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and function of the board, anticipation of changes in the

structure of the board within the next decade or by the turn

of this century, and the concept of collective bargaining as

an effective method of faculty participation in governance.

Conclusions

The purposes of this study were to determine the per-

ceptions of faculty of the performance of governing boards in

academic affairs, to discover the level of faculty satisfac-

tion with and knowledge of the board of trustees, and to

determine faculty perceptions of potential, alternative

patterns of governance. These patterns of governance include

the revision of current board structure, faculty representa-

tion on boards, election of board members, and collective

bargaining. The following conclusions are based on the find-

ings of the descriptive data and the significant findings of

the analytical data (both the quantitative and the null hypo-

theses), as reported and analyzed in Chapter IV.

1. Faculty of Texas senior colleges and universities

seem preoccupied with negative perceptions about

their governing boards. The data indicate that the

majority of the respondents (62.6 per cent) express

dissatisfaction with the practices of the boards,

and they report a limited knowledge (at the .01

level) about the role and function of boards. Addi-

tionally, faculty perceives board performance as
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unimportant and ineffective in the handling of

academic affairs. These negative faculty percep-

tions of board practices are attributed to the fact

(which is supported in current literature) that there

has been a crisis in university management for nearly

a decade (1, 2).

2. Board-faculty relations are expected to deteriorate,

and faculty tension to increase, if faculty are not

allowed to share in the authority for governing

academic affairs. In addition to the reported faculty

discontent, the data indicate that the majority of

the respondents desire faculty representation on

boards (83.9 per cent) and they favor elected, rather

than appointed, board members (64.1 per cent).

3. If the deterioration of the relationship between

faculty and institutional governing boards is not

corrected, these two groups may become formally adver-

sarial. The data indicate that the majority of

respondents consider their boards to be unimportant

and ineffective in the handling of academic affairs.

In addition, the majority believe that the structure

of current boards should include faculty representa-

tives. Since the respondents, at statistically sig-

nificant levels, do not anticipate changes in the

structure of boards within the foreseeable future,

and since collective bargaining is favored as an
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effective method of faculty participation in gov-

ernance, the prediction of a future, formal adver-

sarial faculty-board relationship appears to be a

reasonable assumption.

4. The analysis of the respondents' characteristics as

to academic degree, tenure status, and employability

produced statistically significant correlations for

almost all of the variables, and twice as many sig-

nificant correlations as the remaining personal and

institutional characteristics that were used in this

study. On an issue-related basis, the differing

characteristics of the respondents are reflected in

their general attitudes about the performance of

institutional governing boards, and the alternative

patterns of faculty participation in governance.

For example, two-thirds of the respondents, who are

associate and assistant professors, report most

favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining and

its use as an effective means to attain faculty par-

ticipation in governance. While 45 per cent of the

full professors favor collective bargaining, only

one-fifth of this percentage view collective bar-

gaining as an effective means to attain faculty

participation in governance.
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Recommendations

This research investigation was an attempt to furnish

new descriptive and analytical information about faculty per-

ceptions of the performance of institutional governing boards,

and the potential patterns of faculty participation in gov-

ernance. The study also compared its results to the results

of other relevant national and local studies. A thorough

review of the available literature and studies, however, did

not produce any other research that could be compared, in

essence. to the results of this study: none of the other

researchers touch in a direct way on faculty perceptions of

the governing boards.

The following recommendations are presented to suggest

further research, based on thisstudy's analysis of faculty

perceptions, in regard to (1) the performance of institutional

governing boards, and (2) the potential for faculty partici-

pation in governing institutions of higher education. In

addition, these recommendations provide suggested guidelines

for the conduction of similar future studies.

1. Institutional governing boards should research the

areas of faculty discontent that concern the board's

current governing practices. This recommendation

could be accomplished by anonymous faculty surveys

that are conducted by a research agency that is inde-

pendent of both the governing board and the faculty.

This recommendation is proposed to help minimize or
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eliminate the tension between board members and fac-

ulty, and to help make the board-faculty relationship

less adversarial. The execution of this recommenda-

tion also will explore the dimensions of faculty

discontent and will aid in the resolution of differ-

ences, so that through the discovery of remedies for

the conflicts, the faculty-perceived effectiveness of

institutional boards will improve.

3. The state legislature of Texas should consider the

faculty perceptions that favor the election of board

members and the representation of faculty on boards.

The results of this study indicate that the respon-

dents have a favorably dominant attitude toward

faculty representation on boards. Moreover, the

state legislature should realize the desire of fac-

ulty regarding their preference for the election

rather than appointment of board members. The elec-

tion of board members could follow, to some extent,

the business-enterprise model for election of Boards

of Directors, and the mode in other states for elec-

tion of their institutional board members. The data

reveal that the majority of the respondents who pre-

fer elected board members believe in an electorate

composed of the institution's faculty, students, and

alumni. Establishing statutes with these provisions

could alter the negative perceptions of faculty



134

about their boards in order to eliminate or minimize

the tension between the board and faculty, and to

promote better understanding within academia.

4. The Coordinating Board of the Texas College and Uni-

versity System should take the initiative in promoting

better understanding between institutional governing

boards and faculty. The Texas Coordinating Board,

the unbrella organization that coordinates the state's

educational efforts for higher education, is called

on to implement this action. The Coordinating Board

could participate by conducting studies that survey

faculty with regard to their boards by conducting

appropriate workshops and through other needed pro-

fessional activities.

5. If appropriate measures are not implemented (such as

those recommended above), the Texas legislature should

consider the approval of collective bargaining in

higher education. The majority of the respondents of

this study believe that collective bargaining is an

effective method of faculty participation in govern-

ance. The legalization of collective bargaining and

its use is appealing as a relief measure for the

tension that currently exists between faculty and the

institutional governing boards. The state of Texas

is one of the states that prohibits collective bar-

gaining by public employees although the majority of
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the states have passed laws that allow public

employees to utilize collective bargaining. The

majority of the respondents of this study did not

anticipate changes in the structure of the boards,

so therefore the existing faculty dissatisfaction

with the present system will grow if demonstrable

relief is not provided by allowing faculty to parti-

cipate in governing their institutions. In addition,

the legalization of collective bargaining can be

expected to address constructively the adversarial

faculty-board relationship.

6. The Coordinating Board and the individual institu-

tions should act jointly to establish channels of

communication through which the role and function of

governing boards is outlined for the general public

and, most particularly, for faculties. These channels

could take the form of workshops in which represen-

tatives of the community, faculty, and students

participate. Pamphlets, brochures, and case studies

are other means of communication. This recommenda-

tion is suggested in order to acquaint the public,

and particularly the faculty, with the role and fun-

ction of the board; the results of this study

indicate that the majority of faculty members has -a

limited knowledge about the role and function of the

board.
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7. Paralled studies should be conducted in other states

in order to provide a basis for comparison of the

perceptions of Texas' faculty (in public and private

institutions) to the perceptions of faculties in

other states with regard to the performance of insti-

tutional governing boards, and the potential patterns

of faculty participation in governance. The results

of such paralled studies could furnish more insight

into the depth of the problem. Other studies might

also benefit from the findings of this study's hypo-

theses, which could serve as a basis for structuring

more accurate and precise predictions, because the

data in this study indicate that 32 per cent of the

predictions made in the quantitative hypotheses meet

the minimum pre-established criteria. In addition,

other studies should be conducted to discover other

factors that influence faculty perceptions of the

boards and potential patterns of governance; the sta-

tistical data of this study indicate that the per-

ceptions of the faculty were not totally predictable

by the dependent variables, and that analysis of the

factors of academic degree, tenure status, and

employment difficulties provided a greater proportion

of statistically significant correlation coefficients

than did the other personal and institutional charac-

teristics. About two-thirds (37) of the significant
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correlation coefficients between the independent

variables and the dependent variables, yielded corre-

lation coefficients of less than .50, which is a

rather small relationship between two variables.

Summary

These proposed recommendations are based on the fact that

faculty members are dissatisfied with their institutional

governin boards. Thus, faculty Derceive that a deliberate

implementation of the proposed recommendations, by individual

institutions and the state of Texas, will help to create an

atmosphere of understanding in academia that could serve the

best interests of society as a whole. Higher education insti-

tutions do not exist to serve faculty, students, administrators,

or the governing boards, but, rather, to serve collective pur-

poses which airm at the advancement of the human race.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire

FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF THE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES (REGENTS) IN ACADEMIC

AFFAIRS AND THE ALTERNATIVE
PATTERNS OF GOVERNANCE

Academic Affairs:

Instructions:

For the purposes of this study, academic
affairs of the board are those affairs
pertaining to curriculum matters and
faculty economic welfare, appointment,
promotion, and tenure.

Please write the number in the space to
the left of the question that best
matches your choice.

Personal and Institutional Data:

1. Position

1. Instructor
2. Lecturer
3. Assistant Professor
4. Associate Professor
5. Professor

2. Sex

1. Female
2. Male

3. Age

1. Less than 26 (years)
2. 26-35
3. 36-45
4. 46-55
5. 56-65
6. 66 and over

140
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APPENDIX A--Continued

4. Highest earned degree

1. Associate
2. Bachelor's
3. Master's
4. Doctorate
5. Other; please specify:

5. Total years of experience in college or
university teaching

1. 5 years and less
2. 6-10
3. 11-15
4. 16-20
5. More than 20

6. Years of experience at your present institution

1. 5 years and less
2. 6-10
3. 11-15
4. 16-20
5. More than 20

7. Are you on tenure appointment for the 1978-79
academic year?

1. Yes
2. No

8. Salary earned (per academic year) from the
institution; please choose the appropriate
range:

1. Under $12,000
2. $12,000-$16,999
3. $17,000-$21,999
4. $22,000-$26,999
5. $27,000-$31,999
6. $32,000 and more.
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APPENDIX A--Continued

9. After you received your degree, did you ever have
difficulty in finding a teaching job? For
example, were you unemployed for some time
before starting your teaching job?

1. Extreme difficulty
2. Great amount of difficulty
3. Some amount of difficulty
4. A little amount of difficulty
5. No difficulty

10. Type of institution in which you teach.

1. Public university (offers graduate degrees)
2. Private university (offers graduate degrees)
3. Public senior college (undergraduate degrees only)
4. Private senior college (undergraduate degrees only)

11. Number of enrollments at your institution; please
choose the appropriate range:

1. Less than 1,000
2. 1,000-2,999
3. 3,000-5,999
4. 6,000-9,999
5. 10,000-14,999
6. 15,000-20,999
7. 21,000 and more

Opinion Data:

12. What is your perception of the importance of your
board in handling academic affairs?

1. Extremely unimportant
2. Unimportant
3. I do not know
4. Important
5. Extremely important

13. What is your perception of the effectiveness of your
governing board in handling academic affairs?

1. Extremely ineffective
2. Ineffective
3. I do not know
4. Effective
5. Extremely effective
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APPENDIX A--Continued

14. Are you satisfied with the current practices of
your governing board in academic affairs?

1. Extremely unsatisfied
2. Unsatisfied
3. 1 do not know
4. Satisfied
4. Extremely satisfied

15. To what extent are you knowledgeable about the role
and function of your governing board?

1. Very limited knowledge
2. Limited knowledge
3. No knowledge
4. Knowledgeable
5. Highly knowledgeable

16. Do you anticipate any organizational changes in
the structure of your board for the next decade?

1. Strongly do not anticipate
2. Do not anticipate
3. I do not know
4. Anticipate
5. Strongly anticipate

17. Do you agree that by the turn of this century
faculty members and/or educational administrators
will replace the lay members of your board?

1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. I do not know
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree

13. Do you agree that there should be faculty repre-
sentation on your board?

1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. I do not know
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree
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APPENDIX A--Continued

19. If you agree, how large a proportion of your board
members should be constituted of faculty members?

1. Less than 20 per cent
2. 20-39 per cent
3. 40-59 per cent
4. 60-79 per cent
5. 80 per cent and more

20. Do you agree that your board members should be
elected rather than appointed?

1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. I do not know
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree

21. If you agree, who should elect your board members?

1. Faculty
2. Students
3. Institution's Alumni
4. Texas voters
5. Other groups (administrators of the institu-

tion, businessmen, religious leaders, etc.)
6. A combination of the above; please specify:

22. What is your attitude toward collective bargaining?

1. Extremely unfavorable
2. Unfavorable
3. I do not know
4. Favorable
5. Extremely favorable

23. Do you agree with the notion that collective
bargaining is an effective method of faculty
participation in governance?

1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. 1 do not know
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree
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APPENDIX B

March 5, 1979

Dear Faculty Member:

I am a doctoral candidate at North Texas State University
who is conducting a dissertation on faculty perceptions of

governing boards. The purpose of the proposed study is to

analyze faculty's perceptions of their boards. In the last
few years it appeared that faculty discontent with current
governing practices has been increasing.

You were chosen in a statistically random manner for
pretesting, and you are kindly requested to answer the at-
tached questionnaire and make any kind of comments or
suggestions that might be helpful for making changes in the
questionnaire. Your answers and comments will not be part of
data gathering, rather, these will be used for testing the
questionnaire; the approximate time for answering the question-
naire is four minutes. Your cooperation in returning the
questionnaire with your comments by March 13 would be
appreciated.

For your convenience you will find an enclosed stamped
envelope with my address; it is not necessary to mention your
name on the returned questionnaire if you choose not to do so.

Your cooperation in responding is highly appreciated
because without your response I would not be able to earn my
degree.

Sincerely,

Omar M. Khalaf
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APPENDIX C

STRATIFYING INSTITUTIONS BY SIZE OF ENROLLMENTS

The enrollment figures of

the sixty.-five institutions are

plotted on the numbered continuum.

The strata boundaries on the

continuum are set in accordance

with the aggregates of enrollment

figures, starting with 1,000 or

less, and adding 1,000 to each

stratum along the continuum line,

which results in seven incremental

strata. This kind of stratifica-

tion is preferred to other

procedures that manditorily

classify institutions into dif-

ferent strata in terms of their

enrollment figures.

1000-
2000
3000-
4000
5000
6000-
7000
8000
9000

10000-
11000
12000
13000
14000
15000-
16000
17000
18000
19000
20000
21000-
22000
23000

42000

- -

.
-.-

-
- -



APPENDIX D

RATIONALE FOR CHOOSING THE SAMPLE

Some statisticians, as well as other researchers, have

developed different formulas for determining the sample size

43, 51), although no single formula has been universally

accepted. The judgment of formulae is left to the researcher,

to benefit from others' experience (45).

It is mentioned, in other parts of this paper, that a

sample of less than 30, and larger than 500, is almost unjus-

tified. Some researchers maintain that a correlation coeffi-

cient less than .30 does not yield a significant correlation.

On the other hand, statistical manipulations are concerned

with any correlation coefficient if it is different from zero;

thus, it is in the interest of the researcher to find a corre-

lation different from zero.

Because none of the formulae for computing a sample size

is universally accepted, and in order to justify the size of

the chosen sample for this study, the formula below is used

to illustrate the impact of different sample sizes on the

value of correlation coefficients.

For the purposes of illustration, presume that 450 ques-

tionnaires are sent out, and the rate of return is 66.6 per

cent. This results in N=300. By applying the following
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formula, the value of r for the N of 300 is obtained:

t = r N-2

1-r2

From the table of distribution of t (42, p. 429) for given

probability levels (the .05 level, for instance), the value

of t is obtained under the specified level with the appropri-

ate degrees of freedom (df):

df = N-2
= 300-2
= 298

1.960 = r 298
-r 2

3.8416 = r2298
r -r2

0.01289 =r2

1-7r2

77.5795 =1-r2

r2

= 300

78.5795 = I

r

0.012725 =r2

r = 0.1128

Thus, if r>0.1128 is obtained from our sample, the sample size

is justified.
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Another example: suppose N = 190

t = 1.96

.05

1.96 = r 190--2

1.96 = r 188

1-r2

3.8416 = r2(198)

1-r

0.0204 = 1-r2

r 2

49.01 = 1-r2

r2

50.01 = 1

r2

.0199 = r2

r = .14

Another example: suppose N = 400

t = 1.96

1.96 = r 400-2

1-r2

1.96 = r 398

1-r2

3.8416 = r2 (3982)

.00965 =
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103.626 = 1-r2

r2

104.626 = 1
r2

.00955 = r2

r2 = .0977

Thus, three different sample sizes yield correlation coeffi-

cients of close values; therefore, there is no need to

extend the sample size above 300 (with a rate of return of

65 per cent) because it is a waste of time, effort, and

money.

Assuming that the population is normally distributed,

the r values will fall in a close range in the normal curve

for different sample sizes:

o Or-r-4

00001c C
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APPENDIX E

March 20, 1979

Dear Faculty Member:

I am a doctoral candidate at North Texas State University
who is conducting a dissertation on faculty perceptions of
governing boards. The purpose of the proposed study is to
analyze faculty's perceptions of their boards. In the last
few years it appeared that faculty discontent with current
governing practices has been increasing.

The attached questionnaire will not take much of your time;
it is designed to be completed in approximately four minutes.
Your cooperation in returning the questionnaire by April 2
would be appreciated.

The questionnaire does not require your name because you
were chosen in a statistically random manner. Therefore,
no one would be able to identify you after mailing back the
questionnaire. For your convenience you will find an en-
closed stamped envelope with my address.

Your cooperation in responding is highly appreciated because
without your response I would not be able to earn my degree.
A summary of the results will be mailed to you if you request
it at a later time. Thank you again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Omar M. Khalaf
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