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The problem of this study is to describe and analyze

faculty attitudes toward administrators in an urban junior

college district.

The purposes of this study are to ascertain the atti-

tudes of junior college faculty toward campus-level admin-

istrative positions and to determine what relationship

existed between general and specific measures of faculty

attitude.

A semantic differential was utilized as a global index

of faculty attitude toward administrators. Two additional

indices thought to be related to this global index of faculty

attitude were employed. These indices were degree of faculty-

administrator interaction and the Faculty Attitude Survey.

The Faculty Attitude Survey is a measure of faculty attitude

toward specific conditions characteristic of educational

institutions.

The full-time instructional faculty of an urban junior

college district in the state of Texas comprised the subjects

of the study.
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Five exploratory questions were posited:

1. What are the attitudes that faculty have toward

administrators?

2. How do these faculty attitudes relate to the type

of position held by the administrator?

3. Do these faculty attitudes vary from campus to

campus?

4. To what extent does the degree of faculty-adminis-

trator interaction affect faculty attitude toward adminis-

trators?

5. To what specific factors are these faculty atti-

tudes related?

The most important conclusion is that the faculty in

this urban junior college district viewed their adminis-

trators in a positive manner. This finding is essentially

the converse of the conflict-riddled state of faculty-adminis-

trator relationships reported in the literature. Moreover,

faculty morale was essentially positive in regard to specific

working conditions. Only two of the seventeen Faculty Attitude

Survey indices indicate serious dissatisfaction. These two

factors are Adequacy of Salay and Administration of the

Salary Schedule.

Faculty attitude toward the various administrative

positions, with the exception of the position of President,

did not favor one position as compared with another. Two

of the three criterion groups viewed the position of President

more positively than the other administrative positions.
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The faculties on the two campuses did not differ

significantly in attitude toward the positions of Depart-

ment Chairperson, Division Chairperson and Dean of Instruc-

tion. The position of President was viewed in a signi-

ficantly more positive fashion on one campus as compared to

another.

Degree of interaction between faculty and adminis-

trators had some positive affect on faculty attitude toward

administrators.

Faculty attitude toward administrators was related to

specific conditions about which faculty were concerned.

It is recommended that a thorough and formalized

procedure, free of rumor or "coffee-talk", be employed

in assessing faculty morale. Participation from all

relevant groups is deemed highly important in the planning

and use of the data collected. Differential analyses of

the data are recommended where different subgroups can be

identified without jeopardizing the anonymity of the

respondents.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Faculty-administrator conflict in the junior col-

lege has become a subject of serious concern. Lombardi (9)

states that although the faculty-vs.-administration issue

is not new to higher education, it has assumed serious pro-

portions in the junior colleges in recent years. Weber's

comments, among many others (2, 12, 13) reinforce the

existence of this problem.

The main centers of faculty discontent are
the public junior colleges and the new or "emerg-
ing" four-year colleges and universities. In fact,
the case studies show that the greatest discontent
and most visible tendency toward unionization are
found at the junior college level (17, p. 10).

A certain amount of disagreement is healthy and to be

expected in any organization; however, the current state

of conflict in junior college faculty-administrator re-

lations has passed beyond constructive limits. These

conditions do not exist because faculty quarrel with an

administrator's leadership role or his "right to lead."

One of the three most desirable characteristics in a col-

lege president as seen by faculty was the ability to

organize and lead (1).

1
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Lahti postulates that the origin of poor administra-

tive-faculty relationships did not occur by design.

In short, many of the poor administrative-
faculty relationships have developed pragmat-
ically or, conceivably, as historical accident.
Whatever the origin, most educators agree that,
in institutions where teacher-supervisory relation-
ships are strained, the educational process and
the product delivered to the student are likely
to be inferior to the institution where strong
professional relationships exist between teaching
faculty and administrators (7, p.11).

Garrison (3) states that a preliminary national study of

issues affecting junior college faculty pinpoints the chief

issue as being the administrative context in which they

work. In relation to himself, the faculty member tends to

view administration as tradition-bound, confused in its

aims, unimaginative, and too typically inflexible.

Garrison predicts that junior college faculty will organize

to the degree that they feel poorly represented at all

significant decision making levels. The Chicago City College

teachers strike of 1966 is representative of this movement.

The main lessons to be learned by junior
colleges nationally from our experience in Chicago
are: (a) that the faculty's demand for a major
voice in the determination of their working con-
ditions can no longer be ignored, (b) that teachers
are prepared to join a union and to strike if no
other alternative is available to insure improve-
ment in their working conditions and quality edu-
cation for their students (14, p. 22).

A 1971 study by the National Education Association (10)

reported that sixty-nine per cent of a sample of junior
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college faculty believe they should strike under certain

conditions.

Background and Significance

To what expectations may the attitudes of junior col-

lege faculty be related? The most significant and appar-

ently unmet expectation was to be directly involved in

policy and decision making, especially those policies and

decisions which governed the performance of faculty duties

(2, 6, 11, 16). Weber (12) calls this the seeking of the

fullest benefit of a "new professionalism." Weber con-

tinues by stating that faculty may be and are legitimately

concerned with educational and administrative policies,

personnel administration, economic issues, public issues

that vitally affect the institution , and procedures for

faculty representation. Litton's discussion (8, p. 23)

on developing and releasing faculty potential lists four

freedoms or "expectations" for faculty: "'(1) freedom

from want, (2) freedom from non-professional work and

tasks, (3) freedom from students (uninterrupted study

time), and (4) freedom from worry that what they are doing

is not very important." Underwood's list (18) of faculty

expectations includes adequate time, a reasonable work

load, recognition and reward, and adequate resources.

Why is the relationship between faculty and adminis-

tration in American junior colleges less than desirable?
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Niland, writing on the condition of this relationship in

California, states:

There was substantial evidence to support
the conclusion that conflict was perceived as
existing between teachers and administrators in
California public junior colleges. The investi-
gation produced findings that specified this
struggle in terms of status as reflected in the
perceived inbalance between the deference accorded
administrative and teaching positions, in terms
of values as they pertained to the purpose and
functions as well as the details of administration
of the junior college; in terms of the resource
of salary, particularly as reflected in the dif-
ferential between teacher and administrator
salaries; and in terms of power as it related to
the controlling of policy in areas of assumed
competency.

What emerged as the central issue emphasis
mine was this: The monopolization by administrators
of t e policy-making function violates the self-
image of the junior college teacher as an expert who
has the right . . . to be consulted when any decision
is made affecting the conditions under which he
works (11, p. 5692).

This same central issue or major conclusion is also re-

ported by Weber (12) and by Walsh (16). Walsh elaborates

further by stating that a major source of faculty-adminis-

tration tension is the suppression of information about

matters of faculty concern until too late for faculty

opinion to be brought to bear. Additional reasons cited

in the literature were dislike of administrative evaluation

and undesirable personality and/or leadership character-

istics (1). Underwood (18) delineated the problem in

terms of conflicting organizational philosophies. Faculty

were seen as preferring "theory y" and administrators were

seen as preferring "theory x." "Theory y" assumes the

following:
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1. People don't hate work. It's as natural
as rest or play.

2. They don't have to be forced or threatened.
If they commit themselves to mutual objec-
tives, they'll drive themselves more effective-
ly than you can drive them.

3. But they'll commit themselves only to the
extent they can see ways of satisfying their
ego and development needs (15, p.122).

Theory "x" is essentially the converse of theory "y".

It is puzzling that such a state of conflict exists in

view of the widely held belief that faculty morale and

good administrator-faculty relations are deemed highly

important.

The junior college president cannot ignore
the logic that, to be successful, faculty-
administrator relations must involve more than
lip service to the principle of faculty partic-
ipation in the governance of the college; and
that this participation must include the principle
that faculty should have a say in determining
the means by which this participation shall
take place (9, p. 14).

Faculty morale, as reported by Gould (4), is the most

important part of an administrator's role in terms of both

time and skill. Trustees consider the ability to maintain

high morale among faculty and staff the third highest

priority in selecting a president (1).

Walsh concludes:

Cold war between college administration and
faculty is all too often a familiar condition of
academic life. A faculty in revolt and an adminis-
tration forced to retire to an authoritarian line-
staff role reflects upon the efficacy of the ed-
ucational program of the college. The unique role
of the community college and the quality of its pro-
gram cannot be achieved in an atmosphere of mutual
distrust, suspicion and turmoil (16, p. 145).
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Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to describe and analyze

faculty attitudes toward administrators in an urban junior

college district.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were to ascertain the atti-

tude of junior college faculty toward various administrative

positions and to determine what relationship may have exist-

ed between general and specific measures of attitude.

Exploratory Questions

1. What are the attitudes that faculty have toward

administrators?

2. How do faculty attitudes relate to the type of

position held by the administrators?

3. Do these faculty attitudes vary from campus to

campus?

4. To what extent may the degree of faculty-adminis-

trator interaction affect faculty attitudes toward admin-

istrators?

5. To what specific factors may these faculty attitudes

be related?

Procedures for Collecting the Data

A global measure of faculty attitude was obtained

utilizing the semantic differential technique for the fol-

lowing administrative positions: Coordinator, Department
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Chairperson, Division Chairperson, Dean of Instruction,

Dean of Student Development, and President. A specific

measure of attitude was obtained from the Faculty Attitude

Survey. Each respondent also indicated the extent of his

interaction with the administrators he evaluated.

These instruments were administered to the faculty of

an urban junior college district characterized as having a

central administrative unit and two separate campuses.

Each of these campuses had its own administrators, and it

was the campus-level administrators that were the focus of

this study. The instruments were mailed to the faculty on

both campuses four weeks before the end of the fall semester

of 1974. Returns in the study were obtained from 61.1 per

cent of the total faculty.

Treatment of the Data

The statistical analyses that were utilized as appro-

priate in the treatment of the data were (1) mean and

standard deviation, (2) one-way analysis of variance with

Newman-Keuls' tests when making comparisons for signifi-

cance, and (3) Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficients.

Definition of Terms

Instructional Faculty.--A person employed by the

junior college district on a full-time basis, assigned

teaching responsibility as his primary function, and



not holding an administrative position as defined by the

campus presidents and deans of instruction.

President.--This person is the chief executive and

administrative officer of the college. The president

supervises, coordinates and directs the work of the

other administrative officers of the college. He is

responsible for the total operation of the college.

Dean of Instruction.--This person is the chief instruc-

tional officer of the college. The dean of instruction is

responsible for the total instructional program and is the

administrative head of the instructional faculty. He re-

ports directly to the chief administrative officer of the

college.

Division Chairperson.--The division chairperson is an

administrative officer whose primary duties involve the

instructional function of the college. He is the adminis-

trative head of the instructional faculty in a respective

division. This person coordinates the work of department

chairpersons. He reports directly to the chief instruc-

tional officer of the college.

Department Chairperson.--The department chairperson is

responsible directly to the division chairperson in whose

division the departmental work is assigned. He is the

instructional leader of the department and administrative

assistant to the division chairperson.
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Coordinator.--The coordinator acts as an instruc-

tional leader and advisor of a program and is responsible

directly to the department chairperson.

Urban Junior College District.--A junior college which

exists in an area of at least one hundred thousand popula-

tion. It is characterized as having a district administra-

tion and several operating campuses, each with its own

campus-level administrators.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to one urban junior college

district in the state of Texas. It must also be stated

that the faculty were not represented by any group or

organization legally authorized to engage in professional

negotiation on the faculty's behalf.

Summary

Faculty-administrator conflict in the American junior

college has become a subject of serious concern. Several

key points affecting faculty morale discussed in the litera-

ture included a role in policy-making, treatment by administra-

tion, and working conditions and economic remuneration. The

problem of this study was to ascertain how the instructional

faculty in an urban junior college district felt toward

various administrative positions and to determine if those

attitudes could be related to specific factors.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

An extensive search for related literature was con-

ducted utilizing the Education Index, Dissertation

Abstracts, Datrix(Direct Access to Reference Information

--a computerized search for dissertations published by

University Microfilms), a Texas Information Service

search of the ERIC files, and two separate bibliographical

publications relating to the junior college field. Only

two sources (6, 8) relating specifically to faculty evalu-

ation of administrators were found.

This chapter contains a review of the limited liter-

ature relating specifically to faculty evaluation of admin-

istrators, faculty morale in American junior colleges,

selected studies relating to role perceptions by adminis-

trators and faculty, and selected studies relating to faculty

involvement in policy formulation.

Faculty Evaluation of Administrators

It was difficult to determine what the current "state

of the art" was in regard to formalized evaluation of admin-

istrators by faculty. Kiernan (s), in 1967, suggested that

faculty evaluation of administrators was not being used to

any great extent, but its time had arrived. Hillway (6),

12
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writing in 1973, did not indicate to what extent faculty

evaluation of administrators was being formally carried

out. He did mention that during the past fifty years little

attention had been given to formal rating of academic admin-

istrators. Hillway notes that, "Some attempts to evaluate

the work of administrators more carefully and fairly might

seem to be in order " (6, p. 426). He continues:

It follows logically that administrators
also may be helped in improving their work by
obtaining ratings from the person with whom they
deal most directly--the academic faculty . . . .
There seems little reason to doubt the eventual
acceptance in higher education of rating scales
for academic administrators (6, p. 247).

Faculty Morale In American Junior Colleges

Richardson's study (12) contains a review of the

literature on faculty morale dating back to 1938. The most

pertinent findings confirmed the increasing importance of

faculty morale as a concern of administrators and super-

visors. Specific factors related to faculty morale included

type of leadership style (democratic style preferred),

degree of congruence between actual and expected adminis-

trative behavior, and particular aspects of personality

and human relations.

Canavan (1), writing as a junior college faculty

member, refuses to accept a serious dichotomy of interests

or attitudes between administrators and faculty but does

acknowledge that differences of opinion do exist. To
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maintain faculty morale and prevent serious breeches

between the administration and faculty Canavan suggests

three practices: (1) swift communication to the faculty

of administrative decisions affecting them; (2) coopera-

tive formulation of policies and philosophies; and (3)

departmental autonomy.

Niland studied faculty-administration conflict in

California junior colleges. The questions in his study

pertinent to the present one were

1. What evidence indicates a faculty-administra-
tion schism in California public junior colleges?

2. What are the specific areas of conflict?
3. Does the conflict result from anything more

than the epidemiological phenomenon of a gener-
alized feeling of discontent which seems currently
to be a contagion in the teacher ranks?

4. What appear to be the causes of this conflict(ll, p.16)?

Niland's findings pertinent to the present study include

the following:

1. Eighty-one per cent of the full-time teachers
surveyed (N:268) and 79 per cent of the admin-
istrators (N:85) believed that there was a con-
flict between administrators and faculty in
California public junior colleges.

2. The responses to the direct question on the
major cause of the conflict conformed to no
pattern that might result in a realistic
taxonomy. The variety of perceptions might be
classified under general headings such as the
time-honored "lack of communication", lack of
perception on the part of the faculty that they
are involved in the policy-making processes,
inadequate understanding of the roles of admin-
istrators and teachers in the operation and
direction of the organization. . .

3. . . . that administrators and teachers perceive
and interpret the same organizational facts
differently, and in some instances there are
broad variances in these perceptions.



15

4. The junior college teachers queried were
generally satisfied with the institutions
in which they worked . . ., manifested a high
degree of enthusiasm and at the same time
indicated that a morale problem existed. . . .

5. There was disagreement between administrators
and teachers regarding class hour loads. . . .

6. . . . The differential between administrative
and teacher salaries . . . did appear to be a
source of conflict, since the higher salaries
paid to all administrators was interpreted as
a value judgement of the importance of the
administrative over the teaching function.

7. Forty-seven per cent of the teachers reported
dissatisfaction with the decision making process
at the institutional level. . . . There was no
evidence indicating that junior college teachers
generally were involved in the formulation of
college policy nor machinery existed for satis-
factorily effecting this involvement.

8. The total group of teachers sampled was uneasy
about the matter of academic freedom (pp. 83-87).

Epler delineates faculty-administration conflict in

terms of stereotyping, different goals, different role

expectations, lack of data, separate perspectives, commun-

ication and poor administration. Two types of conflict

were found to exist--natural and aggravated. Poor adminis-

trative practices, lack of data, ambiguous goals and faulty

communication tend to create aggravated conflict ( 4, pp. 21,

24).

Selected Studies of Role Perception
in the Junior College

Lipscomb's study (9) of faculty attitudes regarding the

stated role of Mississippi public junior colleges produced

the finding that faculty morale was slightly better than
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average to good for both the low and high acceptance

(of the stated role) groups.

The purpose of Deloache's study was to determine if

there were significant differences between faculty members

and junior college presidents to written statements

descriptive of the office of president. The findings and

recommendations pertinent to the present study were

1. Faculty members and presidents differed
significantly on every item in the question-
aire, but only in terms of the degree of
importance each group attributed to the
statements.

2. Junior college presidents have a greater
expectation than faculty for the office of
president.

3. Immediate attention should be given to the
factors which cause faculty members and college
presidents to place more importance on specific
factors of the presidency.

4. Studies of this type should be extended to
other educational institutions in other geogra-
phical areas. Such studies would provide data
that could be useful in developing a better
faculty and administrative esprit de corps.

5. There seems to be a general need in the area
of the American two-year college to investi-
gate faculty-administrative conflict and mis-
understandings (2, pp. 95-96).

Verbeke's study (15) was concerned with the leadership

behavior of the junior college academic deanship as per-

ceived by the deans and by faculty. The findings pertinent

to the present study included the following:

1. Presidents and faculty members, as total
groups, did not agree as to the perceived and
expected leader behavior of the academic deans
on both Initiating Structure and Consideration.

2. The faculty members' perceptions and expectations
of the academic deans' leader behavior differ
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significantly from those of the deans
who rated themselves higher in all four
comparisons.

3. The faculty members both perceived and ex-
pected more Consideration than Initiating
Structure in the academic deans' leader behavior.

4. The greatest discrepancies of perception and
expectations of decanal behavior lay between the
faculty group and the dean. Seemingly, a
major role conflict facing the dean lies between
him and his faculty. . . .

Faculty Involvement in Policy Formulation
in the Junior College

One of the most persistent conflict areas between

junior college faculty and administration revolves around

significant faculty involvement in decision and policy

making. Fitzgerald's (5) study found that California public

junior college instructors expressed a desire for more

involvement in the determination of basic policy. Niland

(11) reports that the perceptions of administrators are

very different from faculty regarding the opportunity for

involvement in policy-making. Additional studies reported

by Niland (11) indicated (1) that junior college chief

administrators attached a considerable degree of importance

to faculty involvement in decision making and (2) faculty

involvement was very lacking particularly in regard to the

formulation of teacher personnel policies.

Richardson (13) states that faculty participation is

a matter of recent concern to junior college educators and

that two-year college administrators have for the most part



refused to share board-delegated powers with teaching

faculty. Evidence is mounting that such administrative

dominance will not go unchallenged.

The lack of faculty participation in decision

making is in part due to lack of effective faculty organ-

ization. Faculty are now beginning to organize with

written constitutions and other formalized guidelines.

Vavoulis (14), among others (10; 13), discusses one form

by which this type of organization for involvement in

decision making has been implemented. Ikenberry, in

a recent article on the subject, states that "the signs

suggest that faculty members will continue to seek and to

receive a significant role in institutional policy forma-

tion and decision making. The debate over whether

faculty should share the power is no longer an issue"

(7, p. 14).
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

This chapter discusses the procedures of the study

The topics covered in this discussion include the selec-

tion and description of the subjects, description of the

instruments, procedures for analyzing the data and treat-

ment of the data.

Selection and Description of the Subjects

The instructional faculty of an urban junior college

district in the state of Texas were asked to participate in

the study. All of these faculty members were full-time

employees of the college, holding teaching assignments, and

were not holding any administrative position as defined by

The campus Presidents and Deans of Instruction. The position

of "Coordinator" was viewed as an administrative one on

Campus B, but not, however, on Campus A. The number of

faculty members who met the criteria for inclusion in the

study was 138 on Campus B, and 109 on Campus A. A total of

152 questionaires was returned--sixty-seven and eighty-

five from Campus A and B respectively. This response

represented a 61 per cent return rate for Campus A and a

61 per cent return for Campus B.

21
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Description of the Instruments

The instruments utilized in the study were a

semantic differential, a measure of faculty-administrator

interaction, and the Faculty Attitude Survey.

The Semantic Differential

A semantic differential was utilized as a measure of

faculty attitude toward the campus-level administrative

positions of President, Dean of Instruction, Dean of

Student Development, Division Chairperson, Department

Chairperson, and Coordinator.

Rationale.--The semantic differential was designed to

measure objectively what meaning any given concept might

have for persons in terms of dimensions which have repeat-

edly been empirically defined and factor analyzed. This

technique of combining associations and scaling procedures

yields an objective, reliable, valid and general method for

measuring the connotative meaning of concepts (7). The

subject is presented with a concept to be differentiated

utilizing a set of bi-polar adjective scales. The subject

indicates both the direction and intensity of the association

on a seven-point scale. This technique is easily replicable,

reliable, and valid as many studies have shown (3; 7).

Osgood (7) reports test-retest reliability coefficients

ranging from .87 to .93, .83 to .91, and validity

coefficients ranging from .74 to .82.
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Method of construction.--The bipolar adjectives

utilized in constructing the semantic differential were

selected in a manner suggested by McCallon (6). This

procedure consisted of (1) generating a list of at least

50 bi-polar adjectives believed to be evaluative in nature

and related to the concept, (2) selecting a criterion

group of junior college faculty to judge which bi-polar

adjective pairs were considered to be most evaluative of

the concept, and (3) constructing a semantic differential

of twenty adjective pairs.

Evaluative bi-polar adjectives were utilized exclusively

for each concept.

The findings of both of these studies
support the notion that the evaluative factor of
the semantic differential is an index of attitudes.
It is,moreover, a method of attitude assessment
that is relatively easy to administer and easy to
score. Although it does not tap much of the
content of an attitude in the denotative sense,
...it does seem to provide an index to the
location of the attitude along a general
evaluative continuum (7, p. 195).

Fifty-seven bi-polar adjective pairs were selected

from studies reported in Osgood (7), journal articles by

Brown and Brown (3), Brown (2), a dissertation proposal by

Ladenberger (5), suggestions from colleagues and from per-

sonal experience. Fifty-five faculty members were asked to

rate the appropriateness of the bi-polar adjectives.

Thirty-six faculty members returned the ratings which were

used to select the twenty adjective pairs of the semantic

differential.
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Reliability.--The semantic differential for each of

the concepts was administered to a sample of faculty

members on two different occasions during a three week

interval to establish reliability. The minimum coeffic-

ient for reliability was set at .60. Table I summarizes

TABLE I

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE
SIX SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Concept N r

Coordinator 6 .96

Department Chairperson 24 .89

Division Chairperson 24 .97

Dean of Student Development 6 .87

Dean of Instruction 24 .E5

President 23 .73

the obtained reliability coefficients. Each of the con-

cepts exceeded the standard set for reliability.

The Faculty Attitude Survey

This instrument was developed by Richardson and Blocker

(1) as a measure of faculty attitudes toward specific con-

ditions characteristic of educational institutions. The

FAS represents a unique attempt to establish certain empir-

ically demonstrated categories consisting of clusters of



25

statements all related to the same co: cept. Scores are

obtained for four group factors and thirteen sub-categories.

These factors and sub-categories are as follows:

Group Factor I--Supervision.--This factor is associated

with the attitudes of faculty members toward the overall

effectiveness of administrative processes. It consists of

two sub-categories.

Sub-category A: Communication with administration

relates primarily to the freedom with which information

travels up and down the administrative structure. At the

same time, attitudes of fairness, consistency, competence,

and effectiveness of administration beyond the immediate

supervisor level are tapped.

Sub-category B: Relations with immediate supervisor

refers to the attitudes of staff members toward the fair-

ness, consistency, competence, and effectiveness of immediate

supervisors.

Group Factor II--Self Integration.--This factor in-

volves the image that the faculty member has of himself in

relation to his colleagues and the institution, as well as

the degree of respect with which he views his colleagues.

There are three sub-categories comprising this group factor.
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Sub-category C: Identification with the institution

concerns the expressed attitude of staff members toward

their pride and interest in the college.

Sub-category D: Interpersonal relations has to do

with staff member's concept of the degree to which he is

oriented to his role as it relates to the institution and

to his colleagues.

Sub-category E: Personal security relates to feel-

ings of self-satisfaction and security expressed by the

staff member with respect to his position in the institution.

Group Factor III--Institutional Environment.--Insti-

tutional environment refers to the conditions under which

a faculty member works.

Sub-category F: Physical working conditions includes

attitudes toward buildings, grounds, equipment, and other

physical aspects of the job situation.

Sub-category G: Opportunities for professional growth

and advancement concerns faculty attitudes toward professional

growth opportunities and advancement possibilities as

members of the college staff.

Sub-category H: Faculty meetings involves attitudes

toward the value and importance of faculty and committee

meetings.
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Sub-category I: Teaching load refers to such con-

ditions as class size and amont of unassigned time, as well

as attitude toward general teaching load.

Sub-category J: Non-instructional work load is re-

lated to attitudes toward non-teaching activities such as

extra-curricular assignments, record keeping and other

clerical detail.

Group Factor IV--Employment Rewards.--This factor

concerns itself with the attitudes of faculty members

toward the fairness of administration and the general

adequacy of salary and fringe benefits. Three sub-

categories are included within this factor.

Sub-category K: Adequacy of fringe benefits sum-

marizes faculty attitudes with respect to benefits such

as sick leave, retirement, and tenure.

Sub-category L: Adequacy of salary refers to

attitudes concerning the adequacy of remuneration.

Sub-category M: Administration of salary schedule

involves attitudes toward the fairness and consistency

with which the salary schedule is administered (9).

Reliability coefficients, as reported by Richardson,

range from .51 to .80 (10). Because the categories were

descriptive in nature and not intended for predictive use



on an individual basis, these coefficients were considered

to be acceptable. Since the development of these original

reliability coefficients the FAS has been factor analyzed.

The results of this analysis have led to a refinement and

strengthening of the internal consistency of the factors

and sub-categories.

A factor analysis of the individual items
of the Faculty Attitude Survey confirmed the
existence of differential, reasonable, unique
categories or dimensions of faculty morale. Five
of the original twelve categories were preserved
without alteration. The remaining seven underwent
varying degrees of change ranging from complete
disappearance to minor revision.

Reassignment of items occurred with respect
to most categories. The resultant thirteen
category instrument can be subsumed under the
four major group factors identified in a pre-
vious study.

The use of this instrument by research
personnel and college administrators alike should
provide a major advance in the evaluation of faculty
morale in the educational setting (8, p. 93).

Measure of Faculty-Administrator Interaction

To ascertain whether faculty attitudes toward admin-

istrators were a function of the amount of personal con-

tact with the administrator each respondent was asked to

indicate "degree of interaction." A five-point scale

ranging from "A Great Deal" to "None" was utilized for this

purpose.

Procedures for Analyzing the Data

The intent of this study was to describe the attitudes

of faculty members toward administrators and to ascertain
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Whether these attitudes were related to two categories of

specific factors. The two categories were faculty attitudes

toward specific concerns as measured by the Faculty Attitude

Survey and degree of faculty-administrator interaction as

measured by the degree-of-interaction scale.

Treatment of the Data

A mean and standard deviation were computed for each of

the semantic differential concepts and the Faculty Attitude

Survey scores. This treatment was applied for each of the

two campuses separately and for the combined sample.

One-way analysis of variance and Newman-Keuls t tests

were used in making the following comparisons: (1) between

administrative positions on the same campus and for the

combined sample, (2) between the same administrative position

on the different campuses, and (3) between the degree of

faculty-administrator interaction and the semantic differ-

ential concepts. Tests of significance were computed for

these relationships to the .05 level.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were

used when comparing semantic differential scores with

Faculty Attitude Survey scores. Levels of significance

for these coefficients were reported for the .01 and .05

levels.

The .05 level of significance was set as the minimum

level for ascribing significance to any of the findings.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter presents an analysis of the data in

terms of statistical analysis of the data, the findings

in relation to the exploratory questions, and a summary.

An analysis of the data was made to determine the

attitudes of a selected group of junior college faculty

toward various administrative positions and to describe

how these attitudes were related to specific attitudinal

factors and to the degree of faculty-administrator

interaction.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyses of the data were made for each

campus separately and for the combined sample. The mean

and standard deviation were computed for the semantic

differential concepts (administrative positions) and for

the Faculty Attitude Survey scores.

One way analysis of variance was utilized in making

the following comparisons: (1) between administrative

positions on the same campus and for the combined sample

(2) between the same administrative position on each dif-

ferent campus and (3) between the degree of faculty-admin-

istrator interaction and administrative positions as measured

32
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by the semantic differential. If a significant F-ratio

was found, Newman-Keuls' tests were applied to specify

where this significance occurred.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were

computed for determining relationships between attitude

toward administrative positions and Faculty Attitude

Survey scores.

The Exploratory Questions

Exploratory Question 1

What are the attitudes that faculty have toward admin-

istrators?

Table II summarizes the data by campus and for the

combined sample for the semantic differentials utilized

in measuring general faculty attitude toward administrators.

Each of the administrative positions was viewed by

faculty in a positive direction. In every case, whether

viewed by campus or by the combined campuses, the means for

each administrative position exceeded the hypothetical

mean score of 80. This hypothetical mean was based on a

rank of 4 being given for each of the 20 adjective-pairs

making up the semantic differential. The mean score

exceeded 100 for each of the administrative positions. The

faculty in this junior college district had moderately

positive attitudes toward their administrators.
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Exploratory Question II

How do these attitudes relate to the type of position

held by the administrators?

This question was treated statistically to determine if

faculty attitude differed significantly among the various

administrative positions. Several expectations were posited

in regard to this question. One of these expectations was

that those administrative positions closer to the faculty

member himself (Coordinator or Department Chairperson)

would be viewed in a significantly more positive manner

than those further removed (Dean of Instruction or President).

The second expectation was that distance from the faculty mem-

ber would have had a salutary attitudinal effect. Table III

summarizes the data for Campus A.

TABLE III

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AMONG THE MEAN SCORES
OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD ADMINISTRATORS

OF CAMPUS A

Source SS df MS F

Between 9980.34 3 3326.78 8.74 *

Within 98513.11 259 380.35

Total 108493.46 262

* Significant at .001 level
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An analysis of the data in Table III revealed that for

Campus A significant faculty attitudinal differences (p)00)

existed toward the various administrative positions. Appli-

cation of Newman-Keuls' tests found that differences signi-

ficant at the .01 level existed between the President-Division

Chairperson, President-Dean of Instruction and President-

Department Chairperson.

Neither of the two previously mentioned expectations

was consistently verified by the findings. The position

of President on Campus A was viewed more positively than the

other administrative positions; however, the second ranked

position by mean score was that of Department Chairperson.

Table IV summarizes the data for Campus B.

TABLE IV

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AMONG THE MEAN SCORES
OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD ADMINISTRATORS ON

CAMPUS B

Source SS df MS F

Between 222.60 4 55.65 .09

Within 207803.12 347 598.85

Total 208025.72 351
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The obtained F-ratio was not statistically significant.

Faculty attitude toward the administrative positions on

Campus B did not differ significantly among these positions.

The first and second ranked positions by mean scores

(see Table II) were Coordinator and President respectively.

This analysis supports the previous one that proximity of

administrative position to the faculty member had no con-

sistent effect on faculty attitude toward those positions.

The data for the Combined Campuses are summarized in

Table V.

TABLE V

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AMONG THE MEAN SCORES
OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD ADMINISTRATORS FOR

THE COMBINED CAMPUSES

Source SS df MS F

Between 463.78 3 1621.26 3.13*

Within 303908.36 587 517.73

Total 308772.15 590

*Significant at .05 level.

The obtained F-ratio was statistically significant

(p<.05). Application of the Newman-Keuls' tests specified

this significance as existing at the .01 level between



the President-Division Chairperson and the President-

Department Chairperson.

Exploratory Question 3

Will these attitudes vary from campus to campus?

Tables VI - IX summarize the data for this question.

TABLE VI

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE
TOWARD THE POSITION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON

BETWEEN THE TWO CAMPUSES

Source SS df MS F

Between 500.56 1 500.56 .81

Within 91119.42 149 611.53

Total 91619.98 150

TABLE VII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE
TOWARD THE POSITION OF DIVISION CHAIRPERSON

BETWEEN THE TWO CAMPUSES

Source SS df MS F

Between 362.94 1 362.94 .70

Within 73728.68 144 512.00

Total 74091.62 145



TABLE VIII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE
TOWARD THE POSITION OF DEAN OF INSTRUCTION

BETWEEN THE TWO CAMPUSES

Source SS df MS F

Between 236.10 1 236.10 .43

Within 79595.1$ 146 545.17

Total 79831.29 147

TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE
TOWARD THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT BETWEEN THE

TWO CAMPUSES

Source SS df MS F

Between 66$7.47 1 6687,47 18.63*

Within 51677.9$ 144 358.87

Total 5$365.45

* Significant at .001 level.

Analysis of the data summarized in Tables VI - IX reveal

that only the attitudinal mean scores for the position
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of President were significantly different (p.< .001)

between the campuses.

Exploratory Question 4

To what extent may the degree of faculty-administrator

interaction affect faculty attitude toward administrators?

Each respondent was asked to indicate his degree of

interaction with each of the administrators he evaluated on

a five point scale ranging from "None" to "A Great Deal."

For purposes of analysis each of the five degrees of inter-

action was considered as a separate group. Means for each

of these interaction groups were computed and compared with

every other group,utilizing one-way analysis of variance.

If the F-ratio was significiant, Newman-Keuls' tests were

applied to specify where these significant differences existed.

Tables X - XIII summarize the data for Campus A.

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON ON CAMPUS A

AMONG SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS
AND DEGREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 1882.84 2 941.42 1.91

Within 31049.47 63 492.84

Total 32932.31 65
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The F-ratios were statistically significant for the

position of Division Chairperson, Dean of Instruction, and

President.

Table XI summarizes the data for Division Chairperson

on Campus A.

TABLE XI

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEAN OF INSTRUCTION FOR CAMPUS A

AMONG SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE
DECREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 6442.31 4 1610.57 6.18*

Within 15635.22 60 260.58

Total 22077.53 64

*significant at .001 level

For the position of Division Chairperson on Campus A

application of Newman-Keuls' tests specified that those

faculty members who indicated that they had had "Much" or

"A Great Deal" of interaction were more positive in attitude

(p=.05) than those faculty members who experienced "Little"

interaction.

Table XII summarizes the data for the position of

Dean of Instruction on Campus A.
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TABLE XII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEAN OF INSTRUCTION FOR CAMPUS A AMONG

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE
DEGREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 6442.31 4 1610.57 6.18*

Within 15635.22 60 260.58

Total 22077.53 64

* significant at .001 level.

This data represents a merging of the data for Dean of

Instruction and Dean of Student Development. The Dean of

Student Development had responsibility for an instructional

department and was, therefore, included in the study. These

data were merged with those for the Dean of Instruction as the

number of faculty members in this department was very small

(N=ll).

Significant differences in attitude among the inter-

action groups were found to exist beyond the .001 level.

Application of the Newman-Keuls' tests specified this dif-

ference as occurring between those faculty members in the

"Some-None " (p=.01), "Some-Little" (P=.05), "Much-None"

(p=.01), "A Great Deal-None" (p=.05) and "Little-None"

(p=.05) comparison groups. The amount of contact between
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the faculty member and the chief academic administrator

had a positive affect on faculty attitude toward this

administrative position.

Table XIII summarizes the data for the position of

President on Campus A.

TABLE XIII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT ON CAMPUS A AMONG SEMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE OF
INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 1876.65 4 469.16 3.53*

Within 7967.40 60 132.79

Total 9844.06

* significant at .05 level.

The attitudinal means among the interaction groups

differed significantly (p<.0 5). Application of the Newman-

Keulst tests specified this difference as occurring between

two sets of interaction groups. These groups were "A Great

Deal-Littler" and "Some-Little." According to this analysis,

the degree of interaction did have a positive effect on

faculty attitude toward the position of President on Campus A.
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Tables XIV - XVIII summarize the data for Campus B.

TABLE XIV

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF COORDINATOR ON CAMPUS B AMONG SEMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE OF
INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 6.8O 1 6.8O .01

Within 7534.94 1$ 41.60

Total 7541.75

TABLE XV

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON ON CAMPUS B BETWEEN

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE
OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 157.02 2 92$.51 1.39

Within 5319.$4 $0 664.87

Total 55046.86 82
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TABLE XVI

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DIVISION CHAIRPERSON ON CAMPUS B AMONG

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE OF
INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS I F

Between 77$.65 3 259.55 .47

Within 4249$.33 77 551.92

Total 43276.98 80

TABLE XVII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEAN OF INSTRUCTION ON CAMPUS B BETWEEN

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE
OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between

Within

Total

810.55

51243.12

52053.68

2

77

79

405.27

665.49

.60

I - _______
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TABLE XVIII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT ON CAMPUS B AMONG THE SEMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 870.86 3 290.28 .52

Within 42406.11 77 550.72

Total 43276.98 80

The obtained F-ratios were not statistically significant

for any of the administrative positions. Apparently, the de-

gree of faculty-administrator interaction was not related to

faculty attitude toward administrators on Campus B.

Table XIX summarizes the data for the position of Depart-

ment Chairperson for the Combined Campuses.

TABLE XIX

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON ON THE COMBINED

CAMPUSES BETWEEN THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF
THE DEGREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 3102.61 2 1551.30 2.65

Within 85200.60 146 583.56

Total j8303.22 148
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The obtained F-ratio was not statistically signifi-

cant for the position of Department Chairperson. Faculty

attitude toward this position was not related to the degree

of interaction.

Table XX summarizes the data for the position of

Division Chairperson on the Combined Campuses.

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DIVISION CHAIRPERSON ON THE COMBINED

CAMPUSES AMONG THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF
THE DEGREE OF INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 495.05 3 1631.68 3.33*

Within 6$428.69 140 4$$.77

Total 73323.75 143

*significant at .05 level.

The obtained F-ratio was statistically significant

(p<.05). The means for the interaction groups "Much-Little"
differed at the .05 level. Faculty attitude toward this

position was enhanced by the degree of interaction.

Table XXI summarizes the data for the position of Dean

of Instruction.



TABLE XXI

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF DEAN OF INSTRUCTION ON THE COMBINED

CAMPUSES AMONG THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF
THE DEGREE OF INTERACTION GhOUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 5789.24 4 1447.31 3.03*

Within 67235.63 141 476.84

Total 73024.87 145

'Significant at .05 level.

The obtained F-ratio was significant at the .05 level.

Newman-Keuls' tests specified this difference as occurring

for the "Some-None" (p=.01) interaction groups. There

appeared to be some slight relationship between degree of

interaction and faculty attitude toward this position.

Table XXII summarizes the data for the position of

the President.

The obtained F-ratio was not statistically signi-

ficant. The degree of interaction was not related to

faculty attitude toward this position for the Combined

Campuses.

Table XXII is presented on the following page.
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TABLE XXII

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FACULTY ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT FOR THE COMBINED CAMPUSES AMONG

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEANS OF THE DEGREE OF
INTERACTION GROUPS

Source SS df MS F

Between 3182.13 4 795.53 2.03

Within 54341.68 139 390.94

Total 57 523 .g2 143

Exploratory Question 5

To what specific factors may these faculty attitudes be

related?

Each respondent was asked to complete the fifty-seven

item Faculty Attitude Survey as a measure of attitude toward

specific factors of faculty concern. Pearson correlation

coefficients were computed as an index of relationship between

global attitude toward administrators and the thirteen sub-

categories and four group factors of the Faculty Attitude

Survey. Statistically significant correlations in the range

of .40 to .59 were interpreted as being related to faculty

attitude to a "moderate degree," those correlations exceeding

this range to "a high degree" and those correlations below

this range to a "slight degree."
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Table XXIII summarizes the data for Group Factor I--

Supervision.

TABLE XXIII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
GROUP FACTOR I--SUPERVISION AND $EMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined

Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .65**

Department Chairperson .65** .4E** .55**

Division Chairperson .47*4 .5$** .52**

Dean of Instruction .26*+ .65** .51**

President .51** .60* .58**

4 significant at .05 level.
** significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

This factor is concerned with the overall effective-

ness of administrative processes. The following are selected

items which comprise this factor:

1. The administration keeps us informed about college
plans and developments.

7. The administration tends to ignore our suggestions
and complaints.

13. The administration often fails to give clear-cut
instructions.

56. The administration generally encourages coordination
between departments.
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4. My immediate supervisor does a poor job of
organizing our part of the educational program.

100. My immediate supervisor has usually been as fair
as possible in his dealings with me (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was .65 (p=.01). Forty-two per cent of the variance in

faculty attitude was accounted for by this factor.

Supervision was related to a high degree to faculty attitude

toward the position of Coordinator.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .65(p=.O1)for Campus A, .48 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .55 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 42

per cent for Campus A, 23 per cent for Campus B and 30 per

cent for the Combined Campuses. Supervision was related to

faculty attitude toward the position of Department Chair-

person to a high degree for Campus A and to a moderate

degree for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .47 (p=.O1) for Campus A, .58 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .52 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 22

per cent for Campus A, 33 per cent for Campus B, and 27 per

cent for the Combined Campuses. Supervision was related to

a moderate degree to faculty attitude toward the position

of Division Chairperson.



52

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .26 (p=.05) for Campus A, .65 (p=.OI) for

Campus B, and .51 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance accounted for by this factor was 6 per cent for

Campus A, 42 per cent for Campus B, and 26 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. Supervision was related to faculty atti-

tude toward the position of Dean of Instruction to a high

degree for Campus B, to a moderate degree for Campus A, and

to a slight degree for the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .51 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .60 (p=.Ol) for Campus B, and

.58 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance account-

ed for by this factor was 26 per cent for Campus A, 36 per

cent for Campus B, and 33 per cent for the Combined Campuses.

Supervision was related to faculty attitude toward the

position of President to a high degree for Campus B, and to

a moderate degree for Campus A and the Combined Campuses.

Table XXIV summarizes the data for Sub-category A--

Communication with Administration.

This sub-category related primarily to the flow of

information within the administrative structure. The follow-

ing are selected items from this sub-category:

19. The administration keeps us in the dark about
things we ought to know.

22. I believe that the present grievance or adjust-
ment procedure gives a person a fair oppor-
tunity to get a problem settled.

16. My immediate supervisor really tries to get
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our ideas about improvements.
2$. My immediate supervisor is usually willing

to listen to my point of view (I).

TABLE XXIV

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY A--COMMUNICATION WITH ADMINISTRATION AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .56**

Department Chairperson *43** .24** .33**

Division Chairperson .50** .49** .4**

Dean of Instruction .25*+ .61** .49**

President .52** .60** 58**

* significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was .56 (p.Ol) and the variance in attitude accounted for

by this sub-category was 31 per cent. Communication with

Administration was related to a moderate degree to faculty

attitude toward the position of Coordinator.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .43 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .24 (p=.05) for

Campus B, and .33 (p=.OI) for the Combined Campuses. The
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variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category

was 18 per cent for Campus A, 5 per cent for Campus B, and

10 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Communication with

Administration was related to faculty attitude toward the

position of Department Chairperson to a moderate degree for

Campus A and to a slight degree for Campus B and the Com-

bined Campuses.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .50 (p=.O1) for Campus A, .49 (p=.05) for

Campus B and .48 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-

category was 25 per cent for Campus A, 24 per cent for Campus

B, and 23 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Communication

with Administration was related to a moderate degree to

faculty attitude toward the position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .25 (p=.05) for Campus A, .61 (p=.OI) for

Campus B, and .49 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was

6 per cent for Campuses A, 37 per cent for Campus B, and 24

per cent for the Combined Campuses. Communication with

Administration was related to faculty attitude toward the

position of Dean of Instruction to a high degree for Campus

B, to a slight degree for Campus A, and to a moderate degree

for the Combined Campuses.
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For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .52 (p.O1) for Campus A, .60 (p=.Ol) for Campus B, and

.58 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 27 per cent

for Campus A, 36 per cent for Campus B, and 33 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Communication with Administration was

related to a moderate degree for Campus A and the Combined

Campuses and to a high degree for Campus B to faculty attitude

toward the position of President.

Table XXV summarizes the data for Sub-category B--

Relations with Immediate Supervisor.

TABLE XXV

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY B--RELATIONS WITH IMMEDIATE SUPERVISO AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Concept Combined
Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .57**

Department Chairperson .79** .72** .75**

Division Chairperson .28* .52**.42**

Dean of Instruction .19+ .48** .38**

President .34**.39** .38**

*significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.
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This sub-category refers to the competence, fairness

and consistency of immediate supervisors. The following are

selected items from this sub-category:

34. When I do good work, credit is given in most
instances.

40. My immediate supervisor is not very friendly
toward me.

52. My immediate supervisor lets us know exactly
what is expected of us (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correla-

tion was .57 (p=.01). This sub-category accounted for 32

per cent of the variance in faculty attitude. Relations

with Immediate Supervisor was related to a moderate degree

to faculty attitude toward the position of Coordinator.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .28 (p=.05) for Campus A, .52 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .42 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category

was 7 per cent for Campus A, 27 per cent for Campus B, and

17 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Relations with Im-

mediate Supervisor was related to a moderate degree for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses and to a slight degree

for Campus A to faculty attitude toward the position of

Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .19 for Campus A, .48 (p=.Ol) for Campus B

and .38 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for was 3 per cent for Campus A, 23 per

cent for Campus B, and 14 per cent for the Combined Campuses.
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Relations with Immediate Supervisor was related to faculty

attitude toward the position of Dean of Instruction for

Campus B to a moderate degree and to a slight degree for

the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .34(p=.Ol) for Campus A, .39 (p=.Ol) for Campus B, and

.38 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 11 per cent

for Campus A, 15 per cent for Campus B, and 14 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. This sub-category was only slightly

related to faculty attitude toward the position of President.

Table XXVI summarizes the data for Group Factor II--

Self-Integration.

TABLE XXVI

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
GROUP FACTOR I--SELF-INTEGRATION AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .07

Department Chairperson .36** .30** .34*

Division Chairperson .32** .40** .36**

Dean of Instruction .13+ .56** .41**

President .39** .41** .43**

**significant at .05 level.
*significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.



This factor refers to the image a faculty member had

of himself in relation to his colleagues and the institution,

including the respect that was accorded to his colleagues.

The following are selected items from the Faculty Attitude

Survey which comprise this factor:

2. I have a great deal of interest in this
college and its future.

8. A few of my colleagues seem to believe that
they are running the institution.

14. The longer you work for this college, the
more you feel you belong (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was .07 and was not statistically significant. This factor

was not related to faculty attitude toward the position of

Coordinator.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .36 (p=.O1) for Campus A, .30 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .34 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 12 per

cent for Campus A, 9 per cent for Campus B, and 11 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Self-Integration was related to

a slight degree to faculty attitude toward the position of

Department Chairperson.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .32 (p=.OI) for Campus A, .40 (p=.01) for

Campus B, and .36 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in faculty attitude accounted for by this factor was

10 per cent for Campus A, 16 per cent for Campus B, and 12

per cent for the Combined Campuses. Self-Integration was
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related to a moderate degree to faculty attitude toward

the position of Division Chairperson for Campus B and

to a slight degree for Campus A and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .13 for Campus A, .56 (p=.O1) for Campus

B, and .41 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The var-

iance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 1 per

cent for Campus A, 31 per cent for Campus B, and 16 per

cent for the Combined Campuses. Self-Integration was

highly related to faculty attitude toward the position

of Dean of Instruction for Campus B and only slightly

related for the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained corre-

lations were .39 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .41 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .43 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 15

per cent for Campus A, 16 per cent for Campus B, and l

per cent for the Combined Campuses. Self-Integration

was moderately related to faculty attitude toward the

position of President for Campus B and the Combined

Campuses and to a slight degree for Campus A.

Table XXVII summarizes the data for Sub-category

C--Indentification with the Institution.
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TABLE XXVII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY C--IDENTIFICATION WITH THE INSTITUTION

AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator -. 31

Department Chairperson .26* .03 .12

Division Chairperson .22 .10 .14

Dean of Instruction .14+ .33** .28**

President .33** .25* .30**

* significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

This category is concerned with the pride and interest

staff members had in their college. The following items

comprise this category:

2. I have a great deal of interest in this
college and its future.

20. I am proud to be a part of the educational
program of this community (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correla-

tion was not statistically significant. This sub-category

was not related to faculty attitude toward the position of

Coordinator.



61

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .26 (p=.05) for Campus A, .03 for Campus

B, and .12 for the Combined Campuses. This sub-category

was related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward

the position of Department Chairperson for Campus A.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were not statistically significant. This

sub-category was not related to faculty attitude toward

the position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .14 for Campus A, .33 (p=.0l) for Campus B,

and .28 (p=.OI) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 1 per cent

for Campus A, 10 per cent for Campus B, and 7 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. This sub-category was found to relate

to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward the position

of Dean of Instruction on Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .33 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .25 (p=.05) for Campus B, and

.30 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 10 per cent

for Campus A, 6 per cent for Campus B, and 9 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. Identification with the Institution was

slightly related to faculty attitude toward the position of

President.
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Table XXVIII summarizes the data for Sub-category D--

Interpersonal Relations.

TABLE XXVIII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY D--INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .17

Department Chairperson .35** .32** .34**

Division Chairperson .30* .35** .32**

Dean of Instruction .13+ .46** .34**

President 130* .31** .33**

*~___________ Ii___________* ~j .a.. (~I I~_ ___ ____ ___

sgni icant at .5u ievei.**significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

This sub-category is defined as "the staff member's

concept of the degree to which he was oriented to his role

as it related to the institution and to his colleagues" (1, p. 3).

The following are selected items from this sub-category:

26. Sometimes I feel that my work counts for
very little in the college program.

44. 1 feel that I know how I fit in with the
total program in this college.

54. Some of my colleagues place personal advance-
ment above the welfare of the institution (1).
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For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was not statistically significant. This sub-category was

not related to faculty attitude toward the position of

Coordinator.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .35 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .32 (p=1) for

Campus B and .34 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category

was 12 per cent for Campus A, 10 per cent for Campus B, and

11 per cent for the Combined Campuses. This sub-category was

related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward the

position of Department Chairperson.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .30 (p=.05) for Campus A, .35 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .32 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-

category was 9 per cent for Campus A, 12 per cent for

Campus B, and 10 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Inter-

personal Relations was related to a slight degree to faculty

attitude toward the position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .13 for Campus A, .46 (p=.Ol) for Campus

B,and .34 (p=.0l) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 1 per cent

for Campus A, 21 per cent for Campus B, and 11 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Interpersonal Relations was related
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to faculty attitude toward the position of Dean of Instruction

to a moderate degree for Campus B and to a slight degree for

the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .30 (p=.05) for Campus A, .31 (p=.01) for Campus B, and

.33 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in atti-

tude accounted for by this sub-category was 9 per cent for

Campus A, 9 per cent for Campus B, and 10 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. This sub-category was related to a slight

degree to faculty attitude toward the position of President.

Table XXIX summaries the data for Sub-category E--

Personal Security.

TABLE XXIX

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY E--PERSONAL SECURITY AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .05

Department Chairperson .25* .25* .26**

Division Chairperson .26* .41** .34**

Dean of Instruction .05+ .54** .39**

President .40** .42** .44**

significant at .0) Level.**significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.



This sub-category concerns the faculty member's feelings

of security and self-satisfaction with respect to his position

in the institution. The following are selected items from

this sub-category:

38. I am doing the kind of work in this
college that I can do best.

50. Local pressure groups have too much
influence on administration decisions (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was not statistically significant. This sub-category was not

related to faculty attitude toward the position of Coordinator.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .25 (p=.05) for Campus A, .25 (p=.05) for

Campus B, and .26 (p=.O1) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-

category was 6 per cent for Campus A, Campus B, and the

Combined Campuses. Personal Security was related to a slight

degree to faculty attitude toward the position of Department

Chairperson.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .26 (p=.05) for Campus A, .41 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .34 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was

6 per cent for Campus A, 16 per cent variance for the Campus

B, and 11 per cent for the Combined Campuses. This sub-

category was related to faculty attitude toward the position

of Division Chairperson to a moderate degree for Campus B

65
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and to a slight degree for Campus A, and also for the

Combined Campuses.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .05 for Campus A, .54 (p=.OI) for Campus

B, and .39 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-category was

less than 1 per cent for Campus A, 29 per cent for Campus B,

and 15 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Personal

Security was related to faculty attitude toward the position

of Dean of Instruction to a moderate degree for Campus B and

only slightly related for the the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .40 (p=.OI) for Campus A, .42 (p=.Ol) for Campus B,

and .44 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 16 per cent

for Campus A, 17 per cent for Campus B, and 19 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Personal Security was related to a

moderate degree to faculty attitude toward the position of

President.

The next factor which was examined was Group Factor III--

Institutional Environment. This factor concerns the faculty

member's working conditions. The following are. se-lected items

which comprise this factor:

3. In general, I have enough modern equipment
to teach effectively.

53. The students in this college are interested
in learning.

9. Faculty meetings, committee meetings, and similar
activities take up too much of my time.
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11. The size of the classes I work with is
satisfactory for effective teaching.

33. The record keeping and clerical detail
connected with my work tend to be very
burdensome (1).

Table XXX summarizes the data for Group Factor III--

Institutional Environment.

TABLE XXX

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
GROUP FACTOR III--INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONENT

AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined

Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .31

Department Chairperson .27* .27*.28**

Division Chairperson .37** .44**.40**

Dean of Instruction .12+ .50**.38**

President .25* .43** .41**

*significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.

The correlation for the position of Coordinator was not

statistically significant. This factor was not related to

faculty attitude toward this position.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .27 (p=.05) for Campus A, .27 (p=.05) for



Campus B and .28 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 7 per

cent for all three groups. This factor was related to a

slight degree to faculty attitude toward the position of

Department Chairperson.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .37 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .44 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B,and .40 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 13 per

cent for Campus A, 19 per cent for Campus B, and 16 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Institutional Environment was

related to a moderate degree to faculty attitude toward the

position of Division Chairperson for Campus B and the Com-

bined Campuses and to a slight degree for Campus A.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .12 for Campus A, .50 (p=.Ol) for Campus B,

and .38 (p=.OI) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this factor was 1 per cent for

Campus A, 25 per cent for Campus B, and 14 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. Institutional Environment related to

faculty attitude toward the position of Dean of Instruction

to a moderate degree for Campus B and to a slight degree for

the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .25 (p=.05) for Campus A, .43 (p=.Ol) for Campus B, and

.41 (p=.0l) for the Combined Campus. The variance in faculty
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attitude accounted for by this factor was 6 per cent for

Campus A, l$ per cent for Campus B and 16 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. This factor was related to a moderate

degree to faculty attitude toward the position of President

for Campus B and the Combined Campuses and to a slight

degree for Campus A.

Table XXXI summarizes the data for Sub-category F--

Physical Working Conditions.

TABLE XXXI

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY F--PHYS ICAL WORKINGUONDTTON~~WIT~

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .51*

Department Chairperson -.06 -.05 -.03

Division Chairperson .06 .09 .07

Dean of Instruction .04+ .17 .14

President .16 .17 .23*

*significant at .05 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.

This sub-category concerns faculty attitude toward

physical aspects of the working environment such as buildings
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and equipment. The following are selected items from

this category:

17. Some of the physical conditions here
actually interfere with my work.

39. The condition of the buildings and
grounds makes this a pleasant place to
work (1).

Only two correlations were statistically significant

for this sub-category -- .51 (p=.05) for the position

of Coordinator on Campus B and .23 (p=.05) for the position

of President for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 26 per

cent for the position of Coordinator and 5 per cent for

the position of President. Physical Working Conditions,

then, was related to a moderate degree to faculty attitude

toward the position of Coordinator for Campus B and to a

slight degree to the position of President on the Combined

Campuses.

The next sub-category which was examined was Sub-

category G--Opportunities for Professional Growth. The

following are selected items from this sub-category:

5. There is good opportunity for advancement
in this college.

21. My professional advancement is not encour-
aged in this institution.

29. The staff development program in this college
helps me to do a better job of teaching (1).

Table XXXII summarizes the data for Sub-category G--

Opportunities for Professional Growth.
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TABLE XXXII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY G--OPPORTUNITIES FOR PRFE ONAL TWTHAMW

DEVELOPMENT AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .35

Department Chairperson .42** .37** .9**

Division Chairperson .44** .46** .45**

Dean of Instruction .21+ .55** .43**

President .29** .49** .4l**

* significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was not statistically significant. Faculty attitude was not

related to this sub-category.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .42 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .37 (p=.OI) for

Campus B,and .39 (p.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-

category was 17 per cent for Campus A, 13 per cent for Campus

B, and 15 per cent for the Combined Campuses.
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This sub-category was related to faculty attitude

toward the position of Department Chairperson to a moderate

degree for Campus A and to a slight degree for Campus B

and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .44 (p=.O1) for Campus A, .46 (p=.01)

for Campus B, and .45 (p=.0l) for the Combined Campuses.

The variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category

was 19 per cent for Campus A, 21 per cent for Campus B, and

20 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Opportunities for

Professional Growth and Development was related to a moderate

degree to faculty attitude toward the position of Division

Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .21 for Campus A, .55 (p=.01) for Campus B,

and .43 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 4 per cent

for Campus A, 30 per cent for Campus B, and l per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Opportunities for Professional Growth

and Development was related to faculty attitude toward the

position of Dean of Instruction to a moderate degree for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .29 (p=.Ol) for Campus A, .49 (p=.01) for Campus B, and

.41 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 8 per cent
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for Campus A, 24 per cent for Campus B, and 16 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Opportunities for Professional

Growth and Advancement was related to faculty attitude

toward the position of President to a moderate degree for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses and to a slight degree

for Campus A.

Table XXXIII summarizes the data for Sub-category

H--Faculty Meetings.

TABLE XXXIII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY H--FACULTY MEETINGS AND SEMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator -.27

Department Chairperson -. 02 -. 09 -. 06

Division Chairperson .14 .04 .09

Dean of Instruction -.12+ .12 .02

President .04 .22 .14

+includes data for Dean of Student Development.

This sub-category refers to the value of faculty and

committee meetings. The following are selected items from

this sub-category:
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9. Faculty meetings, committee meetings, and
similar activities take up too much of my
time.

23. The meetings we have are justified and
worth-while with rare exceptions (1).

None of the correlations were statistically significant.

This sub-category was not related to faculty attitude toward

administrators.

Table XXXIV summarizes the data for Sub-category I--

Teaching Load.

TABLE XXXIV

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY I--TEACHING LOADrD EMANTIC

DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .05

Department Chairperson .05 .13 .12

Division Chairperson -. 06 .27* .13

Dean of Instruction .06+ .21 .17

President -. 05 .01 .06

* significant at .05 level.
+ includes data for Dean of Student Development.

Teaching Load refers to size of classes, unassigned time,

and semester hour load. Selected items from this sub-category

follow:
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27. I believe that I could do a better job
if I had more unassigned time.

45. I think my teaching load is about right (1).

Only one correlation was statistically significant--

that being for the position of Division Chairperson on

Campus B (r=.27; p=.05). Teaching Load was related to a

slight degree to faculty attitude toward the position of

Division Chairperson on Campus B.

Table XXXV summarizes the data for Sub-category J--

Non-Instructional Work Load.

TABLE XXXV

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY J--NON-INS TRUCT TOATTWOR~ LA~

AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concepts Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .18

Department Chairperson .07 .24* l$

Division Chairperson .18 .32** .25**

Dean of Instruction .03+ .25* .18

President .11 .24* .23*

,significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.
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This sub-category was illustrated by the following

items:

15. I am often bothered by unexpected extra
assignments.

47. Some of my colleagues try to avoid their
fair share of extracurricular activities (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was not statistically significant. This sub-category was

not related to faculty attitude toward this position.

For the position of Department Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .07 for Campus A, .24 (p=.05) for Campus B,

and .18 for the Combined Campuses. The variance in attitude

accounted for by this sub-category was less than 1 per cent

for Campus A, 5 per cent for Campus B and 3 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. Non-Instructional Work Load was related

to faculty attitude toward the position of Department

Chairperson to a slight degree for Campus B.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .l8 for Campus A, .32 (p=.01) for Campus B,

and .25 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 3 per cent

for Campus A, 10 per cent for Campus B and 6 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Non-Instructional Work Load was re-

lated to a slight degree to attitude toward the position of

Division Chairperson for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .03 for Campus A, .25 (p=.05) for Campus B,

and .l8 for the Combined Campuses. The variance in attitude
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accounted for by this sub-category was less than 1 per

cent for Campus A, 6 per cent for Campus B, and 3 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Non-Instructional Work Load

was related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward

the position of Dean of Instruction for Campus B.

For the position of President the obtained corre-

lations were .11 for Campus A, .24 (p=.05) for Campus B,

and .23 (p=.05) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 1 per

cent for Campus A, 5 per cent for Campus B, and 5 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Non-Instructional Work Load

was related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward

the position of Dean of Instruction for Campus B and for

the Combined Campuses.

The next group factor which was examined was Group

Factor IV--Employment Rewards. This factor referred to

the general adequacy of salary and fringe benefits. The

following are some selected items from this factor:

6. Compared with other colleges our retire-
ment program is satisfactory.

12. It is difficult to live comfortably on the
salary.I receive.

18. I think that the salary schedule is admin-
istered fairly and objectively (1).

Table XXXVI summarizes the data for Group Factor

IV--Employment Rewards.



TABLE XXXVI

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
GROUP FACTOR IV--EMPLOYMENTREARDAD

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .16

Department Chairperson -.01 .14 .08

Division Chairperson .29* .34** .32**

Dean of Instruction .24+ .37** .32**

President .25* .41** .34**

*significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.

For the positions of Cordinator and Department Chair-

person the obtained correlations were not statistically

significant, and therefore had no relationship to faculty

attitude toward these positions.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .29 (p=.05) for Campus A, .34 (p=.Ol)

for Campus B, and .32 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses.

The variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was

8 per cent for Campus A, 11 per cent for Campus B, and 10

per cent for the Combined Campuses. Employment Rewards was



79

related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward the

position of Dean of Instruction for Campus B and the Combined

Campuses. For the position of President the obtained cor-

relations were .25 (p=.05) for Campus A, .41 (p=.Ol) for

Campus B, and .34 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this factor was 6 per

cent for Campus A, 16 per cent for Campus B, and 11 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. This factor was moderately

related to faculty attitude toward the position of President

for Campus B and only slightly related for Campus A and the

Combined Campuses.

Table XXXVII summarizes the data for Sub-category K--

Adequacy of Fringe Benefits.

TABLE XXXVII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY K--ADEQUACY OF FRINGE BENEFITS

AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator -. 03

Department Chairperson -. 17 .10 -.003

Division Chairperson .05 .27* .17

Dean of Instruction .12+ .30** .23*

President .09 .32**.25**

*significant at .05 level.
**significant at .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.



The following are selected items from this sub-category:

24. Tenure policy in this institution is
satisfactory in nearly all its aspects.

32. Compared with most colleges our sick
leave and other benefits are good (1).

The obtained correlations for the position of Coordinator

and Department Chairperson were not statistically significant.

Adequacy of Fringe Benefits was not related to faculty

attitude toward these administrative positions.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .05 for Campus A, .27 (p=.05) for Campus B,

and .17 for the Combined Campuses. The variance in attitude

accounted for by this sub-category was less than 1 per cent

for Campus A, 7 per cent for Campus B, and 2 per cent for the

Combined Campuses. Only the correlation for Campus B was

statistically significant. A slight degree of relationship

existed between this sub-category and faculty attitude

toward the position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .12 for Campus A, .30 (p=.OI) for Campus

B and .23 (p=.05) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 1 per

cent for Campus A, 9 per cent for Campus B, and 5 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Only the correlations for Campus

B and the Combined Campuses were statistically significant.

Adequacy of Fringe Benefits was related to a slight degree to

faculty attitude toward the position of Dean of Instruction

for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.



For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .09 for Campus A, .32 (p=.Ol) for Campus B, and .25

(=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in faculty

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was less than

1 per cent for Campus A, 10 per cent for Campus B, and 6 per

cent for the Combined Campuses. The correlations were not

statistically significant for Campus A. Adequacy of Fringe

Benefits was slightly related, however, to faculty attitude

toward the position of President for Campus B and the Combined

Campuses.

Table XXXVIII summarizes the data for Sub-category L--

Adequacy of Salary.

TABLE XXXVIII

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY
SUB-CATEGORY L--ADEQUACY OF SALARY AND

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

Combined
Concept Campus A Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .009

Department Chairperson .12 .04 .06

Division Chairperson .39** .28* .33**

Dean of Instruction .2$*+ .10 .16

President .28* .26* .22*

*significant at the .05 level.
**significant at the .01 level.
+includes data for Dean of Student Development.



The following are selected items from this sub-category:

12. It is difficulty for me to live comfortably
on the salary I receive.

30. In my opinion the salaries in our college
are lower than the salaries in most other
colleges (1).

The correlations for the positions Coordinator and

Department Chairperson were not statistically significant.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .39 (p=.01) for Campus A, .28 (p=.05)

for Campus B, and .33 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses.

The variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category

was 15 per cent for Campus A, 7 per cent for Campus B, and

10 per cent for the Combined Campuses. Adequacy of Salary

was slightly related to faculty attitude toward the admin-

istrative position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .28 (p=.05) for Campus A, .10 for Campus

B, and .16 for the Combined Campuses. .The variance. in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 7 per cent

for Campus A, 1 per cent for Campus B, and 2 per cent for

the Combined Campuses. Adequacy of Salary was slightly

related to faculty attitude toward the position of Dean

of Instruction for Campus A.

For the position of President the obtained correlations

were .28 (p=.05) for Campus A, .26 (p=.05) for Campus B, and

.22 (p=.05) for the Combined Campuses. The variance in

attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 7 per cent
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Combined
Concept Campus Campus B Campuses

Coordinator .39

Department Chairperson .13 .17 .15

Divisiion Chairperson .38** .25* .30**

Dean of Instruction .22+ .40** .32**

President .30* { 36** .31

signic an at .03 level.
significantn t at .01 level.
+incl udes data for Dean of Student Development.

This sub-category referred to the fairness and consist-

ency with which the salary schedule was administered. The

following are selected items from this sub-category:

36. I am satisfied with the way salary matters
are handled.



51. The method for determining salary increases
is satisfactory (1).

For the position of Coordinator the obtained correlation

was not statistically significant.

Administration of Salary Schedule was not related to

faculty attitude toward the position of Coordinator.

The correlations for the position of Department

Chairperson were not statistically significant.

For the position of Division Chairperson the obtained

correlations were .38 (p=.O1) for Campus A, .25 (p=.05) for

Campus Band .30 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The

variance in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was

14 per cent for Campus A, 6 per cent for Campus P, and 9 per

cent for the Combined Campuses. Administration of Salary

Schedule was slightly related to faculty attitude toward

the position of Division Chairperson.

For the position of Dean of Instruction the obtained

correlations were .22 for Campus A, .40 (p=.0l) for Campus

B and .32 (p=.Ol) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in faculty attitude accounted for by this sub-category was

4 per cent for Campus A, 16 per cent for Campus B and 16

per cent for the Combined Campuses. This sub-category was

related to a moderate degree to faculty attitude toward the

position of Dean of Instruction for Campus B and to a slight

degree for the Combined Campuses.



For the position of President the obtained correla-

tions were .30 (p=.O5) for Campus A, .36 (p=.01) for Campus

B,and .31 (p=.01) for the Combined Campuses. The variance

in attitude accounted for by this sub-category was 9 per

cent for Campus A, 12 per cent for Campus B, and 9 per cent

for the Combined Campuses. Administration of Salary Schedule

was related to a slight degree to faculty attitude toward

the position of President.

The Faculty Attitude Survey Data

Table XL which is presented on the following page (86)

summarizes the data for the Faculty Attitude Survey. The

Faculty Attitude Survey was scored on a three point scale

ranging from 0 (unfavorable response) to 2 (favorable

response). According to Richardson (1) group factor and

sub-category scores above 1.00 indicate a favorable attitude.

Those scores below 1.00 indicate a negative attitude.

On the basis of this interpretative norm faculty

attitude was generally favorable in forty-one of fifty-one

indices in regard to the specific conditions measured by

the Faculty Attitude Survey.

Ten out of the fifty-one indices had mean scores of

less than 1.00 These indices were Sub-categories A, I, J,

and L for Campus B; Group Factor IV for Campus B and Sub-

categories L and M for all groups. Specifically, those areas
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on Campus B which reflect negative attitudes were in regard

to Communication with Administration, Teaching Load, Non-

Instructional Work Load and Employment Rewards.

Sub-category L-Adequacy of Salary and Sub-category M-

Administration of Salary Schedule reflected the sharpest

degree of negative faculty attitude for all three groups.

Summary

The faculty in this junior college district regarded

their administrators in a positive fashion.

The data were analyzed to determine if faculty attitude

varied significantly among the various administrative positions.

Statistically significant attitudinal differences were found

to exist among the administrative positions on Campus A and

for the Combined Campuses. There were no statistically

significant differences for the mean scores among the admin-

istrative positions on Campus B. It was also noted that

attitudinal ratings of administrators by faculty were not

related in a consistent fashion to the proximity of the

administrative position to the faculty member.

A comparison of attitudinal ratings for similar admin-

istrative positions between Campus A and B revealed that the

position of President was viewed in a significantly (p .001)

more positive manner on Campus A.

An analysis was made between faculty attitude toward

the administrative positions and degree of faculty-administrator



interaction. For Campus A degree of interaction was

found to have had a positive affect on faculty attitude

toward the position of Division Chairperson, Dean of

Instruction and President. Degree of interaction was not

significantly related to faculty attitude toward admin-

istrators on Campus B. For the Combined Campuses degree

of interaction was found to have had a slightly positive

affect on faculty attitude toward two positions: Division

Chairperson and Dean of Instruction.

Correlations between global attitude toward adminis-

trators as measured by the semantic differential and specific

measures of faculty concern as measured by the Faculty

Attitude Survey were computed.

Faculty Attitude Survey Group Factor I--Supervision

and Sub-category A--Communication with Administration were

related in all cases to faculty attitude toward the admin-

istrative positions.

For Sub-category B--Relations with Immediate Supervisor

the data indicated that relationships existed for the posi-

tions of Coordinator, Department Chairperson, Division Chair-

person, and Dean of Instruction for Campus B and the Com-

bined Campuses and for the position of President for all groups.

Group Factor II--Self-Integration was related to faculty

attitude toward all of the administrative positions with the

exception of the positions of Coordinator on Campus B and

Dean of Instruction on Campus A.



For Sub-category C--Identification with the Institution

the data indicated that relationships existed toward the

administrative positions of Department Chairperson for Campus

A, Dean of Instruction for Campus B and the Combined Campuses,

and President for all three groups.

For Sub-category D--Interpersonal Relations the data

indicated that relationships existed toward the positions of

Department Chairperson, Division Chairperson, and President

for all three groups and for the position of Dean of Instruction

on Campus B.

For Sub-category E--Personal Security the data indicated

that relationships existed for the positions of Department

Chairperson, Division Chairperson, and President across all

three groups and the Dean of Instruction for Campus B and the

Combined Campuses.

For Group Factor III--Institutional Environment the

data indicated that relationships existed for the positions of

Department Chairperson, Division Chairperson, and President

for all three groups and toward the position of Dean of

Instruction for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For Sub-category F--Physical Working Conditions the

data indicated that relationships existed for the positions

of Coordinator on Campus B and President on the Combined

Campuses.

For Sub-category G--Opportunities for Professional Growth

the data indicated that relationships existed for the positions
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of Department Chairperson, Division Chairperson, and President

for all three groups and for the Dean of Instruction for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For Sub-category H--Faculty Meetings the data indicated

that no relationship existed for any of the administrative

positions.

For Sub-category I--Teaching Load the data indicated that

a relationship existed for the position of Division Chairperson

on Campus B.

For Sub-category J--Non-Instructional Work Load the data

indicated that relationships existed for the positions of

Department Chairperson on Campus B, Division Chairperson for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses, Dean of Instruction for

Campus B, and President for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For Group Factor IV--Employment Rewards the data indicated

that relationships existed for the positions of Division

Chairperson and Dean of Instruction for Campus B and the

Combined Campuses and for the position of President across

all three groups.

For Sub-category K--Adequacy of Fringe Benefits the

data indicated that relationships existed for the positions

of Division Chairperson, Dean of Instruction, and President

for Campus B and the Combined Campuses.

For Sub-category L--Adequacy of Salary the data indicated

significant relationships for the positions of Division Chair-

person, Dean of Instruction for Campus A and President for

all three groups.
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For Sub-category M--Administration of Salary Schedule

the data indicated that relationships existed for the posi-

tions of Division Chairperson and Dean of Instruction for

Campus B and the Combined Campuses and the position of

President across all three groups.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMENDAT IONS

Summary of the Study

The purposes of this study are to ascertain the

attitudes of junior college faculty toward campus-level

administrators in an urban junior college district and to

determine what relationship may have existed between general

and specific measures of attitude.

A general measure of faculty attitude was obtained

utilizing a semantic differential instrument. Two additional

types of indices thought to be related to general attitude

were also obtained. These indices are degree of faculty-

administrator interaction and faculty attitude toward specific

factors characteristic of educational institutions.

The subjects of this study were the full-time faculty

of an urban junior college district. Participation in the

study was obtained from 61.1 per cent of the 247 faculty

members who met the criteria for inclusion in the study.

Data for the study were obtained from the use of the

following instruments: a semantic differential, a degree-

of-interaction scale, and the Faculty Attitude Survey.
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Means were computed for each of the campus-level

administrative positions by campus and for the combined

sample. These mean scores were compared with one another,

utilizing one-way analysis of variance, to determine if

significant differences existed among the administrative

positions on the same campus and between the same position

on each of the two campuses. Relationship between degree

of faculty-administrator interaction and faculty attitude

toward administrators was analyzed utilizing one-way analysis

of variance. Significant F-ratios were treated with Newman-

Keuls' tests to specify where the significance occurred.

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for

determining relationship between general attitude toward

administrators and the Faculty Attitude Survey scores.

Findings

Analyses of the data of this study resulted in the

following findings.

The faculty in this urban junior college district had

moderately positive attitudes toward their administrators.

The faculty on Campus A, while viewing all of their

administrators in a positive fashion, were significantly

more positive in attitude toward the position of President.

Faculty attitude toward administrators on Campus B did not

differ significantly among the administrative positions.

When Campus A and Campus B were considered as one group,

faculty attitude toward the position of President was
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significantly more positive when compared to the positions

of Division Chairperson and Department Chairperson.

Attitudinal ratings of administrators by faculty were

not related in any consistent pattern to the proximity of

the position to the faculty member.

Attitudinal ratings of the various administrative

positions from Campus A were compared to those from Campus B.

On the basis of these comparisons, only the attitudinal

ratings for the position of President differed significantly.

While both faculties viewed this position positively, the

faculty on Campus A held a significantly more positive

attitude than the faculty on Campus B.

Degree of faculty-administrator interaction had a vari-

able relationship to faculty attitude toward administrators.

For Campus A this interaction had a positive relationship to

faculty attitude toward the positions of Division Chairperson,

Dean of Instruction, and President. For Campus B, degree of

interaction was not related to faculty attitude toward any of

the administrative positions. For the Combined Campuses

degree of faculty-administrator interaction was related to

faculty attitude toward the positions of Division Chairperson

and Dean of Instruction.

A correlational analysis was made between the general

measures of faculty attitude toward administrators and the

scores on the seventeen factor Faculty Attitude Survey.

Sixteen of these factors were found to have had a relationship



96

to faculty attitude toward administrators. These relation-

ships were variable, each of the sixteen factors being

related to different combinations of faculty attitude toward

the administrative positions. On the basis of these data

the finding was that specific conditions about which faculty

were concerned were related to how the faculty viewed their

administrators.

Analysis of the Faculty Attitude Survey data revealed

that the faculty were generally satisfied with specific

working conditions. Only two of the seventeen Faculty

Attitude Survey indices--Adequacy of Salary and Administra-

tion of Salay Schedule--indicated serious faculty

dissatisfaction.

Faculty administrator relationships in the American

junior college were characterized in the literature as

being in a serious state of conflict. The findings of this

study reflect essentially the converse of this situation

as described in the literature. Faculty morale in this

urban junior college district was found to be positive in

regard to faculty attitude toward administrators and in

regard to specific working conditions.
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Conclusions

In view of the findings of this investigation, the

following conclusions are presented. These conclusions

should be viewed with some caution as they are based on

the returns of only 61 per cent of the faculty in this

urban junior college district.

1. The campus-level administrators in this urban

junior college district were viewed in a positive manner

by the faculty.

2. Faculty attitude toward the various administra-

tive positions, with the exception of the position of

President, did not favor one position as compared to another.

3. Faculty attitude toward the administrative posi-

tion of President was held in higher esteem by the faculty

as compared to the other administrative positions in two

of the three criterion groups.

4. Proximity of administrative position to the faculty

member has no consistent effect on faculty attitudinal

ratings of administrators.

5. The faculties on Campus A and Campus B did not

differ significantly in attitude toward the positions of

Department Chairperson, Division Chairperson, and Dean of

Instruction.

6. The faculty on Campus A were significantly more

positive in attitude toward the administrative position

of President than were the faculty on Campus B.



7. The degree of interaction between faculty and

administrators affects faculty attitude toward adminis-

trators.

8. Faculty attitude toward administrators was related

to specific conditions about which faculty were concerned.

Recommendations

In view of the conclusions of this study, the follow-

ing recommendations are made.

1. As faculty morale is generally considered to be

highly important in achieving the mission of the junior

college, assessment of morale should be conducted on a regular

basis.

2. When an assessment of faculty morale is conducted

in an educational setting, a formal and systematic procedure

should be employed.

3. Measures of morale should be as free as possible

from all innuendo, rumor, or "coffee talk."

4. Full participation and support should be sought

from all relevant persons,

5. Procedural factors important in the assessment of

faculty morale include the involvement of all relevant groups

in the design of the assessment, protection of the anonymity

of respondents, a clear statement as to the rationale for

conducting the assessment, and an explanation as to how the

data are to be used.
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6. Instruments used for conducting the assessment

should be carefully constructed and tested for reliability.

7. Assessment of morale should provide for differen-

tial analyses where different subgroups, such as campuses,

divisions, and departments can be identified.



APPENDIX A

SAMPLE OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Colleagues:

I am requesting your participation in what I hope
will be a positive and significant effort toward a com-
prehensive analysis of faculty morale in the Tarrant
County Junior College District.

This is my dissertation study, true enough; however,
I hope you will agree that the study has a great deal of
positive potential for all of us.

The faculty officers on both campuses have been
appraised of the nature of the study. The Presidents and
Deans of Instruction on both campuses and the Chancellor
have expressed their support and approval for the conduct
of the study.

Your participation is crucial! Any study is valid
only to the extent that it is representative of the group
and/or concepts under consideration. In this case, the
group is you--the full-time teaching faculty of Tarrant
County Junior College District; and the concept is faculty
morale.

Your anonymity is absolutely guaranteed. The campus
on which you teach is the only identifying information
needed.

Please complete the instruments promptly and completely
and return in the envelope provided.

I do appreciate your time and support!

Sincerely yours,

Sam D. Birkner
Counselor & Associate
Professor of Psychology
South Campus
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DIRECTIONS

In responding to the following set of inventories you

are asked to:

1. Respond to each of the administrative positions in re-

lation to the individual currently holding that position.

2. Please make your judgements on the basis of how you feel

toward these administrative positions.

3. If the administrator holds more than one position (i.e.

"Department Chairperson" and "Division Chairperson"), please

evaluate this person for each position held.

4. For each of the four administrative positions to be

evaluated you will find the title of the position and beneath

it a set of scales. These scales are to be utilized in the

following manner:

If you feel that the concept at the top of the page is

very closely related to one end of the scale, you should

place your "x" mark as follows:

Fair X:" : : : : Unfair

Or

Fair : : : : : X : Unfair

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related

to one or the other end of the scale, you should place your

"x" mark as follows:

Strong ___ : X: : : : : : Weak

Or

Strong ___ : Weak
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If the concept (administrative position) seems only

slightly related to one side as opposed to the other side

(but not really neutral), then you should place your "x"

mark as follows:

Active : : X: : : : Passive

Or

Active : : : X: : Passive

The direction toward which you mark, of course, will

depend upon which of the two ends of the scale seem most

characteristic of the thing you are judging.

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale,

both sides of the scale to be equally associated with the

concept, or if the scale is not relevant to the concept,

then you should place your "x" mark in the middle space:

Safe : X: : : : Dangerous

IMPORTANT:

(1) Place your "x" mark in the middle of spaces, not

on the boundaries.

X: X

This Not this

(2) Be sure you mark each of the 20 scales for each of

the four administrative positions--do not omit any.

(3) Never put more than one "x" mark on a single scale.

To protect your anonymity, do not identify yourself.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.
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How much contact have you had with these administrators

on either an individual or small group basis? Please

circle your answer.

A Great
*Coodinator Deal Much Some Little None

A Great
Department Chairperson Deal Much Some Little None

A Great
Division Chairperson Deal Much Some Little None

A Great
Dean of Instruction Deal Much Some Little None

A Great
President Deal Much Some Little None

*If applicable



FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY

Introduction: The purpose of this survey is to provide

a comprehensive evaluation of the attitudes of faculty mem-

bers toward various aspects of their college environment.

The answer sheets are designed to provide anonymity for

respondents. The purpose of this inventory is to identify

conditions which consensus would support as detrimental to

faculty morale. The results of this inventory will be use-

ful as a basis for discussing corrective procedures.

Directions: All of the statements in this inventory

can be answered either "Agree," "Undecided," or "Disagree."

Read each statement carefully and decide which answer best

describes your attitude. If you agree, mark your answer

under "A." If you are undecided, mark your answer under

"U. " If you disagree, mark under "D."

Example:

This person agrees with the statement: A U D

Most college instructors enjoy teaching. '' '' "

This person is undecided about the statement:

Most college instructors enjoy teaching.'''''t

This person disagrees with the statement:

Most college instructors enjoy teaching. t ? ' ' ' '

Mark only one response for each staement. Do not omit any

items. Remember, there is no "right" or "wrong" response
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to any statement. If you wish to change an answer, erase

cleanly. Use a soft lead pencil in marking your answer

sheet. Please mark the answer spaces so as to completely

fill the space (--V.

Please do not mark outside the space (ex.: ? I '

Please do not make any extraneous marks on the answer sheet.

Please note that the answer spaces on the answer sheet

progress across the page from right to left.
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A-Agree U-Undecided D-Disagree

1. The administration keeps us informed about college plans
and developments.

2. I have a great deal of interest in this college and its
future.

3. In general, I have enough modern equipment to teach
effectively.

4. My immediate supervisor does a poor job of organizing
our part of the educational program.

5. There is good opportunity for advancement in this college.

6. Compared with other colleges, our retirement program is
satisfactory.

7. The administration tends to ignore our suggestions and
complaints.

8. A few of my colleagues seem to believe that they are
running the institution.

9. Faculty meetings, committee meetings, and similar activities
take up too much of my time.

10. My immediate supervisor has usually been as fair as
possible in his dealings with me.

11. The size of the classes I work with is satisfactory for
effective teaching.

12. It is difficult for me to live comfortably on the salary
I receive.

13. The administration often fails to give clear cut instruc-
tions.

14. The longer you work for this college, the more you feel
you belong.

15. I am often bothered by unexpected extra assignments.

16. My immediate supervisor really tries to bet our ideas
about improvements.
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17. Some of the physical conditions here actually inter-
fere with my work.

18. I think that the salary schedule is administered fairly
and objectively.

19. The administration keeps us in the dark about things
we ought to know.

20. I am proud to be a part of the educational program of
this community.

21. My professional advancement is not encouraged in this
institution.

22. I believe that the present grievances or adjustment
procedure gives a person a fair opportunity to get a
problem settled.

23. The meetings we have are justified and worthwhile with
rare exceptions.

24. Tenure policy in this institution is satisfactory in
nearly all respects.

25. The administration has a tendency to play favorites.

26. Sometimes I feel that my work counts for very little in
the college program.

27. I believe that I could do a better job if I had more
unassigned time.

2f. My immediate supervisor is usually willing to listen to
my point of view.

29. The staff development program in this college helps me
to do a better job of teaching.

30. In my opinion, the salaries in our college are lower
than the salaries in most other colleges.

31. I have to depend upon the grapevine as my source of infor-
mation.

32. Compared with most colleges, our sick leave and other
benefits are good.

33. The record keeping and clerical detail connected with my
work tend to be very burdensome.
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34. When I do good work, credit is given in most instances.

35. There is good opportunity for professional growth in
this college.

36. I am satisfied with the way salary matters are handled.

37. The administration does a poor job of handling complaints
and suggestions.

38. I am doing the kind of work in this college that I can
do best.

39. The condition of the buildings and grounds makes this
a pleasant place to work.

40. My immediate supervisor is not very friendly toward me.

41. If I were some place other than this college, I would
have more opportunity for advancement.

42. I'm satisfied with the way our retirement program is
handled.

43. If I have a complaint to make, I feel free to talk to
someone in the administrative offices.

44. I feel that I know how I fit in with the total program
in this college.

45. I think my teaching load is about right.

46. The administration does everything possible to see that
we are fairly treated.

47. Some of my colleagues try to avoid their fair share of
extracurricular activities.

48. I would not want to take extended sick leave for fear I
might not be reinstated.

49. With practically no exceptions, I understand the policies,
rules and regulations under which I work.

50. Local pressure groups have too much influence on admin-
istrative decisions.

51. The method for determining salary increases is
satisfactory.
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52. My immediate supervisor lets us know exactly what is
expected of us.

53. The students in this college are interested in learning.

54. Some of my colleagues place personal advancement above
the welfare of the institution.

55. I'm satisfied with the way our sick leave and benefit
program is handled.

56. The administration generally encourages coordination
between departments.

57. Filling in this inventory can be a worthwhile way of
letting the administration know what faculty members
think.



APPENDIX B
MANUAL FOR THE FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY

(FORM Z)

Richard C. Richardson, Jr.
Clyde E. Blocker

The concept of faculty morale relates to the attitudes

held by the faculty members of a given institution toward

the environment within which they work. Administrators

consider the evaluation of morale important even though it

has not been proven that high morale is necessarily related

to productivity. The most common method of evaluating

faculty morale is through the face-to-face relationships

that inevitably occur in an institution. Size of the

faculty and the element of threat, actual or implied, can

combine to make such soundings unreliable.

Most attempts to evaluate staff morale through some

sort of attitude survey fall into one of the two categories.

Either a collection of statements is used to yield a single

generalized indication of morale level, or each item within

a group is used as an indication of attitude toward a

specific condition, for example, adequacy of salary. The

former approach fails to provide specific information so

that corrective measures may be taken, the latter is noto-

riously unreliable since it is based on a single measure.
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The Faculty Attitude Survey represents a unique

attempt to establish certain empirically demonstrated cate-

gories consisting of clusters of statements all related to

the same concept. In this way differential measure of morale

was constructed that could be used to identify specific

areas detrimental to staff job satisfaction. At the same

time, the fact that a cluster of items was identified for

each category meant that several measures were available

creating a more reliable group score.

The detailed development of the Faculty Attitude Survey

is described in the references listed for this report.

The following information is designed to aid in the scoring

and interpretation of the most refined version of the Survey,

Form Z. It should be noted that the categories described

are the result of an item factor analysis of the responses

from six junior colleges.

GROUP FACTORS AND SUB-CATEGORIES OF THE INVENTORY

A study completed by Richardson and Block (1963)

revealed the existence of four group factors relating to

the area of faculty morale. An item analysis, Richardson

and Blocker (1965), further identified sub-categories

within each of the major groups. The group factors with

their related sub-categories are described on the fol-

lowing pages.
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GROUP FACTOR I--SUPERVISION

This factor is associated with the attitudes of faculty

members toward the overall effectiveness of administrative

processes. It consists of two sub-categories.

Sub-category A: Communication with Administration

relates primarily to the freedom with which information

travels up and down the administrative structure. At the

same time, attitudes of fairness, consistency, competence

and effectiveness of administration beyond the immediate

supervisor level are tapped.

Sub-category B: Relations with Immediate Supervisor

refers to the attiudes of staff members toward the fairness,

consistency, competence and effectiveness of immediate

supervisors.

GROUP FACTOR II--SELF INTEGRATION

This factor invloves the image that a faculty member

has of himself in relation to his colleagues and the insti-

tution, as well as the degree of respect with which he views

his colleagues. There are three sub-categories comprising

this group factor.

Sub-category C: Identification with the Institution

concerns the expressed attitude of staff members toward

their pride and interest in the college.

Sub-category D: Interpersonal Relations has to do

with the staff member's concept of the degree to which he

is oriented to his role as it relates to the institution



and to his colleagues.

Sub-category E: Personal Security relates to feelings

of self-satisfaction and security expressed by the staff

member with respect to his position in the institution.

GROUP FACTOR III--INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

This factor is the second largest of the four consisting

of seventeen items and five sub-categories. Institutional

environment refers to the conditions under which a faculty

member works.

Sub-category F: Physical Working Conditions includes

attitudes toward buildings, grounds, equipment, and other

physical aspects of the job situation.

Sub-category G: Opportunities for Professional Growth

and Advancement concerns faculty attitudes toward profes-

sional growth opportunities and advancement possibilities

as members of the college staff.

Sub-category H: Faculty Meetings involves attitudes

toward the value and importance of faculty and committee

meetings.

Sub-category I: Teaching Load refers to such conditions

as class size, amount of unassigned time, as well as atti-

tudes toward non-teaching activities such as extra-curricular

assignments, record keeping, and other clerical detail.

GROUP FACTOR IV- -EMPLOYMENT REWARDS

This factor concerns itself with the attitudes of

faculty members toward the fairness of administration and
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the general adequacy of salary and fringe benefits. Three

sub-categories are included within this factor.

Sub-category K: Adequacy of Fringe Benefits summarizes

faculty attitudes with respect to benefits such as sick

leave retirement, and tenure.

Sub-category L: Adequacy of Salary refers to attitudes

concerning the adequacy of remuneration.

Sub-category M: Administration of Salary Schedule

involves attitudes toward the fairness and consistency with

which the salary schedule is administered.

ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

Directions for administering the Survey are contained

in the cover sheet for each inventory. Best results will

be obtained when staff members are convinced that some use

will be made of the results. The answer sheet should contain

as a minimum the teaching department or division of the

respondent since results are most useful when presented so

as to demonstrate contrasts within the organizational frame-

work of the institution as well as between the various areas

of morale.

The instrument is scored on a three point scale with

the desired response being given a value of two. The un-

decided response in each case is scored as one, while the

unfavorable response is valued at zero. To reduce the

possibility of a response set, both negative and positive
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items have been included. Thus, either the agree or the

disagree answer might be scored as two depending upon the

nature of the statement. In presenting results, scores

should be tabulated for each sub-category, and group factor

composites above one indicate areas of relatively higher

morale, while scores below one reveal areas needing attention.

The group factors and sub-categories are listed below

with the number of each item from the inventory that belongs

to the respective grouping. An "A" after the item indicates

that this is the two point response. Similarly, a "D"

follows those items where this is the two point response.

While it is possible to program this instrument for machine

scoring, where small numbers are involved, the easiest

method is to construct thirteen templates, one for each sub-

category. Combined scores for each teaching division when

divided by the number of instructors involved in the number

of items on the sub-category will yield scores that may be

compared. Item 57 on the inventory is a reaction statement

that may be examined independently to give some idea of the

rapport that exists between those administering the inventory

and those taking it.
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GROUP FACTOR I - SUPERVISION

Two Point
Sub-Category A Statements Response

1 A
7 D

13 D
Communication 19 D

with 22 A
Administration 25 D

31 D
37 D
43 A
46 A
49 A
56 A

Sub-Category B

Relations with
Immediate Supervisor

- 7

Statements

4
10
16
2$

34
40
52

1*

Two Point
Response

D
A
A
A
A
D
A
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GROUP FACTOR II - SELF INTEGRATION

Two Point
Sub-Category C Statements Response

Identification with 2 A
the Institution 20 A

Two Point
Sub-Category D Statements Response

8 D
Interpersonal 26 D

Relations 44 A
54 D

Two Point
Sub-Category E I Statements Response

Personal
Security

14
38
50

A
A
D
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GROUP FACTOR III - INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT

Sub-Category F

- - - - - - -.-- -

Statements
Two Point
Response

Physical Working 3 A
Conditions 17 D

39 A

Two Point
Sub-Category G Statements Response

Professional Growth 5 A
and 21 D

Advancement 29 A
35 A
41 D
43 A

Two Point
Sub-Category H Statements Response

Faculty Meetings 9 D
23 A

Two Point
Sub-Category I Statements Response

11T A
Teaching Load 27 D

45 A
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Sub-Category J Statements Two Point
Response

Non-Instructional 15 D
Work Load 33 D

47 D

GROUP FACTOR IV - EMPLOYMENT REWARDS

Sub-Category K Statements Two Point
Response

6 A
24 A
32 A

Adequacy of Fringe 42 A
Benefits 4 D

55 A

Two Point
Sub-Category L Statements Response

Adequacy of 12 D
Salary 30 D

Sub-Category M Statements Two Point
Response

Administration of 18 A
Salary Schedule 36 A

51 A
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FACULTY ATTITUDE SURVEY

Introduction: The purpose of this survey is to provide a

comprehensive evaluation of the attitudes of faculty mem-

bers toward various aspects of their college environment.

The answer sheets are designed to provide anonymity for

respondents. The administration hopes through the use of

this inventory to identify conditions which consensus would

support as detrimental to faculty morale. The results of

this study will be made available to all staff members and

will be used as a basis for discussing corrective procedures.

Directions: All of the statements in this inventory can be

answered either "Agree," "Undecided," or "Disagree." Read

each statement carefully and decide which answer best des-

cribes your attitude. If you agree, mark your answer under

"A." If you are undecided, mark under "U." If you disagree,

mark under "D."

Example:

This person agrees with the statement: A U D

Most college instructors enjoy teaching. t'? ? '?

This person is undecided about the statement:

Most college instructors enjoy teaching.

This person disagrees with the statement:

Most college instructors enjoy teaching.

127
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Mark only response for each statement. Do not omit any

items. Remember, there is no "right" or "wrong" response

to any statement. If you wish to change an answer, erase

cleanly. Record any criticisms or suggestions on the back

of the answer sheet.
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A - Agree U - Undecided D - Disagree

1. The administration keeps us informed about
college plans and developments. 1.

2. I have a great deal of interest in this
college and its future. 2.

3. In general, I have enough modern equipment
to teach effectively. 3.

4. My immediate supervisor does a poor job of
organizing our part of the educational program. 4.

5. There is good opportunity for advancement in this
college. 5.

6. Compared with other colleges, our retirement
program is satisfactory. 6.

7. The administration tends to ignore our
suggestions and complaints. 7.

8. A few of my colleagues seem to believe that
they are running the institution. 8.

9. Faculty meetings, committee meetings, and
similar activities take up too much of my time. 9.

10. My immediate supervisor has usually been as fair
as possible in his dealings with me. 10.

11. The size of the classes I work with is
satisfactory for effective teaching. 11.

12. It is difficult for me to live comfortably
on the salary I receive. 12.

13. The administration often fails to give clear
cut instructions. 13.

14. The longer you work for this college, the more
you feel you belong. 14.

15. I am often bothered by unexpected extra
assignments. 15.

16. My immediate supervisor really tries to get
our ideas about improvemtns. 16.
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A - Agree U - Undecided D - Disagree

17. Some of the physical conditions here actually
interfere with my work.

18. I think that the salary schedule is administered
fairly and objectively.

19. The administration keeps us in the dark about
things we ought to know.

20. I am proud to be a part of the educational
program of this community.

21. My professional advancement is not encouraged
in this institution.

22. I believe that the present grievances or
adjustment procedure gives a person a fair
opportunity to get a problem settled.

23. The meetings we have are justified and
worthwhile with rare exceptions.

24. Tenure policy in this institution is
satisfactory in nearly all respects.

25. The administration has a tendency to play
favorites.

26. Sometimes I feel that my work counts for very
little in the college program.

27. I believe that I could do a better job if I
had more unassigned time.

28. My immediate supervisor is usually willing to
listen to my point of view.

29. The staff development program in this college
helps me to do a better job of teaching.

30. In my opinion, the salaries in our college are
lower than the salaries in most other colleges.

31. I have to depend upon the grapevine as my source
of information.

32. Compared with most colleges, our sick leave
and other benefits are good.

17.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

2$.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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A - Agree U - Undecided D - Disagree

33. The record keeping and clerical detail connected
with my work tend to be very burdensome. 33.

34. When I do good work, credit is given in
most instances. 34.

35. There is good opportunity for professional
growth in this college. 35.

36. 1 am satisfied with the way salary matters
are handled. 36.

37. The administration does a poor job of
handling complaints and suggestions. 37.

38. I am doing the kind of work in this college
that I can do best. 38.

39. The condition of the buildings and grounds
makes this a pleasant place to work. 39.

40. My immediate supervisor is not very friendly
toward us. 40.

41. If I were some place other than this college,
I would have more opportunity for advancement. 41.

42. I'm satisfied with the way our retirement
program is handled. 42.

43. If I have a complaint to make, I feel free to
talk to someone in the administrative offices. 43.

44. I feel that I know how I fit in with the total
program in this college. 44.

45. I think my teaching load is about right. 45.

46. The administration does everything possilbe
to see that we are fairly treated. 46.

47. Some of my colleagues try to avoid their fair
share of extra curricular activities. 47.

48. I would not want to take extended sick leave
for fear I might not be reinstated. 4$.

49. With practically no exceptions, I understand the
policies, rules, and regulations under which I
work. 49.
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
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Agree U - Undecided D - Disagree

Local pressure groups have too much influence
on administrative decisions. 50.

The method for determining salary increases
is satisfactory. 51.

My immediate supervisor lets us know exactly
what is expected of us. 52.

The students in this college are interested in
learning. 53.

Some of my colleagues place personal advancement
above the welfare of the institution. 54.

I'm satisfied with the way our sick leave
and benefits program is handled. 55.

The administration generally encourages
coordination between departments. 56.

Filling in this inventory can be a worthwhile
way of letting the administration know what
faculty members think. 57.

,.. ...... r
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Telephone 215-45-5351

Richard C. Richardson, Jr.
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APPENDIX C

December 26, 1973

Dear Mr. Birkner:

This will acknowledge your letter of December 14 Enclosed
you will find the materials you have requested. You have
my approval to use the Staff Morale Inventory in your study
in any way that seems pertinent. I would appreciate it if
vu woud forward to me a copy of your results.

Sincerely,

Richard C. Richardson, Jr

RCR:rb
Enc,
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