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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND USE OF THE CONCEPT

OF ROLE PERCEPTION

Significance of the Problem

The extensive scope and vast significance of the role

of higher education today create a crucial need for more

knowledge and understanding of the problems of those con-

cerned with the processes of higher education. Of primary

concern to many people is the relationship of each level of

education to the three levels of government--local, state,

and national; moreover, the tremendous growth of institutions

of higher education, especially, has caused an increasing

awareness of the complexities of the nature of such relation-

ships.

Politically, state and local governmental actions in

areas of higher education have much impact on institutions

of higher education, especially public colleges and univer-

sities. Enlisting political science professors in various

states to interview state legislators and state officials,

Heinz Eulau prepared a report for the Carnegie Commission

on Higher Education which pointed out that "the resources

mobilized for colleges and universities, the goals to which

such resources are allocated, and the ways in which these

resources are distributed depend to a large extent on the

1
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views and decisions of the nation's legislative bodies."1

The survey was also useful in pinpointing some of the prob-

lems that beset the political process in general and the

legislative process in particular, and which in turn create

problems for higher education. Legislators in many states

see their roles in regard to higher education mainly as

restricted to budgetary review and appropriations and perhaps

very general policy guidelines such as stipulating that

admission policies should not discriminate among racial

groups. Indeed, organization of the state and local higher

educational system is very important, and favorable or unfa-

vorable political environments have a crucial bearing on each

college and university in the system.

According to many writers, the best description of the

relationship of higher education to the federal government is

one of partnership, a permanent and growing partnership which

is unavoidable since the final responsibility for the nation's

security, progress, and welfare rests on the federal govern-

ment. One educator expresses the idea that in a society as

mobile and interdependent as the United States', the federal

government must assist important educational endeavors for

which local, state, or private support is either lacking or

insuf ficient.2Again, college and university decision-makers

1Heinz Eulau and Harold Quinley, State Officials and
Higher Education (New York, 1970)., p. vii.

2Logan Wilson, "A Better Partnership for the Federal
Government and Higher Education," Emerging Patterns in Higher
Education (Washington, D.C., 1965), p. 273.
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must work in the light of governmental decisions and designs

for the university.

With its own special peculiarities, then, the governance

of colleges and universities involves an important relation-

ship with other governmental bodies and public institutions.

Until recent years, however, scholars of public administra-

tion produced little information in organization and

management texts on the peculiar character of higher educa-

tion in its public setting. In 1962, John Millet felt that

as a political scientist and one-time professor of public

administration, he could not ignore the challenge of a

colleague who had searched the literature on public adminis-

tration and failed to find some light on the problems of

administration in higher education.3 He said, "I had to

admit that political science as a discipline had given slight

attention to higher education as an activity of the state.

There was little writing on government in this country to

illuminate the operation of our colleges and universities."4

He and others have now made further inquiries into the prob-

lems of administration in higher education and have provided

useful insights for those concerned with the organization and

management of colleges and universities.

3John D. Millet, The Academic Community (New York, 1962),
p. vii.

4 Ibid.
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One aspect of university management is the role which

the faculty plays. In recent years, administrators of col-

leges and universities have provided more opportunities for

faculty participation in university government, and varieties

of change in university organization across the country have

made faculty involvement in certain areas of decision-making

a reality. The way in which faculty members perceive their

roles in governance is of primary importance to an under-

standing of the situation which exists on campuses today, and

it is this aspect upon which this study attempts to focus.

While such a focus precludes an examination of the broader

political environment of the university previously sketched,

nevertheless any overview of university governance must

include this larger context.

Use of the Concept of Role Perception

This study attempts to examine the conception which

faculty members at North Texas State University have of their

roles in university governance. These views of role percep-

tion are then compared with those reported in the study by

Archie Dykes5 (discussed in detail in Chapter III), whose

findings were made at a large Midwestern university and then

projected to other campuses across the country.

According to Haas, a role is a set of related norms or,

more explicitly, a set of standards and procedures which

5Archie Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making (Washington, 1968).
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define the rights and obligations of persons in certain sit-

uations.6 Role conception, then, simply refers to the

person's understanding of the norms which are appropriate in

a particular set of circumstances.7 The vast majority of an

organization's personnel will have come from the same general

culture and will, thus, have been exposed to the values and

norms of that culture. Yet roles are not always enacted in

accordance with any one set of ideal standards, and this may

be partially explained by the fact that people sometimes have

different normative, that is, model, expectations of them-

selves and others in particular circumstances. In general,

this divergence of view regarding roles could be due to such

various discernible subcultural factors as: regional differ-

ences, social class identification, religious affiliation,

racial origin, and educational and occupational differences.

In the specific occupational area of college teaching (with

which this study is concerned), those involved view their

roles based on all of these factors plus the individual

influences characteristic of their work and experiences in

their specific teaching field or discipline.

Studies have shown that characteristic differences can

be found between faculty members of the various disciplines.

One such research project involving fifteen universities

J. Eugene Haas, Role Conception and Gr _ _Consensus

(Columbus, Ohio, 1964)., p. 1.

7 Ibid., p. 3.
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asked faculty members to indicate whether they thought of

themselves as members of the university, of their departments,

or of their disciplines.8 As faculty members were inter-

viewed, similarities regarding attitude toward roles were

noted among members of the same departments. Of course, some

departments had more agreement among its members than did

other departments, but the relatively high correlation be-

tween particular departments and an individual's selection

of one of the study's designated reference groups (namely,

the university, the department, and the discipline) reveals

that the influence of the teaching field upon an individual's

concept of role is decidedly present. Logically, other fac-

tors within the department also affect role perception. This

same research study reveals that reference group identifica-

tion tends to shift as a faculty member gains in rank;

specifically, the data suggest that there is a progression

from orientation to discipline to department to university

as one rises in rank.9 Therefore, college teachers see their

roles from vantage points based on a variety of bases ranging

from those related to the discipline or the occupational

image to those which are highly personal and unrelated to the

discipline or the occupational image.

8Paul Dressel, F. Craig Johnson, and Philip Marcus, The
Confidence Crisis (San Francisco, 1970), p. 78.

9 Ibid., p. 78.
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From some basis of orientation, then, each member of a

group of faculty members develops a conception of what behav-

ior is required, what is appropriate, what is permitted, and

what is expected for each of the roles which are the normative

base for the performance of the group. The extent to which

two or more persons have an identical conception of a role

or roles is referred to as role consensus.1 0 Those who have

almost identical notions about their intra-group roles are

said to have a high consensus; those who have marked dissim-

ilarities in their conceptions of the same roles are said to

have a low consensus. Understandably, when consensus in role

conception is low, irritation, frustration, and annoyance

will follow.

In this study, there was a wide variation in the opinion

of faculty members who attempted to assess both what roles

they felt faculty members ought to play as well as the roles

which they felt North Texas State University faculty members

actually play. Depending on the particular aspect in ques-

tion, both high and low consensus levels were found between

the views of individual faculty members surveyed in this

study as well as between these faculty members and those

faculty members interviewed in the Dykes' study.1 1  These

discrepancies in agreement are often due to the fact that

1 0 Haas, Role Conception, p. 85.

1 1 See results as discussed in Chapter III.
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many times, changes and increases in power and status result

in confusion and ambiguity about the teacher's occupational

image. Gross, Mason, and McEachern conclude that this role

conflict occurs in part because individuals are exposed to

"incongruent specifications as incumbents of single posi-

tions"1 2 --that is, individuals with whom a person interacts

define roles differently and lead one to encounter a number

of different role expectations connected with the same posi-

tion. As noted earlier, such a problem occurs because of

low group consensus and because the individual teacher bases

his responses to related or even unrelated segments of the

position held on orientations both derived from and totally

different from the person's occupational image.

Furthermore, "the way in which opinions about particular

role conceptions are formed, as well as the dynamics by which

self-conceptions are patterned into the self-image, depends

largely on what standards are endorsed by persons whose

opinions are important to an individual."1 3 Thus, the teacher

may follow standards that are set by particular colleagues

with whom the individual has face-to-face contact, by supe-

riors, or by both; or he may follow more abstract ideal

standards that are endorsed by members of the profession as

a whole or by teachers in his particular discipline. As noted

12 Neal Gross, W. S. Mason, and A. McEachern, Exploration
in Role Analysis (New York, 1958), pp. 21-47.

13 Haas, Role Conception, p. 5.
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earlier in the Dressel study, these influences can be quite

significant.

Throughout the duration of his participation in his

chosen occupation, a person involves himself in a variety of

roles which he must perceive--some of which may be quite

long-lasting and some of which may be relatively short-term.

In most cases, researchers observe, it is the person's

position in his occupation to which he devotes a major por-

tion of his energies. A position is viewed as a number of

roles that are generally defined as belonging together.1 4

Hence, in order to describe fully a position, it is necessary

to spell out its various roles and to view each role as a

segment or a part of each of two positions.1 5 Any post of

employment may be better understood by examining it in this

manner. Some of the roles of the college teacher are ex-

pressed in Figure 1. A college teacher performing the

teacher-student role is also expected to carry out his part

of the teacher-university administrator role as well. In

other words, as one describes the teacher-university admin-

istrator role, for example, one is describing a part of the

teacher's position and a part of the university administrator's

position.

14 Ibid., p. 2.

15 Ibid., p. 29.
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Figure 1--A simplified representation of the position

of college teacher with some of its varied roles.

The dimensions of a role can be rather extensive. In

discussing role dimensions, Haas notes some four separate

and distinct elements that are a part o.f every role. He

classifies these elements as the task or activity dimension,

the authority dimension, the deferential (prestige) behavior

dimension, and the effect dimension.1 6 On these elements

1 6 Ibid., pp. 30-31.
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he elaborates further:

It would appear that for a work group a majority of
all the role specifications center on the performance
of tasks. . . . Every role contains some norms which
specify how decisions are to be made; how much au-
thority each performer should have vis-a-vis the
other. . . . Each role contains some norms which
indicate how much and what kind of deferential (pres-
tige) behavior should be evidenced. . . . Some spec-
ifications of every role indicate how the role actors
should feel toward each other.17

Thus, each role is composed of a variety of elements to which

each individual teacher must appropriately respond. Some

dimensions may conflict as the roles overlap, but the indi-

vidual must find solutions to such problems.

Focus of the Study

The limits of this study may be clearly defined at this

point. The purpose of this research has not been to delve

into all the reasons behind the various perceptions which

faculty members on the North Texas campus--or any other--have

regarding their participation in university governance; nor

has it been designed to investigate the total occupational

image held by faculty members in regard to all their roles.

While such topics would indeed be worthy of additional re-

search, this paper simply attempts to uncover, assess

empirically, and compare the perceptions regarding faculty

involvement in academic decision-making which are held by

faculty members on the North Texas State University campus

and in the Dykes' study.

17Ibid., pp. 30-31.
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Of the Dykes' study, Logan Wilson wrote, "Even though

the observations are confined to a single institution, my

guess would be that the findings are valid for a considerable

number of American universities."t18 To see if the findings

regarding faculty conceptions of roles in decision-making

could be replicated or at least compared with similar results

at an institution the size of North Texas State, permission

was granted by Dykes for the questionnaires used in his study

to be utilized in a study of faculty role perception on the

North Texas State campus.

Basically, the conclusions of this research support Mr.

Logan's contention that the Dykes' findings could be repli-

cated on other campuses. Of course, circumstances peculiar

to North Texas State had a bearing on those differences which

were obtained in the study. At the time the North Texas

survey was made, for example, campus atmosphere centered

around former President Kamerick's hasty departure and left

some faculty uncertain about future faculty participation in

university governance. The survey was basically concerned

with the situation which existed at North Texas at the outset

of the nineteen-seventies, however, and from the perceptions

of faculty members at that point. Chapters III and IV discuss

the comparisons more specifically.

18 Logan Wilson, "Foreward," Faculty Participation in
Academic Decision-Making, written by Archie Dykes (Washing-
ton, D.C., 1968), p. iii.
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Organization of the Study

The administration of a public college or university has

become an increasingly complex and difficult job. Those in-

volved in decision-making view their positions from many

vantage points, and, as Chapter I has indicated, role con-

ception is a critical aspect of any study of university

governance. While faculty members have a variety of roles

to perform, their roles in governance have been the subject

of much discussion in recent years. In an effort to explore

the actual situation which exists on college campuses at the

outset of the nineteen-seventies in regard to faculty par-

ticipation in determining university decisions, Chapter II

presents a survey of available studies and literature on the

subject. The results of the Dykes' study and the research

findings at North Texas State University are summarized and

compared in Chapter III; also, the methodology used in the

North Texas State research is described in detail. Chapter IV

discusses some conclusions which can be drawn from this study

and points out implications for future research by those

interested in evaluating the roles which faculty members feel

they actually play and the roles they feel they ought to play

in university decision-making.



CHAPTER II

RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES: FACULTY PARTICIPATION

IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

Survey of Existing Status of Decision-Making

In order to obtain a picture of the situation which cur-

rently exists on college campuses with regard to faculty

participation in determining university decisions, many as-

pects of faculty role can be examined. Through a survey of

the literature on the subject, one can explore relevant topics

and questions whose answers provide insight into exactly what

roles college and university faculty members actually play in

university governance. Any one of the topics taken by itself

could provide a detailed, in-depth study of a particular as-

pect of the situation, as the survey on the North Texas State

University campus provides. (See Chapter III.) Indeed, the

broad picture of the situation that exists at the outset of

the nineteen-seventies is one which reveals many innovations

in the making.

Increasing Recogniton of Faculty Role in
University Decision-Making

As colleges across the nation put more responsibility

for decision-making in the hands of newly created or already

existing faculty groups, evidence reveals that college admin-

istrators are recognizing the many requests and demands for

14



15

more faculty participation in governing the university. In

the fall of 1969, Harvard and Stanford, for example, an-

nounced reform plans. Harvard's Board of Overseers charged

a newly established reform panel with the "responsibility of

re-examining the university decision-making process, which

presently rests in a vague, tradition-bound combination of

administrators, faculty, and trustees."1 Stanford attempted

to change its original charter in making reforms; and under

the new campus judicial system, six faculty members serve on

an eleven-man student conduct legislative council to enact

rules.2 The new system also designed a nine-man Stanford

Judicial Council (five of whom are faculty members) with the

jurisdiction over all student disciplinary cases.3 Thus, in

various areas of university decision-making, greatly increased

faculty involvement reflects dramatic changes.

Other colleges have utilized similar plans. Antioch

College's top governing body under the Board of Trustees, the

Administrative Council (which is composed of representatives

from the faculty, students, and administrators), recently

gave veto power over its decisions to the students and faculty

who elected it.

1 "Reforms in Governance," Time, XCIV (Sept. 26, 1969), 47.
2 "Campus Government at Stanford," School and Society, XCIV

(October, 1968), 330.

3 Ibid.

4 "Student-Faculty Veto Power," School and Society, XCVII
(Summer, 1969) , 270-272.
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Considered radical by many, proposals for academic re-

form in the internal structure of the university which provide

blueprints for the election of key college administrators by

the teaching faculty5 are unlikely to find widespread support

and use. Very few people recommend this technique as being

feasible enough to use, and only in isolated cases would its

advantages outweigh its disadvantages. Many educators favor

the participation of faculty members in the selection of

department chairmen, but the selection of key administrators

presents different problems. Nevertheless, these examples

are but a few of the many changes which are being proposed or

are already taking place across the country in regard to cam-

pus governance.

Attitudes and Adequate Communication
Between Fac and Administrators

The attitudes of those directly involved in the campus

situation are key clues in picturing existing governance

patterns in different colleges. The attitude of the adminis-

trator is especially important, and a good administrator will

reject the handpicked committee who tells him only what he

wishes to hear.6 On the other hand, "the faculty ought not

5A. A. Lacognata, "Why Not Elect Administrators?" Improv-
ing College and University Teaching, XV (Autumn, 1967)., 212-
213.

6Bertram H. Davis, "The Faculty and Institutional Pol-
icy," American Association of University Professors Bulletin,
LII (Winter, 1966),, 331.
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to object to administrators who administer, only to those who

insist on making academic policy without getting genuine fac-

ulty opinion on it beforehand."7 Thus, both administrators

and faculty must adopt logical, responsible attitudes toward

the roles of each. McGeorge Bundy says, ". . . in short,

they [faculty members] can and should join in the process of

government, always accepting the same rule they ask the pres-

ident to accept--the principle of accountability to the fac-

ulty as a whole." 8  Faculty members who accept this kind of

responsibility reinforce the faculty even as they reinforce

the administration.

Adequate communication may be part of the key here, and

the administration must realize that effective communication

is more than issuing information sheets and directives; it

is sharing ideas and problems with the faculty and providing

them with leadership.9 Algo Henderson suggests that the de-

terioration of communication results from an inadequate use

of the group process in solving problems.10 He further sug-

gests that the use of influence rather than the exercise of

authority and power should be the mode of administering the

7Howard 0. Brogan, "Faculty Power: Pretense and Reality
in Academic Government," Journal of Higher Education, XL
(January, 1969), 28.

8
McGeorge Bundy, "Faculty Power," Atlantic, CCXXII

(September, 1968),, 41.

9Algo Henderson, "The Desired Influence," Journal of
Higher Education, XXXVIII (June, 1967), 311.

1 0Ibid., 304.
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academic program of colleges and universities and that this

desired influence can be attained only through effective com-

munication.1 1 If dialogue is not kept "alive and flourishing

between faculty and administration, how can higher education's

total contribution to society be kept flourishing?"1 2

It has been found in some institutions that a supple-

mentary channel of communication between the faculty and the

president, apart from that through deans, departmental chair-

men, and functional committees provides a useful means of

keeping the president aware of faculty opinion.13 Adequate

communication may help to clarify each group's perception of

its role; yet the proposals which merely acknowledge a shared

interest and "interdependence" among governing boards, admin-

istrators, faculty, students, and others generally fail to

provide a clear-cut structure of authority,1 4 and conflict

can be expected. Accordingly, good communication fosters

high consensus in role perception and proper attitudes toward

the roles of others involved in governance.

Ibid., 311.

1 2 Joseph Axelrod, "New Patterns of Internal Organiza-
tion, " Emerging Patterns in American Higher Education, edited
by Logan Wilson (Washington, D.C., 1965), p. 55.

13 J.Douglas Brown, The Liberal Unive : An Insti-
tutional Analysis (New York, 1969), p. 26.

14 John D. Millett, Decision-Making and Administration in
Higher Education (Kent, Ohio, 1968), p. 12.
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According to writers in the field, many problems must be

settled in assessing how much power faculty members can and

should have in the different areas of decision-making. Some

factors such as those "theoretical" powers described below

inhibit genuine decision-making authority. Other factors

which inhibit participation come from other sources. Also,

as discussed later, motivation does differ among faculty

members, and difficulties often arise because of these dif-

ferences in regard to motivation. Hopefully, however,

effective communication practices help to clarify many ques-

tions which would cause conflict if left unanswered.

Faculty Decision-Making--Actual and Theoretical

Faculty members participate in policy making in various

ways, and an assortment of formal and informal methods can be

observed. No matter what methods are used, however, it is

important to note that committees, senates, and other struc-

tural forms can be in force without the faculty actually

making any decisions at all. Howard Brogan cautions, "The

faculty can be heavily involved and very active in academic

government while really having very limited powers of decision

and little control over what it really does in the governing

process."15 Since there has been no equal standard for eval-

uating faculty opportunities for decision-making from campus

to campus (until some recent studies--discussed in the latter

15
Brogan, "Faculty Power," 24.



20

part of this chapter--have attempted to provide criteria),

the actual power has been difficult to assess. Historically,

however, the extent of faculty participation in decision-

making has been extremely limited.

Responsibility, though, should be clear-cut and concen-

trated. As one educator says, "To create and utilize clear

and known procedures for consultation, communication, and

decision-making is to 'collegialize' management--that is, to

join collegial and bureaucratic elements."1 6 Another educa-

tor points out that achieving genuine faculty responsibility

is a much more important goal than getting further grants of

theoretical rights and powers which will have to be exercised

under the restrictions presently prevailing.1 7

Key Areas of Fac Decision-Making

There are many appropriate areas in which faculty members

can exercise a voice of decision-making authority. For ex-

ample, faculty members are in a good position to recognize

and appraise the circumstances affecting such areas as aca-

demic freedom, tenure, and faculty status and morale. Many

articles have been written about these widely recognized

areas. While many people feel that the faculty ought not to

be given complete authority without any guidelines or

16 Nicholas J. Demerath, Richard Stephens, and Robb
Taylor, Power, Presidents, and Professors (New York, 1967),
p. 216.

17
Brogan, "Faculty Power," 29.
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or administrative leadership, most agree that these areas are

ones in which faculty opinion should be greatly coveted.1 8

Kenneth Patterson emphasizes the importance of faculty

concentration on basic curricular policies, and he proposes

a model and guidelines for universities to follow in the

development of curriculum.19 Certainly, in such matters as

the selection of class textbooks, for example, the need for

faculty opinion is quite obvious.

Other areas in which faculty decision-making power

should be felt have been the subject of several recent stud-

ies. For example, a task force was set up by the American

Association for Higher Education for the purposes of examin-

ing faculty participation in university governance. Although

the report2 0 has been criticized in many respects by some

educators--the main concern being that it was admittedly not

constructed on a representative basis2 1 --some insights were

revealed. The task force developed a model to show five

zones or ranges of possibilities to distribute decision-

making authority between faculty and administration:

18
See additional comments in Chapter III.

19 Kenneth D. Patterson, "The Administration of Univer-
sity Curriculum," Journal of Higher Education, XXXVIII
(November, 1967), 440.

20American Association for Higher Education, Faculty
Participation i Academic Governance, A Report of the AAHE-NEA
Task Force on Faculty Representation and Academic Negotiations
(Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 15.

2 1 For example, see Millett, Decision-Making and Adminis-
tration in Higher Education, p. 6.
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administration dominance, administration primacy, shared au-

thority, faculty primacy, and faculty dominance.2 2 The

described characteristics of the five patterns of decision-

making provide only broad guidelines of academic practice:

One end of the continuum represents a situation in
which the administration makes decisions essentially
on a unilateral basis, with the faculty exercising
little or no influence. . . . In the second zone
authority rests primarily with the administration,
but the faculty is actively consulted, and its views
are given careful consideration in reaching a de-
cision. . . . In the middle zone both faculty and
administration exercise effective influence in
decision-making. . . . fourth zone. . . . decision-
making authority rests primarily in the hands of the
faculty, although provisions are made for prior con-
sultation with the administration. . . . In the final
zone unilateral decision-making authority is vested
in the faculty.2 3

The task force suggests that the relationship between faculty

and administration should be one of shared authority, a method

which will be discussed later in this paper. If authority is

to be shared, the question of what decisions and roles in

decision-making faculty ought to have is of vital importance.

Of course, faculty perceptions of their roles is a primary

aspect of university governance and imposes many limits on

what roles faculty members actually play. The results of

the Dykes' and North Texas State research studies in regard

to this question are discussed in Chapter III.

American Association for Higher Education, faculty
Participation, p. 15.

23 Ibid., pp. 14-16.
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Decision-Making Within a Variety of Structures

In contributing to university governance, faculties work

through a variety of structures--each of which has its own

unique differences. The American Association for Higher

Education task force describes three general types or groups

of faculty representation: internal representative bodies,

external associations, and bargaining agencies.2 4

External associations, by definition, are outside the

framework of formal campus government and, therefore, do

not have decision-making authority within the formal struc-

ture of the institution. The task force suggests that local

chapters of organizations such as the American Association of

University Professors can be a constructive complement to the

institutional academic senate, but that the academic senate

or its equivalent can best combine the elements necessary

to promote effective faculty representation.2 5

In discussing types of structures through which faculty

can be more involved, American Association of University Pro-

fessors'2 6 researchers also stress the use of the internal

academic senate. Of course, senate effectiveness may vary

from campus to campus, as a subsequent section of this chapter

will show. Also, specific interests may warrant the use of a

particular method. In reviewing faculty participation on

24 Ibid., pp. 33-39.

2 5 Ibid., p. 34.

26 Hereafter referred to as AAUP
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decisions affecting economic interests, the AAUP notes two

main approaches which have been developed to insure an effec-

tive voice by faculty members in regard to economic concerns:

(1) collective bargaining by an exclusive bargaining agent,

patterned after union procedures in industry; and (2) profes-

sional self representation by an internal faculty agency.2 7

Each method has proponents who list advantages of each.

Myron Lieberman feels that the AAUP generally excludes sup-

port of all methods except the last one; and he strikes out

at the "befuddled AAUP leadership" who do not value collec-

tive negotiations.28 Favoring negotiation and collective

bargaining, he points out developments in New Jersey,

California, and New York that suggest that faculty support

for academic senates as a complete alternative to collective

negotiation through an exclusive bargaining representative

may soon be a thing of the past.2 9 Actually, Committee T of

the AAUP does not accept the view that collective bargaining

and shared authority are antithetical, and it affirms that

both internal university government and formal agreements

achieved through exclusive representatives must guarantee an

27 "Policy on Representation of Economic Interests,"
American Association of Univsit'Professors Bulletin, LIV
(Summer, 1968), 153.

28 Myron Lieberman, "Faculty Senates: Institutionalized
Irresponsibility," Phi Delta KApan, LI (September, 1969),
20.

2 9 Ibid. 19.
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effective role for the faculty in the governance of the insti-

tution.30

Nevertheless, to support his contention that the AAUP

puts too much faith in the use of the faculty senates as the

primary structures through which faculty members can be heard,

Lieberman discusses what he considers the main problems in-

herent in the approach taken by faculty senates. He says

that in theory and in practice, faculty senates are a type

of employee council; "since employee councils are likely to

be employer dominated, they are prohibited from representing

employees on conditions of employment even if the employees

are professionals and desire such a representational system."3 1

He points out faculty senate weaknesses such as the

typical lack of funds independent of those provided by the

administration, and he feels that a strong case can be made

that faculty senates weaken rather than strengthen due process

in personnel matters.3 2 Lieberman adds:

Senates are hardly immune from prejudice, self
interest, and error; and the question arises, how
are faculty members protected against unjust action
by the faculty?. . . The logic of the faculty senate
approach is that a decision is right because it is
made by the faculty. . . . If a faculty senate
assumes the functions of the employer, where does
the aggrieved faculty member go for assistance.3 3

30 "Report of Committee T," AAUP Bulletin, LVII (June,
1971), 184.

3 1 Ibid., 17.

3 2 Ibid., 20.

33 Ibid.
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Lieberman's challenge to the basic assumptions underlying

faculty senates as faculty representational systems have been

reflected in various recent moves to employ other forms of

participation on different campuses. Therefore, before one

can scrutinize the "shared authority" concept, some of whose

instruments Lieberman has argued against, there is a need to

examine in more detail the new pattern which Lieberman favors.

When the City University of New York and the United Fed-

eration of College Teachers Local 1460 signed an agreement in

1969 for lecturers, it marked the first time that a "nation-

ally-affiliated local had organized a major multi-university

campus."34 Notable differences were evident, particularly in

such areas as pay increases.3 5 Perhaps some campuses feel

the need to utilize a combination of structures to allow the

faculty voice to be heard. Obviously, Lieberman solidly

favors the collective bargaining approach.

However, many problems and changes are inherent in this

technique. John Millett takes a look at this effort in some

colleges and universities to move away from the concept of

"shared authority" between governing board and faculty to a

concept of management and labor under which a faculty would

organize itself as a labor union, would enter into a process

of collective bargaining with the governing board, and would

34 Peter D. Nigro, "What Does a Unionized Faculty Mean?"
College Management, V (January, 1970), 40.

35 Ibid., 40.



27

perform its work for the college or university in accordance

with a contract or agreement.3 6 Under this agreement, "col-

lective bargaining agreements would have to spell out the

instructional role of the faculty, and every faculty member

would be expected to fulfill the obligations of the bargaining

contract."37 But it is not clear how research and public ser-

vice activities would be performed by faculty under such a

contract. Accordingly, the institutions where collective

bargaining has been seriously considered have mainly been

those where instruction is the main activity, and research is

a minor endeavor.3 8 In his excellent analysis of this pat-

tern, Millett notes that there are many unanswered questions

about the whole concept of management-faculty bargaining and

agreement as a pattern of decision-making:

To what extent is the analogy of management-labor
relations in private business applicable to the aca-
demic community? To what extent is the professional
status of faculty members compatible with union sta-
tus? How will union membership of faculty members
affect the faculty membership in scholarly associa-
tions? How will collective bargaining agreements
affect the determination of the educational objectives
and programs of a college or university? How will
collective bargaining agreements affect the instruc-
tional process? How is it proposed to obtain the
income for a college or university needed to carry
out collective bargaining agreements? And is it
intended that collective bargaining agreements shall

36 Millett, Decision-Making and Administration, p. 16.

3 7Ibid., p. 17.

38 Ibid., p. 18.
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be made college by college, university by university,
or upon an 'industry-wide' basis?3 9

In summary, it would seem that the use of the collective bar-

gaining process must, as Millett suggests, introduce some

far-reaching changes in the determination of educational ob-

jectives and instructional procedures.4 0

A different approach, that of shared authority, is now

widely used. The proponents of shared authority describe the

concept as being one in which both faculty and administration

exercise influence in decision-making. Defining and putting

the concept to work has been a problem for many. The recom-

mendations of the American Association for Higher Education

task force4 1 include the conclusion that the internal organi-

zation is the most widespread vehicle for faculty participa-

tion; furthermore, noting that in practice there are two

general internal structures, they voice a strong preference

for the academic senate over the committee system.

In prescribing some special attributes which will make

the senate sufficient to attain the objective of effective

representation, the task force makes some suggestions:

Ideally, the membership of the senate should be
'mixed.' That is, it should be comprised of elected
representatives of the faculty and of designated mem-
bers of the administration sitting on an ex officio

39 Ibid., p. 16.

4 0 Ibid., p. 17.

41 American Association for Higher Education Report,
Faculty Participation, p. 15.
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basis. . . . [occasionally, a 'pure' senate may be
preferable] . . . . All faculty of full-time academic
status through the level of departmental chairman
should be eligible for membership. . . . No rigid
rules can be prescribed governing the structure of
the academic senate since it differs from small to
large institutions. . . . Whether the senate is or-
ganized on a plenary or on a representative basis,
provision should be made for the establishment of
committees to deal with specific substantive areas
. . . . In the case of multi-campus systems, the
structure of the senate should parallel the adminis-
trative organization of the system. . . . Smaller
units of representation are desirable at the divi-
sional and departmental levels. . . . Representatives
should have direct access to the board of trustees
. . . . it should receive sufficient material support
to permit it to carry out its functions satisfactorily.4 2

These eight prescriptions are designed to make the senate

more effective in its operation.

Marvin Laser4 3 feels that the success of an academic

senate depends not on the particular mechanisms through which

it operates, but on the imperatives it can exercise for draw-

ing into its membership the ablest representatives of the

faculty. Laser adds that the organization of a faculty

senate increases the responsibility of the central administra-

tion.

Francis Horn emphasizes the American Association for

Higher Education's report and prescription for having all

42 Ibid., pp. 39-43.

4 3 Marvin Laser, "Toward a Sense of Community," Journal
of Higher Education, XXXVIII (February, 1967), 68-69.

44 Francis H. Horn, "The Organization of Colleges and
Universities," Administration in Higher Education, edited
by Gerald Burns (New York, 1962), p. 72.
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regular, full-time faculty members eligible both to vote for

and to serve as senate members. He studies the considerable

variation which exists in different institutions and finds

some differences such as the fact that in some, only faculty

having tenure are eligible to hold office or even to vote for

senate members; in others, only full professors are eligible

for membership. Thus, the differences are extensive, and

current research is vital in showing just how varied these

differences really are.

Because of the problems which arise due to these varied

standards, some educators are eager to see some consistent

standards in use. Tulane University Professor Henry Mason

is one. With a grant from the Esso Foundation, he is design-

ing a handbook and manual of model senate plans that will

include sections of sample faculty senate constitutions.4 5

In some cases, some faculty members do not feel that the

faculty senate is of comparatively high usefulness in allowing

adequate representative voice. The comments of Lieberman re-

flect such a view. See also some of the Dykes' and North Texas

State research comments in Chapter III.

In recent months, the use of militance has been discussed

as a measure for making demands and opinions heard. Its use

has also been seen in many areas of the country, but most

educators argue against the development of faculty militance.

4 5 "Report of Committee T," American Association of Uni-
versity Professors Bulletin, LV (Summer, 1969), 178.
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After examining the reasons behind the growth of faculty mili-

tance, Lewis Mayhew46 suggests ways in which faculty militance

can be channeled into constructive uses, emphasizing, among

other things: (1) a shared responsibility (which can be

realized in several ways as has been discussed), and (2) the

actions of administrators in non-coercive and non-vindictive

fashion and in full consultation with those affected by their

decisions. This increased faculty involvement, Mayhew feels,

brings faculty directly into the processes of decision-making

and thus reduces tensions and many of the causes of militance.

In these various ways discussed, a number of devices and

structures are used to provide faculties a representative

voice in university decision-making. The advantages and dis-

advantages of each are many, and specific campus situations

may allow some structures to be more effective than others.

Of course, these formal structures must reflect appropriate

attitudes of both faculty and administration if any are to be

effective.

FactLeader in the Campus Environment

In their outreach to students, college and university

faculties affect the whole environment of the campus. The

effect of faculty opinion cannot be discounted. University

faculty members' importance in regard to campus environment

46 Lewis B. Mayhew, "Faculty Demands and Faculty Mili-
tance, " Journal of Higher Education, XL (May, 1969), 337-
350.
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is expressed by one author who says, "The contemporary Ameri-

can university in nearly all of its excellence and its defects,

has been shaped by the faculty. Even the slogans of students

protesting against the university and American society often

have their origins in faculty attitudes."4 7  Much has been

written recently in regard to the part that the faculty has

played in student disorders. William Baxter, a Stanford law

professor who describes himself as an "outspoken advocate of

hard-line opposition to student radicals," makes some impor-

tant observations on governmental and faculty actions and

responses and says that faculty attitudes are beginning to

shift toward the faculty's majority belief that sanctions must

be imposed on unlawful means however noble the ends asserted

as justification.4 8

In an address given to the 1969 Annual Meeting of the

American Association of University Professors, Theodore Mitau

agrees when he says:

Let us frankly admit our own contribution to a campus
climate of frustration and alienation which in turn
has given rise to student protests and hostilities
. . . have we not often failed. . . to teach our
students and academic community the distinctions
between legitimate protest and resort to coercion,
to distinguishing between participatory decision-
making and the paralysis of the democratic processes,

47 Max Ways, "The Faculty is at the Heart of the Trouble,"
Fortune, LXXIX (January, 1969)., 164.

48 William F. Baxter, "Faculty and Government Roles in
Campus Unrest, " Educational Record, L (Fall, 1969)., 411-419.
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to distinguishing between the governance of reason
and the tyranny of brute force.4 9

The message to faculty members who are lax in recognizing

their various contributions to the campus is direct. Facul-

ties must assist administration by coming to grips with what

they want to make of the rapid changes occurring in today's

university world.5 0 :Because of the effect of administrative

decisions on his students and his work, "it is essential not

only that today's college teacher keep actively concerned

with what is happening in the central offices, but also that

he participate intelligently in university and departmental

decisions whenever such a course is open to him." 5 1

Wilson Wetzler stresses that educational leadership must

be a part of the teaching staff "that knows where it is going

and that is involved in an ongoing evaluative process. "5 2

That is, of course, a necessity for the future of higher edu-

cation; and teachers must be a vital part of the work,

planning, and changes. J. Douglas Brown says, "A faculty

who abrogates its proper role as participant or advisor in

4 9 Theodore G. Mitau, "Needed: Peacemakers and Social
Engineers, " American Association of Univers Professors
Bulletin, LV (Summer, 1969), 157 .

50 Ways, "The Faculty is at the Heart of Trouble," 164.

5 1 Francis C. Rosecrance, The American College and Its
Teacher (New York, 1962), p. 223.

52 Wilson Wetzler, "Quality Education Through Faculty
Leadership, " Improving College and University Teaching, XIV
(Autumn, 1966), 243.
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policy determination or implementation in a significant area

of academic life and then rends its corporate garments when

trouble comes is not a good example of the maturity it seeks

to inculcate in its students."5 3

Perhaps it can be said, then, that faculty members must

accept and heartily respond to their responsibilities for

participation in appropriate areas of academic decision-

making because of their crucial position of importance on

campus and the influence and power which is theirs in deter-

mining to a large extent the environment of the whole campus.

However, for various reasons, some faculty members do shrug

serving in this manner. As mentioned earlier, such problems

of faculty motivation toward participation are discussed in

detail in Chapter III.

The Role of Professional Associations

Professional associations encourage faculty participa-

tion in many ways. The AAUP tries to provide various forms

of materials, service, information, and support to faculty

members participating in university governance. In December,

1966, the AAUP released their Statement on the Government of

Colleges and Universities5 4 (this statement was developed with

two major national organizations concerned with higher

53
Brown, The Liberal Unive t p. 34.

54 "Statement on the Government of Colleges and Universi-
ties," American Association of University Professors Bulletin,
LII (Winter, 1966).
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education--the Association of Governing Boards of Universities

and Colleges and the American Council on Education). By May,

1969, 68 institutions had adopted the statement to some degree

on their campuses; 89 had adoptive actions under consideration;

and 174 chapters stated that the faculty had such action on

the agenda.

Following the release of this Statement, too, the trus-

tees of state colleges in California adopted a landmark

resolution calling for "the continued growth, strengthening,

and development of the local and statewide academic senates"

which the Statement had endorsed and promoted.5 5  The trus-

tees also indicated their willingness to cooperate with a

negotiating plan that might include representatives of the

various faculty members' organizations. 5 6

Moreover, in an effort to bring faculty and administrators

together, the AAUP suggested that regional conferences be held

to discuss problems and concerns of the two sides.5 7 In March,

1969, the Association began setting up a "Panel of Consultants

whose functions would be mainly to advise faculties and insti-

tutions on structures and needed revisions which would provide

for better participation in university government by faculty

members."58 Furthermore, as discussed under a later topic

55 "California State College Trustees Approve 1966 State-
ment on Government." American Association of University
Professors Bulletin, LIII (Winter, 1967), 403.

5 6 Ibid., 403.

5 7 "Report of Committee T," LV (Summer, 1969), 179.
5 8 Ibid., 180.
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the AAUP released in March, 1971, the results of an extensive

survey of faculty participation in governance. In such ways,

professional associations have continually provided much

stimulus toward efforts of faculties to become more involved

in various areas of decision-making.

Evaluations of Actual Faculty
Decision-Making Authority

Before determining what changes are necessary to improve

faculty participation in academic decision-making, one must

ascertain what the present situation actually is on campuses.

Of course, since many persons perceive differently both what

faculty role really is and what it ought to be, a precise

evaluation can be difficult to obtain; but it is vitally ne-

cessary that such studies be attempted. Edward Ellois has

sought to determine existing views and practices in respect

to faculty participation by examining various college hand-

books.5 9 This technique has obvious limitations.

An AAUP survey subcommittee has worked for several years

developing and testing an instrument designed for evaluating

the role of a faculty in the government of a particular col-

lege or university. This comprehensive study is one of the

few studies undertaken in this field of question. The first

draft of the questionnaire to be used as a test instrument

was sent to AAUP chapters and administrative officials of 133

59 Edward R. Ellois, Jr., "Faculty Participation in
Policy-Making," Improving College and University Teaching, XV
(Autumn, 1967) , 233-239.
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colleges and universities seeking "precise, quantitative, and

machine-processible information" on the faculty's voice in

campus decision-making.6 0 By April, 1969, 91 institutions had

responded; and following the trial run, the instrument was re-

vised for a national survey to be made during 1969-1970..61

Final questionnaires were sent out in September, 1970, and by

December, 1970, the survey subcommittee had received 1,056

usable replies from 970 separate institutions.6 2  The survey

instrument itself is designed to measure the level of faculty

participation and, thus, to permit comparisons of practice.

The report6 3 is not intended to be an evaluation or rating of

institutions on the basis of governmental practice.

The results, interpreted according to five defined levels

of faculty participation (determination, joint action, consul-

tation, discussion, and none), revealed that, among other

things, there are no marked differences appearing among the

three different institutional control types reported--namely,

private independent, church related, and public.

Table I shows the average reply at each level of par-

ticipation for each question:

60 "Report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee T,"
American Association of University Professors Bulletin, LV
(Summer, 1969), 180.

6 1 Ibid., 181.

6 2 "Report of the Survey Subcommittee of Committee T,"
American Association of Unive Professors Bulletin, LVII
(Spring , 1971),, 68.

6 3Ibid., 68-124.
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TABLE I

MEDIAN RESPONSE

(Average of All Responses to Each Questionnaire Item)

Decisions Relative to

1 Appointments
2 Reappointments or Nonrenewal
3 Promotions
4 Tenure
5 Dismissal for Cause
6 Curriculum
7 Degree Requirements
8 Academic Performance of Students
9 Types of Degrees Offered

10 Establish. . . New Educational. . . Programs
11 Admission Requirements
12 Relative Staff Sizes of . . . Disciplines
13 Programs for Buildings. . . Facilities
14 President
15 Academic Deans
16 Department Chairmen
17 Faculty Salary Scales
18 Individual Faculty Salaries
19 Short Range Budgetary Planning (1-3 Yr.)
20 Long Range Budgetary Planning
21 Average Teaching Loads
22 Teaching Assignments
23 Specification. . . Department Committees
24 Membership Departmental Committees
25 Authority of Faculty in Government
26 Specification. . . Senate Committees
27 Membership. . . Senate Committees
28 Academic Discipline
29 Specification Student Extracurricular Rules
30 Extracurricular Behavior
31 Student Role in Institutional Government

*Source: AAUP Bulletin, LVII (Spring, 1971), 69.
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TABLE I--Continued

Forms of Faculty Participation

Joint
Determination Action Consultation Discussion None

4.3 25.1 28.1 29.5 13.1
4.3 20.9 29.8 25.5 19.6
4.9 26.4 30.8 18.9 19.1
5.4 29.0 29.1 16.4 20.1
4.9 29.5 32.3 12.4 20.8

41.1 38.7 12.9 6.0 1.3
43.4 35.1 11.9 6.2 3.5
85.9 8.7 2.9 1.8 0.7
18.6 9.5 15.7 8.0 8.2
14.2 51.4 18.2 10.9 5.4
14.7 27.5 18.0 16.0 23.8
1.3 9.5 19.7 30.2 39.3
0.4 7.3 28.4 38.3 25.6
0.4 9.2 36.7 20.4 33.3
0.5 12.2 32.4 24.0 31.0
6.8 15.7 26.6 24.9 25.9
0.4 10.4 24.0 18.8 46.4
1.0 8.4 14.9 25.7 0.0
0.6 4.7 22.8 29.2 42.8
0.3 2.6 16.4 25.8 4.9
4.1 21.2 22.39.6 22.8

13.9 49.6 4.2117.0 5.2
41.0 24.8 12.2 10.9 11.0
47.1 21.2 9.8 10.9 11.1
9.8 36.9 27.5 7.2 18.6

21.0 35.5 17.8 10.1 15.6
32.2 28.2 14.1 9.3 16.2
26.0 35.917.410.5 10.3
5.0 25.0 22.3 20.4 27.3
3.9 25.6 21.4 18.1 31.0

15.2 32.8 21.6 15.5 14.8
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Also, there is no clearly significant shift in participation

level from one type of institution to another. Thirdly, the

distribution of responses by geographical region reflects no

appreciable association between participation levels and

regional location with the possible exception of the Southern

states, which were divided into the categories of East South

Central, West South Central, and South Atlantic. Summarily,

from the self-survey done by each participating institution,

Committee T concluded that, on the average, faculty partici-

pation in college and university governance in the United

States is viewed by faculty and administration as being at

the level of consultation.

The average reply at each level of participation is an

institutional average rather than a weighted faculty average,

each institution having been weighted equally. On the aver-

age, the median response to each question, shown by the

moving line, is slightly below the level of consultation,

but with considerable variation from question to question.

Figure 2 shows the questions arranged in descending

order of faculty participation based on all responses

(N = 1056). The length of the bar corresponds to the index

numbers. The same question ordering holds for joint respon-

ses. The differences between adjacent questions are small,

but from top to bottom the difference is large, covering

almost the entire range of faculty participation levels.

For each question, an even weight was assigned to indicate
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Figure 2. Distribution of Participation Responses
(weighted indices) by Item

Questionnaire Item
(Item number in parentheses)

Academic Performance (No. 8)
Curriculum (No. 6)
Degree Requirements (No. 7)
Membership Department Committees . . . (No. 24)
Specification. . . Department Committees (No. 23)
Types of Degree Offered (No. 9)
Establish. . . New Educational. . . Programs (No. 10)
Academic Discipline (No. 28)
Teaching Assignments (No. 22)
Membership. . .Senate Committees (No. 27)
Specification. . . Senate Committees (No. 26)
Student Role in Institutional Government (No. 31)
Authority of Faculty in Government (No. 25)
Dismissal for Cause (No. 5)
Admission Requirements (No. 11)
Tenure (No. 4)
Promotions (No. 3)
Appointments (No. 1)
Reappointments or Nonrenewal (No. 2)
Specification Student Extra-Curr. . . Rules (No. 29)
Extra-Curricular Behavior (No. 30)
Department Chairmen (No. 16)
Average Teaching Loads (No. 21)
Academic Deans (No. 15)
President (No. 14)
Programs for Buildings. . . Facilities (No. 13)
Faculty Salary Scales (No. 17)
Relative Staff Sizes of. . . Disciplines (No. 12)
Short-Range Budgetary Planning (l-3yr.) (No. 19)
Individual Faculty Salaries (No. 18)
Long-Range Budgetary Planning (No. 20)

Participation Responses:

Index Number:

*Source: AAUP Bulletin, LVII (Spring, 1971), 70.
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Figure 2--Continued
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the level of participation. "Determination" received a rel-

ative weight of 5, "Joint Action" a relative weight of 4,

"Consultation" a relative weight of 3, "Discussion" a relative

weight of 2, and "None" a relative weight of 1. The replies

were scaled so that the maximum possible reply (100 per cent

"Determination" responses to all questions) would have an

index number of 500, and the minimum response index (all

replies "None") would be 100. As indicated earlier, each

participating institution provided a self-survey from which

the preceding information was obtained. North Texas State

University was a part of the study. The actual joint admin-

istration-chapter response from North Texas State University

is revealed in figure 3. Additional insight on the views of

North Texas State faculty members is provided in Chapter III.

In this comprehensive study which Committee T has com-

pleted, problems are encountered at all levels. One might

consider, for example, the ambiguous status of the depart-

ment chairman who sometimes makes executive decisions on

his own and at other times represents the views of his

department. The survey considered the different ways such

a role is perceived by administration, faculty, and the

chairman himself. It seems that this AAUP work has attempted

to solve the problems encountered rather than ignore them,

and it appears that the report may be a very useful piece of

scholarly research regarding the study of faculty partici-

pation in academic decision-making.
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Summary

This AAUP study, the Dykes' work, and the AAHE task

force report have been invaluable in providing serious up-

to-date efforts that attempt to evaluate faculty participa-

tion. In regard to faculty participation in university

governance, this chapter has pictured the situation which

exists, the possibilities which are feasible and through

which educators feel the university organization can work,

and the perceptions of the roles which are desired by faculty

members and administrators.

In presenting a view of literature on the subject, this

chapter has explored several pertinent questions regarding

university governance, the answers to which serve to describe

faculty participation in university governance at the outset

of the nineteen-seventies. Since the perception which fac-

ulty members have of their roles in decision-making affects

all other aspects of faculty participation in university

governance, special attention has been focused on this

subject in Chapter III.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY, SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS,

COMPARISONS WITH DYKES' RESULTS

Empirical studies such as those noted in the previous

chapter have been prepared in an effort to provide answers to

some questions crucial to the administration of higher educa-

tion in the nineteen-seventies. As Logan Wilson says,

"Although 'Who decides what?' is a question for perennial

debate in academic circles, the issues it involves are likely

to become more heated during a period of rapid social change,

such as colleges and universities are now undergoing."

Possible solutions to these issues and problems must be

examined. Obviously, efforts to resolve the many controver-

sial questions which have arisen have resulted in the

preponderance of articles concerning the various aspects of

college and university existence. While some articles re-

flect only the biases of a particular writer, many are more

than just rhetoric and supposition; those empirical studies

offer significant contributions toward future innovations

which must come to institutions of higher learning.

Logan Wilson, "Foreword," Faculty Participation in
Academic Decision-Making, written by Archie Dykes (Washing-
ton, 1968), p. iii.
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Methodology

Decision-making in colleges and universities has many

facets, several of which Archie Dykes considers in his study.

In an effort to evaluate empirically the views of faculty

members regarding their roles in university governance, Dykes

conducted his inquiry at a large and outstanding public Mid-

western university. As explained in Chapter I, permission

was granted by Dykes for some of the questions used in his

study to be utilized in a study of faculty role perception

on the North Texas State University campus in an effort to

see if the study findings regarding faculty conceptions of

roles in decision-making could be replicated or at least

compared with similar results at an institution the size of

North Texas State University.2

Letters and survey questionnaires were sent to 105

randomly selected (stratified by professorial rank and col-

lege or school in the university) N. T. S. U. faculty

members out of a total teaching faculty of 525. Insofar as

was possible, department chairmen, deans, campus-wide officers,

and all administrators were excluded from the sample. Thus,

the "faculty" included in this study are those who basically

devote their time to teaching and research.

Respondents in the survey were asked both to reply to

prepared questions and to make comments whenever desired.

Each survey participant was assured of anonymity, and any

2Hereafter referred to as N. T. S. U.
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inferences which the reader makes in attempting to attribute

certain comments to specific individuals is mere speculation.

A copy of the initial letter and questionnaire sent to re-

spondents is found in Appendix A. The follow-up memorandum

sent to respondents two weeks after the questionnaire is

found in Appendix B. Of the 20 per cent of the teaching

faculty selected for the survey, 63.8 per cent returned a

usable response. Several returned notes saying that certain

incidents made them fearful of expressing themselves honestly.

As discussed earlier, campus atmosphere at the time the sur-

vey was made revealed much faculty uncertainty.

Specific differences applicable to various parts of the

questionnaire are explained in more detail as each part is

discussed. As indicated earlier, one specific facet of the

faculty role in decision-making is of prime importance in

this study. External forces and restraints (whether they be

structural or otherwise) are important determinants of the

faculty's actual role in decision-making; however, faculty

attitudes and perceptions of their roles in participation

are also crucial to understanding the complexities of faculty

involvement in university governance, and it is this latter

area which is of most concern in this research study.

Findings and Comparisons

The results of the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. studies are

examined and compared by observing faculty responses to dif-

ferent parts of the questionnaire.
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Faculty Assessment of "Pre" Roles
in Areas of Decision-Making

To discover if certain specific areas of decision-making

were of more concern to faculty members than other areas,

faculty members were asked to assess their view of faculty

involvement in six broad areas: academic affairs (such as

degree requirements, curricula, student admission require-

ments, academic standards); personnel matters (such as

appointments, promotions, dismissals, and the awarding of

tenure); financial affairs (such as the determination of

financial priorities and allocation of budgetary resources);

capital improvements (defined as planning for buildings, other

physical facilities, and grounds); student affairs (such as

discipline, student government, recreation, and related

matters); and public and alumni affairs (such as speaking to

groups, seeking university support, etc.).

Each respondent was asked to express his opinion about

each of the six areas by selecting one of the alternatives

which best matched his view: faculty should always or almost

always determine, faculty should usually determine, faculty

should recommend to administration but latter should decide,

faculty should not usually be involved, or faculty has no

role.

Notably, in both the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. surveys,

the closer to academic affairs the faculty perceived the

decision-making to be, the more influence they felt faculty

members should have. See Tables II and III and conclusions
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in Chapter IV. These two tables list the percentage of

TABLE II

THE FACULTY'S PROPER ROLE IN DECISION-MAKING AS
INDICATED BY PER CENT OF FACULTY MEMBERS IN

THE DYKES' STUDY CHOOSING
SELECTED RESPONSES*

Degrees of Influence

I. Faculty
Always,
Usually
Total

should determine
almost always

II. Faculty should recommend
to administration, but
latter should decide

III. Faculty should not
usually be involved

IV. Faculty has no role
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0
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81

8

0

8
13

75

4

0

3
21
24

49

25

2

0
0
0

44

51

5

*Source: Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 2.

respondents choosing each alternative for the six specified

areas in faculty assessments of the roles which they feel they

should play in the decision-making process.
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TABLE III

THE FACULTY'S PROPER ROLE IN DECISION-MAKING AS
INDICATED BY PER CENT OF FACULTY MEMBERS IN

THE N. T. S. U. STUDY CHOOSING
SELECTED RESPONSES

4J

4-)

(1) H a) U).H 4J) rd >
drsPf4f0nH

IFutdy4-sh d4trd
4 3244 5 4

I.aIys4derdH
-H -H H -P-)-

)0dmnitrtinHu
rd UW rd -H rd HO)

Degrees of Influence 23C36d75 64 :41 52

I. Faculty should determine
Always, almost always 45 32 4 3 5 4
Usually 30 25 5 0 12 7 12
Total 75 57 9 3 17 16

II. Faculty should recommend
to administration, but
latter should decide 23 36 75 61 54 52

III. Faculty should not
usually be involved 2 7 16 27 27 23

IV. Faculty has no role 0 0 0 9 2 9

To examine more closely some of the specific responses,

Dykes found that 86 per cent said that in the area of academic

affairs faculty should play a large part in decision-making.

The N. T. S. U. study, also, had a sizable 75 per cent who

felt that the faculty should have a determining influence in

academic affairs. From the comments made in the N. T. S. U.
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study, respondents who thought that faculty should make recom-

mendations to the administration chose that alternative

because of the practical reason of lack of time. "If a

teacher is doing an adequate job in his classroom, there is

not much time left for him to 'run the university."'

In the area of personnel matters, the results were sim-

ilar to academic affairs, but the faculty were less eager to

have a determining role. In this area, 69 per cent of the

Dykes' respondents and 57 per cent of the N. T. S. U. respon-

dents said the faculty influence should be one of determina-

tion. A remaining 31 per cent of the Dykes' group and 36 per

cent of the N. T. S. U. group suggested that the faculty make

recommendations with the administration making the final

decision. A probable reason for the increase in the desire

for a greater role by administration stems from the belief

that "faculty members tend to permit friendships and personal

biases to influence their decisions unduly." 3

According to those surveyed, the proper role of faculty

in financial affairs seems basically to be one of recommenda-

tion to administration. In the Dykes' study, 81 per cent

and in the N. T. S. U. study, 75 per cent of the faculty

interviewed felt that degree of influence to be the most

appropriate. Reasons for a less determining role include a

feeling that many faculty members have a limited and perhaps

distorted understanding of institutional-wide concerns and

3 Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 3.
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would consider decisions in terms of their own disciplinary

vested interest, a lack of time for involvement, and a ten-

dency to "view educational and financial affairs as two

different worlds." Yet, "students of higher learning have

noted the impracticality of separating decisions in academic

affairs and in other areas in which the desirability of fac-

ulty influence is generally acknowledged from decisions about

finance, in which faculty prerogatives are less well accepted."4

T. R. McConnell5 believes that it is impossible to divide

faculty and administrative prerogatives along educational and

budgetary lines as if they were unrelated, and he says,

"Educational planning is meaningless without budgetary impli-

cations." Thus faculty members do prefer some influence but

not an emphatic, determining role.

In discussing capital improvements, the sample views

were somewhat similar to those of financial affairs in that

75 per cent of the Dykes' and 61 per cent of the N. T. S. U.

respondents felt that faculty role should again be one of

recommending to administration. However, there were some

basic differences at this point between the Dykes' and

N. T. S. U. surveys. Dykes found that 21 per cent more felt

that the faculty should usually, at least, determine capital

4Ibid., p. 3.

5T. R. McConnell, "Needed Research in College and Uni-
versity Organization and Administration," The Study of
Academic Organization, edited by Terry Lunsford (Boulder,
Colorado, 1963), p. 122.
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improvements. Many respondents, he found, believed that

administrators "tend to overemphasize physical plant develop-

ment and that, concurrently, academic buildings are sometimes

assigned a low priority vis-a-vis ancillary but more notice-

able facilities, such as sports arenas or other buildings

more likely to attract public attention." Thus, a stronger

role for faculty in capital improvements may be a reaction

against what is seen as misguided administrative emphasis.

In contrast, those faculty members in the N. T. S. U. sample

voiced no such concerns and is observed by the fact that

27 per cent and 9 per cent, respectively, said that faculty

should not usually be involved in capital improvements de-

cisions and even that they have no role.7  In this area,

several N. T. S. U. respondents noted the premise that

"teachers were hired to teach and administrators to adminis-

ter." However, the comment that "each [faculty and adminis-

trators] must have a degree of freedom," was always followed

by the emphasis that each "must also cooperate." Basically,

the advisory role was most often chosen and emphasized.

Both Dykes' and N. T. S. U. choices were similar in the

area of student affairs. Comments varied from the belief

that faculty has more important things to do (Dykes' survey)

to the idea that faculty must be concerned about student

6 Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 5.

7 Different responses might be given at a later inquiry.
Experiences might justify a change in faculty concerns in the
area of capital improvements.
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affairs decisions in order to create proper conditions for

the intellectual development of the students (N. T. S. U.

survey). About half, 49 per cent of the Dykes' group and

54 per cent of the N. T. S. U. group, concluded that the

faculty's proper role in student affairs is to make recom-

mendations to the administration. Many felt that this could

be accomplished by faculty advisory or consultative commit-

tees working with such officers as the Dean of Students and

making sure that proposals and decisions are not inconsistent

with the university's academic goals.8 Usually, trained

student personnel workers accept the primary responsibility

for such decisions since faculty members do not have the

time, but obviously, a majority of faculty members feel that

they cannot ignore the need for serving in an advisory capac-

ity.

In the area of public and alumni relations, the N. T. S. U.

respondents indicate a more significant influence to be de-

sirable than those in the Dykes' survey. Of those responding,

21.7 per cent hold at least one degree from N. T. S. U. A

larger number of alumni teaching on the N. T. S. U. campus

than on the Dykes' campus may account for the different re-

sponse. While many faculty members remain uninvolved unless

pressured, others recognize the influence which the public

has on the university--especially in the areas of academic

freedom and institutional autonomy--and seek to maintain good

8Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 7.



56

public relations so that faculty concerns can be communicated

to the community or alumni when necessary. In the Dykes'

sample, 51 per cent said the faculty should not usually be

involved, and even many of the 44 per cent who placed desir-

able faculty role at an advisory level, said that they would

do so only when problems arose or when the administration

requested faculty opinion. The N. T. S. U. results reveal

that 52 per cent place proper faculty role at an advisory

level and that 16 per cent feel faculty should usually, at

minimum, have a determining role. There seemed to be a

consensus among many N. T. S. U. faculty members that public

and alumni support is necessary to achieve faculty objectives.

Overall, an important conclusion from these tables is

that the closer to academic affairs the faculty member per-

ceives the consideration to be, the more willing he is to

be involved. 9 Academic priorities come first, and in many

instances, faculty participation is based on the need for a

sort of check and balance. Several respondents in both

studies reveal a concern that decisions of importance to the

faculty are made from time to time without faculty knowledge

or approval. On the other hand, a stronger role for the

faculty was sometimes opposed in certain decision areas "be-

cause of concern that the faculty might permit personal and

9Of course, an individual's inclusion of specific activ-
ities in the area of academic affairs depends somewhat on
those various aspects discussed in Chapter I which affect
role perception.
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departmental interests to influence its choices."1 0 Some

faculty members indicated that they did not want a determin-

ing role. "Faculty should teach, create, and do research;

administrators should handle mechanical affairs of organizing

the university." A lack of time prompted many to hesitate to

ascribe a determining role to faculty. Thus, in general, the

response reflected considerable ambivalence about faculty

participation, and as Dykes concluded, "On one hand, the

respondents prescribed an active, influential role in deci-

sions; on the other, they showed a strong reticence to give

the time and energy such a role demands. 11

As discussed in Chapter I, the experiences which a fac-

ulty member has had throughout his career play a large part

in determining his attitude about decision-making; also, the

administrators in office at the time these surveys were made

were critical factors in sample responses. This was amply

expressed by an N. T. S. U. respondent who said, "Although I

answered 'C' [faculty should recommend to administration, but

latter should decide] on four of the five, in pre-Kamerick

days I would have answered 'A' [faculty should always or

almost always determine] to almost all of the above." This

particular section of the survey has attempted to answer

1 Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 9. Such attitudes are
consistent with observations on administering professional or-
ganizations in sociological works such as Amitai Etzioni's
Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1964), pp. 75-
93.

11 DyeFcut ation pp10Dykes, FacultyPriiain .1
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some questions about faculty conception of what its role in

decision-making should be ideally.

Faculty Satisfaction and Assessment
of ActualDecision-Making Roles

Following an assessment of the ideal roles which faculty

feel they should play in governing the university, the sur-

veys attempted to examine the roles which faculty members

feel they actually play. Obviously, the faculty member's

perception of the closeness of these two largely determines

his degree of satisfaction.

Faculty perception of actual role compared to ideal

role.--In assessing their actual role in decision-making,

members of the sample were first asked to select one of the

five possible descriptions which best defined the faculty's

actual role as compared to its ideal role. Tables IV and V

show the percentages of respondents selecting each alterna-

tive in the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. surveys. It is clear

that in both surveys a discrepancy exists between the facul-

ty's conception of its ideal role in university governance

and its actual role. In the Dykes' study, only 2 per cent

were satisfied that faculty involvement was as it ideally

should be. In the N. T. S. U. survey, 12 per cent felt that

actual and ideal roles matched. On the question of too much

involvement, again, only 2 per cent of the Dykes' respondents

expressed their involvement in this way, while 19 per cent of

the N. T. S. U. sample chose this description of their roles.
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TABLE IV

ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL ROLE MEASURED AGAINST
CONCEPTION OF IDEAL ROLE IN

THE DYKES' STUDY

Statements Res

The faculty is involved too much in
decision-making; considering other
responsibilities there is altogether
too much demand on faculty members. .

The degree of faculty involvement and
faculty influence on decisions is
just about right.... ........

The faculty's role is not what it
should be ideally, but it is about
what one can realistically expect . .

The faculty has too little influence
on decisions; more of the decision-
making power should rest with
the faculty . ... . . .. . ......

Don't know or no answer. . ... ......

*Source: Dykes, Faculty Parti ation,

Percentage of
pondents Choosing

2

2

. . 0 44

. . . 51

. . . 1

p. 11.

Of the 19 per cent of N. T. S. U. respondents who selec-

ted the statement indicating too much involvement was

necessary, many revealed through comments that it is the kind

of involvement they have that disturbs them and makes them

less willing to give of their time.

The faculty is involved too much in meaningless de-
bate. Faculty role should be clearly defined.

Some faculty members appear to be overburdened with
committee work. It's difficult to even find time
for meetings. But if so many matters to be consid-
ered were not relatively unimportant and insignificant,
there wouldn't be so much frustration.

. . .

. . .
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Some faculty members simply do not want to participate for a

variety of reasons--many of which are reviewed more specifi-

cally later in the chapter. One N. T. S. U. faculty member

suggested that while he thought faculty committees should

play a prominent role in university government, he felt too

much involvement by a small group of persons could limit

their scholarly production and thus hamper their primary

responsibility for being on the faculty.

TABLE V

ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL ROLE MEASURED AGAINST
CONCEPTION OF IDEAL ROLE IN

THE N. T. S. U. STUDY

Percentage of
Statements Respondents Choosing

The f aculty is involved too much in
decision-making; considering other
responsibilities there is altogether
too much demand on faculty members......

The degree of faculty involvement and
faculty influence on decisions is
just about right. . . . . . . . . . . .

The faculty's role is not what it
should be ideally, but it is about
what one can realistically expect . . .. .

The faculty has too little influence
on decisions; more of the decision-
making power should rest with
the faculty.. ....... ..0.0.0.....*

Don't know or no answer.............. . ..

. 19

12

35

. 30

.4

A sizable 51 per cent of the Dykes' sample and 30 per

cent of the N. T. S. U. respondents maintained that faculty

should definitely have a more active, influential role in
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governing the university. N. T. S. U. respondents' comments

reflected concern for lack of appropriate faculty involvement.

There is surface faculty participation, but in reality
the faculty has little place in real decision-making.

The degree of meaningful faculty participation is
not what it should be. Hopefully, it will increase
as procedures are improved. The Faculty Senate
should become more effective, and the reports of
committees should be considered more carefully.

Administrators should ask sincerely for faculty
recommendations more often and should listen to
these opinions and recommendations with concern.

These faculty members disagreed about the main cause of poor

faculty involvement. Some based the primary fault on the

administration.

Faculty participation is poor mainly because various
administrators don't want faculty opinion rather
than because the faculty doesn't want to participate.

The administration gives us token 'busy work.' We
need more involvement in academic affairs, but we
need fewer other duties to be responsible for.

Dykes noted similar free comments.1 2  Faculty members

suggested reasons why administrative activities sometimes

result in poor faculty participation.

It's amazing how much of the faculty's time is taken
in meetings approving innocuous resolutions, listening
to piddling announcements, and discussing perfunctory
administrative decisions that some secretary could
decide. After contending with such trivia, the
faculty has neither the time nor the will to do any-
thing significant.

Administrators deliberately burden the faculty with
busywork so we won't have time for more important
matters.

12 Ibid., p. 12.
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In my sixteen years here, I've witnessed a steady
erosion of faculty influence in the face of relent-
less administrative expansion and the usurpation of
prerogatives which once belonged to the faculty.

Some N. T. S. U. respondents credited certain administra-

tive officers with conscientious efforts aimed at more faculty

participation and implied that some other administrators

(such as the Board of Regents) have affected faculty involve-

ment in various ways.

Up to the time of the Board of Regents' break with
President Kamerick, the faculty and administration
were about to reach a good balance of responsibility.
What will happen from this point onward is speculative.

The groundwork for appropriate faculty involvement was
laid, but the removal from the campus of the immediate
past president has possibly resulted in some setbacks
concerning faculty opportunity for involvement in the
decision-making process.

Others squarely placed the responsibility for poor involve-

ment on faculty members themselves.

We have a good 'paper' involvement here. Faculty
members themselves balk at making decisions.

Participation and its status vary among schools and
colleges in the university, and some colleges and
schools at North Texas almost destroy a teacher's
involvement in decision-making.

Several Dykes' respondents agreed that the fault lies with

faculty members themselves.1 3

You can't get people concerned about their responsi-
bilities in institutional affairs. I know everybody
complains about the faculty's ineffective role in
decision-making. But just try to get somebody to
serve on a faculty committee, even an important one,
and you'll find out they talk one way and act another.

13 Ibid.
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Everybody is too busy doing research and writing, too
busy climbing the status ladder to take the time.

A sizable number of respondents, 44 per cent of the Dykes'

sample and 35 per cent of the N. T. S. U. sample, feel that

the faculty's role is not ideal but given the conditions which

exist in higher education today, the role is realistic. Many

of the respondents voiced sentiments similar to those just

recorded.

Observable exclusions in faculty participation.--As a

trained specialist who feels competent in his field, the

university academician is likely, as Dykes suggested, to be

"acutely sensitive to exclusion from any decision in which he

feels a legitimate right to participate, and, if he experi-

ences repeated exclusion, is likely to be highly dissatisfied."1 4

In order to determine the extent to which faculty members feel

excluded from decisions in which they feel they should be in-

volved, respondents were asked this question: Are there

presently decisions being made on this campus from which the

faculty is excluded but in which the faculty, in your opinion,

should be involved? In the Dykes' survey, the responses were:

"Yes," 41 per cent; "No," 12 per cent; and "Don't know," 47 per

cent.1 5 In the N. T. S. U. survey, the responses were: "Yes,"

4Ibid.,p. 15. For a discussion of problems related to
specialists in organizations, see Peter M. Blau and W. Richard
Scott, Formal Organization (San Francisco, 1962)., and Victor
Thompson, Modern Organization (New York, 1961).

15 Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 13.



64

47 per cent; "No," 19 per cent; and "Don't know," 34 per cent.

Thus, at least four and nearly five out of ten faculty members

who responded felt that the faculty was wrongly excluded from

important decisions. Perhaps the problems seen in the deci-

sion-making processes of many large organizations are emerging

in the university arena and are reducing faculty participation

in governance. As Dykes summarized, "As universities grow

larger and become more bureaucratized, the locus of decision-

making tends to become further removed from the rank and file

faculty. . . . The major results are a gradual decrease in

faculty participation in decision-making and a growing sense

of exclusion. "1 6 Furthermore, the proportion of respondents

who did not know whether the faculty was excluded or not,

47 per cent of the Dykes' sample and 34 per cent of the

N. T. S. U. sample, indicates more conclusively that higher

level decision-making has reduced faculty visibility of uni-

versity decision-making.

In order to determine who participates most and why,

respondents were asked two questions: 1) Do some faculty

members participate in decision-making appreciably more than

others?; and 2) If "yes," who are they (no names, please), and

why do you think they participate more? In answer to the

first question, 87 per cent of the Dykes' sample1 7 and 90

per cent of the N. T. S. U. sample said "Yes" and indicated

1 6 Ibid., p. 13.

1 7 Ibid., p. 20.
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that some faculty members participate appreciably more than

others. Dykes' respondents then identified three categories

of faculty activists. Most frequently mentioned were those

who are effective participants and who enjoy the confidence

of their colleagues because they get things done.

In any organization, you have shepherds and you have
sheep. Some professors know how to utilize the deci-
sion-making processes better, they have better command
of rhetoric, they are better at human relations, they
know how to persuade their colleagues, they are good
at compromise, and they generally have the confidence
of the faculty. They are the shepherds.18

A second category, repeatedly mentioned, were the activists

who were perceived as seeking to advance their own interests

and often attempting to compensate for incompetence in or

disinterest toward their own discipline.

The people who participate most are the operator
types; persons who like to wheel and deal. They are
busy building empires ra her than devoting themselves
to scholarly activities. 9

Strangely, while often asserting that faculty participation

is essential, comments reveal that colleagues sometimes

deprecate those who participate.

Many of those who participate see this as a way of
getting ahead. When they find they can't make the
grade in their discipline, they turn to involvement
in institutional affairs as a means of salving their
ego and advancing professionally.2 0

Thirdly, Dykes' respondents suggested, some faculty members

18 Ibid., p. 21.

1 9 Ibid.

20 Ibid.
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are more active because of special ties or close friendships

in the administration.

N. T. S. U. respondents similarly identified those more

active participants on their campus. Obviously, those fac-

ulty members who serve on the Faculty Senate, on a depart-

mental executive committee, on an elected or appointed

special committee or assignment, as a department chairman,

or "in the right department position" are more involved in

university decision-making; and 42 per cent of the respondents

listed these. As in the Dykes' study, frequently mentioned

were those who are successful and well liked and who are

willing to serve their colleagues. Several noted a willing-

ness and an active interest in university affairs as being

characteristic of those who participate more, and others

suggested that active participants are leaders whom the

faculty trusts, whose names are well-known and respected,

and who are more articulate in representing the faculty.

Unfortunately, however, in some instances "some good people

are prevailed upon too much and are placed in the position

of having to participate too much for their own benefit. It

takes time which could be spent on class preparation or self

improvement in their own discipline." A frequent comment

was that activists are more often those who have tenure and

higher rank, who are senior faculty members who have been

at the university several years and "know the ropes," and

who generally have the "terminal" Ph.D. degree.
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Also, in the N. T. S. U. comments, as in the Dykes'

comments, there was a minority of faculty members who were

believed to participate as a means to promotion and who were

felt to be less interested in teaching and scholarly affairs

than they should be. Someone said, "They love limelight and

recognition!" Another added, however, that it was unfortunate

that some of these with discreditable motives had caused some

of the more competent to reject participation as a worthy

endeavor. Several noted that sometimes the more "vociferous"

faculty member (though sometimes one with a minority opinion)

seems to be in the more active arena. A final group of

activists mentioned were those with administrative connec-

tions of some sort and those who are favored by deans and

department chairmen and asked to do this or that more often.

To further examine faculty opinion on whether or not

opportunities for involvement in decision-making are equally

available, the respondents were asked some additional ques-

tions. These questions attempted to discover if those "who

wished to participate (or to do more of it) may be constrained

by restrictions, manipulation, or inadequate arrangements for

participation that do not affect their colleagues."2 1  The

first question asked was: Based on your observations, would

you say that all members of the faculty have equal opportunity

to participate in decision-making? In the Dykes' survey,

10 per cent answered "Yes," 79 per cent answered "No," and

21 Ibid., p. 22.
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11 per cent answered "Don't know."2 2 The N. T. S. U. results

show that 27 per cent answered "Yes," 61 per cent answered

"No," and 12 per cent answered "Don't know." Further ques-

tioning in both the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. surveys revealed

that it is mainly those considered "junior faculty" (those

who do not have the academic rank of professor or associate

professor) who do not have an equal opportunity to participate.

Dykes' participants quickly identified the inequity and its

primary causes on their campus, namely:

. . . faculty government statutes, bylaws, and tradi-
tions which prohibit junior faculty membership in
certain of the more important deliberative and deci-
sion-making bodies, e.g., the Faculty Senate; and the
tendency to appoint full professors to important
faculty committees.23

At N. T. S. U., length of service was often mentioned

along with rank as being a determining factor.

Length of service and tenure are important around
here. Tenured faculty can participate without
jeopardizing their jobs. Sometimes non-tenured
persons are disqualified from holding faculty
positions on decision-making bodies.

Several N. T. S. U. respondents noted that the urgency of

some decisions and the problems of representative voice

necessitated by the large size of the faculty contribute to

unequal participation. Some felt that the selection of

these representatives largely involves campus "politics."

Some survey participants felt that those with opinions,

2 2 Ibid.

23 Ibid.
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approaches, or views different from the administration were

least likely appointed to committees. Others said that much

depends on the particular school or department with its "pre-

vailing restrictions," and a suggestion was made that in

some departments, women do not have equal participation.

Many comments were given by respondents in both studies

regarding these inequities, especially of those imposed on

the junior faculty. Some said that the inequities were

natural and expected, while others (both junior and senior

faculty members) thought it was a most unjust situation. A

senior professor in the Dykes' survey commented:

Surely the younger men ought to be involved more,
but I'm not sure they should have the same standing
as the senior faculty. After all, they don't have
our ex rience and, speaking generally, our compe-
tence.

Yet, sharp criticism is obvious in the comments of a junior

faculty member in the Dykes' survey.

When it comes to deciding things here, we're second-
class citizens. We're expected to do our work and
stay in our places. Oh, some of us are occasionally
asked to serve on committees or even once in a rare
while to make a report. But we're never allowed to
forget we have not 'arrived,' and our opinions are
given little weight. Involving us at all is just a
concession to keep us happy, a kind of safety valve.2 5

Some N. T. S. U. respondents noted that the situation or un-

equal opportunity is bound to occur where it is necessary

24 Ibid.

25 Ibid., p. 23.
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to elect representatives. Others feel the unjustness to be

minimal and unequal participation to be desirable.

The inequity is normal and expected in a system using
elected individuals for representation. Some people
are just not known well enough.

There is no injustness for the small amount of in-
equity for newcomers and young people. They should
be glad to be freed for other things.

One usually makes his own situation. Proof of abil-
ity to contribute rests with the individual.

Some people see the inequity of participation directly as a

result of choice.

Those who desire to participate (or manipulate) do
so; those who have no desire to get involved usually
manage not to get elected or appointed to various
offices or committees.

Some people do not wish to participate. They do not
feel informed, do not have the necessary information,
are not affected by some decisions, and just prefer
not to get involved.

The situation seems more a result of inertia on the
part of the faculty than a calculated explosion.

There is a difference, however, between unequal partic-

ipation and unequal opportunity to participate; and a majority

of respondents felt that opportunities for involvement in

decision-making were not equally available to all N. T. S. U.

faculty members and that some who wished to participate were

not permitted to do so.

I believe it unjust if equal opportunity to partici-
pate does not exist. This does not mean that equal
participation will result because competence should
be the determining factor. Rank, degrees held, and
tenure in position should not necessarily be the
determining factors although they are, perhaps too
often.
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This condition is an abomination at a time when new
and younger ideas are desperately needed.

An unjust situation exists. Untenured and lower
ranked faculty should be heard, too. They may have
just entered the new position, but they have new
ideas and concepts which may be valuable.

One who is active in decision-making at N. T. S. U. comments:

I personally feel that I serve on too many committees,
and I would like to see all faculty, regardless of
rank, take their "fair share" of this work.

Some N. T. S. U. faculty members commented on cases of

sex discrimination, inequities, and special problems which

constrain faculty involvement in decision-making in certain

departments. Still others were concerned about the atmos-

phere under which campus politics revolves and the problems

which junior faculty members and women have unless they

follow the prevailing rule of "playing it safe." A Dykes'

respondent suggested such a problem on that campus.

Your retention and promotion depend to a great extent
on the full professors. The younger faculty members
feel obligated to go along with whatever they want
to do. You can be "blackballed" if you offend them,
both in your local department and in your discipline.2 6

Likewise, an N. T. S. U. survey participant revealed:

Non-tenured persons should be careful of the respon-
sibility they accept if they desire tenure. They
might stand on a principle at some time which would
later be disadvantageous to them. Department and
campus politics can be ruthless.

Thus, unequal opportunity due to a variety of restrictions

appears to be an impediment to faculty satisfaction with roles

in decision-making.

26 Ibid.
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Specific Impediments to Fact Participation.--In

another question, faculty members were asked to evaluate the

freedom with which they take positions contrary to those of

the administration. Given five alternative answers, Dykes'

respondents assessed their situation as follows: "completely

free," 15 per cent; "'fairly free," 52 per cent; "not very

free," 25 per cent; "'not free at all," 4 per cent; and "no

answer," 4 per cent.2 7  Similarly, N. T. S. U. survey par-

ticipants reported the following: "completely free," 12 per

cent; "fairly free," 54 per cent; "not very free," 19 per

cent; "not free at all," 13 per cent; and "no answer," 2 per

cent. Obviously, on neither campus did the respondents feel

oppressed. Yet, they did not feel as free as might be prefer-

able, either.

Those who did not feel the faculty to be completely free

cited knowledge of reprisals or direct pressure or fear of

such from the departmental level if not directly from the

administration. A Dykes' interviewee expressed this senti-

ment:

Oh, you're free to express your opinions and to take
your stand, but you may be penalized if you do. I
don't mean the President or the Provost instigates
reprisal; they don't usually hear what's being said
anyhow but your department head will be listening.2 8

Similar comments such as the following were heard from

N. T. S. U. faculty members.

27 Ibid., p. 25.

28 Ibid., p. 26.
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In many committee meetings, most faculty will not
speak freely. They're afraid to contradict or dis-
agree with the administration.

If a faculty member is too outspoken, he is promptly
and thoroughly squelched.

Respondents felt that tenured faculty members generally feel

much freer than those without tenure. No percentages were

available from the Dykes' survey on this question, but 61

per cent of the N. T. S. U. faculty members said "Yes," 18

per cent said "No," and 21 per cent answered "Don't know"

in evaluating the question "Does tenure affect degree of

freedom?" N. T. S. U. comments reflect the belief that while

tenure should not be something to hide behind, it offers a

vitally necessary sense of protection. Yet, some comments

suggest that even tenured faculty can be "punished" in other

ways and that one may feel subtle pressure, especially if he

alienates his "first-line boss," namely, the department

chairman.

Thus, a hindrance to participation exists. As Dykes

summarizes, "The difficulties inherent in securing and sus-

taining a high degree of participation are magnified when

those who participate must wonder if their views, honestly

arrived at, may bring duress and hinder their professional

advancement."2 9 Yet, it would seem that the problem is that

when faculty members feel compelled to assess judgments or

answers on a basis other than how they really feel, then less

2 9 Ibid., p. 27.
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valid decisions may be reached and progress is impeded. Pres-

sure for widespread conformity on all matters in the univer-

sity arena can result in much faculty dissatisfaction.

Although no specific question was asked in regard to

institutional impediments as such on the N. T. S. U. campus,

faculty comments reveal that, as found in the Dykes' study,

a growth in the size of the university has contributed to

less individual involvement. This problem was mentioned

earlier in the chapter in discussing faculty comments on

unequal involvement in university decision-making.

Other selected factors which are possible impediments

to faculty participation were listed in further questioning,

and N. T. S. U. faculty members were asked to rank with the

greatest inhibiting factor first those factors which they

felt adversely affected their participation. Tables VI and

VII show the results of the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. surveys

on this question. Since the Dykes' survey used a five-point

scale ranging from "very much" to "very little," the Dykes'

results list only the rank order and composite score.

In the Dykes' survey, respondents overwhelmingly agreed

that the greatest inhibitors to faculty participation in

university governance are the demands of research. Dykes

found that in the beliefs of the faculty members he inter-

viewed, research takes precedence over all else and is the

route to professional advancement, disciplinary status, and

self-esteem; free comments stressed the "preeminence of
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TABLE VI

ASSESSMENT OF FACTORS WHICH AFFECT ADVERSELY
FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING

IN THE DYKES' STUDY*

Rank Order Inhibiting Factors Composite Score**

1 Takes time from research. 82.7
2 Too much time is spent on

inconsequential matters. 55.7
3 Indifference of faculty

members. 42.3
4 Procrastination in decision

making. 34.6
5 Takes time from teaching or

teaching preparation. 30.8
6 Absence from campus (pro-

fessional meetings,
consultations) . 18.3

7 Faculty ideas and opinions
are not really valued. 15.4

*Source: Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 34.

**Possible Range, 100 to 1.

research in the professorial value system and the conviction,

despite assertions to the contrary by administrative officials,

that research is really what counts when the professor's work

is evaluated." 3 0  Secondly, faculty members objected to spend-

ing so much time on relatively unimportant matters and sug-

gested that such practices bring frustration and discouragement

and contribute to indifference to participation which was

ranked third. Next, faculty members feel that unnecessary

30 Ibid., p. 23.
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procrastination by some participants hinders others from taking

the time to be involved. The fifth ranked factor which in-

hibits participation according to Dykes' respondents is

concern for interference with teaching responsibilities.

This did not seem to be a significant deterrent to participa-

tion in governance, and faculty members were far more concerned

about research time than teaching time being neglected. Fac-

tors ranked sixth and seventh were only slight inhibitors for

most faculty members. For certain individuals, primarily

scientists who may be extensively involved in consulting,

absence from campus was a major obstacle; but otherwise, this

factor did not adversely affect participation for the majority.

Likewise, except for a minority of individuals, the feeling

that faculty ideas and opinions were not really valued has

little importance as a deterrent to participation on the

campus where the Dykes' survey was made.

Table VII, which presents N. T. S. U. results, gives

the total weighted score, average weighted score, and rank

order as determined by respondents who indicated each factor

to be of certain significant rank as an inhibitor to deci-

sion-making. The span from 1 to 100 determined the weight

for each separate possible ranking. The highest ranking was

given a weight of 100 and the lowest a weight of 1. If "n"

is the number of factors, then the weight of the second

highest differs from the weight of the highest by 99
n-l
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TABLE VII

ASSESSMENT OF FACTORS WHICH AFFECT ADVERSELY
FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING

ON THE N. T. S. U. CAMPUS

Rank Total Average
Order Inhibiting Factors Weighted Weighted

Score* Score

1 Too much time is spent on
inconsequential matters. 3917.0 69.9

2 Indifference of faculty
members. 3488.0 62.3

3 Takes time from teaching or
teaching preparation. 3224.0 57.5

4 Procrastination in decision-
making. 3191.0 57.0

5 Faculty ideas and opinions
are not really valued. 2861.0 51.1

6 Takes time from research. 2465.0 44.0
7 Absence from campus (pro-

fessional meetings,
consultations). 633.5 11.3

*Possible Range - 5600 to 56

Seven factors were ranked as specific impediments, thus, n in

this case is 7. The weighted score for each factor was deter-

mined by first adding together the total number of respondents

who ranked a certain factor as first x 100, the number who

ranked that factor second x 83.5, the number who ranked that

factor third x 67, the number who ranked that factor fourth

x 50.5, the number who ranked that factor fifth x 34, the

number who ranked that factor sixth x 17.5, plus the number

who ranked that factor seventh x 1. Finally, the sum of these

values is divided by the total number of respondents to provide
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a weighted score for each factor. This indicates the compos-

ite value on a 1 to 100 range which the group considers the

factor to be.

On the N. T. S. U. campus, the results revealed some

similarities to the Dykes' survey except that according to

those questioned there seems to be much less concern and

emphasis on research, more concern for teaching responsibil-

ities, and an increased belief that faculty opinions are not

really valued by the administration.

Respondents were greatly disillusioned with the time

spent on inconsequential matters and felt that this was the

major reason why individuals do not want to be active par-

ticipants and why, for one reason, faculty members are so

seemingly indifferent, the factor ranking as the second

greatest inhibitor. ]Both of these problems have been men-

tioned earlier in the chapter. Other reasons for faculty

indifference to participation emerge from comments which

indicate unwillingness to be in a position where opinions

will be "on the line, noted, and remembered" and, impor-

tantly, unwillingness to give of their time for a variety of

reasons. Consideration for teaching responsibilities was

placed third in the list as an inhibitor to participation

in decision-making. Some said they did not feel it fair to

take time from teaching preparation for a large number of

committee assignments. Procrastination was seen as a reason

for faculty indifference and as a major deterrent to
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participation. Time consuming deliberations and hassles are

obstacles to faculty interest in participation. Ranked fifth

and sixth at N. T. S. U. are those factors which the Dykes'

survey ranked last (seventh) and first, respectively.

N. T. S. U. respondents felt that faculty members often do

not wish to participate because they feel their ideas and

opinions are not really valued by the administration. Com-

ments such as the following are typical.

On really important issues, the faculty is not
asked or consulted.

The administration will listen to the faculty on
some issues but will ignore the wishes of the
faculty on other issues which are most important.

Thus, it seems that more individuals in the N. T. S. U. sur-

vey have had poor experiences due to problems regarding this

factor.

The extent to which the demands of research inhibit

participation was far less according to those questioned on

the N. T. S. U. campus than it seems to be in the Dykes'

survey. Few N. T. S. U. comments were made regarding the

reasons for according this factor this rank, but, evidently,

the respondents judged that research demands do not adversely

affect participation for most individuals on the N. T. S. U.

campus. Lastly, absence from campus was accorded little im-

portance as an inhibitor to participation. Obviously, faculty

members felt this factor to be a negligible deterrent to in-

volvement in decision-making.
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After considering these reasons ranked by faculty members

as impediments to their involvement in university governance,

one must look next at those factors which motivate participa-

tion for those who are involved in academic decision-making

in spite of obstacles and dissatisfactions.

Faculty motivation to participate.--Dykes' participants

were asked to assess on a five-point scale, ranging from

"very much" to "very little," the extent to which certain

selected factors influence participation. Table VIII shows

the Dykes' factors arranged in rank order according to their

relative importance as motivating forces. The three most

important factors influencing participation according to

Dykes' respondents are a sense of personal duty, a feeling

that participation is necessary to protect interests, and

the desire for a voice in decisions which affect them. Of

these three factors which seem to provide the major impetus

for involvement, Dykes says:

The first apparently stems from the academician's
image of himself as an independent professional
serving the high ideals of faculty autonomy and
freedom in teaching and scholarship through his
participation. The second comes from a desire to
secure personal or departmental vested interests
. : . . The third ranked influence, desire for a
voice in decisions affecting faculty is rooted in
the basic ethos of American culture.3 1

Respondents frequently mentioned the motivating power of per-

ceived threats to personal interests and gave vivid examples

3 1 Ibid., p. 16.
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of how professors who see any hint that an intrusion into their

area is being made or contemplated or that any prerogative may

be usurped or compromised are eagerly ready to participate.

TABLE VIII

ASSESSMENT OF FACULTY MOTIVATION IN REGARD TO
PARTICIPATION IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

IN THE DYKES' SURVEY*

Rank Order Reasons Faculty Members Composite Score**
Participate

1 A sense of personal duty as
a member of the academic
profession. 79.2

2 It is necessary to protect
their interests. 75.0

3 They want a voice in deci-
sions that affect them. 73.0

4 A feeling of responsibility
to the university. 59.6

5 They like the influence it
brings. 40.3

6 It is a factor in salary
increments and promo-
tions. 36.6

7 Personal enjoyment and
sense of accomplishment. 26.9

8 It is expected of the fac-
ulty. 21.1

9 It brings recognition from
administration. 20.0

10 It gives status with the
faculty. 17.5

*Source: Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 17.

**Possible Range, 100 to 1.

Ranked fourth is a feeling of responsibility to the uni-

versity. Dykes' interviews revealed that it is mainly the
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older, more established members who have this attitude.

Younger faculty members do not generally have such strong

attachments or feelings of obligation to the university.

Nevertheless, this factor does have weight as a motivational

factor. Ranked fifth and sixth, respectively, were the

beliefs that some participate because of the influence par-

ticipation brings and because participation is a factor in

promotions and salary increments. Several faculty members in

the Dykes' survey did not agree'that these factors greatly

increased the desire for participation, however, since par-

ticipation is often accorded a questionable standing in the

professorial system of priorities. Some respondents acknow-

ledged that while faculty members sometimes seek advancement

through participation, there are too many examples of pro-

fessors shouldering heavy committee assignments who are being

"passed over" because they have not published.

Respondents believe that few faculty members really find

personal enjoyment and a sense of accomplishment from par-

ticipating in university governance. This was accorded some

influence as a motivating factor, but respondents suggested

that those who really felt this way were less committed to

scholarship than their colleagues. The last three factors

which respondents evaluated as motivating factors were given

little importance. Ranked eighth was the idea that partici-

pation is expected of the faculty, and most Dykes' survey

participants felt that this factor is of scant influence on
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their campus. Among some faculty members, recognition from

administration was felt to have considerable influence, espec-

ially in the case of incompetent scholars. Otherwise, most

of the respondents observed, few people participate for the

purpose of getting administrative recognition. Lastly, most

individuals surveyed believe that academicians achieve status

from their colleagues by their reputations as scholars or

researchers rather than through participation in decision-

making. Repeated comments indicated that concentration on

personal teaching, research, and writing is much more prefer-

able for advancement than involvement in institutional affairs.

Several additional comments noted another motivating force,

the "gentle pressures." The major device through which

pressure is brought is the "request," and the frequence of the

department chairman's request for an individual to serve on a

committee, prepare a report, or complete some other specific

responsibility was often mentioned.

N. T. S. U. respondents ranked these same selected fac-

tors on a scale of 1 to 10 based on their assessments of

the motivating forces for N. T. S. U. faculty members. Table

IX gives the total weighted score, average weighted score,

and rank order as determined by respondents who indicated each

factor to be of certain significant rank as a source of moti-

vation to participate in decision-making. The span from 1 to

100 determined the weight for each separate possible ranking.

The highest ranking was given a weight of 100 and the lowest
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TABLE IX

ASSESSMENT OF FACULTY MOTIVATION IN REGARD TO
PARTICIPATION IN UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

IN THE N. T. S. U. SURVEY

Rank Reasons Faculty Members Total Average
Order Participate Weighted Weighted

Score* Score

1 They want a voice in deci-
sions that affect them. 4530 85.5

2 It is necessary to protect
their interests. 3309 62.4

3 It is a factor in promotions
and salary increments. 2891 54.5

4 They feel a sense of per-
sonal duty as a member of
the academic profession. 2660 50.2

5 They find personal enjoy-
ment and a sense of
accomplishment. 2638 49.8

6 It gives them status with
the faculty. 2583 48.8

7 They like the influence it
brings. 2462 46.5

8 They have a feeling of re-
sponsibility to the
university. 2341 44.2

9 It brings them recognition
from the university. 2055 38.8

10 It is expected of the
faculty. 1373 25.9

*Possible Range, 5300 to 53.

a weight of 1. If "n" is the number of factors, then the

weight of the second highest differs from the weight of the

highest by -99. Ten factors were ranked as sources of
n-1

motivation; thus, n in this case is 10. The weighted score

for each factor was determined by first adding together the
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total number of respondents who ranked a certain factor as

first x 100, the number who ranked that factor second x' 89,

the number who ranked that factor third x 78, the number who

ranked that factor fourth x 67, the number who ranked that

factor fifth x 56, the number who ranked that factor sixth

x 45, the number who ranked that factor seventh x 34, the

number who ranked that factor eighth x 23, the number who

ranked that factor ninth x 12, plus the number who ranked

that factor tenth x 1. Finally, the sum of these values is

divided by the total number of respondents to provide a

weighted score for each factor. This indicates the composite

value on a 1 to 100 range which the group considers the fac-

tor to be.

N. T. S. U. survey results in Table IX show that faculty

members on the N. T. S. U. campus overwhelmingly feel that

the outstanding motivational force influencing participation

is the faculty's desire for a voice in decisions which affect

them. Secondly, as in the Dykes' study, they feel that par-

ticipation is necessary to protect their interests. Comments

show concern for involvement in governance as a kind of safe-

guard and check on administration. Thirdly, N. T. S. U.

respondents attach more importance to the idea that partici-

pation affects salary and promotions on the N. T. S. U.

campus. It was suggested by several that the department

chairman is in a position to observe a faculty member's re-

sponse to committee assignments and other requests and to
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reflect that response on recommendations and reports. Ranked

fourth is the factor stating that individuals participate in

part from a sense of personal duty as a member of the academic

profession. A desire to assure an atmosphere of academic

freedom is strong. Ranked a close fifth is the belief that

many faculty members do indeed find personal satisfaction and

accomplishment in participating in decision-making. As dis-

cussed in Chapter I, the degree to which such satisfaction

is felt, is based, in part, on a faculty member's perception

of these other factors in relation to his goals and the assess-

ment of his priorities in the position which he holds.

The sixth ranked motivating factor is that participation

gives status with the faculty. Obviously, N. T. S. U. fac-

ulty members accord participation in university governance

a more worthy stance than do respondents in the Dykes' sur-

vey who ranked this motivating factor tenth. Also, motivating

many is the feeling that participation does bring influence,

and N. T. S. U. survey participants ranked this factor sev-

enth. As noted earlier, Dykes' respondents ranked this factor

fifth and suggested that while many are motivated to partici-

pate by a desire for power, the resulting influence may not

actually be the kind most desirable. However, N. T. S. U.

faculty members acknowledge that those who serve in positions

of leadership on committees and in other decision-making

areas, often do influence other faculty members in one way

or another. Accepting this premise, then, causes some
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individuals to desire an active role in participatory af-

fairs.

Ranked eighth is the feeling that responsibility to the

university motivates participation. This factor was ranked

fairly high (third or fourth) by 32 per cent of the respon-

dents, yet extremely low with negligible influence (ninth or

tenth) by 32 per cent of the respondents. Thus, to some,

this factor is strongly influential, while to others, it is

of little consequence. It was not determined statistically

whether length of service at N. T. S. U. has a bearing on an

individual's response. The belief that recognition from the

administration motivates participation was not widely accep-

ted. Faculty members seem to desire administrative recogni-

tion in ways other than through participation. Lastly,

faculty members do not feel that they must participate

because administration expects it. Several noted that some

kinds of participation, such as shouldering certain committee

assignments, are sometimes insisted upon; but usually, admin-

istrative expectations of faculty roles do not include

extensive participatory activities.

In order to obtain a statistical figure regarding a

summary of satisfaction, faculty members were asked to make

a judgment as to whether the faculty is, in their opinion,

very well satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, or very dis-

satisfied with its role in decision-making. Percentages of

respondents selecting each choice in the Dykes' survey
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reveal the following: "Very well satisfied," 0 per cent;

"Satisfied," 28 per cent; "Dissatisfied,", 53 per cent; "Very

dissatisfied," 10 per cent; and "Don't know," 9 per cent.

N. T. S. U. responses indicate a somewhat different assess-

ment: "Very well satisfied," 0 per cent; "Satisfied," 50 per

cent; "Dissatisfied," 32 per cent; "Very dissatisfied," 4 per

cent; and "Don't know," 14 per cent. Thus, in assessing fac-

ulty satisfaction, Dykes' interviewees believe the majority

of their group to be largely dissatisfied; while survey

participants in the N. T. S. U. study feel that 50 per cent

are relatively satisfied--even though criticism and complaints

in answers and comments to other questions might suggest oth-

erwise.

Pinpointed sources of dissatisfaction.--Various sources

of dissatisfaction have been discussed previously in question

responses and relevant comments made by survey participants;

however, to determine sources of dissatisfaction interviewees

were asked: In your opinion, what contributes most to fac-

ulty dissatisfaction with respect to decision-making on this

campus? In the Dykes' study, the most important sources of

dissatisfaction include "a feeling that the faculty is not

kept adequately informed and a corollary suspicion that impor-

tant decisions are frequently made without faculty knowledge

or consultation."3 2 Many additional points of dissatisfaction

32Ibid., p. 15.
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referred in some way to the clogged lines of communication

between faculty and administration and the ineffectiveness

of formal procedures through which communication and faculty

participation are accomplished. Another source of faculty

discontent mentioned in the Dykes' study is the influence of

nonacademic personnel in the decision-making processes.3 3

Respondents in the N. T. S. U. study suggested notably

similar sources of dissatisfaction. Mentioned most often is

a lack of consultation with the faculty and the feeling that

faculty opinion is most often ignored when consultation does

exist. Secondly, and closely related, a lack of communica-

tion is recognized as a problem by many and ranks high as

a source of dissatisfaction. Thirdly, as expressed in earlier

comments, many feel that overparticipation is required on

"busywork" and token assignments in which the faculty does

not feel genuinely involved in university governance. All

three of these, but especially lack of consultation and lack

of communication, are closely related as these comments show.

Faculty members have too little power over decisions
which affect them directly. Lack of consultation
creates ill feelings.

Faculty members need to know that their committee
work is not wasted effort. The administration needs
to communicate more to assure faculty of this; for
in some cases, I feel that recommendations are not
given proper consideration by administration.

Lack of consultation by administration means that many
are given no opportunity to actually participate in
real decision-making. The 'little man' has no say.

3 3 Ibid., p. 16.
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More faculty would be satisfied if the reasons for a
decision would be made known. In some cases we fac-
ulty have a tendency to blame the administration for
a decision when in fact it was a decision made by a
faculty committee of which we have no knowledge.

It is frustrating to see arbitrary guidelines which
come from the administration with no explanation of
how decisions are reached.

Much time is spent on committee work; then recommen-
dations are ignored even when the administration asked
for such recommendations. We don't need token busy
work. We need honest consultation and open lines of
communication.

There is confusion as to our roles and responsibili-
ties. Better communication would eliminate such a
problem.

These three categories of dissatisfaction received numerous

comments. For example, additional comments revealed complaints

about faculty members who refuse to accept their share of

responsibilities and who say they are too busy to participate.

Others comment that some people are malcontents who find dis-

gruntlement and dissatisfaction beyond what is really present.

Also, several lamented the problems resulting from the "power

structure which has a Board of Regents who do not concern

themselves with faculty concerns." Sources of dissatisfaction

such as these noted have been the impetus for many of the re-

sponses to questions throughout the survey.

Participatory devices.--Finally, in order to assess the

various ways in which faculty members do participate and to

determine the utility of several participatory devices, sur-

vey participants.were given a list of devices to evaluate

according to usefulness. In the Dykes' study, faculty members
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were asked to assess on a five-point scale, ranging from "very

useful" to "of little or no use," five devices commonly uti-

lized to secure faculty participation. The results, shown in

Table X, list the devices ranked in order of usefulness and

the composite score of each.

TABLE X

EVALUATION OF THE USEFULNESS OF PARTICIPATORY
DEVICES IN THE DYKES' STUDY*

Devices in Order
Rank Order of Usefulness Composite Score

1 Departmental staff meetings 73.0
2 Ad hoc faculty committees 53.9
3 Standing faculty committees 51.9
4 The Faculty Senate 46.1
5 The Local Chapter of AAUP 36.5

*Source: Dykes, Faculty Participation, p. 30.

**Possible Range, 100 to 1

Except for the departmental staff meeting, no device is

ranked very high, and none is ranked very low in usefulness.

Few respondents agreed on the utility of any device as an

instrument of participation. Dykes discovered from respondents'

comments that "departmental staff meetings are most useful in

providing opportunity for participation primarily for one

reason: it is there that most decisions of real consequence

to the individual -professor-are settled."3 4  However, some

3 4 Ibid., p. 30.
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respondents pointed out that the degree of usefulness of de-

partmental staff meetings as decision-making instruments

depends greatly on the department chairman.

Dykes found that faculty committees were felt to be

useful devices when it is not practical for the whole faculty

to meet. Yet, while ad hoc committees and standing commit-

tees were ranked second and third in the list, several

respondents suggested numerous inadequacies in the committee

approach including "the propensity of committees for delay,

their frequently illogical behavior, their affinity for in-

nocuous recommendations, and, in some cases, their lack of

independence from administration or faculty oligarchies."3 5

By and large, though, respondents felt that important deci-

sions or relevant alternatives are most often defined in the

various committees.

Some respondents in the Dykes' study perceived the Faculty

Senate to be an important device in campus decision-making;

but the majority felt that because of the exclusion of junior

faculty members, it fails to reach its capacity in providing

opportunities for participation. Thus, ranked fourth, this

device was accorded a somewhat limited degree of usefulness.

Ranked last in the Dykes' survey was the local chapter of the

AAUP. Many interviewees felt that the AAUP was mainly a

"court of last resort," but the device was felt to be useful

mainly in matters of faculty remuneration, personnel, and aca-

demic freedom issues.

Ibid., p. 31.
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In the N. T. S. U. survey, faculty members were asked a

similar question. "In your opinion, how useful is each of

the following in providing opportunity for meaningful faculty

participation in decision-making? Please rank the devices

from 1 to 6 in their order of usefulness."

Table XI, which presents the N. T. S. U. results, gives

the total weighted score, average weighted score, and rank

order as determined by respondents who indicated each factor

to be of certain significant rank as a useful structure in

decision-making. The span from 1 to 100 determined the

weight for each separate possible ranking. The highest ranking

TABLE XI

EVALUATION OF THE USEFULNESS OF PARTICIPATORY
DEVICES ON THE N. T. S. U. CAMPUS

Total Average
Rank Weighted Weighted

Order Participatory Devices Score* Score

1 The Faculty Senate 4114.0 74.8
2 Departmental staff meetings 3421.0 62.2
3 Standing faculty committees 3203.2 58.2
4 Ad hoc faculty committees 2629.0 47.8
5 The local chapter of TACT 1777.6 32.3
6 The local chapter of AAUP 1203.4 21.9

*Possible Range, 5500 to 55

ranking was given a weight of 100 and the lowest a weight of

I. If "n" is the number of factors, then the weight of the

second highest differs from the weight of the highest by
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99 Six factors were ranked according to their useful-
n-i

ness; thus "n" in this case is 6. The weighted score for

each factor was determined by first adding together the

total number of respondents who ranked a certain factor as

first x 100, the number who ranked that factor second x 80.2,

the number who ranked that factor third x 60.4, the number

who ranked that factor fourth x 40.6, the number who ranked

that factor fifth x 20.8, plus the number who ranked that

factor sixth x 1. Finally, the sum of these values is divi-

ded by the total number of respondents to provide an average

weighted score for each factor. This indicates the composite

value on a 1 to 100 range which the group considers the factor

to be.

Some differences between the Dykes' campus and N. T. S. U.

campus were readily apparent in the comparison of usefulness of

structures through which faculty members participate in deci-

sion-making. One structure, the Faculty Senate, which was

considered to be of limited value on the Dykes' campus was

judged by N. T. S. U. respondents to be of considerable impor-

tance to faculty members in university governance. Although

the Faculty Senate was reportedly a valuable structure on the

N. T. S. U. campus, inadequacies are recognized; and several

respondents suggested that it does not reach the number of

faculty members who should be involved in decision-making.

Ranked second in the list of devices is the departmental

staff meeting where, as in the Dykes' study, faculty members
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felt that many decisions directly affecting faculty members

are made. Previous discussion has acknowledged the varying

degrees of departmental participation according to the de-

partmental leadership, and several respondents referred again

to such a condition. In degree of usefulness of devices, the

standing faculty committee system is ranked just behind the

departmental staff meeting while ad hoc faculty committees,

ranked fourth, are not felt to allow as much faculty activity

in governance matters as do standing committees. The local

chapter of TACT was ranked fifth. Some faculty members ex-

pressed the belief that the chapter was not as influential

as it could be. Ranked sixth was the local chapter of the

AAUP. As in the Dykes' study, respondents felt that the AAUP

was in many ways a last-resort device used infrequently and

was, therefore, not a popularly utilized participatory device.

Many felt that it, too, could be more influential in many

instances.

As noted earlier, no detailed review of any specific

structure is provided since the intent of the survey is to

examine certain structures only in regard to their usefulness

according to faculty members on each campus. N. T. S. U.

faculty members commented repeatedly on the importance of

"personal magnetism" in individuals active in all the various

devices discussed, and several suggested that the informal con-

versation often becomes a device in itself through which many

a concern is voiced to the right person. Mentioned, also, were
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the influences of the campus newspaper and the development of

regular polls taken to get a consensus of faculty opinion.

Summary

Through the survey of randomly selected faculty members

on the N. T. S. U. campus on the various questions just pre-

sented, a better assessment of actual faculty satisfaction

regarding participation in university governance and a better

evaluation of actual decision-making roles can be made. Many

similarities can be observed between the N. T. S. U. campus

and the larger university examined in the Dykes' study.

Chapter IV considers the summations, conclusions, and impli-

cations which can be made from the data obtained.



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Conclusions

A recognizable fact in institutions of higher education

today is that authority relationships and governance questions

often cause stress between administration and faculty. At

the crux of the matter, of course, lies the subject of role

perceptions held by faculty members and administrators. The

closer a perceived ideal is to the perceived actual role, the

greater the satisfaction the faculty member has with his role

in university decision-making. As stated earlier, the intent

of the study on the N. T. S. U. campus was to identify such

role perceptions and thus, to provide additional insight into

governance patterns. The limitations on the N. T. S. U.

study provide implications for much additional research as

suggested later in the chapter.

A problem arises, for example, when one observes that on

some campuses such as the one sampled in the Dykes' study,

there seems to be a discrepancy between what the faculty per-

ceived its role in decision-making to be and what Dykes

interpreted from several sources its role to be in reality.

Dykes found some serious misconceptions about the processes

Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic Decision-
Making (Washington, 1968), pp. 37-42.
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through which decisions are made and about the role of the

faculty in them. He observed that the faculty members he

interviewed attributed to the administration much more power

than it actually possesses and that they had an unrealistic

picture of constraints imposed on administrators from within

and without the university with the result being a widespread

sense of suspicion and distrust. While size and complexity

of the university affect the condition, Dykes noted that

responsibility for the lack of communication (which has con-

tributed greatly to the existing problem) must be placed on

both the administration and the faculty members.

The study on the N. T. S. U. campus did not involve a

review of faculty involvement in decision-making from any

source other than faculty members, so it was not determined

whether a conclusion such as that reached in the Dykes' study

regarding a discrepancy between perceived roles and actual

roles can be reached in the N. T. S. U. study. Facts are

obvious, though, that a sizeable number of those interviewed

hold a similar feeling of distrust and are aware of a communi-

cations problem. As discussed earlier, the 1970-1971 school

year and conditions at that time affected faculty perceptions

to some degree. A future study could follow the changes, if

any, in faculty perceptions as the decade progresses. Never-

theless, findings in the Dykes' and N. T. S. U. surveys can

provide helpful insight into university governance as per-

ceived by faculty members.
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Many aspects of faculty participation in university gov-

ernance are interrelated, but the N. T. S. U. study attempted

to focus on and to investigate such particular aspects as to

how faculty members perceive their proper roles, how they

perceive their actual roles on campus, whether they are

satisfied with the actual roles they have, what motivation

impels them to participate, what factors inhibit their par-

ticipation, and what the devices are through which they

participate. Faculty responses on the N. T. S. U. campus to

each question revealed some similarities to and some distinc-

tions from those in the Dykes' study.

In assessing the faculty's proper or ideal role in

campus governance, both groups felt that faculty members

should have a higher degree of influence in areas they per-

ceived to be closely related to academic affairs. In all

categories except one, however, N. T. S. U. respondents

allocated to faculty members less voice in decision-making

than did Dykes' participants. The exception was in the area

of public and alumni relations, in which N. T. S. U. faculty

members desired greater faculty influence than did Dykes'

respondents. As suggested in Chapter III, a larger number of

alumni teaching on the N. T. S. U. campus than on the Dykes'

campus may account for the different response in the category

of public and alumni relations. In the area of capital

improvements, N. T. S. U. respondents showed much less concern

than did Dykes' participants for faculty involvement. As
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pointed out in Chapter I, role perception is based on a num-

ber of factors. Thus, later N. T. S. U. faculty experiences

might influence a change in conception of role in regard to

capital improvements. If, for example, a large sum of money

were designated by administrators for something which the

majority of the faculty felt to be an unnecessary or unwise

allocation of funds, then respondents might desire a larger

role in the area of capital improvements. As Dykes suggests:

It is impossible to separate decisions into simplistic
categories like 'educational' and 'non-educational.'
If the faculty's influence is to be truly effective,
surely it must be manifested in all areas, for sup-
posedly 'noneducational' decisions may have critical
educational consequences

Thus, the tendency to dichotomize decisions is arbitrary and

impractical and ignores the interrelatedness of different

areas of decision-making.

In both Dykes' and N. T. S. U. investigations, one of

the most discernible findings was that many faculty members

desire a strong, influential role in decision-making but are

unwilling to give the time such a role demands. This was

noticeable among a larger proportion of Dykes' interviewees

than N. T. S. U. respondents due possibly to a difference in

the representative groups surveyed and the type of experience

that each group has had.

Dykes interviewed only faculty members of the College of

Liberal Arts and Sciences while the N. T. S. U. survey

2 Ibid., p. 40.
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included a random sample of representatives from all schools

and colleges in the university. Different concerns on the

part of each group were readily apparent. For example, as

noted in Chapter III, on the basis of the survey, N. T. S. U.

respondents are not nearly as research oriented as Dykes'

respondents. (See Tables VI and VII in Chapter III.) Find-

ings reveal that Dykes' respondents ranked the time taken

from research as the number one factor which inhibits them

from participation in decision-making while such concern was

ranked sixth by N. T. S. U. survey participants. Still,

while repeatedly lamenting spending the time necessary to

participate, a sizeable 51 per cent of the Dykes' respondents

said that more decision-making power should rest with the

faculty, and another 44 per cent said that the role is not

now what it should be ideally. (See Tables IV and V in

Chapter III.)

A smaller 30 per cent of N. T. S. U. respondents indi-

cated that the faculty has too little influence and another

35 per cent suggested that the role is not what it should be

ideally; yet, many of these seemed hesitant to volunteer to

handle additional committee busy work which was a main reason

given by some 19 per cent who indicated that the faculty is

involved too much in decision-making. The number one inhib-

iting factor for N. T. S. U. faculty members was the belief

that too much time is spent on inconsequential matters. Thus,

the kind of experience in decision-making that many N. T. S. U.
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respondents have had have caused them to desire a specific

role in decision-making which is valued by administrators

and which does not include token "busy work."

Because of the size and complexity of many universities,

direct democracy is no longer a viable concept; and faculty

representatives must be organized to speak effectively. Ob-

viously, each faculty member cannot be fully informed about

and actively involved in all issues. The question of who

represents whom must be developed into operable, actable

divisions of labor in governance. Many faculty members ob-

serve exclusions to participation and disagree on the degree

of fairness of such exclusions. But to organize influential

representation in decision-making processes, participation

must be accorded a higher priority on the professional level,

and the question of who is excluded must be handled fairly.

The usefulness of certain participatory devices through

which faculty members voice decisions varies from campus to

campus depending on organization. Departmental staff meet-

ings, ranked first by Dykes' respondents and second by

N. T. S. U. faculty members, seem to offer opportunity to

participate in making many decisions which directly affect

individuals; yet departments differ in organization, so the

device has limitations. On the N. T. S. U. campus, the

Faculty Senate was reported to be the most useful partici-

patory device for the majority of faculty members. It does

have limitations, also, but N. T. S. U. respondents felt



103

it to be of most value to faculty members in governance on

the N. T. S. U. campus.

Although survey questionnaire answers and comments

reflected complaints and criticisms on various aspects of

roles in university governance, 50 per cent of the faculty

members interviewed on the N. T. S. U. campus felt, never-

theless, that most of the faculty were satisfied with their

roles in decision-making. A possible explanation might be

that faculty members attributed a greater degree of satis-

faction to colleagues than they themselves possess. Judging

from other facts, general dissatisfaction seems to be more

prevalent than individuals might have judged. Correlating

with comments, only 28 per cent of the Dykes' respondents

assessed the faculty as being satisfied with its role;

further, 63 per cent felt that faculty members felt some

degree of dissatisfaction. As indicated earlier, several

reasons seem to perpetuate a low degree of consensus.

Communication is a vital element in the relationship

between faculty and administrators. When inadequate pro-

cedures for disseminating information are not eliminated,

or administrators do not seek to convey information to

faculty members through formal methods, then clogged lines

of communication result in low consensus of role perception

which brings irritation, frustration, annoyance, and general

dissatisfaction.
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Implications for Further Research

A variety of additional questions have been suggested

throughout the paper as topics which might be further re-

searched to provide additional insight into governance

patterns on college and university campuses. Questions which

relate directly to faculty role perceptions might be pursued.

For example, one might delve into all the reasons behind the

various perceptions held or investigate the total occupa-

tional image held by faculty members in regard to all their

roles.

On any aspect of academic decision-making, one finds

that a survey of related literature reveals numerous articles.

Additional empirical research could be valuable reference

tools for both faculty and administrators. For example, a

closer examination of specific structures might enable

faculty members to organize their participatory responsi-

bilities into effective ways which aid administrators in

governing university affairs. Case studies and comparative

evaluations may provide a basis for patterns which may be

utilized on different campuses.

Furthermore, additional research on the N. T. S. U.

campus as the decade progresses might reveal a more exact

picture of decision-making as it exists on the campus with

regard to structures and other aspects of governance. Thus,

as colleges and universities seek to be effective centers of

higher education, decision-making must be considered an
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important concern of those who seek to make decisions which

guide large academic structures.



APPENDIX A

October 9, 1970

Dear Professor:

As a part of the research for my master's thesis in po-
litical science, I am attempting to assess the attitudes and
opinions of randomly selected faculty members here at North
Texas regarding faculty participation in university govern-
ance. A part of my work involves the replication of a study
done at a different sized institution by Dr. Archie Dykes,
Vice President of the University of Tennessee at Martin, and
published by the American Council on Education.

I would greatly appreciate your help in making this re-
search complete by answering the questions on the following
pages. Please be assured that your returned questionnaire
will remain confidential and that my report will not be
written in any way so as to divulge specific answers trace-
able to any individual. The statistical implications of the
tabulated survey results will be extremely valuable; however,
your comments, explanations, examples, and illustrations will
greatly enhance my ability to obtain a more exact and realis-
tic picture of how you perceive your role in university
governance. On the first page of the questionnaire, you
will notice a code designating your college or school in
the university. This code in no way, however, interferes
with the confidential treatment of your answers on this
subject.

If you have any questions at all regarding this study,
please contact my thesis director, Dr. Charldean Newell,
Ext. 407, in the Political Science Department. Since I must
meet certain required deadlines, I hope that you can return
these questionnaires to me in the enclosed envelope through
campus mail no later than Monday, October 26, 1970. If you
would prefer to return the questionnaire in another manner,
please let Dr. Newell know.

Thank you for your time and effort in participating in
this research study.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Judith Battles
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PLEASE FEEL FREE TO MAKE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU WISH
REGARDING ANY QUESTION.

I. In your opinion, what should be the faculty's role in the
six areas of institutional decision-making listed below?
Please select one of the five lettered statements that
best expresses your opinion about each area of decision-
making and place the appropriate letter in each blank.

A. Faculty should always
or almost always de-
termine.

Academic Affairs
(degree requirements,
curricula, student
admission requirements,
academic standards)

B. Faculty should usually Personnel Matters
determine. (appointments, promotions,

dismissals, and the
awarding of tenure)

C. Faculty should recom-
mend to administration,
but latter should de-
cide.

D. Faculty should not
usually be involved.

E. Faculty has no role.

Financial Affairs
(determination of finan-
cial priorities and
allocation of budgetary
resources)

Capital Improvements
(buildings, other physi-
cal facilities, and
grounds)

Student Affairs
(discipline, student gov-
ernment, recreation, and
related matters)

Public and Alumni Affairs
(speaking to groups, seek-
ing university support,
et cetera)

Comments, if any:

II. Please check one of the statements below which, when
. measured against your conception of what the faculty's

role in decision-making ideally ought to be, best
expresses your personal feelings about the faculty's
actual role on this campus.
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II. Continued

The faculty is involved too much in decision-making;
considering other responsibilities, there is alto-
gether too much demand on faculty members.

The degree of faculty involvement and faculty influ-
ence on decisions is just about right.

The faculty's role is not what it should be ideally,
but it is about what one can realistically expect.

The faculty has too little influence on decisions;
more of the decision-making power should rest with
the faculty.

Don't know or no answer.

Comments, if any:

III. Please check or supply your answers as indicated in the
following questions:

1. Are there presently decisions being made on this
campus from which the faculty is excluded but in
which the faculty, in your opinion, should be
involved?

Yes _ No Don't know

2. Do some faculty members participate in decision-making
appreciably more than others?

Yes _ No Don't know

If yes, who are they (no names, please), and why do
you think they participate more?

3. Based on your observations, would you say that all
members of the faculty have equal opportunity to
participate in decision-making?

Don't knowYes No
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III. Continued

If no, who are they (no names, please), and why do
you think the inequity exists?

Please comment on your opinion regarding the justness
or unjustness of unequal opportunity to participate.

4. Speaking generally, would you say the faculty is very
well satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, or very dis-
satisfied with its role in decision-making?

Very well satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied Don't know

5. In your opinion, what contributes most to faculty
dissatisfaction with respect to decision-making on
this campus?

6. On important issues, how free do you think faculty
members feel to take positions which are contrary to
those of the administration?

Completely free Fairly free Not very free

Not free at all No answer

Comments, if any:

Does tenure affect degree of freedom? Yes No

Don't know
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IV. Based on your personal observations, would you indicate
the extent to which faculty members are motivated to par-
ticipate in decision-making by the reasons below? Please
rank the reasons from 1 to 10 in the order of importance.

They want a voice in decisions which affect them.

It brings them recognition from the administration.

They find personal enjoyment and a sense of accomplish-
ment.

They feel a sense of personal duty as a member of the
academic profession.

It is expected of the faculty.

It is necessary to protect their interests.

They like the influence it brings.

They have a feeling of responsibility to the university.

It gives them status with the faculty.

It is a factor in promotions and salary increments.

Please comment or add additional motivations:

V. Speaking of faculty members generally, would you indicate
the extent to which you feel the following factors affect
adversely faculty participation in decision-making?
Please rank the factors from 1 to 7, with the greatest
inhibiting factor listed first.

Absence from campus (professional meetings, consulting,
et cetera)

Too much time is spent on inconsequential matters

Takes time from research

Procrastination in decision-making

Faculty ideas and opinions not really valued

Takes time from teaching or teaching preparation
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V. Continued

Indifference of faculty members

Please comment or add additional inhibitng factors:

VI. In your opinion, how useful is each of the following in
providing opportunity for meaningful faculty participation
in decision-making? Please rank the devices from 1 to 6
in their order of usefulness.

The local chapter of the AAUP

Departmental staff meetings

The local chapter of TACT

Ad hoc faculty committees

The Faculty Senate

Standing faculty committees

Other device (Specify) -

Other device (Specify) -

Comments, if any:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS on any question or comments in general on
"faculty participation in university governance:"



APPENDIX B

MEMORANDUM

TO: All Participants in the Study of Faculty Participation in
University Governance

FROM: Mrs. Judy Battles

Thank you so much for your co-operation and response in
this part of my M.A. thesis research. Your answers and com-
ments have been most helpful in providing a more exact and
realistic picture of how you perceive your role in university
governance. Well over half of the faculty members who were
asked to participate in the opinion survey on faculty partic-
ipation in governing the university have returned their
questionnaires. You may be among the majority, but if you
have not yet returned the questionnaire, I would appreciate
your doing so since I am trying to meet the thesis deadline
for this semester. Again, thank you for your time and effort
in participating in this research study.
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