
 



MICHIGANS

IIll/IllllMilli/IllIll/llIll/IIl/lllllllllll
9745

IN

   

This is to certify that the

dissertation entitled

A CASE STUDY OF SELECTED BLACK CHAIRPERSONS AT BIG TEN

UNIVERSITIES WITH RESPECT TO THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF HOW

THEY ATTAINED THEIR PRESENT POSITIONS AND THEIR

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPECTATIONS AND SATISFACTION

presented by

Emmanuel Agyeman Badu

has been accepted towards fulfillment

of the requirements for

Ph.D. degeehlEducational Administration

.r'/ 7

// ,
\J// l‘,’/l”/J IV

Major professor

Dam May 1992

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 0712771



‘mm—T
LIBRARY '

Michigan State

2 University

L‘.___——--——-—————-

 nstitution

cmcmdatedwpm
wfi

 

!_______



 



A CASE STUDY OF SELECTED BLACK CHAIRPERSONS AT BIG TEN

UNIVERSITIES WITH RESPECT TO THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF HOW

THEY ATTAINED THEIR PRESENT POSITIONS AND THEIR

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPECTATIONS AND SATISFACTION

By

Emmanuel Agyeman Badu

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to

Michigan State University

in partial fulfillment of the requirements

for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Educational Administration

1992



 



{
o
n ABSTRACT

A CASE STUDY OF SELECTED BLACK CHAIRPERSONS AT BIG TEN

UNIVERSITIES WITH RESPECT TO THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF HOW

THEY ATTAINED THEIR PRESENT POSITIONS AND THEIR

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPECTATIONS AND SATISFACTION

By

Emmanuel Agyeman Badu

The objectives of this study were (a) to examine the

perceptions of black department Chairpersons at the Big Ten

universities with regard to how and why they had been selected for

their positions, (b) to determine their administrative expectations,

and (c) to examine whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with

their positions. A case—study approach was used for the study,

covering aspects of the chairpersons’ selection, role expectations,

and job satisfaction. In—depth personal interviews, conducted at

the participants’ institutions, were used to collect the data. The

following conclusions were drawn from the study findings:

1. The Chairpersons perceived that they had not been selected

for the position because they were black. They believed their

selection had been based on their academic accomplishments, their

colleagues’ belief that they could do a satisfactory job, and the

faculty members’ and dean’s confidence that they were the best

individuals for the position.
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2. The chairpersons had not experienced isolation from the

university community. They were accorded the rights and privileges

associated with the position and enjoyed by any chairperson. Their

administrative expectations were no different from those of other

chairpersons at their institutions.

3. The chairpersons had not accepted the position for monetary

reasons; rather, the intrinsic rewards of the job attracted them to

the position. Thus, they did not compare their financial

compensation with that of counterparts at other institutions or in

other fields. They were satisfied with what they were receiving.

4. The chairpersons experienced conflict between time for

their classroom teaching duties and time for their administrative

responsibilities because the latter required too much paperwork.

5. Even though the chairpersons did not engage in classroom

teaching to their own satisfaction, they believed that did not harm

their credibility as teachers among their colleagues. Neither did

they suffer a loss of professional status, either from their

colleagues or central administration, because they were less

involved in research.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

An academic department, as it is organized in institutions of

higher education today, can be classified as the basic

administrative unit of a college or university (Booth, 1982).

According to Anderson (1976), an academic department philosophically

gives allegiance to a discipline beyond the institution. Historical

studies have shown that academic departments in the American higher

education system were created to fit the fragmentation of course

work that came with the end of a prescribed classical curriculum,

the development of new disciplines, and the need to create a

manageable unit for faculty (Booth, 1982). The first organized

academic department was established at Harvard University in 1825

(Roach, 1976). In colleges and universities today, the academic

department has become an important unit or section, in which most

academic actions take place (Roach, 1976). Dressel and Richard

(1970) noted:

The academic departments in the modern colleges have become a

potent force in the institutions. They decide on the stature

of the university and can thwart the attempts of the university

to improve its effectiveness. (p. 77)

Today, academic departments enhance institutional prestige

chrough research and other activities. According to Booth (1982),



 



the tension, fragmentation, and competition that are evident today

in institutions and their academic departments have been a part of

institutional and departmental life since the nineteenth century.

The department chairperson often inherits these tensions and, except

in situations in which the department is oriented to the institution

rather than to the discipline, the chairperson’s role is to seek to

"improve the prestige of the department" (Dressel, Johnson, &

Marcus, 1970, p. 5). This makes the role of the department

chairperson a very important one on campus. As the chief

administrator who has the responsibility to protect the department

from the encroachment of other units, the chairperson accepts an

"academic model" that seeks to increase the department’s autonomy,

stature, and resources.

According to Browning (1962), the three primary goals of a

department chairperson are "first, to serve the cause of good

teaching; second, to make sure that students profit from good

teaching; and third, to seek out good teachers and keep them happy"

(p. 43). The department chairperson, therefore, is the individual

upon whom the success of the department depends (Mobley, 1974). He

or she is key to the achievement of the institution’s primary

mission.

The department chairperson may exercise several functions,

involving relationships with people at various levels of authority

within the college community. These functions include routine

contacts with personnel above him or her in the institution——for

instance, the president, provost, dean, business manager, and other



 

 



executive officers. Other functions include association with

workers at the same level of authority——that is, other department

chairpersons. Still other duties are related to more immediate

contact with department faculty and those below the department

chairperson’s authority. Finally, the position of department

chairperson connotes a specific relationship with students enrolled

in the department (Doyle, 1953).

Statement of the Problem

The department chairperson occupies an important position in

the administrative structure of a college or university. He or she

is the pivot, or go—between, at the point where the administration

most directly contacts the faculty. The chairperson is key to the

success or failure of the department’s program (Mobley, 1974).

Although all colleges have an established procedure for introducing

new courses, such as a standing committee on curriculum, primary

decisions are made within the department. It is in the department

that the action begins (Lee, 1972). It is also in the academic

department that policy and general administrative decisions on

academic matters are defined, adopted, and applied (Woodbume, 1958).

For example, according to Lee (1972), in the development of an

undergraduate curriculum it is essential that the department

chairperson be in tune with other department chairs who might be

affected by this development. The department chairperson should be

closely in touch with related departments to ensure that any new

program not only does not interfere with the needs of the other



 

 



departments but, indeed, enhances the total offerings of the

institution or college.

Department chairpersons interpret institutional policies to

faculty, carry them out in the department, and interpret

departmental objectives and programs to the administration (Mobley,

1974). Heimler (1967) identified the following as the specific

functions of the department chairperson: (a) improving instruction,

(b) developing and revising courses, (c) making the semester

schedule, (d) developing programs, (e) recruiting faculty, (f)

evaluating faculty and staff, (9) preparing the departmental budget,

(h) administering the departmental budget, (i) reviewing and

approving student petitions, (j) requisitioning textbooks and

library materials, (k) maintaining departmental records, (l)

attending meetings and conferences, (m) making faculty schedules,

(n) responding to on- and off—campus inquiries regarding college

programs and regulations, (0) taking care of departmental

correspondence, and (p) writing student recommendations for

employment and graduate school.

Mobley (1974) stated that, besides performing these functions,

chairpersons often carry a moderate, and sometimes heavy, teaching

load. Their professional career advancement also requires that they

continue their writing and research, and other varied activities

make excessively heavy demands on their time. This situation can

make the work of an academic department chairperson very difficult

and unattractive. Mobley further stated:



 

 



Interview data and literature show that in many colleges and

universities there is little motivation for a person to get the

chair. The position often holds few rewards but substantial

risks of professional obsolescence. (p. 322)

The current setup of academic departments in higher education

has made department chairpersons in most colleges and universities

key people in determining the educational success of the

institutions. However, they often are ill prepared for the

position. In addition, they are not adequately supported (Mobley,

1974). According to Brann (1972), some of the ambivalence in

carrying out the job of department chairperson is a result of

vagueness of goals in higher education.

Although this situation may be prevalent on many campuses, on

other campuses, department chairpersons are seen as dynamic

educational leaders, and candidates seek the position as an

outstanding career opportunity (Mobley, 1974). The difference seems

to be in the status of the chairperson, which often is dictated by

the manner in which the person was selected for the position.

Traditionally, in predominantly white institutions, a white male has

always occupied the chairperson position. However, in recent years,

increasing numbers of women and other minorities have begun to

occupy this position that once was held exclusively by white males.

Most of the writing and research on academic chairpersons and

their roles in academic institutions has focused on college and

university departments and chairpersons in predominantly white

institutions and has centered on white males (Mobley, 1974).

Research on black academic department chairpersons in these



 

 



institutions is nonexistent. The present study was undertaken in an

attempt to fill that void in the research literature.

As a prelude to this investigation, the researcher examined

literature relating to the selection of college academic

chairpersons and the specific qualifications required for the

position. Following that, the investigator interviewed selected

black chairpersons and explored in depth their perceptions of the

selection process and the reasons they had been selected for the

position. Insight into these chairpersons’ job satisfaction was

gained from examining their role expectations and the upward

mobility they had experienced in their professional careers.

Purpose of the Study

The researcher had three specific purposes in conducting this

study. The first purpose was to discover how and why selected black

department chairpersons in Big Ten institutions had been selected

for or appointed to the position of chairperson in these

institutions. The second purpose was to determine the respondents’

expectations of their role as chairpersons. The third purpose was

to examine the chairpersons’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction with

their positions.

With regard to the third purpose, the writer assumed that (a)

the more able an individual is to meet the expectations of the job,

the greater will be the person’s satisfaction and (b) the more

satisfaction an individual enjoys in the job, the less likely he or



 

 



she will be to quit, and the more loyalty and commitment the

individual will bring to work (Sayles, 1989).

Research Questions

To achieve the study purposes, answers were sought to the

following questions related to the central theme of the research:

1. What are the important factors that led to the selection of

blacks for the chairperson position in predominantly white

institutions?

2. In the chairpersons’ opinion, have their role expectations

before assuming the position been borne out in reality?

3. Are the chairpersons satisfied with their jobs?

4. What relationship, if any, exists between the chairpersons’

role expectations and their job satisfaction?

5. If they had it to do over again, would the chairpersons

accept the same position in the predominantly white institutions?

6. Is there a difference between the chairpersons’ expected

roles and behavior and their actual roles and behavior?

Importance of the Study

Participation of blacks in higher education has been the

subject of much concern and discussion in recent years because of

unsuccessful efforts to recruit and retain black students in higher

education (Horton, 1988). Cooks and Nussel (1990) noted that "while

the aspirations of African American high school graduates include a

strong interest in higher education, this interest is not often

actuated by postsecondary attendance" (p. 20).





In a study on blacks’ enrollment in college, Harvey (cited in

Cooks & Nussel, 1990) claimed that the lack of black faculty members

on university campuses was a major factor contributing to this

situation and to the ultimate decline in the number of black

students on college campuses. This shortage of black faculty

members contributes to the lack of black role models and mentors,

both of which have been considered to be essential elements for

fostering an academic and social climate conducive to the success of

black students on predominantly white college and university

campuses (Cooks & Mussel, 1990). The presence of black department

chairpersons in the Big Ten institutions is, therefore, very

important.

Research on black academic department chairpersons in

predominantly white colleges and universities is nonexistent.

Writers of many reports and books on the status of blacks in higher

education have discussed the lack of involvement by blacks in the

operation of the higher education system. Very little research has

been done that sheds light on the reason so few blacks are involved

in the administration of higher education.

The findings from this study may be helpful to faculty,

especially black faculty. Also, the findings may be of value to

other black school officials who might aspire to the position of

department chairperson. In addition, the study may provide

information on the mobility strategies-—academic, vocational, and

otherwise——adopted by the chairpersons to get where they are now in



 

 



their careers. These strategies may be helpful to others aspiring

to become academic department chairpersons.

The expectations that the chairpersons held of their jobs

before they assumed those positions may influence their individual

job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The investigator examined the

job expectations that each department chairperson brought to work,

as well as the perceptions that each had developed regarding his or

her job satisfaction. Based on the information gained from this

study, the investigator attempted to show whether each department

chairperson was satisfied or dissatisfied with respect to his or her

job expectations as chairperson. There is strong evidence to

support the contention that general job satisfaction represents an

important force in individuals’ participation in the organization.

Such evidence is seen in diverse work-group populations,

organizations of various types, and different situations (Hamner &

Schmidt, 1974).

Methodology

The research method for this investigation was a case study, as

it was an empirical inquiry into a real—life context. Questions

that were asked pertained to a contemporary set of events over which

the investigator would have little or no control. Under these

circumstances, a case study approach was an appropriate method for

the present investigation. Yin (1989) suggested that:

In general, case studies are the preferred strategy when "how"

or "why" questions are being posed, when the investigator has

little control over events, and when the focus is on a

contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context. (p. 13)
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All black academic department chairpersons, acting

chairpersons, and assistant chairpersons from the Big Ten

universities constituted the population from which a sample of four

individuals was selected for this study. The decision to study

black department chairpersons specifically, rather than all

department chairpersons, was a pragmatic one. First, the department

chairpersons in most colleges and universities are key people in

determining the educational success of the institutions (McKeachie,

1968). Second, black educators are underrepresented in department

chair positions. Because blacks constitute the largest group among

the minority populations in the Big Ten institutions (CIC Panel on

Affirmative Action, n.d.), knowledge about blacks’ experience as

department chairpersons is essential.

To be able to answer the "how" and "why" questions that were

posed in this study, the researcher interviewed in depth the

selected sample of four black chairpersons. To assist in the

interviews, the investigator developed an interview guide for use in

the study (see Appendix E). The investigator visited the campuses

of the institutions where the sample members were employed and

conducted the personal interviews there.

The primary focus of this study was to examine black department

chairpersons in predominantly white universities with respect to how

they had been selected for or appointed to the position, their

perceptions of why they had been selected, their role expectations,

and whether they were satisfied with their position. A range of
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major concerns was covered, relating to the primary theme.

Significant among these concerns were (a) reasons that few blacks

are serving in administrative positions, (b) the power and authority

of department chairpersons, and (c) job difficulties and

frustrations of department chairpersons.

Limitations

The following limitations were present in the study:

1. The sample comprised only four people.

2. The researcher developed the interview guide for this study

and, because there was no validity or reliability check, generaliza-

bility of the study findings is limited.

3. Open-ended interview questions were used in an exploratory

manner. Therefore, the results are subject to the limitations

associated with the use of data-gathering techniques and methods.

4. The above—mentioned limitations increased the likelihood of

sampling bias. For example, by omitting department chairpersons

from other institutions, there is a likelihood of sampling bias

because their attitudes and perceptions might not be the same as

those of the selected sample members.

Delimitations

This study was delimited in the following ways:

1. The study sample was delimited to four chairpersons

selected from the Big Ten institutions.



 

 



12

2. The study sample was further delimited to black department

chairpersons rather than including chairpersons from various

minority groups.

3. The investigation did not cover the perceptions that

faculty and other administrative staff members held about the

department and its chairperson.

4. The study sample included black department chairpersons in

predominantly white institutions. As a result, department chair-

persons from predominantly black and other minority institutions

were excluded from the sample.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined in the context in which they

are used in this study. The definitions are based on past research

or common usage in the fields of education and administration.

Academic department. A division within an institution that

gives allegiance to a discipline beyond the institution. This

administrative subunit of a university or college is associated with

a field of study or an academic discipline.

Academic department chairperson. The designated leader of a

college or university department, who is charged with teaching,

research, and service. In this study, the term is used inter-

changeably with academic chairperson and department head.

Administrators. Those who administer the board of trustees’

policy or supervise the personnel or programs of an institution.
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Mobility. The quality or state of having the opportunity for

or undergoing a shift in status within the societal hierarchy.

Lateral mobility is a shift in status whereby an individual assumes

a position similar to the one he or she had before the change. This

happens when there is a transfer, a lateral move resulting from

organizational change, or a change of organizations. Upward

mobility results from a promotion in the same organization or in a

different one (Ansah, 1980).

Perception. An individual’s interpretation of reality (Boles &

Davenport, 1975).

Position. A cognitive organization of role expectations

(Sarbin, 1954).

Responsibilities. The functions, duties, and/or activities

that a person is expected to perform.

Role model. A person who usually is effective or inspiring in

some social role, job, or position and so serves as a model for

others (Neufeldt & Guralnik, 1988).

Status. The place in a particular system that a certain indi-
 

vidual occupies at a specific time (Linton, 1945).

Overview

This dissertation is organized into five chapters. A frame of

reference for the study was developed in Chapter I. Included were

an introduction to the study and a statement of the problem; the

purpose, importance, and methodology of the study; limitations and

delimitations; and definitions of terms. Chapter 11 contains a
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review of pertinent literature related to the study. In Chapter

III, the design of the study is presented. Included are

descriptions of the interview guide, the data-collection procedure,

and the methods used in analyzing the data collected in the study.

Results of the analysis of data are discussed in Chapter IV. A

summary of the study, major findings, conclusions drawn from the

findings, recommendations for educational practice, suggestions for

further research, and the investigator’s reflections are presented

in Chapter V.



 

 



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The focus of this study was on minority department chairpersons

in predominantly white institutions, their perceptions of how and

why they had been selected for the position, their role

expectations, and their job satisfaction. To provide insight into

these topics, a search of the related literature was conducted. The

literature review is presented under the following major headings:

participation of minorities in higher education, job satisfaction,

role expectations, and the process of selecting a department

chairperson. The review of related literature on these subjects is

not intended to be exhaustive but rather to provide a general

understanding of the topics’ importance to this study. The sources

used in the literature review included Dissertation Abstracts, ERIC

documents, books, and journal articles.

Population Distribution

According to the United States population census of 1990, one

in every five Americans was a member of an ethnic minority (U.S.

Department of Commerce, 1990). That is, of the nation’s 248.7

million people, 49.1 million identified themselves as members of an

15
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ethnic/racial minority. The distribution of the 1990 United States

population by race is shown in Table 1.

Table 1.--Distribution of the United States population by race: 1990.

Race Number Percent

White 199,686,070 80.3

Black 29,986,060 12.1

Hispanic origin 22,345,059 9.0

Asian, Pacific Islander 7,273,662 2.9

American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut 1,959,234 0.8

Other races 9,804,847 3.9

Total U.S. population 248,709,873 100.0

 

Source: "Rapid Growth Builds Minorities’ Power ’Potential,’" U§_

Today, March 11, 1991, p. 5A.

Labor Force

According to USA Today, by the year 2000, 30% of Americans will

be Hispanics or members of a racial minority, up from 20%. Eighty

percent of all new workers will be women and other minorities

("Rapid Growth," 1991).

Wharton (1989) also reported that, by the year 2000, new

minority and immigrant entrants into the labor market will outnumber

new white entrants by three to two. By the turn of the century or

shortly afterward, one in every three residents of the United States

will be nonwhite (Wharton, 1989).
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Occupational Distribution

The U.S. Department of Labor (1988) reported that, in 1987,

blacks and Hispanics constituted 17% of the nation’s work force.

The distribution of women, blacks, and Hispanics in selected

occupations is shown in Table 2. As seen in the table, college and

university faculty included 9.4% blacks and 3.9% Hispanics in 1987.

Table 2.-—Distribution of women, blacks, and Hispanics in selected

occupations in 1987.

Total Percent of Total

Occupation Employed

(in 000’s) Women Blacks Hispanics

 

Administrators, education

and related fields 516 48.5 9.9 3.7

Teachers, colleges and

universities 3,587 73.6 9.4 3.9

Technical, sales and

administrative support 35,082 64.7 8.8 5.6

Administrative support,

including clerical 18,256 80.0 11.0 6.2

Service occupations 15,056 60.6 17.4 9.1

 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Employment and Earnings (Washington, D.C.: Government

Printing Office, 1988), Table 39.

Participation of Minorities in Higher Education

Problems of Access, Distribution,

and Retention

The problems of access, distribution, and retention of racial

minorities in higher education in the United States, as well as
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reasons for underrepresentation of minorities in higher education,

are discussed in this section. Writing about the unequal treatment

that racial minorities in the United States receive, Exum (1983)

wrote:

No problem in U.S. society has remained unresolved longer than

that of racial inequality. Many social institutions have been

subject to conflicting pressure between those trying to

unchange the racial privilege, and those seeking to change it.

Colleges and universities have been particularly vulnerable to

such pressures. On the one hand, they claim to rely on

impartial meritorious standards; on the other hand, they

produce knowledge, transmit culture, and bequeath status while

serving an important economic function as employer. (p. 383)

The participation of minorities in higher education has been a

matter of interest and concern at all levels of higher education and

by both governmental and private agencies that are committed to

providing equal access to quality education for all individuals

(Horton, 1988).

Commenting on trends and success of minorities’ participation

in higher education, Mingle (1988) stated that progress toward full

participation of minorities in higher education in the past three

decades has stalled. Large gaps must be overcome, especially in the

academic preparation and retention of minorities at higher levels on

the education ladder. According to Exum (1983),

Attempts to get racial equality in society are mediated through

institutional choice and characteristics to produce results

that continue to disadvantage racial minorities, both

collectively and individually. Whatever other moral, judicial,

or legal issues may be involved, achieving racial equality is

primarily a question of supply and demand for minority

individuals in various institutional arenas. (p. 383)

Kappner (1989) reported that dropout rates at the junior high,

high school, and college levels for blacks and Hispanics have
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reached crisis proportions. Enrollment at the undergraduate and

graduate levels has declined seriously, and underrepresentation of

minorities in faculty and key administrative positions in colleges

and universities across the nation is the rule rather than the

exception. The American Council on Education (cited in Education

Commission of the States, 1988) offered the following data to

illustrate the magnitude of the problem:

Between 1970 and 1975, the number of black high school

graduates who had enrolled or had completed one year of college

rose from 39 percent to 48 percent, while their white

counterparts remained steady at 53%. However, between 1975 and

1985, while college participation for white youth rose to 55

percent, the percentage for blacks dropped to 44 percent. (p.

Kappner (1989) went on to say that even more disturbing is what

is happening to black students between college enrollment and

college graduation. In 1984—85, blacks made up only 9% of

undergraduates in the United States and received only 8% of ‘the

associate degrees and 6% of the baccalaureate degrees that were

awarded. In the same period, whites comprised 80% of the

undergraduate students and received 85% of the baccalaureate degrees

awarded.

Hill (1983) and Thomas (1986) reported that, according to data

released by the U.S. Department of Education and the National

Academy of Sciences, fewer blacks were enrolled in graduate school

in the mid—19705 than in 1970. Approximately 5.1% of American

graduate students in 1976 were blacks, whereas only 4.2% in 1982

were blacks, a difference of more than 4,000 students. Crase and
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Walker (1988) also reported that, between 1976 and 1981,

demographers noted a 16% drop in the number of blacks receiving

master’s degrees, four times the decline among whites. Thomas

showed that, during the 1976—77 academic year, blacks received 6.7%

of the master’s degrees granted in the United States, but by 1980—

81, the percentage had dropped to 5.5%. According to Mingle (1988),

minorities’ access to institutions of higher education is not

sufficient to solve the problem. Successful completion of a

demanding, high—quality undergraduate curriculum is the key to

minorities’ success.

Astin et al. (1982) completed a comprehensive review of

research that had been conducted on minorities in American higher

education. They noted that, with the exception of transition from

baccalaureate to postbaccalaureate institutions, underrepresentation

of minorities increased at every transition point in higher

education (i.e., the higher the educational level, the greater the

underrepresentation). They also noted that, although the ratio of

bachelor’s degree recipients to first—year graduate enrollments was

higher for blacks than whites in 1976, graduate dropout rates were

higher for minorities than for nonminorities. In an address given

at the annual meeting of the National Association for Equal

Opportunity in Higher Education, Slaughter (1986) pointed out that

enrollment of blacks in graduate education declined from 6% of the

total to 4.2% of the total between 1981 and 1986.

Using data compiled by the Center for Statistics of the U.S.

Department of Education, Grant and Snyder (cited in Horton, 1988)
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illustrated the differences in high school dropout rates between

blacks and whites, in 1973 and 1983, by age group (see Table 3).

They found that:

For both time periods the black percentages are higher than the

white percentages in all age groups, except the 16-17 year in

1983; the differences are particularly striking as age

increases. In both groups, percent of total female drop—out

exceeded that of males in 1973, while the reverse was true in

1983. Drop-out rates for both groups decreased overall between

1973 and 1983, but the black rate was still close to 1/5 of the

total. (p. 2)

Table 3.--Percentage of high school dropouts, by race and gender,

1973 and 1983.

 

 

Age Group

Race/

Gender 14-15 16-17 18—19 20—21 22—24 25—29 30-34 14—34

October 1973

White 2.4 9.0 14.7 13.7 14.2 16.5 22.1 14.2

Male 1.9 8.7 14.1 14.2 13.4 15.5 21.6 13.6

Female 2.8 9.2 15.2 13.2 14.9 17.4 22.5 14.7

Black 3.1 10.3 25.2 30.4 24.9 30.9 37.4 23.8

Male 3.1 10.6 27.7 27.1 23.4 28.3 36.7 22.6

Female 3.1 10.0 23.0 33.1 26.2 33.1 37.8 24.9

October 1983

White 1.6 7.1 13.7 15.0 14.3 12.9 11.5 11.6

Male 1.7 7.2 15.6 15.9 15.9 13.0 11.4 12.1

Female 1.6 6.9 11.8 14.2 12.7 12.8 11.6 11.1

Black 2.2 5.8 17.5 21.5 24.3 18.7 19.8 17.0

Male 1.6 5.5 19.6 23.6 27.5 17.2 22.4 17.8

Female 2.9 6.0 15.6 19.6 21.6 19.9 17.7 16.3

 

Source: Carrel Horton, Black Doctorate (Lanham, Md.: University

Press of America, 1988), p. 3.
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Slaughter (1986) reported that college enrollment of blacks

began to level off in 1977, so that, by 1983, black enrollment had

declined by 1,000, whereas white enrollment had increased by 4.6%.

According to Horton (1988), although they are not the most

underrepresented minority, blacks still fall considerably short of

normal enrollment expectations.

Evangelauf (1990) reported that college enrollment of racial

and ethnic groups reached a record level in 1988. Quoting the U.S.

Department of Education as the source, she stated: “The proportion

of college students who are members of minority groups reached a

record high of 18.4%” (p. A1). Further, she stated that:

Observers who follow enrollment trends called the gains in

minority attendance encouraging, but they noted that the

college-going rate of black and Hispanic high—school graduates

had continued to trail that of whites. (p. A1)

According to Evangelauf, the number of minority students rose 34.4%

from 1978 to 1988 because of substantial increases in the ranks of

Hispanic and Asian students. She wrote:

Over the ten-year period, Asian enrollment climbed 111.5

percent, and Hispanic enrollment rose 63.1 percent. Over the

same period, the number of American Indian students increased

19.2 percent while the number of black students rose 7.2

percent. (p. A37)

Total college enrollment in the fall of 1988 is shown in Table 4.
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Table 4.--1988 college enrollment and two-year gains.

 

1988 College Two-Year Gains

Racial/Ethnic Group Enrollment (%)

White 10,283,000 3.6

Black 1,130,000 4.4

Hispanic 680,000 10.0

Asian 477,000 10.9

American Indian 93,000 3.3

Foreign 361,000 4 4

Total 13,043,000 4.3

Source: Jean Evangelauf, "1988 Enrollment of All Racial Groups Hit

Record Levels," he Chronicle of Higher Education, April 11,

1990, p. A1.

Evangelauf (1990) commented on these enrollment gains and

quoted Reginald Wilson, a senior scholar at the American Council on

Education, as saying that the figures showed little progress toward

the goal of equal educational opportunity. "We can’t celebrate any

of the enrollment figures we’ve seen in higher education," he said.

"Even with the gains, minority-group students continue to be under-

represented on college campuses. The last thing I want to happen is

for people to say, ’Hey, folks, the problem is over: Let’s get back

to business as usual’" (p. A37). Evangelauf also reported that

Antonio R. Rigual, President of the Hispanic Association of Colleges

and Universities, was pleased to see that Hispanic enrollment was

up. He attributed the increase largely to the substantial growth in

the Hispanic population over the last decade. He said, "The
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increase in enrollment is important, but there’s much work to be

done" (p. A37).

At the graduate level, minority enrollments also have not

increased significantly in recent years, despite constant pressure

to recruit and hire minorities (Loury, 1987). In a report for the

National Center for Education Statistics, Plisko and Stern (1985)

provided data that made possible a direct comparison of the

proportion of black and white doctoral recipients for the academic

years 1975-76 and 1980-81. According to these figures, there was

only a minor change in the five—year period: In both years,

slightly more than 90% of doctorates were awarded to whites,

slightly more than 4% went to blacks, and the remainder were awarded

to other minorities. During the 1982-83 academic year, blacks

received 4% of all doctorates, compared to 78% for whites and 18%

for Hispanics, Asians, and others (Ottinger, 1988).

Grant and Snyder (1986) reported that, in 1983-84, 4.8% of all

doctorate degrees were awarded to blacks. According to the National

Research Council’s (1986) annual reports, the aggregate number of

doctorates awarded in 1983, 1984, and 1985 was 75,383. Of that

three-year total, 3,092 (4.1%) of the doctorates were conferred on

blacks.

Williams (1986) pointed out that further complicating the

situation with regard to black doctorates is the fact that the

proportion of doctorates awarded to blacks seems to be decreasing.

According to the National Research Council, the total number of

doctorates awarded to Americans in the ten—year period from 1980 to
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1990 actually fell by 4.1% (Mooney, 1991) (see Table 5). Overall,

minority—group members made up just over 10% of American doctorate

recipients in 1990.

Table 5.-—Racial breakdown of Americans who received Ph.D. degrees

 

in 1990.

Ten-Year Change

Race 1990 (%)

White 21,650 — 1.6

Black 828 —19.8

Hispanic 698 +69.4

Asian 617 +34.7

American Indian 93 +24.0

Race unknown 304 --

All American citizens 24,190 —4.1

Source: Carolyn J. Mooney, "Universities Award Record Number of

Doctorates; More Than 25% Go to Students From Overseas,"

The Chronicle of Higher Education, May 29, 1991, p. A10.

As shown in Table 6, except for Hispanics, American minority—

group members earned about the same number of doctorates in 1990 as

in 1989. Except for blacks, the percentage of American minority-

group members receiving doctorates has increased since 1980. The

number of doctorate degrees earned by blacks fell by 19.8% during

the decade. However, the number increased by 69.4% for Hispanics,

34.7% for Asians, and 24% for American Indians. The number of

degrees earned by whites decreased 1.6% during the same period.
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Faculty Level

The National Research Council (1978) reported that complete

systematic data are not readily available on minority faculty in the

United States because, until the 19705, public and, in some states,

private colleges and universities, as well as projects funded by the

federal government, were prohibited by statute, government

regulation, or individual institutions’ choice from collecting such

data. Exum (1983) also pointed out that other agencies have shown

little interest in such data. Therefore, what might have begun as

an attempt to fight discrimination by prohibiting the identification

of applicants, students, administrators, and/or faculty by race has

instead helped perpetuate racial inequality by concealing the full

dimension of the problem and hindering attempts to monitor progress

toward eliminating such inequality.

According to Taylor (1947), the history of blacks in the United

States clearly illustrates that, before the Second World War, black

faculty were deliberately excluded from predominantly white colleges

and universities by law, as in the South, or by tradition. The

first few blacks to be accepted as faculty members were obvious

anomalies. An example of such an anomaly was the 18505 appointment

of Charles L. Reason as professor of arts and letters at New York

Central College, a school founded by abolitionists.

In a report prepared for the Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education, Freeman (1976) stated that, until the 19605, employment

of black and other minority faculty was largely restricted to the

predominantly black colleges of the South. According to the report,
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in 1946 fewer than 2% of black doctorate recipients were employed in

white colleges and universities nationwide.

Exum (1983) reported that, by 1950, only 72 out of the 1,051

white colleges and universities surveyed employed black teachers;

many of them were hired only as visiting appointees for a term or a

year. By 1958, only 200 blacks were teaching on a regular, full—

time basis in white colleges and universities. Three years later,

the number had risen to 300. Fleming, Gill, and Swinton (1978) also

reported that, in 1960, blacks made up only 3% of college and

university faculty, and those individuals were concentrated

primarily in the historically black institutions. By 1968—69, the

percentage had fallen to 2.2% of college and university faculty, and

four years later the proportion had risen to 2.9%.

The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (1982)

reported that, by 1976, blacks made up only 4.4% of the total number

of higher education faculty and were still concentrated in the

predominantly black colleges and universities. In 1976, the U.S.

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission reported that, of the

451,240 full—time faculty members at 2,882 colleges and

universities, only 4.3% were blacks. According to the American

Council on Education’s Office of Minority Concerns (Collison, 1987),

American colleges and universities had 18,827 black faculty members

in 1987, a decline of 4.3% from the 19,674 in 1977.

Dorsey (1990) wrote:

Concern continues over the paucity of Black professors working

on predominantly White campuses as well as over the small



 

 



29

number of black graduate students in the "pipeline" leading to

such positions. Even more alarming is that Blacks held fewer

faculty positions in 1985 than they did in 1977. (p. 1)

Dorsey continued to say that those who are aware of black history

and the historical background of black faculty on predominantly

white campuses understand that this loss has resulted partially from

the diminishing “pressure" being exerted on behalf of black faculty.

"It is common knowledge that progress is not possible without

unrelenting pressure," she stated. "This is borne out historically

by the fact that before 1900 the few Blacks who taught on

predominantly White campuses were largely there because of political

or other pressure" (p. 1). Dorsey concluded by saying that, in

other instances, blacks were on predominantly white campuses because

they had extraordinary talent that was needed.

Vetter and Babco (1981) reported that blacks represented less

than 5%, Hispanics less than 2%, Asians barely 2%, and Native

Americans less than 1% of the total full—time instructional faculty

in predominantly white institutions. The 1987 data on the status of

minority higher education faculty and nonfaculty, as reported by the

U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, indicated that blacks

represented 4.3% of faculty members, Hispanics 1.8%, Asians 4.1%,

and American Indians 0.3%. The nonfaculty statistics revealed that

blacks represented 15.4% of the total staff, Hispanics 4%, Asians

2.4%, and American Indians 0.6%) (see Table 7).
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Table 7.--Higher education faculty and staff by race and gender:

1987.

 

 

Males Females

Racial/Ethnic Group ________________ ____________.___

Number Percent Number Percent

Faculty

White 285,179 64.3 112,193 25.3

Black 10,292 2.3 8,681 2.0

Hispanic origin 5,101 1.3 2,406 0.5

Asian 14,700 3.3 3,567 0.8

American Indian 927 0 2 411 O 1

Total 316,199 71. 127,258 28.7

Nonfaculty

White 327,206 31.5 479,039 46.2

Black 58,603 5.6 102,106 9.8

Hispanic origin 19,362 1.9 21,806 2.1

Asian 11,084 1.1 33,344 1.3

American Indian 2,631 0.3 2,596 0 3

Total 418,886 0.4 618,889 59.6

Source: U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. "EEO-6

Higher Education Staff Information, 1987," p. 1.

(Mimeographed)

The distribution of full—time employees in colleges and

universities by racial and ethnic group for 1989-90 is shown in

Table 8. The figures are based on reports from 3,156 colleges and

universities. The numbers of full—time, tenure-track, minority—

group faculty in the Big Ten institutions from 1979 to 1989 are

shown in Table 9.
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Table 9.--Full-time, tenure—track, minority-group faculty in the Big

Ten institutions: 1979 to 1989.

Total Minority

Year Total Faculty Faculty Percent Minority

l979 19,423 1,231 6.3

1981 19,711 1,353 6.9

1983 19,808 1,475 7.5

1985 19,948 1,527 7.7

1987 20,340 1,673 8.2

1989 26,662 4,266 16.0

Source: CIC Panel on Affirmative Action, "Female and Minority

Faculty Representation at CIC and Big Ten Universities,

Fall 1989," p. 1. (Mimeographed)

In addition to being underrepresented, minority faculty also

are not evenly distributed across the spectrum of academic fields

(U.S. Department of Education, 1979). For example, 60% of the

doctorates awarded to blacks in 1977 were in education and the

social sciences. According to the National Research Council (1982),

of the doctorate degrees awarded to blacks in 1980-81, 53% were in

education and 20% were in the social sciences.

Astin (1982) reported that Hispanic faculty are concentrated in

education and the humanities, Asians in the physical and biological

sciences and engineering, and the small number of Native American

faculty in education and the social sciences. Yet, even in fields

with the largest concentrations of minority-group members, the

actual numbers of minorities are small.

Williams (1982) asserted that minority faculty in predominantly

white institutions, whether black, Hispanic, Asian, or Native
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American, are found mainly in less prestigious colleges and

universities. These institutions usually are public, rather than

private, and do not grant doctorate degrees.

Fleming et al. (1978) said that blacks are heavily concentrated

in the 114 predominantly black colleges and universities. According

to these authors, one study estimated that, during the 19705, blacks

made up 0.9% of the faculty at the university level and 5.4% of the

faculty in four-year colleges (but less than 2% when those in black

colleges were removed from consideration). Between 67% and 75% of

black faculty were employed at predominantly black colleges and

universities.

Minority faculty appear to be even more strikingly

underrepresented in two-year colleges than in four—year institutions

(Olivas, 1979). Astin (1982) reported that, in fall 1978, more

than half of Hispanic and Native American students and 42% of black

students were enrolled in community colleges. The 1988 college—

student enrollment in private and public two—year and four-year

institutions is shown in Table 10. The table shows the high

percentage of minorities enrolled in two-year institutions. It is,

therefore, surprising that minority faculty are not fairly

represented in those very colleges that have high minority student

enrollments, where they would be particularly valuable as role

models, mentors, and/or mediators (Exum, 1983).
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Table IO.--College enrollment by type of institution and racial/

ethnic group: 1988 (in percent).

Public Private

Racial/Ethnic Total —————————————————-——————————————————

Group 4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 2—Year

American Indian 100 36.0 51.6 9.5 2.9

Asian 100 42.3 39.4 17.6 0.8

Black 100 39.7 38.3 18.4 3.6

Hispanic 100 31.7 54.6 11.8 1.9

White 100 43.3 43.1 20.7 1.9

Foreign 100 50.2 15 6 33.3 0.9

Total 100 2.5 35 4 20.2 2 0

Source: Jean Evangelauf, "1988 Enrollment of All Racial Groups Hit

Record Levels," he Chronicle of Higher Education, April 11,

1990, p. A1.

Reasons for Underrepresentation of

Minorities in Higher Education

The related literature on the reasons for underrepresentation

of minorities in higher education is discussed under the following

headings: academic preparation, faculty ranking, problems of supply

and demand, recruitment policies, economic constraints,

institutional racism, and affirmative action. Several authorities

have voiced opinions on the reasons for underrepresentation of

minorities among faculty and administrators of academic institutions

in the United States. Wilson (1988) wrote:

The development of leadership in America today is primarily an

artifact of higher education and professional training. It is

no longer possible to rise to high public office through self-

education because of the complexity of technological advances

and science and the necessity of systematic training. Although
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some white Americans by virtue of socioeconomic class and

wealth can rise to leading positions (like Henry Ford 11)

without benefit of a university education, they are in the

minority. Among the blacks and other minority groups, the

attainment of academic and professional leadership is almost

exclusively a result of graduate education and professional

training in colleges and universities. Therefore,

participation rate for minorities in such training is an

extremely sensitive barometer of either progress or

retrogression in the production of minority leaders. So, when

we see a decline in minority undergraduate enrollments in

colleges and universities, it triggers an alarm that the ripple

effect will be felt throughout the higher education program

spectrum--through graduate schools, professional schools, and

into faculty and administrative positions. (p. 163)

Academic preparation. Webster (1988) reported that several

state and national studies have focused on why minority

representation in higher education has been declining. Some of the

reasons for this decline, as revealed in these studies, include (a)

back-to—back recessions that have hit minority families particularly

hard, (b) a decline in the quality of education offered to

minorities in large urban schools, (c) the realization among many

minority youths that a college degree does not guarantee a decent

job, (d) a deemphasis on minority recruitment at many institutions,

and (e) sharp increases in college costs accompanied by decreases in

federal financial aid, which have placed a college education beyond

the reach of many minority families. Astin et al. (1982) suggested

that underrepresentation of minorities in higher education seems to

be due, in part, to the poor academic preparation they received in

high school.

Faculty ranking. Racial minority faculty members also face a

disadvantage in terms of rank and salary. According to Maxwell,

Fleming and others, and the U.S. Department of Education (cited in
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Exum, 1983), minority faculty are more concentrated than white

faculty in lower ranks and in nontenured positions often connected

with special programs for minority students. For example, data

published by the U.S. Department of Education’s Center for Education

Statistics (Plisko & Stern, 1985) indicated that, in 1983, of the

19,451 black faculty in all American colleges and universities,

12,625 (65%) were in lower ranks and nontenured positions, as

compared to white faculty (47.5%). Representation of blacks among

tenured and tenure—track faculty at Big Ten institutions in fall

1989 is shown in Figure 1.

Problems of supply and demand. Morris (1979) reported that

socioeconomic and educational barriers still confront minority

groups. Large segments of these groups remain in poverty, and the

education they receive is inadequate for entry to graduate school, a

prerequisite for faculty positions. Many are overconcentrated in

vocational or two-year associate—degree programs and thus are not

eligible for admission to graduate school. For those who manage to

earn a bachelor’s degree, attaining a graduate degree takes several

years and can be expensive, and many minority students do not

qualify for fellowships or teaching assistantships because they are

part-time students. Black students often are burdened with debt

from their undergraduate education, as they are two to five times

more likely than white students to rely on various federal aid

programs to finance their undergraduate studies. Minority graduate

students are also more likely than white students to be enrolled
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part time, to take longer to finish their graduate work, and to be

more concentrated in master’s than doctorate programs. Therefore,

few minority men and women possess the traditional qualifications

for faculty positions.

Conyers (1968) reported that some progress has been made in

increasing the pool of actual and potential minority faculty.

Still, according to him, the initial base is so small that the

number could double, triple, or even quadruple and still be small.

Conyers cited sociology as an example of a field that historically

has been attractive to minorities, especially blacks. In 1968, an

estimated 121 blacks in the United States held Ph.D. degrees in

sociology, less than 1% of the doctorates that year.

According to Wilkinson (1978), the number of minorities holding

doctorates in sociology has grown, but not dramatically. In 1973,

there were fewer than 250 minority Ph.D. sociologists, counting all

racial/ethnic groups. Also, between 1973 and 1976, only 173 Ph.D.s

in sociology were awarded to all minorities. The National Research

Council (1982) reported that, from 1980 to 1981, 480 Ph.D 5 were

awarded to all minorities (223 to blacks) in all social sciences

combined. Williams (1986) said there has been only a slight gain in

the proportion of black graduate students in sociology; they

represented 7% of sociology graduate students in 1971 and 9% in

1981.

Between 1973 and the end of 1979, there was little growth in

the pool of potential minority faculty. For example, of the 105,981



  



39

doctorates in all fields awarded to American citizens between 1973

and 1976, 4,162 (4.1%) were awarded to Asians, 3,692 (3.7%) to

blacks, 1,161 (1.1%) to Hispanics, and 526 (0.5%) to Native

Americans. Between 1977 and the end of 1979, 67,765 doctorates in

all fields were awarded to American citizens. Of these, 3,992

(4.2%) went to blacks, 3,035 (3.8%) to Asians, 1,538 (1.9%) to

Hispanics, and 549 (0.7%) to Native Americans (Vetter & Babco,

1981).

According to the National Center for Education Statistics

(Plisko & Stern, 1985), the figures for 1979-80 showed a continuous,

modest gain for some minorities. However, Vetter and Babco (1981)

indicated that these modest improvements for some groups hide the

continued unequal distribution of those groups in academic

specializations. According to these authors, the number of black

Ph.D.s in mathematics, physics, astronomy, and chemistry declined

10% from 1973 to 1979, whereas an overconcentrations of blacks in

education persisted. Of the 7,684 doctorates awarded to blacks

between 1973 and 1979, 4,010 (52%) were in education. 0f the 1,104

doctorates awarded to blacks in 1980—81, 589 (53%) were in

education, 223 (20%) in social science, and 138 (12.5%) in

mathematics and science (National Research Council, 1982).

Exum (1983) summed up the situation in this way:

The number of minority faculty in predominantly white colleges

and universities is small, largely because the number of

minority doctorate holders, though somewhat greater than in the

past, is still modest and does not show significantly increased

growth. (p. 387)
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On the demand side, Exum (1983) reported that several

predominantly white colleges and universities have attacked the

barriers raised by a combination of racism and the ideology of

meritocracy, in order to increase the number of minority faculty in

their ranks. He stated, "While demand for minority faculty and

administrators has increased, it has been highly variable; some

institutions have tried harder than others" (p. 389).

Although some of the effort to increase the number of minority

faculty has been voluntary, increased demand has come largely in

response to heavy pressure on college and university authorities to

recruit and hire more minority faculty. For example, in a report

prepared for the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Freeman

(1976) indicated that, in the late 19605 and early 19705, there was

an increase in the demand for black faculty in predominantly white

institutions. He contended that two basic forces operated to

increase the demand for black faculty in that period and thus

brought to an end traditional patterns of employment discrimination.

The first force was substantial pressure from students and various

social groups for black faculty appointments in predominantly white

institutions. A second and possibly more important force for

changing the market was the federal government’s pressure for

affirmative action, which began in 1968 when Revised Order 4 of

Executive Order 11246 (1965) obligated institutions with federal

contracts to "develop and maintain a written affirmative action

program" (Freeman, 1976, p. 197). Pressure also came from white

faculty and administrators, who thought it was time to reduce
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continuing internal racial inequality and perhaps wished to enhance

their institutions’ competitive positions in recruiting minority

students (Exum, 1983).

Exum (1983) reported that external pressure also has come from

the federal courts. For example, in Gr 995 v. Duke Power Company

(1971), the federal court made it illegal for an employer to

discriminate by using selection methods that systematically

disadvantage racial minorities. In two other cases (Weber v. Kaiser

Aluminum, 1979; Fulilove v. Klutznick, 1980), the courts upheld the

constitutionality of affirmative action in employment (Exum, 1983).

The federal government also made several efforts to remove hiring

barriers based on race and to gain compliance with affirmative—

action programs (Exum, 1983). Gains in minority faculty hiring are,

therefore, the result of both internal and external pressures.

Recruitment policies. According to Washington (1986), the

scarcity of black Ph.D.s can be attributed to a variety of causes.

The most frequently cited causes include the declining importance

that universities have assigned to recruiting and retaining minority

graduate students and the discouraging job outlook for new

doctorate—degree holders. Exum (1983) also indicated that low

enrollment of minorities in graduate programs is due, in part, to

the lack of intensity and seriousness of recruiting efforts aimed at

racial minorities. Also, there are few minority faculty members in

undergraduate and graduate schools to act as role models and mentors

in the recruitment process.
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In an article published in The Chronicle of Higher Education,

Jaschik (1987) reported that federal investigators have found that

many colleges and universities lack satisfactory systems of

recruiting black faculty members, even after years of operating

under court—ordered desegregation plans. According to Jaschik,

documents prepared by investigators for the U.S. Department of

Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR) after they visited 254

colleges in the states where desegregation plans had expired

revealed that:

At Florida’s Edison Community College, an Affirmative Action

officer told the OCR that "on the advice of legal counsel, the

college does not have special recruitment procedures for black

professionals." He went on to say that "the college desires to

remain free from a reverse discrimination suit."

At North Carolina’s Vance-Granville Community College, the

dean of student affairs told the OCR: "We do nothing special

to recruit blacks."

At Southeastern Oklahoma State University, after OCR

officials reviewed materials about the hiring of faculty

members, they concluded that "it did not appear during the on-

site [visits] that the affirmative—action officer is involved

at any stage of the employment process." (p. 19)

Economic constraints. Difficulties associated with inadequate

financial support also have been crucial because financial need is a

major obstacle in minorities’ enrollment in graduate programs and

the completion of their education (Exum, 1983). According to the

National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and Black

Colleges and Universities (cited in Exum, 1983), the following

illustrates past patterns of financial aid to black graduate

students:
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Of those blacks that received doctorates in 1978, only two

students received one of the 422 National Science Foundation

traineeship awards that year; blacks received 16 of the 725

fellowship awards; 243 of 13,193 teaching assistantships

awarded by the university and department in which they were

enrolled; and 156 of 10,206 research assistantships given by

the same sources. Besides, the distribution of federal and

institutional financial support has tended to reflect and

reinforce the skewed distribution of black doctorates by field.

For example, nearly half (10) of the 21 National Defense

Education Act fellowships awarded black doctorate recipients in

1978 were in education (compared to 15.1 percent for whites);

38 percent of black teaching assistants receiving doctorates

that year were in education (compared to 13 percent for

whites); 48.5 percent of black doctorate recipients who

received National Institute of Health Traineeships were in

social science (compared with 30 percent for whites). Only 37

blacks who received doctorates in engineering and natural

science were research assistants (compared with 4,049 whites,

and 2,232 foreign and other minority students). Further,

blacks are more dependent than white or foreign students on

their earnings, federal loans, and/or other commercial loans to

pay for their graduate education. (p. 388)

A decade of cuts in federal financial aid programs and in grants to

students, coupled with recent financial problems the institutions

are currently facing, demonstrates that the problem is persisting

and will continue to persist in the future.

Colt (1981) reported that many minority students do not choose

to pursue the kind of graduate training that is necessary for

academic careers. According to him, in a tight academic job market,

many of these graduates are choosing law, medicine, business, or

other fields that offer better job prospects, higher salaries, and

greater relevance to the needs of minority communities. For

example, of the 137 black seniors in the class of 1980 at Harvard,

only two chose to enter graduate work in the arts and sciences, and

only two minority students of any kind in the class did so. In fall
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1980, Harvard’s Graduate School of Arts and Sciences enrolled only

six new black students, half as many as it did in 1977.

According to Wilson and Melendez (1985), the assertion does not

hold that there has been a mass flight of black graduate students

from academic-study doctorate degrees to professional-study degrees

such as law and medicine for supposedly pecuniary reasons. They

stated that, although some shift has occurred, that shift did not

account for the overall loss. They concluded that there has been an

absolute decline in the number of graduate students, echoing the

decline at the undergraduate level. In sum, Exum (1983) wrote:

The supply problem remains acute. Some reasons such as the

historic economic and educational disadvantages that minorities

face, significant as they are, may be beyond higher education’s

ability to control. Nonetheless, as Prestage pointed out, "the

institutions in quest of black faculty are the sole source of

such faculty." The dearth of available black academic talent

is a direct consequence of their failure to produce such

talent. (p. 388)

Smesler and Content (1980) reported that, although statutory

exclusion of racial minorities has disappeared from higher education

in the United States, the number of minority faculty in

predominantly white colleges and universities remains small. They

attributed this situation to the age—old financial crises of many

institutions, as well as the decline in student enrollment during

the 19805. These authors also thought that the already high

proportion of tenured faculty limits the number of positions

available to any prospective candidates for faculty appointments.

Thus, potential minority faculty find themselves confronting an

ironic dilemma: At precisely the time when political pressure for
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increased hiring of minority faculty has resulted in some positive

response from higher education institutions, economic constraints

and the demographic characteristics of higher education have

combined to produce fewer available jobs for faculty in general.

According to Exum (1983), this situation makes efforts to

accommodate new minority faculty even more difficult, while

increasing the competition among all potential candidates for

available jobs. This trend provides an apparently nonracist basis

for resisting attempts to increase the number of minority faculty

members. Further, as Alvarez (1973) observed, when social systems

such as universities and colleges are faced with limitations and

constriction of resources, "the cognitive fictions by which social

stratification is made legitimate or justifiable are likely to

receive vigorous endorsement" (p. 124).

Institutional racism. Harvey (cited in Washington, 1986)

attributed the shortage of black faculty to institutional racism.

He contended that, when vacancies occur at predominantly white

institutions, those who are charged with the responsibility for

filling such vacancies tend to be white males. According to Harvey,

the evidence has shown that a white male will most likely make

selections in the following order: white male, white female, black

male, and, finally, black female.

Dwight Andrew, the first black graduate student in music theory

at Yale University (cited in Washington, 1986), observed that "often

minority students come but don’t finish. Many get left by the

wayside, especially when it comes to mentoring and finding some
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advocates" (p. 5). Finding mentors or role models becomes 'more

difficult as the decline in the number of minority graduate students

continues. Researchers have found that scholars tend to act as

mentors to students who are most like themselves. Consequently,

with the situation that presently exists, the instructional system

is geared to support the white male student (Washington, 1986).

Affirmative action. In many colleges and universities,

affirmative action is the primary mechanism of achieving racial

change in faculty and nonfaculty composition. Affirmative action is

intended to equalize minorities’ access to jobs and their

opportunities for advancement. In higher education, it has

increased both the demand for and the supply of minority faculty and

administrators. In the larger sense, affirmative action is an

attempt not only to address the problems of supply and demand, but

also to increase equality and justice.

According to Exum (1983), because it aims at changing the

employment status quo, affirmative action is strongly opposed by

many who benefit from traditional arrangements and practices,

although opposition is usually expressed in terms of larger values

rather than personal self—interest. Affirmative action requires

discriminatory (e.g., nonmeritocratic) procedures for selection;

therefore, opponents often use negative-sounding terms such as

"quotas," "preferential treatment," and "reverse discrimination."

In addition, opponents have argued that the government has no right

to interfere with an institution’s prerogative to choose its own
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faculty and personnel or to intervene in the normal procedures for

filling faculty positions, procedures that have worked well in the

past in providing qualified candidates.

Affirmative action also has been plagued with problems of

implementation, monitoring, and enforcement. For example, Harvey

(cited in Washington, 1986) cited the failure of affirmative action

as a second reason for the shortage of black faculty. He contended

that affirmative-action officers cannot veto the hiring of one

faculty member or administrator in favor of another. Most

affirmative-action officers serve as processors who tell others

about the availability of minority candidates. In actuality,

affirmative-action officers can do little about the final selection

of faculty members. Harvey went on to say that also impeding the

progress of affirmative action is a general relaxation of pressure

by the federal government.

Steele and Green (1976) reported that, although recruitment

procedures have changed and some minorities have been recruited, the

final decision is often the same: The nonminority candidate gets

the job. According to Washington (1986), since the inception of

affirmative—action procedures, white females have made significantly

more progress with respect to faculty positions than have black

males or other minorities.

Some of the problems that seriously limit the success of the

affirmative—action program involve issues of institutional

commitment and administrative leadership, search and recruitment,

and evaluation processing (Exum, 1983). Affirmative action requires
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commitment and leadership from administrative authorities. This

commitment must involve a willingness to apply pressure to see that

affirmative-action requirements are met conscientiously. The

problem facing academic administrators is that, whereas the

hierarchical character of the institution gives them power, exercise

of that power is constrained by departmental autonomy and academic

freedom. It is also constrained by the need to maintain the

normative consensus and collegial relationships inherent in academic

institutions. These constraints can limit the will, as well as the

effectiveness, of administrative leaders with regard to affirmative

action (Exum, 1983).

This situation explains how the organization of academic

institutions limits change. Colleges and universities are complex

organizations. Etzioni (1976) called them normative organizations;

that is, they pursue essentially cultural rather than economic

goals, and cooperation is achieved primarily through normative

consensus, rather than through coercion. In such organizations, any

change that threatens this consensus, such as controversy over

affirmative action, is likely to be resisted. Further, colleges and

universities play crucial roles as the gatekeepers of status and

defenders of culture, roles that legitimize existing social

arrangements and provide real, if limited, access to privilege.

Thus, they are normative organizations that need to maintain not

only consensus among a variety of often-competing groups, but also
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the appearance of fairness in their dispensation and operation.

Affirmative action threatens both.

According to Kanter (1977), all complex organizations resist

interference in their operations from external sources, as well as

from internal sources deemed not to have the legitimate right to

interfere. This situation makes possibilities for reform in complex

organizations limited. In academic institutions, the ideologies of

merits and autonomy provide a legitimate "nonracist" basis for

resisting demands for racial change as embodied, for example, in

affirmative-action programs. Besides, colleges and universities are

complex organizations dominated by professional people (faculty and

administrators) who stress the importance of merit and autonomy

(Larson, 1977). Thus, the ideologies of merit and autonomy are

reinforced and supported by the values of the professional culture

of those who run academia (Exum, 1983).

Astin (1982) reported that the most fundamental obstacles

facing minority faculty are the institutionalized commitment to

meritocratic values and autonomy. According to him, one observer

argued that "continued reliance on meritocratic values in American

higher education poses the single most serious obstacle to the

educational progress of disadvantaged minorities" (p. 154). These

beliefs and values conflict with definitions of equality and with

attempts to achieve greater minority representation. Such

conflicts, in themselves, serve as a basis for resisting change,

especially by those who believe they have what Parsons and Platt
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called a "fiduciary" responsibility to uphold traditional

institutional values.

According to the Carnegie Council on Public Studies in Higher

Education (1975), this resistance to change is persuasive because

meritocratic values appear to be neutral, objective, achievement

based, universalistic, and thus fair—-a protection against rather

than a source of discrimination. Besides, these values are seen as

responsible for many virtues and achievements of American higher

education institutions. At the same time, these objective standards

often have been criticized as vague, inconsistent, and weighted

toward subjective judgments; neutrality often has been absent from

academic deliberations.

According to Benet (1972), the value placed on institutional

and departmental autonomy is essential for academic freedom and the

unfettered search for knowledge, although American colleges and

universities rarely have been as independent as the ideology of

autonomy would suggest. Glazer (1978) believed that, because the

ideology of autonomy appears to be neutral and racially

nondiscriminatory, those who defend the status quo in terms of these

values often consider themselves liberal on racial questions. They

argue that autonomous, meritocratic institutions provide minorities

the best protection against discrimination. However, Wartofsky

(1973) believed that these values serve as barriers to any large

increase in the number of minority faculty because they justify

standards and policies that are not easily surmounted by

historically disadvantaged minorities. Further, public adherence to
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these values disguises how often the values are modified or violated

in practice in ways that do not benefit minorities.

According to Daniel, Lewis, and Smelser and Content (cited in

Exum, 1983), most colleges and universities use a merit system for

hiring. However, it is not an objective, competitive system, but

rather a patronage system of merit. Publication, achievement, and

performance are important in such a system, but so are ascriptive

traits, personal qualities of style and manner, conforming behavior,

and mentors and sponsors. This means that mobility--in this case,

access, promotion, and tenure--is not simply a result of an

individual’s research and teaching. Rather, sponsorship becomes an

important element of mobility in a successful academic career.

Patrick Swygert (1991), President of the State University of

New York at Albany, said that relatively few blacks have had the

opportunity to lead academic institutions other than the 117

historically black colleges and universities. Hispanics head only

2% of American colleges; Asian Americans and Native Americans

together hold less than 1% of college presidencies. He attributed

this situation to the patronage merit system that is practiced in

American higher education. Minorities, whose racial, cultural, and

socioeconomic backgrounds are not common or highly valued in

academia, find it difficult to succeed in a patronage merit system.

Public adherence to the competitive merit system disguises the real

character and imperfections of the merit system, while legitimizing

the exclusion of minority faculty.
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Job Satisfaction

The concept of job satisfaction has been of great importance to

social scientists dealing with the problem of work in modern

society. Muchinsky (1990) described job satisfaction as an

emotional affective response"; he defined affect as "feelings of

like or dislike" (p. 303). Job satisfaction, therefore, is the

extent to which a person derives pleasure from a job. According to

Vroom (1964), the definition of job satisfaction may vary from study

to study, but there seems to be general agreement that it refers to

effective orientation by individuals toward the roles of the jobs

they are presently occupying.

Locke (1976) defined job satisfaction as "a pleasurable or

positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job

or job experiences" (p. 392). According to Muchinsky (1990), job

satisfaction, unlike morale, which is a group response, is strictly

an individual response. The morale of a group could be high, but a

person in the group could be dissatisfied; the converse could also

be true. Similarly, satisfaction is distinct from job involvement.

People who are highly involved in their jobs take their work

seriously, and their feelings are strongly affected by job

experiences. Involved individuals will probably feel very satisfied

or dissatisfied with their jobs, depending on their degree of

success in them.

People have feelings of liking a job, ranging from very low to

very high. Muchinsky (1990) described this as "global job



 

 

 

 



53

satisfaction" (p. 304). People can have different feelings about

their co—workers and their pay, and both can contribute to their

overall feelings about their jobs. Thus, two people could have the

same level of global job satisfaction but for different reasons.

People also can feel differently about various aspects of their

jobs, and psychologists realizing this have begun to examine job-

facet satisfaction (Muchinsky, 1990). Locke (1976) defined a "job"

as:

. . not an entity but a complex interrelationship of tasks,

roles, responsibilities, interactions, incentives and rewards.

Thus, a thorough understanding of job attitudes requires that

the job be analyzed in terms of its constituent elements. (p.

301)

Jobs differ, and certain facets are more prevalent in some jobs

than others. Muchinsky (1990) said that the identification of job

facets has proceeded along two lines: statistical and conceptual.

The statistical approach involves analyzing employees’ responses to

job—attitude questions, such as, "How much do you like your boss?"

and "How satisfied are you with your pay?" Responses are

intercorrelated, and clusters of factors are created, based on

similarities of responses. These factors thus become the facets of

a job, as perceived by the employee. The conceptual approach

involves specifying the facets to be examined in light of the

research goal.

Several types of explanations have been proposed to explain why

people are satisfied with their jobs. One of these explanations

might be called a materialistic one, in that it attempts to link job

satisfaction directly to material conditions. According to
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Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959), as well as Schwartz,

Jenusaitis, and Stark (1963), the underlying assumption of this

theory is that job satisfaction is a direct reflection of the

structural facets of a job. For example, job facets such as pay,

opportunity for promotion, job security, fringe benefits, working

conditions, and so on, are considered to be major factors

contributing to job satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

Another explanation of why people are satisfied with their jobs

links the level of job satisfaction to personality characteristics.

According to this theory, differences in job satisfaction exist

because individuals react differently to the same working

conditions. Therefore, job satisfaction is a consequence of the

varying adaptation patterns of different personality types (Schwartz

et al., 1963). Based on this assumption, dissatisfied individuals

are believed to be incapable of adjusting to particular working

conditions because of peculiar traits in their personalities.

The third explanation of job satisfaction combines both of the

views expressed above: Job satisfaction is seen as determined both

by "objective" characteristics of the job and by individual motives

and evaluation of various features connected to the job. According

to this view, job satisfaction may best be explained by perceived

job characteristics and the values associated with the job

(Kalleberg, 1977). According to Kalleberg, one way of knowing and

understanding the meanings that individuals attribute to their work

activities is to ”specify the range of gratification that is
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available from work in a working community and to assess the degree

to which an individual values each dimension" (p. 127).

Wieland and Ullrich (1976) said that at least two different

factors contribute to a feeling of morale. The first is

satisfaction with the status quo. The second is satisfaction

derived from anticipation of future rewards.

With the advent of the human-relations movement, several

attempts have been made to measure job satisfaction (Ansah, 1980).

Underlying these attempts have been the assumptions that a person’s

job performance, the individual’s absenteeism, and the number of

job changes are related to a person’s job satisfaction. Although

there is no simple explanation for satisfaction with one’s job,

research findings have supported the conclusion that an employee’s

satisfaction is an important aspect of organizational policy, as

well as a fundamental aspect of the quality of working life for the

individual (Ansah, 1980).

Determinants of Job Satisfaction

Research evidence has suggested that job satisfaction is

greatly influenced by a variety of facets. Locke (cited in

Muchinsky, 1990) summarized the facets contributing to employee

satisfaction (see Table 11). According to Locke, the job facets

shown in the table are fairly common to all jobs. He distinguished

events (conditions at work) from agents (people). Events, he said,

are ultimately caused by someone or something, and agents

(supervisors) can be liked or disliked as they are connected to
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Table 11.-—Effects of various events, conditions, and agents on job

satisfaction.

Source

Events or Conditions

Work itself: challenge

Work itself: physical

demand

Work itself: personal

interest

Reward structure

Working conditions:

physical

Working conditions: goal

attainment

Agent

Self

Supervisors, co-workers,

subordinates

Company and management

Fringe benefits

Effect

Mentally challenging work that the

individual can successfully accomp-

lish is satisfying.

Tiring work is dissatisfying.

Personally interesting work is

satisfying.

Just and informative rewards for

performance are satisfying.

Satisfaction depends on the match

between working conditions and

physical needs.

Working conditions that facilitate

goal attainment are satisfying.

High self-esteem is conducive to job

satisfaction.

Individuals will be satisfied with

colleagues who help them attain

rewards. Individuals will be satis-

fied with colleagues who see things

the same way they do.

Individuals will be satisfied with

companies that have policies and pro-

cedures designed to help them attain

rewards. Individuals will be dissat-

isfied with conflicting and/or ambig-

uous roles imposed by the company and/

or management.

Benefits do not have a strong influ-

ence on satisfaction of most workers.

Source: Paul M. Muchinsky, Psychology Applied to Work: An Intro-

duction to Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 3rd

ed. (Pacific Grove, Calif.: Brooks/Cole, 1990), p. 305.
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certain events. Similarly, employees (agents) can be dissatisfied

with their work (events) because their abilities are not being fully

used (they are the agents).

Theories of Job Satisfaction

Muchinsky (1990) indicated that several theories have been

proposed to explain why people feel satisfaction with their jobs.

Four of the theories he discussed are elaborated in the following

paragraphs.

Intrapersonal—comparison theory. McCormick and Ilgen (1980)

proposed the intrapersonal-comparison theory. According to these

researchers,

The most widely accepted view of job satisfaction assumes that

the degree of affect experienced [by a person] results from

some comparison between the individual’s standard and that

individual’s perception of the extent to which the standard is

met. (306)

McCormick and Ilgen were saying that the degree of satisfaction is

the difference between what the individual perceives as the job

standard and the actual standard of the job. The intrapersonal-

comparison theory compares what a person wants (the standard) with

what he or she receives; the smaller the difference, the greater the

feeling of satisfaction.

According to Muchinsky (1990), the intrapersonal-comparison

theory is based on the extent to which a job is perceived to meet a

person’s needs or values. If there is a wide discrepancy between

what is needed or desired and what is obtained, job dissatisfaction

will result. A previously satisfying job could become dissatisfying
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if the strength of a person’s needs changed or if new values were

acquired. To carry the theory to an extreme, if a person worked in

a social vacuum (no other people), but his or her needs were met,

satisfaction would result.

Interpersonal-comparison theory. According to Salamcik and

Pfeffer (cited in Muchinsky, 1990), the basis of the interpersonal-

comparison theory is the belief that people compare themselves to

others in assessing their own feelings of job satisfaction. Rather

than being intrapersonal (based on needs or values), comparisons are

made within a social system-~that is, interpersonally. An

individual observes others in similar jobs and infers how satisfied

they are. The person compares himself or herself to these other

people and then derives feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction,

based on how these people feel about their jobs. What the

interpersonal—comparison theory has in common with the need- or

value-based comparison theory of job satisfaction is the belief that

affective feelings about work are comparative. The two theories

differ on the basis of what types of comparisons are made. If a

hypothetical individual worked in a social vacuum, the

interpersonal-comparison theory would say that he or she could not

assess job satisfaction.

Eguity theory. Equity theory was proposed by Adams (cited in

Muchinsky, 1990). According to Muchinsky, equity theory was

developed from the principle of social comparison; that is, the

theory has perceptual and social bases. Under equity theory, either



 

 



59

underreward or overreward can lead to dissatisfaction, although the

associated feelings might be different. The theory assumes that

overreward leads to a feeling of guilt, whereas underreward leads to

a feeling of unfair treatment (Hamner & Schmidt, 1974).

Muchinsky (1990) divided equity theory into four major parts:

1. The individual perceives himself or herself in comparison

to others. The person who does the perceiving is called "person."

2. The individual to whom a person compares himself or herself

is called "other."

3. All of the assets a person brings to the job constitute the

third component, which is collectively referred to as inputs.

Inputs can include the person’s education, intelligence, experience,

skill, seniority, effort level, health, and so on. Inputs are

anything of perceived value or importance that a person brings to

the job.

4. All benefits a person derives from the job are the fourth

component, collectively referred to as outcomes. Outcomes can

include pay, benefits, working conditions, status symbols, seniority

benefits, and so forth. They are those factors a person perceives

as being derived from employment.

Equity theory assumes that a person forms a ratio of his or her

inputs to outcomes, compares it to perceptions of the other’s input-

and-outcomes ratio, and comes to a conclusion about whether he or

she is satisfied or dissatisfied (Muchinsky, 1990).

Fulfillment theory. Vroom (1964), the propounder of the ful-

fillment theory, viewed job satisfaction in terms of the degree to
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which a job provides a person with positive, valued outcomes. He

equated satisfaction with valence.

Valences are the employee’s feelings about the outcomes

provided (Muchinsky, 1990). They are usually defined in terms of

attractiveness or anticipated satisfaction to the individual.

Valences are generated by the employee; that is, he or she would

rate the anticipated satisfaction from (ascribe a valence to) each

outcome considered. Rating is usually done on a -10 to +10 scale.

The individual can indicate whether an outcome has positive or

negative valence. If the employee anticipates that all outcomes

will lead to satisfaction, varying degrees of positive valence will

be given. If the employee anticipates that all outcomes will lead

to dissatisfaction, varying degrees of negative valence will be

assigned. Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975) stated:

Valence refers simply to the degree to which the individual

desires the outcomes in question. Thus, valence may be either

positive or negative, depending upon whether the outcome is one

which is sought or avoided by the person. An outcome can

become valent for an individual in two ways: (1) It can be

directly satisfying of one or more of the person’s needs. (2)

An outcome can become valent because it leads to other outcomes

which satisfy an individual’s needs. (p. 55)

Outcomes of Satisfaction

and Dissatisfaction

The satisfaction—performance controversy. The human-relations

movement, with its emphasis on the well—being of the individual at

work, has led many people to believe that job satisfaction

influences job performance. According to Greene (1977), after four

decades, the two opposing views of the satisfaction—performance
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. relationship are still the subject of controversy on the part of

both practitioners and researchers. He wrote:

Several researchers have concluded, in fact, that "there is no

present technique for determining the cause—and-effect of

satisfaction and performance." Current speculations, reviewed

by Schwab and Cummings, however, still imply at least in theory

that satisfaction and performance are causally related

although, in some cases, the assumed cause has become the

effect, and, in others, the relationship between these two

variables is considered to be a function of a third or even

additional variables. (p. 92)

Satisfaction causes performance. According to this proposi—

tion, high job satisfaction causes high performance. This

proposition is grounded in theory, but it also reflects the popular

belief that "a happy worker is a productive worker" and the notion

that "all good things go togetherJ' It is far more pleasant to

increase an employee’s happiness than to deal directly with his or

her performance whenever a performance problem exists. Therefore,

acceptance of the satisfaction—causes—performance proposition as a

solution makes good sense, particularly for the manager, because it

represents the path of least resistance. Furthermore, high job

satisfaction and high performance are both good; therefore, they

ought to be related to one another (Greene, 1977). At the

theoretical level, Vroom’s valence-force model is a prime example of

theory—based support of the satisfaction—causes—performance case.

Performance causes satisfaction. The view that performance

causes satisfaction is best represented by the work of Porter and

Lawler (1977). They explained this viewpoint as follows:

If we assume that rewards cause satisfaction, and that in some

cases performance produces rewards, then it is possible that
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the relationship found between satisfaction and performance

comes about through the action of a third variable--rewards.

. Briefly stated, good performance may lead to rewards,

which in turn lead to satisfaction; this formulation then would

say that satisfaction rather than causing performance, as was

previously assumed, is caused by it. (pp. 20, 28)

Job satisfaction and turnover absenteeism. Research evidence

has indicated that employees’ decisions about whether they will go

to work on a given day and whether they will quit are affected by

their feelings of job satisfaction. Brayfield and Crockett (1955)

and Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell (1957) found evidence

of a strong relationship between employee dissatisfaction and

turnover or absenteeism. After reviewing the literature related to

job satisfaction and turnover/absenteeism, Vroom (1964) reported

that there was evidence of a negative relationship between job

satisfaction and the propensity to leave. He postulated that, the

more satisfied the individual, the greater the force on that person

to remain in the situation and the less the probability of his or

her voluntarily withdrawing from it.

Much research has been done on aspects of job satisfaction for

college administrators. One such study was done by Solomon and

Tierney (1977), who investigated the relationship between certain

aspects of job satisfaction and organizational role, which fits the

selection of college administrators. The researchers focused on the

following job facets: salary, fringe benefits, status of the

institution, status of the position, autonomy, influence, responsi-

bility, job security, and scholarly pursuits. They found that

college administrators were satisfied with most aspects of their
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work; senior administrators were more satisfied than middle

administrators. Solomon and Tierney also found that organizational

role congruence may bring about administrators’ job satisfaction if

administrators consider the congruence dimension desirable. In

their analysis of the results, the researchers noted that:

Of the nineteen aspects of job satisfaction, the distribution

of responses to all but five items was positively skewed, with

a majority in the "very satisfied" category. Thus, a generally

high degree of job satisfaction among college administrators is

immediately apparent. Even salary, while not positively

skewed, is definitely satisfactory for most college administra-

tors; less than 10 percent of the respondents indicated that

they are not satisfied.

For the four remaining aspects of job satisfaction, two

patterns emerge. First, college administrators generally are

less satisfied with both the vertical and lateral transfer

aspects of their job. Second, over a third are not satisfied

with the "opportunity for scholarly pursuits," "availability of

time to spend with family," and "the opportunity for leisure

time." Thus, due to constraints upon their time, college

administrators are not satisfied with the opportunity for out-

side activities. (p. 418)

Porter (1985) also found a positive relationship between level

within the managerial hierarchy and degree of job satisfaction. He

attributed this relationship to the fact that higher-ranking

managers have a greater opportunity to satisfy needs for esteem,

autonomy, and self-actualization. It is believed that people act on

perceptions of what they regard to be "real," rather than "reality."

Therefore, job satisfaction is expected to vary to an extent with

variables measuring people’s perception of their relative positions.

In their study relating to differences in job-satisfaction for

varying occupational statuses or levels, Zurin, Veroff, and Feld

(cited in Vroom, 1964) found only small differences in reported



 

  



64

satisfaction for various occupational levels. When they combined

the "very satisfied" and "very dissatisfied" responses into one

group and then performed the calculations, they got satisfaction

values ranging from 65% for unskilled workers to 83% for profes-

sionals. Comparing skilled workers with managers and proprietors

also indicated no significant difference (values of 76% and 80%,

respectively). These findings suggest not only that there were

different standards for each occupational level, but also that

comparing different occupations with respect to levels of job satis-

faction might be meaningless because, in measuring job satisfaction

for different occupations, one might not be measuring the same

quality.

Role Expectations

Role expectations are those valuative standards that are

applied to the performance or behavior of an individual who occupies

a given organizational office or position. They can be expressed

either verbally or nonverbally. They can be in a conscious or an

unconscious form, depending on the manner in which a person is

expected to behave in a given role. According to Katz and Kahn

(1978), a given role expectation can be described in conceptual

terms. For example, a chairperson of an academic department is

expected to be a leader, or to develop curriculum. However, the

manner in which the conceptual expectation is translated into

specific activities that make up the role is the crucial factor that

determines behavior. The formal role expectations are usually
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stated as rights, privileges, duties, and responsibilities in a

written position description.

The three major elements of role theory are the position, the

role, and the self. The position is "a cognitive orientation of

role expectations" (Sarbin & Allen, 1954, p. 224). It is the point

around which rules are organized. hi a formal organization, the

position represents a location in organizational space.

The role is "a patterned sequence of learned actions or deeds

performed by a person in an interaction situation" (Sarbin & Allen,

1954, p. 225). According to Katz and Kahn (1978):

In their pure organizational form, roles are standardized

patterns of behavior required of persons playing a part in a

given functional relationship regardless of personal wishes or

interpersonal obligations irrelevant to the functional rela—

tionship. (p. 37)

The self, the third element of role theory, is "the experience

of identity arising from a person’s inter-behaving with things, body

parts, and other persons" (Sarbin & Allen, 1954, p. 523). The self

is a cognitive structure through which a person perceives what the

role entails and acts on that basis.

The department chairperson has a dual role. Individuals who

are chairpersons are first and foremost teachers and scholars. They

have come from the rank of professor within the department or

institution. Anderson (1968) pointed out that "the chairperson’s

basic loyalty is to his department and his discipline" (p. 112). As

a chairperson, he or she is considered a part of the administrative

hierarchy, the bureaucracy of the institution (Strong, 1963).

Carson (1975) put it this way:
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He or she has the dual obligation of interpreting to the

administration the needs and wishes of the department and the

basis for decisions made by the dean, the president, the

trustees, or the more remote state coordinating agency. (p.

250)

It is with respect to this dual obligation that controversy

exists concerning chairpersons’ role expectations. According to

Dressel et al. (1970) and Hill and French (1967), a chairperson is

caught in the middle between administrative demands on one side and

faculty demands on the other. Because he or she is faced with these

choices,

The chairperson may consider himself or herself primarily a

faculty member--that is, first among equals or primarily as an

academic administrator. Second, he or she may consider himself

or herself primarily as conveyor and coordinator or primarily

as an educational leader. (Ahmann, 1972, p. 188)

Carson (1968) stated that the roles of department chairpersons

vary, as the departments that they are expected to lead vary.

Dressel and Richard (1970) also found two different breeds of

chairpersons in their research on academic departments:

One breed was found in those departments that, by the nature of

their discipline, found themselves heavily dependent on the

university as their source of funds. In these departments,

faculty looked to their chairperson to provide the best pos-

sible working condition. In departments receiving extensive

funding from outside the university, the players displayed

little concern and sometimes disdain for dean and central uni-

versity administration. (p. 276)

Dressel and Richard also discovered that the chairperson’s operating

style appeared to be related to the prestige of the department.

Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity

Role conflict. Katz and Kahn (1978) defined role conflict as

the simultaneous occurrence of two or more role expectations, such
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that compliance with one would make compliance with the other more

difficult. Role conflict can be classified into three types:

interrole conflict, intrarole conflict, and self-role or person-role

conflict. Interrole conflict occurs when the role expectations of

two different roles occupied by the same person are contradictory.

Intrarole conflict exists when contradictory role expectations for

the same role are held by two or more groups. Self-role or person-

role conflict is the degree to which qualities of the self-—traits,

values, or beliefs--and requirements of the role exhibit fittingness

or overlap (Sarbin & Allen, 1954).

In another way, Katz and Kahn (1978) stated that role conflict

exists when "role requirements violate the needs, values, or

capacities of the focal person" (p. 185). According to Muchinsky

(1990), role conflict in an organization is caused by a variety of

things. It may be a function of conflicting messages. The conflict

may be between the deadline and the request for high—quality work.

Role conflict also can occur with promotion. A new head of an

organization or department might feel a conflict between new

responsibilities and loyalty to former co—workers.

Role ambiguity.

Role ambiguity refers to the difference between what people

expect of us on the job and what we feel we should do. This

causes uncertainty about what our role should be. There can be

three reasons for this. One is that the employee doesn’t

understand what is expected. Second, the employee may not know

how to meet expectations. Finally, an employee may think the

job should be different. (Muchinsky, 1990, p. 294)
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Katz and Kahn (1978) described role ambiguity as uncertainty about

what the occupant of a particular office is supposed to do.

Muchinsky (1990) believed that role ambiguity can cause problems on

the job. It can be related to stress, tension, and low job

satisfaction.

According to Brann (1972), the department chairperson is the

foreman in higher education--that is, the person who sees that the

work in the department gets done. Brann stated that, although the

role of the academic department chairperson is similar to that of

the foreman in an assembly plant, the role of the chairperson is

often difficult, ambiguous, and ill-defined. Roach (1976) described

the situation by observing that sometimes there is no job

description, and when a description exists, it may be largely seen

as "a hodgepodge of duties described by some as a ’laundry list’ of

undone duties and responsibilities pulled from throughout the

school" (p. 13). In a study of what department chairpersons,

faculty, and administrators in 12 public two-year colleges in

Michigan expected of their chairpersons, Ansah (1980) found that the

lack of a clear definition of the chairperson’s role appeared to be

a major problem confronting the institutions.

The chairperson’s conflicting roles. The chairperson is

directly or indirectly responsible to students, the faculty, and

administrators, such as the dean or provost. The demands these

three groups of individuals make on the chairperson are not always

congruent and are sometimes conflicting. Brann (1972) described the

problem in these words:



 



69

The department chairperson is caught between students who want

a relevant education and sense they are being short-changed,

faculty who believe he should provide them with ever-increasing

salaries, decreasing teaching loads and such benefits as

secretaries, space, books, and travel funds and above him is a

dean and a central administration who want every penny pinched

and accounted for who produce a myriad of rules and regulations

that limit the chairman’s flexibility and options. (p. 6)

This role conflict makes the job of the chairperson a difficult

one. The position has a high potential for exposing the individual

to displeasure, censorship, and criticism. In his article "Memo to

New Department Chairmen," McKeachie (1968) described the

chairperson’s vulnerability to criticism in this way: "In many

departments, the attitude of the faculty toward a colleague who

accepts the department chair is much like that of nuns toward a

sister who moves into a house of prostitution" (p. 221).

In many departments, two competing forces are present (Ansah,

1980). On one hand, there exist vigorous faculty members who are

constantly proposing new department activities; on the other hand,

there are resource limitations. Thus, not all activities the

department faculty would like to engage in can realistically be

undertaken, because of resource limitations. The chairperson must

therefore interpose himself or herself in the faculty dialogue and

mediate differences. Roach (1976) commented:

The department chairperson is often caught in the middle of

academic and territorial battles-—caught between reform and

faculty conservatives and sometimes caught between what he

considers good personnel procedures and union (or other

organization) rules and restrictions. (p. 216)

Brann (1972) also noted:
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The seat of the chairman is an uneasy one in an era of societal

change. He must make the existing system function while keep—

ing an open ear and mind toward the cries for academic reform.

Rushing toward him from one direction is the puzzling and some-

what alarming specter of unionism and from another, the often

ill-informed political representatives of a dissatisfied

public. Central administrations aided by computers and long

overdue applications of management principles are becoming

increasingly powerful and efficient, leaving the chairman

little room to maneuver or juggle budgetary categories. His

faculty is insecure and resistant to change. His students

scream "relevance" and want to abolish traditional standards.

(p. 27)

The Process of Selecting Department Chairpersons

The process and criteria for selecting department chairpersons

may vary, not only among colleges and universities but also from one

academic department to another on the same campus. Some selection

procedures may be very comprehensive and involve much time and

effort on the part of many individuals.

Qualifications for the Position

of Department Chairperson

Historically, the position of department chairperson was

usually "given or accepted primarily as a friendly gesture for

meritorious service, in a few cases for ability, and in most cases

for some reason other than supervisory qualities" (Scheufler, 1973,

p. 22). In his study of 33 Catholic liberal arts colleges, Doyle

(1953) noted that the selection of department chairpersons was based

on the following criteria: (a) outstanding teaching ability, (b)

previous teaching experience, and (c) administrative talent.

Chairpersons’ proven achievements took precedence over such quali—

ties as advanced degrees, rank (seniority), promise of research,
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publications, national reputation, church activities, and ability to

get along with others.

In his book The Challenge of Leadership in Higher Education,

Gibson (1964) suggested the following criteria for the selection of

department chairpersons and faculty: (a) evidence of the

candidate’s scholarship, (b) emotional stability and maturity

conducive to a wholesome relationship with students and professors,

(c) successful experiences, (d) creative ability, (e) interest in

teaching and in community service, and (f) critical and

discriminating ability in meeting new and difficult situations.

Gunter (1964) found the following criteria to be important in the

selection of department chairpersons: (a) administrative talent,

(b) outstanding teaching ability, (c) previous teaching experience

and departmental seniority, and (d) research and scholarship.

Ramer (1963) conducted a survey at The Ohio State University

and found the following description of the personal and professional

characteristics that are most important for the able chairperson.

He or she (a) is reasonably accomplished in the elements of academic

scholarship; (b) possesses a genuine interest in and an aptitude for

effective administration; (c) is committed to democratic values and

procedures; (d) is humane and is sensitive to the needs and desires

of his or her associates; (e) possesses those character traits and

leadership abilities that inspire confidence and that motivate

personnel to high achievement; (f) is loyal to and ethical in his or

her discipline, department, and supporting institution; (9) enjoys

vibrant physical and mental health; (h) is sensitive to the



 

  

 



72

educational needs and personal welfare of students; and (i) will

seek to rise above the parochial and provincial in his or her

personal and professional commitment.

Comparing the criteria for selecting department chairpersons in

small and large colleges, O’Grady (1973) found that:

There were no differences between the two groups of chairmen as

to importance on their selection in the following six areas:

teaching experience, teaching ability, ability to deal

harmoniously with others, productive scholarship, degree held,

and departmental seniority. (p. 270)

Ravetch (1973) suggested that a candidate for the chairperson

position should possess the qualities of the “effective chairperson"

in order to be selected for the position. According to Ravetch, the

effective chairperson (a) provides his or her faculty with open,

varied, and frequent communication; (b) is readily available for

individual and group meetings; (c) holds formal meetings that are

structured, focused, and productive; (d) listens to faculty members

and hears them; (e) respects faculty members and consults with them,

but accepts the responsibility for making and implementing

decisions; (f) is friendly, sympathetic, supportive, and

enthusiastic; (g) is democratic, impartial, flexible, and tolerant;

(h) tries to anticipate problems and acts quickly to resolve them;

(i) maintains the currency of his or her resources through reading,

conferences, and consultation; (j) leads with subtlety and

sensitivity; (k) stimulates and serves; and (l) exhibits candor and

selflessness.
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Spector (1973) said that the ideal chairperson

. . should be of quiet, easy- going, common— sense, good-

humored disposition, with an ability to see things in proper

perspective. He must be willing and able to listen, to

understand swiftly and to be sympathetic without a concomitant

loss of balance. He must be willing to move when he can

correct a difficulty, and willing to sit tight when his

judgement indicates 50. (p. 48)

The Selection Process

A clear understanding of the role and functions of the

department chairperson is necessary to choose intelligently among

the alternative methods of selection. According to Mobley (1971),

every academic department is a unique organization, and the role and

function of the chairperson will vary somewhat with each department.

Because the chairperson is both teacher and administrator, this

places him or her in a difficult position in dealing with certain

issues. If the chairperson has been appointed by the

administration, he or she must maintain administrative allegiance

while cultivating faculty confidence. 1f the chairperson’s source

of power is the faculty, he or she must maintain this source while

developing the confidence of the administration. Mobley (1971)

wrote:

In maintaining this dual confidence, the chairman must be

sufficiently democratic to please the faculty, yet decisive and

consistent enough to achieve results and to obtain mutual

faculty administrative goals. (p. 322)

It is against this background that the chairperson must be

chosen to serve the department and the college or university.

Various selection methods are available to colleges and

universities, ranging from the autocratic head appointed by the
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administration with no faculty input, to the chairperson elected by

the faculty with no input from the dean.

Mobley (1971) analyzed some of the possible methods for

choosing a department chairperson and identified the following

selection methods that he thought formed the basis for almost all

selection procedures: (a) "omnipotent dean," a method in which "the

dean appoints a department head who usually serves for life or until

the dean chooses to make a change"; (b) "appointed committee," a

method in which the dean appoints a "committee to search for and

screen candidates. The committee then makes its recommendation to

the dean"; (c) "appointment of the chairman by the dean after he

confers privately with each faculty member in the department"; (d)

II II

"elected committee, a method in which a committee elected by the

faculty makes its recommendation to the dean, from which he makes a

selection"; (e) "faculty participation, in which the chairperson is

elected by the department faculty. The dean then has the option to

approve or disapprove the selection; and (f) "powerless dean," a

situation in which the dean cannot review the selection when the

faculty makes the final choice (pp. 323-325).

Brann (1972) said that department chairpersons are commonly

selected by one of four methods: (a) they are appointed by the dean

or president (those who come to the position in this way are often

known as department heads instead of chairpersons), (b) they are

selected by their fellow faculty members, (c) they are selected by
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the dean in consultation with the faculty members, and (d) the

position is rotated among the tenured faculty members.

Freligh (1974) elaborated the following methods of selecting

department chairpersons:

1. Faculty selection of chairperson. This method of selection

includes automatic rotation of qualified (defined) members of the

department; election by all qualified (defined) members of the

department, subject to veto by the dean; and appointment by a

department committee selected for that purpose and subject to the

dean’s veto.

2. Joint faculty-administrative selection of chairperson.

This method of selection includes administrative appointment from

two or more department nominations, administrative appointment after

consultation with department members (consultation taken to mean

open discussion and/or identification of candidates), administrative

appointment after consultation with other chairpersons, and

administrative appointment after consultation with collegewide

committee (e.g., president’s cabinet, administrative council,

academic council/senate).

3. Administrative selection of chairperson. This selection

method includes administrative appointment without consultation or

discussion with department members (may include consultation with

other administrators) and administrative appointment after casual

discussion with informally selected department members (i.e., in

passing, unplanned conversation).
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Of the methods of selection described above, Freligh found in

his survey that in university-branch, multi-campus, and single-

campus institutions, the three most frequently reported selection

methods were (a) election subject to administrative veto, (b) admin-

istrative appointment without consultation, and (c) administrative

appointment after casual department contact.

Gunter (1964) compared the methods of selection practiced in

selected small and large state universities. He found that the

difference lay in the nomination process that occurred before the

university president approved and eventually recommended appointment

by the board of trustees. In small universities, the common

practice was nomination by the dean, whereas in large universities

the common practice was nomination by the dean, after consultation

with department members.

O’Grady (1973) also compared the chairperson-selection

processes employed in large and small state colleges. He found

that:

Nearly all large-college chairmen were nominated by the deans,

approved by the college president, and appointed by the

governing board. Less than one—half of the small-college

chairmen were selected by the president and appointed by the

governing board. (p. 270)

Similarly, in his survey of seven midwestern state—supported

universities, Englund (1968) found that:

Virtually all selections are made within the school or college,

with approval of upper—echelon administrators and the board of

control being for the most part a formality. In many

instances, the dean also plays only a small role in selection,

so that it can almost be said selections are made by the

department. (p. 4846A)
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In the four colleges he surveyed at the University of Alabama,

Bullen (1970) found that procedures employed in the selection of a

chairperson were not standardized and were left to the direction of

the college dean. According to Bullen, most participants in the

survey had never participated in the selection of a department

chairperson. The faculty members who took part in his study

concurred that, in known cases, their participation was too

superficial and restricted.

Summary

A review of literature related to the study was presented in

this chapter. The presentation was organized under the following

four headings:

Participation of Minorities

in Higher Education

In this section, the labor force and selected occupational

distributions of minorities relative to nonminorities were

reviewed. The discussion of participation in higher education

indicated that, although the minority population is growing, their

participation in higher education is lacking. Suggested reasons for

the lack of involvement by minorities in higher education were

discussed; these included lack of appropriate academic preparation,

lack of prospects of promotion for minority faculty, problems of

supply and demand, lack of proper recruitment policies, economic

constraints, and institutional racism. Affirmative action also was

discussed.
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Job‘Satisfaction

A discussion of three different theories of job satisfaction

from the literature was presented in this section. The first theory

concerned the link between level of job satisfaction and personality

characteristics. The second theory expressed the view that job

satisfaction is determined both by objective characteristics of the

job and by individual motives and evaluation of various features of

the job. The third theory was an elaboration of Porter’s point of

view, which equates relative position to job satisfaction.

Role Expectations

The literature pertaining to the chairperson’s role

expectations was reviewed in this section. The three elements of

role theory—-the position, the role, and the self-—were discussed.

Writings on role conflict, role ambiguity, and the chairperson’s

conflicting roles also were presented.

The Process of Selecting a

Department Chairperson

Different views of how the department chairperson should be

selected were presented in this section. Reports on different

methods commonly used by colleges and universities in selecting

department chairpersons also were discussed.



 

 



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The primary focuses of this study were the process by which

the black department chairpersons chosen for the sample had been

selected for their positions, their administrative expectations, and

their job satisfaction. According to Hamner and Schmidt (1974),

Katzell (1968), and Dunnette, Arvey, and Banas (1973), some

researchers have suggested that satisfaction exists if one’s role

expectations are congruent with reality.

This research was conducted as a case study. Best and Kahn

(1989) described a case study as:

. . a way of organizing social data for the purpose of

viewing social reality. It examines a social unit as a whole.

The unit may be a person, a family, a social group, a social

institution, or a community. The purpose is to understand the

life cycle or an important part of the life cycle of the unit.

The case study probes deeply and analyzes interaction between

the factors that explain present status or that influence

change or growth. (p. 76)

Best and Kahn stated that, in a case study, the element of

typicalness rather than uniqueness is the focus of attention, for an

emphasis on uniqueness would prevent scientific abstraction and

generalization of findings. As Bromly (cited in Best & Kahn, 1989)

noted, ”A ’case’ is not only about a ’person’ but also about ’that
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kind of person.’ A case is an exemplar of, perhaps even a prototype

for, a category of individuals" (p. 92).

Personal interviews with the subject(s) are one of a wide

variety of methods that may be used to gather data in case-study

research. According to Best and Kahn (1989) and Yin (1989), a

single case study emphasizes in—depth analysis. Although in some

cases it may be fruitful to develop hypotheses to be tested, the

study should not be directed toward making broad generalizations.

Because one cannot generalize from one case, to the extent that a

single case may represent an atypical situation, this is a sound

observation. But if the objective analysis of an adequate sample of

cases leads investigators to consistent observation of significant

relationships between and among variables, hypotheses may be

confirmed, leading to valid generalizations. In this regard, Yin

stated:

The case study has long been stereotyped as a weak sibling

among social science methods. In spite of this stereotype,

case studies continue to be used extensively in social science

research—~including the traditional disciplines (psychology,

sociology, political science, anthropology, history, and

economics) as well as practice-oriented fields such as urban

planning, public administration, public policy, management

sciences, and education. The case study method also is a

frequent mode of thesis and dissertation research in all of

these disciplines and fields. (p. 10)

Best and Kahn (1989) also noted:

Case studies are not confined to the study of individuals and

their behavioral characteristics. Case studies have been made

of all types of communities, from hamlet to great metropolis,

and of all types of individuals . . . and institutions. These

studies have been conducted for the purpose of understanding

the culture and the development of variable relationships. (p.

93)
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This study, therefore, was an in-depth account of selected

black department chairpersons with respect to how they perceived

their selection process, their role expectations, and their job

satisfaction. The researcher also sought the chairpersons’ opinions

on blacks’ participation in the administration of higher education

in general and, in particular, their perceptions of why there is

such low participation of blacks in higher education.

This report is organized in a linear-analytic structure. Yin

(1989) described the linear—analytic structure as:

. . . a standard approach for composing research reports. The

sequence of subtopics involves the issue or problem being

studied, the methods used, the findings from the data collected

and analyzed, and the conclusions and implications from the

findings. (p. 183)

The methodology used in this research makes it unique because,

from the literature review that was conducted, the researcher found

that this study is not a duplication of the efforts of others.

Several investigations have been undertaken on the department

chairperson/head, in general, but no specific research was found on

the black department chairperson’s experiences in predominantly

white institutions.

Information for this study was collected through participants’

oral responses in personal interviews. The research design and the

detailed procedures used in the study are described in this chapter.

The characteristics of the population, the sampling procedures, the

instrumentation, and the data—collection and data—analysis proce—

dures also are presented.
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Research Design

The research design for this study was a case study and covered

four black department chairpersons’ perceptions of their selection

process, role expectations, and job satisfaction. The case-study

approach was considered to be the best method to use. Yin (1989)

and Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1972) supported the use of case

studies for research of this nature. This study was an inquiry into

a phenomenon in a real-life context, and according to these authors,

case~study research is designed to obtain information concerning a

contemporary phenomenon within some real—life context. According to

Van Dalen and Meyer (cited in Ansah, 1980), one of the objectives of

the case study is to find "the nature of prevailing conditions,

practices and attitudes—-seeking accurate descriptions of

activities, objects, processes and persons" (p. 82).

The Population and Sampling Procedure

Population

All black academic department chairpersons or department heads,

acting chairpersons, assistant chairpersons, and associate

chairpersons from the Big Ten universities constituted the

population for this study. Directors or heads of schools,

institutes, centers, and nonacademic departments were excluded from

the population. The investigator had a difficult time identifying

the people who constituted the target population because most of the

schools officially refused to disclose the names of individual

chairpersons. Their reason was that such information is
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confidential. The investigator’s faculty friends and other students

were an alternative source for identifying black chairpersons from

the institutions that refused to reveal chairpersons’ names. No

distinction was made among chairpersons, acting chairpersons,

associate chairpersons, and assistant chairpersons. They were all

referred to as chairpersons. The total population comprised eight

individuals.

Sampling Procedure

In selecting the sample, the names of all eight black

chairpersons who were identified (six males and two females) were

written on a piece of paper in alphabetical order; each was given a

number in sequence. The first, third, fifth, and seventh names were

drawn; thus, four chairpersons were selected for the sample (three

males and one female). In this study, the chairpersons were exam-

ined as individuals. No attempt was made to compare one chairperson

with another.

The writer assumed that the individuals selected for the sample

would be willing to participate in the study and support it by

sharing their ideas and expertise. It was also assumed that the

participants would provide open and honest responses to the

interview questions. The interviewees were assured that their

responses would remain anonymous and would be entirely confidential.
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Instrumentation

The Personal Interview

The method the investigator thought would be most appropriate

for gathering data for this study was the personal interview.

According to Van Dalen (1962), "many people are more willing to

communicate information verbally than in writing and, therefore,

will provide data more readily and fully in an interview than in a

questionnaire" (p. 258). Kerlinger (1965) said:

[An] interview is a face-to-face interpersonal role situation

in which one person, the interviewer, asks a person being

interviewed, the respondent, questions designed to obtain

zggwers pertinent to the purpose of the research problems. (p.

To obtain the information needed to answer the research

questions, it was necessary to prepare an interview guide that would

assist the investigator in ascertaining the respondents’ perceptions

of the process by which they had been selected for the position of

chairperson, their administrative expectations as chairpersons, and

their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their positions as chair—

persons .

The Interview Guide

The Interview Guide (Appendix E) was designed to obtain the

sample members’ opinions with respect to their selection, role

expectations, and job satisfaction. The interview was also expected

to foster an interpersonal relationship between the investigator and

the interviewees. According to Van Dyke, Bingham, Victor, and
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Gustad (1959), the interpersonal relationship is a valuable asset in

conducting a personal interview. They noted:

Sources of unreliability inhere in an interviewer, in the

person interviewed, and in the relationship between the two.

Paradoxically, it is precisely these same elements which make

the interview a valuable instrument. The difference lies in

the conduct of the interview and the quality of the relation-

ship. (p. 9)

To maintain uniformity, the same questions were asked in all of

the interviews. The questions that constituted the Interview Guide

were based in part on the literature review. Also, the works of

Ansah (1980), Aguon (1977), and Skubal (1980) provided the investi-

gator with a framework and ideas for constructing the interview

questions. The questions were shown to several senior faculty

members, who reviewed them and provided suggestions for changes.

After a series of changes, the Interview Guide was adopted for use

in the study.

Data—Collection Procedure

After the researcher’s proposal and the Interview Guide were

approved by his doctoral guidance committee and the University

Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects, the investigator

wrote to the Affirmative Action Offices of all the Big Ten

institutions and requested the names of black individuals who held

the positions of chairperson, assistant chairperson, associate

chairperson, and acting chairperson in their institutions. Some of

the institutions refused to grant this request for names because

they considered such information to be confidential.
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The investigator then traveled to the institutions that refused

to release the chairpersons’ names. Upon arriving on these

campuses, the investigator went first to the offices in charge of

minority affairs and introduced himself to the secretaries, stating

the purpose of the visit and asking for assistance in locating the

black department chairpersons in their institutions. The

secretaries either provided the necessary information or directed

the researcher to a faculty member or student who could help

identify the black department chairpersons.

Four black chairpersons were selected for the sample, as

described earlier. The researcher initially contacted the

participants by mail during the first week of June 1991. A letter

was sent to the selected candidates (see Appendix F), requesting

their voluntary participation. In the letter, the prospective

participants were given a brief description of the research project

and were informed that the data would be collected through personal

interviews. A copy of the proposed Interview Guide was enclosed

with each letter. The letter also stated that the interview would

take about 30 minutes.

About two weeks after the letters were mailed, the investigator

telephoned the prospective participants as a follow-up to the

letters. During each call, the investigator introduced himself,

explained again what the study was about, and attempted to schedule

an appointment for the personal interview.

All four of the chairpersons who were contacted expressed their

willingness to participate in the study. An interview date was set
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with each participant, and the investigator traveled to the

participants’ institutions on the dates appointed for the

interviews. The interview dates and times were scheduled at the

chairpersons’ convenience (all took place in July 1991). Three of

the interviews were conducted in the chairpersons’ offices. One

chairperson chose to be interviewed in the evening at his residence

because of other engagements during the day.

Just before starting the interview, the investigator asked

permission to record it. The investigator was well received at each

interview. Excellent rapport was established between the

investigator and the chairpersons before the interviews began. All

four chairpersons expressed a sincere interest in the study.

The participants’ responses were tape recorded, and the tapes

were later transcribed. After that, the tapes were destroyed.

Letters of appreciation were sent to the participants following the

interviews (see Appendix F). In these letters, the interviewees

were again assured that their responses would be treated with strict

confidence.

Data Analysis

The data that were analyzed in this study consisted of the

chairpersons’ responses during the personal interviews. The

responses were analyzed to determine (a) the department

chairpersons’ perceptions with respect to how and why they had been

selected for their positions, (b) their administrative expectations

and whether these expectations had been met, and (c) the job



 

  

 



88

satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the chairpersons, as signified by

job difficulties, frustrations, feelings of unfairness with regard

to compensation, and/or confirmation of retrospective role expecta-

tions.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the design and

procedures of the study. A case-study method was used to examine

four black department chairpersons’ perceptions of why and how they

had been selected for their positions, their administrative expecta-

tions, and their job satisfaction.

The population and the method of selecting the sample were also

discussed in this chapter. The data were collected by means of a

personal interview with each of the four sample members. The

findings are reported in Chapter IV.



  

 



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

This study focused on four selected black department

chairpersons in Big Ten institutions with respect to why and how

they had been selected for their positions, their role or

administrative expectations, and their job satisfaction. The

researcher attempted to identify (a) factors that led to the

selection of the individual chairperson for his or her present

position, (b) whether the role expectations the chairpersons had

before they assumed their positions had been met, and (c) the

individual chairpersons’ satisfaction with their jobs. The

literature indicated that very few blacks are serving in

administrative positions in higher education. Hence, the researcher

sought the participants’ views on why so few blacks hold

administrative positions in higher education.

This chapter is organized into the following sections:

description of the selected black chairpersons, reasons for their

selection, participation of blacks in higher education, role

expectations, and job satisfaction. The findings are presented in

descriptive form. The interview responses are cited verbatim.

89
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Description of the Selected Black Department Chairpersons

A description of the selected black department chairpersons

from the Big Ten institutions is presented in this section.

Included is personal information on the respondents, as well as

their general views of the position, previous positions held, and

reasons for changing positions.

Personal Information

Age. All four of the participants were over 40 years of age.

However, none of them was 50 or older. The participants’ ages

ranged from 42 to 49 years.

Marital status. Three of the participants were married; one

indicated otherwise. When questioned about the effect their marital

status had had on their positions as chairpersons, the married

individuals indicated positive effects. One remarked:

Being married, I think, is certainly a plus. There are many

social activities that the department chair also is responsible

for. That’s welcoming new faculty, welcoming new students, and

events where we are entertaining candidates for jobs. Through

activities like these it really involves or makes the wife a

part of the department. Most of these activities are organized

by my wife. She feels a part of the whole process, as it has

been the case for the past 25 years where in other roles she

had to serve a similar function.

All of the chairpersons also indicated that they did not think being

single would have had any adverse effect on their position.

Education. All four chairpersons had terminal, advanced

degrees (Ph.D.s). All but one had been educated from high school

through graduate school in the United States. The one exception had

received his high school, undergraduate college, and part of his
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graduate college education in a foreign country. All of the

chairpersons’ academic majors during their undergraduate and

graduate schooling were in the disciplines toward which they were

heading. All but one of the chairpersons indicated that they had

obtained their graduate education at one of the Big Ten universi-

ties; the other had gone to a university other than a Big Ten

institution for graduate education. The types of institutions the

chairpersons had attended since high school are shown in Table 12.

The respondents’ academic majors in undergraduate and graduate

school represented a wide range of disciplines, from natural science

to social science to humanities.

Table 12.--Types of educational institutions attended by the

respondents.

Undergraduate Graduate

High School College School

Private 1 1 0

Public 3 3 4

Respondents’ General Views of

the Chairperson Position

Position title. All of the department chairpersons who par-

ticipated in this study held the rank of professor and were tenured

faculty members. Their position title was referred to as "chair-

person" and represented an administrative head of an academic unit.
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Power and authority. The participants believed that the posi-

tion of chairperson carried some power and authority. When asked to

comment on the power and authority of academic chairpersons relative

to their responsibilities to students, faculty, staff, and other

administrators in their institutions, one chairperson responded:

Yes, I would say that I have power. It is an advice I would

offer that, never misuse power. It’s very easy sometimes when

you think, "Gee, I can do what I want.“ I always treat people

fairly, regardless of whether or not they have done something

that I didn’t like. I do not hold a grudge or become

vindictive, which I could do. I mean, I could manipulate

money, I could do what I want. When you are an administrator,

or you are chair, I mean, you are powerful. I think a clever

thing would be to not misuse that power. So anyway, that’s

what I would say here. I have ultimate power in the

department.

One also stated:

Well, I’m the department head. I’m the CEO of this department,

so what I say carries weight. I decide salaries, I approve

teaching schedules, I sign—off on very important documents of

students, faculty, and staff alike, and I set up [approve]

vacation schedules. So I do have power.

Another respondent remarked:

In order to answer your question, I have to be clear what it is

we’re talking about. My power, relative to students——it’s not

clear to me what that is. Faculty members can’t discipline

before referring to other head persons. I’m sure if we try to

discipline a student, there would be procedures to follow in

the department. Every good university has procedures regarding

expulsion and things of that nature.

In terms of admitting students, yes, I play a major role

in deciding what students get admitted into graduate programs.

In terms of curriculum, the chair has a major role. In terms

of appointing faculty, it requires my approval. In determining

what raises faculty members get each year, I have a major role

in that. I make the recommendation to the dean, and normally

that’s the final word on it. I appoint staff, I evaluate

staff; I reassign staff as necessary. So I’ve never felt that

I didn’t have the power to do what is required to build the

department that we want.



 

 

 

 



93

Years of experience. The respondents had held their chairper—

son positions for periods ranging from two to six years. Their

length of service as academic chairpersons is found in Table 13.

Table 13.-—Respondents’ number of years as chairpersons.

Number of Years Number of Chairpersons

2 1

3 1

5 1

6 1

The Previous Position and Why

Chairpersons Changed Positions

Previous positions held. All of the participants had had

previous academic administrative experience or some administrative

experience in nonprofit business organizations. When asked how they

would rank their present chairperson position in comparison to their

previous positions, none of the respondents ranked the present posi-

tion as higher than his or her previous position. Therefore, they

did not consider the move to their present position as upward mobil-

ity from their previous position.

Reasons for changing positions. The interviews with the chair-

persons revealed that a combination of personal and professional

issues had resulted in the participants changing positions. When

the participants were asked their reasons for changing positions,

one respondent stated:
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The reason for coming from . . . to . . . is that it was an

opportunity to participate in a major rebuilding of high-energy

matter, which is one of the major projects for this department,

and to have more time to devote to my own research, which is

not possible working as provost.

Another stated:

I think you change when you reach a certain level of

satisfaction and gratification in one job. I’ve been fortunate

in that I had just that in each situation. I think I had been

able to move up the ladder a little bit to improve my own

professional standing. So in that sense, I guess those were

the main reasons--an opportunity to lead, an opportunity to

have a little bit more power, have a little more political

clout, ultimately with the idea of being able to have a bigger

voice in education and to have more influence. And ultimately

those were the reasons why I changed.

A third respondent replied:

Well, to get a better job--you change positions. There is no

question at all about it. I changed positions because I want

to develop.

Another person remarked:

My primary reason for accepting this position was to increase

my challenges and the opportunity to be near one of the

country’s largest research institutions.

The chairpersons were then asked, "What was your reaction when

the position was first offered to you?" One responded:

At first, I didn’t want to accept it because I had not prepared

for . . . and I thought that I would face some difficulties in

the department. But after a long conversation with the dean, I

finally accepted the position.

Another stated:

When the position was first offered to me, I was not sure I

wanted to do it, mainly because I can do administrative work

but it’s not my first choice for a job. I much prefer freedom,

more freedom than administration allows for. So my initial

reaction was cautious, reserved, reticence about it. I wasn’t

clear on what I wanted to do. And then I decided, yes, okay, I

could do what was needed and I’ll do it.
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A third chairperson asserted:

I’m not trying to not answer it. I guess if I had to answer

it, my first reaction was that I was not particularly

interested.

Another chairperson answered the question regarding his

reaction to the position when it was first offered to him in the

following way:

I turned it down initially. I said I wasn’t interested in it.

And people convinced me that I should take it. I mainly wanted

to get things done together here. I felt this department had a

great deal of potential that was not being realized because of

some internal bickering and fighting and other things. I was

interested in getting the department beyond that.

From the chairpersons’ responses concerning their reasons for

and reactions to changing positions, the researcher made the

following observations:

1. They wanted challenge in their professional careers, and

they perceived that by accepting the chairperson position they would

experience a challenge.

2. They wanted to play a major role in the rebuilding of an

academic department. They had a special agenda for the department,

which they thought would help improve departmental life.

3. They thought the position would help them in their profes—

sional development.

4. Explicitly or implicitly, the chairpersons indicated they

were afraid they might not succeed as administrators.

5. The chairpersons’ reasons for accepting the position had

not been based on personal financial gains. They had accepted the

position because of their strong desire for a better academic
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department. They also thought they could use their new position to

change things and to have authority to implement their agendas for

the department.

Summary

This section contained (a) a brief profile of the four selected

chairpersons, (b) the nature of their previous positions, and (c)

why they changed positions. Respondents’ age, marital status,

education, position, years of experience in the position, and the

power and authority of their position were discussed. All four

chairpersons viewed their current position as "first among equals."

They believed it was a leadership position that carried power and

authority.

The respondents’ opinions of why they had changed positions

were discussed. All but one of the chairpersons had been full-time

tenured faculty members with the rank of professor before they

accepted the chairperson position. The one who was the exception

had been a provost before becoming chairperson. All of them had

been drafted or nominated by their colleagues. None of them

considered the move to their current position as upward mobility

from their previous position.

All four participants had similar reasons for accepting the

position of chairperson. They all indicated that they wanted a

challenge, to improve or rebuild a department, and to increase their

professional development.
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Method of Selecting the Chairpersons and the

Reasons for Their Selection

This section contains a discussion of the responses of the

chairpersons concerning (a) how they had been selected for the

position of chairperson, (b) their perceptions of why they had been

selected, (c) their opinions of why there are so few black adminis-

trators in higher education, and (d) their advice to prospective

black chairpersons.

Method of Selecting the Chairpersons

The literature review revealed that there are several ways of

selecting department chairpersons. According to Brann (1972),

chairpersons are commonly selected by one of the following methods:

(a) they can be appointed by the dean, the president, or someone in

central administration; (b) they can be elected by their fellow

faculty members; (c) they can be chosen by the dean in consultation

with the faculty; or (d) they can become the chairperson by a system

whereby the senior faculty or all tenured faculty of a department

take turns holding the job for a specified period.

The interviews with participants about their selection process

revealed that one of them had been drafted from another university.

The rest had been nominated from within their own institution by the

dean, upon strong recommendation by the faculty. When the

chairpersons were asked how they had learned about the position and

what process they had passed through to win the position, one

chairperson had this to say about the process:



 

  

 



98

The approach here is that the dean sends out a memo to each

faculty member at the end of the term of a chair. The letter

asks, or the letter would state, “Such and such is concluding a

term and has indicated that he/she does not want to continue as

chair.“ Or the letter could say, "This person has concluded

his/her chairperson period and what do you feel is the next

step?“ "What should we do?" "Would you give an assessment of

where we are and what we should do?" So, each faculty member

responds individually, either in writing or through making an

appointment to meet the dean personally. So that’s what

happens. Then whichever name comes up the most, with the

rationale, then the dean considers that person. If a couple or

three names come up, the dean will consider all three and make

a decision, basing it on the input from the faculty, as well as

his knowledge of the person and knowing what the person’s

administrative skills could be and what the person’s agenda or

vision may be. So that’s how I became a chair.

Another chairperson remarked:

I was approached by the provost of the university, after he

consulted with faculty members, and asked me to consider it.

One respondent recounted how he had become a chairperson in this

way:

The previous chair . . . well, we had one person . . . who had

been chair for 12 years, and when he stepped down we had an

acting chairperson for a year. And then another person was

hired and he was here for two years and left suddenly. I then

was chosen by the dean upon the recommendation of faculty

members to become acting chair for a year. Then I was

appointed permanent chair last year. I accepted a two-year

term. I have just completed the first year of a two-year term.

So this coming year will actually be my third year that I’ve

been sitting in this chair.

Another chairperson recounted how he had been given the position:

In 1987, the dean set up a committee called Study Committee of

the Department of . . . to study the development of new

programs for the department. I was a member of that committee.

At the end of the year the committee submitted its report to

the dean. The committee came up with the suggestion that the

programs in the department should be organized into two major

programs--French and Italian in one program and Spanish and

Portuguese, also, in another program. The dean again set up a

standing committee to further study the suggestions by the

first committee, and that committee also agreed with our

committee suggestions. So the suggestions were implemented.
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At this time, the dean, probably having seen leadership

qualities in me, advised me to remain in the department to help

build it. Then in 1988, the former chairperson of the

department resigned. Upon the recommendation of the faculty

members, the dean approached me and offered the position to me.

Chairpersons’ Perceptions of Why

They Had Been Selected

When the participants were asked "What do you think were the

most influential factors that led to your nomination as

chairperson?" their responses were as follows.

Ability to lead. Leadership ability was one of the qualities

that some participants stressed as a factor that had led to their

nomination by colleagues to the chairperson position. One

respondent stated:

From high school I have always been a leader, and at my

university too. In high school . . . we had a house called

Lincoln House. I was a leader of that house. Also in high

school, there was a group who organized the students to take

them home during vacation and bring them back to school again

when school opened. I was the leader of that group.

Another chairperson observed:

Well, this was sort of easy for me because I’m in . . . depart-

ment. The faculty members clearly saw I had the abilities and

the clout on campus and the visibility and their respect that I

could do the job.

Social and political activism. One chairperson indicated that

his involvement in social activities in his early years gave him the

qualities that led to the chairperson position. He stated:

I grew up in the 19605 during the civil rights movement in this

country, that is, during Dr. King’s civil rights movement. I

was very active during the whole struggle. Civil rights, as a

major component, had a liberating impact on these educational

institutions, so the quest for black studies came about. In a

large measure, it was due to the students’ struggle that went

on during that period as well. I was a part of that and I
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became interested in wanting to know about my own roots and

background, and quest for identity and questions about Africa,

and so on. So being a product of that 19605 quest, my own

consciousness was raised. And I’ve always been hungry for

knowledge, and I wanted to be a problem solver. That meant

that one would have to attack a lot of the problems, face them

head up, issues that faced the black communities, not only here

but worldwide. My involvement in this civic movement gave me

social and political consciousness and also developed in me

leadership qualities that I possess now; and these have been

qualities that have allowed me to have a voice. So I guess

those would be my reasons for why I have this position.

Dedication and long service. One chairperson emphasized his

dedication to his discipline and long service as two of the quali-

ties that had led to his selection as chairperson. He stated:

I guess I really don’t know how to answer your question. I’ve

been a teacher and a physicist for almost 30 years now, and it

is quite natural that during that period one might be

department chair.

Track record. Another chairperson believed that his previous

track record had been a major influential factor in the selection

decision:

I had a successful track record before becoming chair. Before

becoming chair, I conducted an ensemble that was incredibly

successful nationwide, and that is what led to my visibility

throughout the campus before I became chair. My name was a

known name in almost every office on campus. Anywhere I go on

campus, people would say, "Oh, you’re . . . ; yes, I’ve heard

of you." And, so, that made a difference.

Personal attributes. One chairperson cited personal attributes

as qualities that were taken into consideration for his selection.

He observed:

Being a department chair requires certain qualities. And I can

think of it from my position as a faculty member and

participating in the selection of the chairman of our

department at, let’s say, the University of . . . 15 years ago.

I want someone who is discreet. If I come and talk to the

person and tell him something very personal, I wouldn’t want

him to go and broadcast it to anyone else. I’d like someone
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who is efficient; if he tells you that he will get back with

you with an answer to your question, that he will do it and not

forget it. I would want someone who would be very cautious

about hiring new faculty members into the department to make

sure that they have high qualities and high standards. I would

want someone who would have entree to the president of the

university. If there were a big issue and I needed to see the

president tomorrow to explain something to him and ask him to

intervene, I would want to have a chair that could call up the

president and say, "We have to see you tomorrow." I want a

chair who could go to Washington and be recognized in

Washington at the funding agencies. And the list goes on. I

would hope that, in a department like this, they went through a

process like this, and had great difficulty to find somebody

with such personal attributes, and so they decided to look

outside for someone like me.

Another chairperson retold the story like this:

Well, I wasn’t even here, to tell you the truth. I was on

leave when my name was suggested to the dean by the faculty

members . . . and by the same token, another university has

looked at me and has inquired about my interest in other

administrative roles and I have said, "No, 1 don’t want to be

an administrator." If I had an interest in going on, I know I

would be selected to go on, but it already has been also made

very clear, in fact the dean told the whole department and made

a public statement, that I was one of the best, if not the

best chair the college has ever had.

Achievement. All four chairpersons agreed that their records

of achievement in their fields also were important factors in their

selection as chairperson. One interviewee stated:

I have a very good rapport with all the administrators on this

campus. The dean of my college, the vice—president, the

chancellor, they all know me very well, and I had a good strong

academic track record before I became a chair. And when I

became a chair I made a lot of inroads in many areas and raised

the visibility of the department and the respect of the

department throughout the campus. And then as a scholar I have

a good track record. My scholarship is respected, so that I

think also that’s another key factor here, in terms of how

successful a department can be, or what the unit you’re running

can be.



 

 



102

Another chairperson remarked:

I won the distinguished teaching award at . . . State Univer-

sity in 1983 and in 1989. I have also published. I don’t

think you can get recognition in this university without

publishing, particularly for my kind of background.

The chairpersons were asked to comment on and give particular

instances of their achievements during the period they had been in

the position of chairperson. One individual responded:

I think one of my achievements as the department chairperson is

having the department recognized throughout the nation as

having one of the best programs. In fact, Ford Foundation

rates our department as being in the top five of the best in

the arts and humanities. I perceive that as a great

achievement. This achievement had led us to win a $300,000

grant. Also, I have been able to attract other funds. I think

attracting external funding is one of my big accomplishments.

I have also computerized the entire department as well as

influenced faculty members to become computer literate, which

they are now. I was the only person who was computer literate

when I first became chair.

Another chairperson commented on his achievement by saying:

First, it is under my leadership that the department was split

into two. Second, I have introduced new curriculum. Third, I

have been lucky to get a good dean who is cooperating very

nicely with the department by making available the necessary

funds that have been used to equip the department. As a result

of that, I have been able to recruit excellent faculty for the

department. I regard these as achievements.

A third chairperson commented:

I think my department under my leadership has made more than 20

very fine faculty appointments. Having good, high-quality

faculty is the heart of any department, and I have brought in

several very highly respected, well—known faculty into our

midst. So, perhaps that would be the great single achievement.

The other is a major change in physical facilities available to

the department. Under my leadership the department has

acquired a whole new building in addition to that building and

the existing buildings. We have also developed a proposal for

another new building, which has been approved at the university

level and is waiting for appropriation at the state level.
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Another chairperson responded by saying that he had created an

atmosphere in the department that made both the faculty and the

staff feel happy and comfortable. He said:

I do not intimidate people. I hope that people see me as being

fair, open, and honest with them. If that’s the case, then I

think that is my greatest achievement. I think I am a superb

teacher. I haven’t talked very much about my own field, my own

specialty, but I do have some professional accomplishments that

I’m very proud of.

Blacks’ Participation in

Higher Education

The chairpersons who participated in the study were asked to

respond to the question, "Literature indicates that very few blacks,

or Ininorities, are serving in administrative positions in higher

education. What do you think accounts for the fact that there are

so few minority administrators serving in the higher education

system?" The investigator asked them to focus their responses on

the following: (a) lack of awareness of career opportunities in

higher education, (b) relative ability, (c) cultural attitudes and

socialization, (d) lack of encouragement and/or confidence, and (e)

the effect of racial discrimination. Responses to the question are

discussed in the following paragraphs.

One chairperson questioned the premises of the statement and

did not focus his response on the specific topics indicated above.

Therefore, his responses are not included in the discussions under

the specific subheadings below. He did, however, make the following

general statement regarding the reasons he believed there are so few

black administrators in higher education.
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I guess, first of all, I’d have to question whether these

premises are correct. In most of the institutions that I have

been involved in, there has been a relatively significant

fraction of African Americans in administrative positions. At

. . . University I was Vice—President for Academic Affairs, and

I am black. The Vice-President for Student Affairs also was

black, but I think that was on a provisional basis. But one of

the reasons for the number being low nationally, perhaps, is

relative to the fact that the number of black Americans going

ahead to graduate school and getting the doctorate degree is

low, and one of the things required for one to be a college

administrator or faculty is to get the terminal, advanced

degree. I don’t think, looking at the list here, that it’s

clear that no one particular is a bigger contributor to the

small numbers as to the fact that there is a relatively small

number who go ahead and get final, advanced degrees.

Lack of awareness of career opportunities in higher education.

The chairpersons did not agree on the statement that "There are few

black or minority administrators in higher education because of lack

of awareness of career opportunities in higher education." One

chairperson observed:

Well, as to why there are so few, I don’t think it’s so much a

lack of awareness of opportunities. I’m sure that depends on

whatever population you are talking about. People who are in

the field of education know that there are opportunities. I

would say that, generally speaking, that’s not the biggest

factor. What we are having is a situation where there are

fewer and fewer black students going into the field of

education because of the opening up of a lot of areas that had

been long closed to them, with just a few exceptions, of

course. Whereas years ago, it was quite common for minority

people, black people especially, to aspire to teaching in

elementary and secondary schools, they could not aspire to work

in other fields. I don’t think we have that nearly as much as

we once did-~going into the educational field--because of the

opening up of other areas to them. I have read of studies that

speak of that. So I think there are problems with fewer in

terms of numbers. Certainly, I understand since schools with

segregation are no more, I think that the percentages have

fallen, particularly in elementary and secondary schools, in

terms of percentage of black people in teaching. Higher

education, well, the situation is perhaps a little different

there. I think people who are in higher education know that
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the opportunity is there. It comes down to one’s willingness

to pursue the courses that are necessary in order to acquire

what it is that he or she is looking for.

One chairperson agreed with the statement that lack of

awareness of career opportunities in higher education is one reason

there are few black administrators in higher education. He

remarked:

Yes, I would agree with some of the other reasons that

literature is saying. Yes, I would say that lack of awareness

of career opportunities in higher education is one of the

causes of why there are so few black higher education

administrators. First, I think that you would have to know of

them. Most blacks who are in administrative roles in higher

education are in black colleges. So the problem comes in being

in a white school and getting in the track, you got to get

experience, and where do you get the experience? You got to

start somewhere in the track to have the experience to move up.

Another chairperson remarked briefly that lack of awareness could be

a factor contributing to the lack of black administrators in the

higher education system.

Relative ability. All four chairpersons responded that rela—

tive ability should have no bearing at all on the number of blacks

in administrative positions in higher education. One respondent

noted:

Well, from my experience here at this university, there have

been a number of minorities, particularly black men, who have

been interested in administrative positions and they have been

passed over. I thought two of them were extremely qualified

for the positions. I think that they were passed over not

because of ability to work but because of the network, what

they call the "old boys network." They were not in that

network, although they were known to be very qualified. There

were about four or five, to be honest, black faculty members

who left this institution because they could not advance in the

administrative ranks the way they wanted to or at the academic

level they wanted, and two of them left and became presidents

of other colleges. I think that, slowly, that is changing. 1

see that in the past five years at this university the unseen
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barrier has been lifted, and those who are interested and want

to advance into administration could do so. The university

also now recognizes that and is taking advantage of the talent.

Another chairperson remarked:

That is nonsense; I don’t buy that at all. I am black, and I

am heading a department that is composed of people from Europe,

people from Latin America, America, and so forth. I do not

lack ability. The fact is, black people have not been given

the opportunity. You are talking about the sharing of power.

For example, if you are chairperson of a department, you are

part of the sharing of power in the university. So, because

they don’t give you the chance, does not mean that you don’t

have the ability.

One chairperson responded in this way:

I don’t think that relative ability has anything to do with it,

unless you’re going to apply that across the board to other

areas-—that is, to other disciplines. I don’t think that’s

what stops somebody from wanting to become an administrator in

higher education. 1 think that there are some who simply like

administration, and some who simply do not like administration.

They would rather be into 100 percent teaching and not have to

worry about supervising others. They pretty much just want to

deal with their own students.

Cultural attitudes and socialization. Almost all of the chair-

persons agreed with the statement that one of the causes of lack of

blacks in higher education administrative positions is cultural

attitudes and socialization. One respondent noted:

I remember an incident involving our dean of students for the

entire university, who is black. I remember when he was

selected: Oh! Folks had a fit! There were two camps. One

problem was that his degree was not in higher education

administration. However, he had an affinity for the position.

He is just good for the students and, therefore, was high on

students’ lists. There were two problems. I think one was

that he did not have the higher education degree in student

personnel (whatever you want to call it), and, second, I think,

clearly the race factor played an issue there. Once he moved

in, there were some who just didn’t want to work with him

because he was black. And others, of course, were able to

camouflage their feelings about his race by using the fact that

he didn’t have a degree in higher education to oppose him. But

he has proven to be more effective--or very effective——more



 

  

 

 



107

than the one who preceded him, whose degree was in higher

education. So, I would say that it has a lot to do with

cultural attitude and socialization.

Another chairperson remarked:

I consider this discrimination. Disguised racism exists in

many forms in this country, and that is what people holding

power now use to perpetuate the status quo and deny opportunity

to the people from another color or people from lower social

status.

Lack of encouragement andZor confidence. The chairpersons were

asked to comment on the statement that lack of encouragement or

confidence is one of the factors that has contributed to the lesser

participation of black people and other minorities in higher educa-

tion administration. One chairperson thought that lack of role

models has been a major factor contributing to the lack of blacks in

higher education administration. One respondent observed:

I think that, until recently, blacks, in general, have not been

encouraged because there are not many blacks in higher

education administration who can be seen as role models for

others to follow in their footsteps. What we need is more role

models to serve as mentors to minority students who are in

graduate schools and help them to see the career opportunities

in higher education.

Another chairperson rejected the statement and said he did not think

that lack of encouragement was one of the major factors accounting

for why there are so few black administrators in higher education in

the United States. He noted:

Well, I think that there has been some erosion of support,

particularly in the black community. I don’t know if that

necessarily accounts for why there are so few African American

administrators in higher education.

One chairperson believed that lack of encouragement should be

counted and that this lack of encouragement is caused by racial

discrimination. She remarked:
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The lack of encouragement is clearly one factor. I think that

there are many who do not have the confidence and know that

they can do it, but they are not encouraged to go on. Of

course this is the effect of discrimination. Racism, I think,

is ultimately the first reason. The racism keeps you out from

the track and, therefore, out of the network. So what can you

do? It is always going to be there, the racial factor, whether

you like it or not. Once the final decision is made, there is

not much you could do. In the case of the two people that I

indicated earlier, I think race had something to do with it.

They were not a part of that network, so the whole issue comes

back to the race factor.

The effect of racial discrimination. The chairpersons who

responded to this question were asked to comment on the statement,

"One of the reasons for why there are so few black administrators in

higher education is the effect of racism." Their individual

responses are given below. One chairperson observed:

1 think of a couple of instances. They were both passed over

because of their color, and also they were not a part of the

system. I don’t think that the immediate reason why they were

passed over was because they were blacks. I think that was the

secondary reason. I think that the primary reason is that they

were not a part of the system (the network from which they pool

people to fill a position). They were in faculty positions,

and they also had the necessary qualifications to hold

administrative positions, but that was not high enough to

qualify them to be in the network that would have helped them

to move to the top. If you look at the historical reason for

that, racism is clearly a reason for that. Once you are not

in, it is very difficult to get into the track. You know that

blacks are not in the track because of their skin color or

race. I think, slowly but surely, this is changing. I can

only speak for this university. From what I’ve seen here in

the last five or six years, I think the university realizes

that it has cheated itself by not having more diversity in the

track, and so, in the last five years, there have been more

blacks/minorities advancing to administrative positions, in

fact, key administrative positions.

I would say that part of the reason for change that I see

in this university is the fact that the leadership of the

institution has changed from being all white men, the way it

was before (when basically all minorities, including women,

were outside the track—-there might have been one or two

women). But over the last three or four years the leadership
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has changed to Jewish, and that has made a difference. So we

have a minority, given the Midwest, in leadership. They have

the other minorities on certain levels, and, also, they have

made it more acceptable to other minorities. And so it has

changed from all white Anglo—Saxon males in the leadership to

Jewish males that feel other minorities should be a part of the

track for administrative position, and they should be given the

opportunity to advance. And so, for example, I’ve seen

advancement of women within the administrative track, and also

blacks and other minorities.

Another respondent remarked:

Well, racism exists. It has always been there. It is not

going to go away anytime soon. I think success for black

people will be largely determined by those who can work in a

racist environment, and who can learn how to live in a racist

world, or how to thrive in that world. Unquestionably, race, I

think, has had a lot to do with who gets appointed in all of

these positions, and particularly in higher education. Higher

education has just an incredibly poor record for hiring black

academicians.

A third chairperson replied:

Here, in this university, no racism is practiced. No

administrator will attach racism to any school laws or

regulations. However, within the department, there are

individuals who have some racist attitudes. I have seen that

in many cases. I have seen that even in a couple of cases this

year. For example, in one department that I do not want to

name, there were two black candidates that nobody wanted to

consider for department—chair-post positions in some depart-

ments simply because they were not of the "proper race." So, I

think that in some cases, the effect of race discrimination has

greatly contributed to the whole situation of lack of minority

involvement in the higher education system.

Other reasons. The chairpersons agreed with one chairperson’s

remark that he believed another reason why there are few blacks and

other minorities in higher education administration is that opportu-

nities have opened up for them in other employment areas, such as

law, medicine, and other professions that were closed to them about

25 or 30 years ago. One chairperson remarked:
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I think that the biggest thing is that the last generation has

seen opportunities open up, getting into the business world,

the corporate world. You could be a black teacher in the 19305

and the 19405, but you couldn’t be an airplane pilot, you

couldn’t be expected to be an attorney in a major white law

firm. A lot of things have opened up now, and, no doubt that

the field of education has lost——probably lost--some African

American folks to some other areas. I don’t doubt that.

Advice to prospective black department chairpersons. During

the interviews, the investigator asked the chairpersons what advice

they would offer to black faculty members and administrators who

were aspiring to become academic department chairpersons. The

interviewees offered the following advice:

1. People who are aspiring to become department chairpersons

should strive to excel in research in their fields and also to do a

good job in teaching. However, one chairperson remarked that he did

not know of any reason why a typical faculty member who is doing an

outstanding job in research and in teaching would want to become a

department chairperson. He stated:

My primary advice to anyone who wants to have an outstanding

career in the department chair position is to do all he or she

can to excel in his or her research areas. For a typical

faculty member who is doing an outstanding job in research, or

an outstanding job in teaching, particularly, why would he or

she want to become a department chair? Unless he or she had

some administrative agendas, such as if he or she likes to

organize things, set goals, see that things get done, it should

not be a career goal for an individual.

Another chairperson advised that:

I think the person should establish himself professionally as

an excellent teacher, as well as researcher, and also be

dedicated to his or her duties. I tell you, the chairperson

job is not a pleasant job. That person must be aware of that

also.
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2. Individuals who want to become department chairpersons

should demonstrate honesty and practice fairness in their dealings

with other faculty and students. One chairperson remarked:

Be fair with people, be open, communicate with them. Get to

know them. Be ready to have what you do get questioned.

You’ll have to become thick-skinned. But I think the key thing

is to stand on principle. Do be flexible. Stand on solid

ground, and that’s basically where I’m at.

Another chairperson remarked:

I think that person must be perceived to be an honest person.

He Inust be perceived to be a quality—oriented person. His

language (speech) must be seen to be distinguished. He must be

known to be a respectful person by the faculty, staff, and

students. I think it is good if the person has a little

knowledge of administration.

3. One chairperson suggested that an aspiring administrator

should be one who can get along with people in a work setting; that

is, the person should be good in human relations. He stated:

I think that anybody who wants to be a chairperson should

develop a good relationship with students, faculty, staff, and

central administrators.

4. Another respondent remarked that achieving power, fame, and

monetary gain should not be the sole goals of the person aspiring to

be a chairperson.

. . . That would be for wrong reasons. For one to say, "I can

control," "I can be powerful," "I can make more money,” or "I

can be more visible and, therefore, more popular on campus" are

wrong reasons to be an administrator—~that is, chairperson.

This would be my advice to someone who wants to be a

chairperson. Choose to be an administrator because you feel

that you can make a difference. Money, fame, and power should

be by—products, and should not be the goal. If that is the

goal, you will never make the difference. If you allow money,

fame, and power to be your goal, you will be so preoccupied in

pursuing those things that it may force you to take shortcuts,

underhandle things, or move in a direction that may not be the

most feasible one, because there is that tendency to always be

in a hurry to accumulate money, the fame, or the glory of
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whatever you are doing, and thereby neglect the right thing for

the department.

One chairperson said that another important quality that a

prospective chairperson should possess is patience:

. . I think something else that is very important is to be

Willing to be patient and to be willing to take a beating, to

take a verbal beating, and be willing to make unpopular deci-

sions. I would say that an administrator should try to develop

the quality of self—confidence, commitment to the job, and

willingness to . . . consider all issues in making a decision

and not feel that, "Because I am chair . . . " This is where

the power becomes a problem. To say, "Well, I am chair,

therefore, I will do what I want to do," or to be money hungry

. . . that is, when it comes to the time of funds

appropriation, instead of appropriating the money fairly, you

try to take most of it for yourself, as opposed to fair

division among the faculty and staff.

Another chairperson commented:

I think being fair, being patient, having a mission that

benefits everybody within the scope of the organization, and

outside, if you’re trying to make a difference to other people

or in the eyes of other people, I guess it should be things

that you don’t do for the glory. You do them because you’re

truly committed and know that you would take a beating most of

the time. If one cannot do these things, then the person is

not ready for the chairperson position.

Summary

The findings presented in this section represented the

chairpersons’ responses to the interview questions concerning (a)

how they had been selected for the chairperson position, (b) their

perceptions of why they had been selected, and (c) their opinions of

why there are so few blacks participating in the higher education

system.

It was found that the selection procedures varied little from

one institution to another. However, all of the chairpersons
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indicated they had been selected by mutual agreement of the faculty

members and the dean. The factors that had led to their selection

for the chairperson position included their leadership ability,

dedication to work and long service, academic achievements and

credentials, personal attributes and track record, experience and

social activism, and respect and good relationships with other

faculty members.

When the chairpersons were asked to give their opinions on why

there are few blacks serving in administrative positions in higher

education, all of them agreed that this situation was not caused by

relative ability. They all thought the situation had been brought

about by a combination of factors, such as lack of awareness of

career opportunities in higher education, cultural attitudes and

socialization, lack of black role models, lack of encouragement, the

effects of discrimination, and the opening up of opportunities for

blacks in other careers that formerly had been closed to them.

The respondents offered the following advice to black faculty

members and administrators who aspire to become department

chairpersons: Excel in research, maintain professional excellence,

demonstrate honesty and fairness, and develop good interpersonal

relationships.

Role Expectations

Role expectation has been defined as the expectation that an

individual has of his or her job/position in an organization. In

the literature review, a reference was made to the relationship
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between role expectations and job satisfaction. According to

Connellan (1979), members of organizations, although they might be

highly qualified, often fail to perform with maximum effectiveness

just because they do not understand the roles they are expected to

perform in the organization.

According to Brann (1972), the department chairperson position

is a very important one in the American higher education system.

All the same, the roles inherent in this position are poorly

defined. He wrote:

The department chairman or head is the foreman in higher

education-—the person who sees that the work gets done. It is

a difficult and ambiguous role, and so ill-defined that at many

colleges no description of his duties appears on paper. .

Despite the ambivalence and the vagueness of the role, the

department chairman is the person who makes the institution

run. He really is the foreman. As one chairman put it,

"He’s the guy who gets hell from everyone. (pp. 5-6)

In this section, the participants’ views on their role expecta-

tions as chief executive for a department are presented. The

chairpersons’ responses concerning their retrospective role expecta-

tions for the position also are discussed.

Fulfilled and Unfulfilled Expectations

The chairpersons were asked to respond to the questions,

"Before you assumed this position, what were your expectations of

the role of an academic department chairperson? Which of your

expectations have been fulfilled, and which have not?" All four

chairpersons indicated that their expectations of the role of

chairperson before they assumed the post had actually been realized
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in the experiences they had had since assuming office. One

chairperson said:

One of my principal roles, if I were to comment on it, was to

come here and oversee the major expansion of the department,

and that expectation has been fulfilled. We have, in terms of

construction, this bridge which has just been built. We have

just got occupancy of the building next door. We are also

undergoing a $12 million renovation of this other building.

Numerical strength of our faculty has increased. For the last

four years, I have hired over 21 new faculty.

Another respondent said:

As I have indicated earlier, before I became a chair, I felt

that this department had a great deal of potential that was not

being realized. Well, I think that I have strengthened the

faculty at least. I hope that faculty believe that my office

is one that is comfortable and that is fair and just. All of

my decisions have not been popular ones. I don’t expect them

to be. But, I’ve done my best to be fair and supportive to

every faculty member, to realize his or her potential. This

expectation is one that is continuous. I hope that it won’t

stop anytime soon.

One chairperson responding to the same question replied:

I think the expectations that I had in mind were what I ended

up doing. The department took a look at me as having ideas

about where it would like to go in the future and gave me that

trust. The expectations were clear to me from the beginning,

and it has been fulfilled. I think of what I was able to do in

the past six years: This department is ranked in the top five

in the country, and number one in the best of the arts and

humanities. We are very much a part of the main university

structure. We are not viewed as a little ghetto existing apart

from the mainstream. Our courses fulfill major requirements of

the university, and our courses also fulfill requirements for

degrees in other departments. So we are very much integral to

the university structure, and that is one of the expectations

that people had before, and I definitely have fulfilled, as

well as leading toward the master’s ranking that we have.

A respondent described his achievements in his department in this

way:

You know I was one of the key figures who were involved in

creating this department, and I also have told you how I became

a chairperson. Since this department is fairly new, compared
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with other departments, the expectation was clear to anyone who

became chairperson: [You] should see it grows or expands. I

have been able to nourish this department into the growth stage

to the point that I was able to break the department into two.

I regard this as difficult and a very important achievement.

The dean was afraid that the faculty would be opposed to such

division. To my surprise, and to the dean’s surprise, the

faculty cooperated with me fully. I have also, with the same

cooperation from the faculty and the dean, revised the

curriculum to meet first-class standards and, as far as the

curriculum is concerned, our department ranks among the top

five in the nation. On the whole, my expectations for this

department have been fulfilled.

Another chairperson replied:

My simple answer to your question is "Yes." I have been Vice-

President for Research of . . . University and the State

University of . . . for five years. The deans used to report

to me; I know what deans do and what chairpersons do. It is no

surprise that the job turned out to be exactly what I thought

it would be.

Unexpected Aspects of the Position

When the chairpersons were asked to comment on some of the

things they never had expected to take place, but that had occurred,

all of them cited the kind of support they had received from the

faculty as one positive, unexpected thing they had experienced since

taking over the chairperson position. One respondent noted:

Both the staff and faculty were very cooperative, though

sometimes resistant to the change and the [rapid] pace in which

I wanted to make change.

Not all of the unexpected aspects of the role were positive for

the chairpersons. The respondents said they had not expected the

lack of financial resources to be so acute. One remarked:

We have an acute financial problem. We have a deficit that is

a very real deficit. I’m hoping to take some steps to better

the fiscal structure.
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Number one, we are underfunded to begin with. We’re the

only . . . department on campus. We have the largest number of

black faculty here, so when it gets to funding we have our

share of having to deal with all kinds of politics. People

attack us just because we’re black. People question us just

because we are black, so the fleas come with the dogs, but that

is part of it.

The four chairpersons also indicated that they never had

expected their jobs to involve so much thinking, time, and energy.

One interviewee responded:

I did not know the depth of work the job entailed. I did not

know that it would cut deep into my private hours. The

department is always in my mind, whether on campus or at home

or somewhere else. I am always thinking about the department.

I think about it when I go home in the evening, when I go to

bed at night, and in the morning when I get out of bed.

All the chairpersons agreed that general cutbacks in university

funding by the states had somewhat affected their abilities to

undertake some of the things they had hoped to do.

The Expected and Actual Use

of the Chairperson’s Time

The chairpersons were asked to respond to this question: "As a

chairperson, what percentage of time is normally needed for

teaching, research, and administrative duties and what percentage of

time do you actually get to spend on each of the three roles

mentioned?" Responses to this question varied widely. They ranged

froni an expectation of 0% to 25% for teaching, 15% to 30% for

research, and 30% to 75% for administrative duties. The respondents

indicated that, in reality, they spent less time on teaching and

more time on administrative duties.
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The average percentages of time the chairpersons expected to

spend on their various duties and the percentages of time they

actually spent on them are shown in Table 14. As shown in the

table, the chairpersons had expected to spend more time on teaching

and research and less time on administrative duties than they

actually spent. However, administrative duties took more time than

the respondents actually had expected. Some chairpersons expressed

general concern about this unexpected use of time.

Table 14.-—The average percentage of time chairpersons spent on

teaching, research, and administrative duties.

Percentage of Time Percentage of Time

Role Expected to Spend Actually Spent

Teaching 17.50 10.50

Research 27.50 23.25

Administrative duties 55.00 66.25

 

One chairperson remarked:

I love to teach. Before I became a chairperson, I expected the

administrative duties to take about 50% of my time, and then I

expected to divide the remaining 50% between research and

teaching. Oftentimes my administrative duties occupy about 75%

of my time. That means 1 only have 25% left, which is split

between teaching and research, and sometimes it is only given

to research.

Another chairperson said:

I have not been teaching classes, although I have some students

whom I supervise or whom I work with on an individual basis in

research. It has been a tradition here that the chairperson

does not teach because of big volumes of administrative duties.

I have been very deeply involved in my own research and have

established in the department an energy-funded research group,
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and we are carrying on experiments. I would say I spend

roughly 30% of my time on research and 70% on administrative

duties.

Still another chairperson observed that teaching is important to any

person who regards himself or herself as faculty, but in his

situation, teaching took very little of his time.

Well, I would say that teaching takes very little [time]. As

an administrator, I found that I could not spend most of my

time in the classroom, even if I wanted to. Research is also

very important to me, because I do not want it to go down in

history that I neglected research when I became a chairperson,

which one could easily do because of the heavy demands of the

administrative duties. So I spend about 65% to 70% [of my

time] on administration, 25% on research, and about 5% on

teaching.

One chairperson remarked that he had expected to spend about

40% of his time on administrative duties, 40% on teaching, and 20%

on research, but he had found that to be impossible. He actually

spent about 60% of his time on administrative duties, 30% on

teaching, and 10% on research.

Summary

In this section, the chairpersons’ responses concerning how

they viewed their role expectations were presented. The

respondents’ comments on their fulfilled and unfulfilled

expectations and their unexpected roles also were discussed. The

chairpersons indicated that they were satisfied with their

expectations regarding most aspects of their roles. One area in

which their expectations had not been fulfilled was in the

allocation of time to their three major roles: administrative

duties, teaching, and research. Even though all four chairpersons
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considered teaching a part of their role, lack of time for quality

teaching appears to have been a major setback for fulfilling that

role.

Job Satisfaction

As noted in the literature review on job satisfaction,

researchers have found that job satisfaction is negatively

correlated with job withdrawal and absenteeism (Muchinsky, 1990).

Thus, it is believed that the more satisfied a person is with his or

her work, the less likely that individual will be to resign or quit

the position. This section deals with the chairpersons’ satisfac-

tion and dissatisfaction with their jobs.

Challenges of the Job

The investigator wanted to know the kinds of job challenges the

interviewees had encountered since taking office as chairperson.

Therefore, respondents were asked: "As a black department

chairperson in a predominantly white institution, what are your

greatest challenges at your job?"

In response to this question, all of the chairpersons indicated

that they faced many challenges, but no particular challenge was

common to all respondents. They all had their individual agendas to

meet, which differed somewhat from each other’s.

For example, at the beginning of this investigation, the

researcher believed that, because of the financial constraints that

had resulted in major budget reductions for academic institutions,

and because of the rising costs of departmental and institutional



 

  



121

operations, the funding of their departments would be foremost in

the chairpersons’ minds. Although they were aware of this

challenge, the respondents thought that it was no more significant

than other concerns. Indicating some areas of real challenge, one

chairperson stated:

Well, anything that I do has always been a challenge. I mean,

I’m the only black department chair in the whole university,

which is criminal, inexcusable, and unfortunate. So certainly

it’s not easy. It’s a challenge, but it’s one that I accept,

and I try to do what I can.

The chairpersons were then asked to discuss their challenges

related to (a) their relationship with black faculty in their

institutions, (b) their relationship with nonblack faculty, (c)

their relationship with the students in general and black students

in particular, and (d) behavioral variables. Their responses are

discussed in the following paragraphs.

Relationship With Black Faculty

One chairperson commented:

My relationship with black faculty is great. It was that way

before I became a chair. And so it is with all blacks, both

faculty and staff, in all departments. I grew up in the South,

and we black people in the South look at black people anywhere

as family. It did not matter where you were, we made you a

part of family or community. That is what I have done over

here. So my relationship with black faculty, in general, is

good.

Another chairperson responded:

I have spoken about my relationship with black faculty; some of

them are my own faculty. I try to treat everybody fairly; in

fact, I do treat everybody fairly. I am a fair-dealing person.

I have made some decisions that I have wrestled with, and I

didn’t come down on the same side of the pike as, perhaps, some

people might have wanted me to, so that has caused some flack
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there. But, I think, generally, that my relationship with them

is good. But it is a challenge.

Relationship With Nonblack Faculty

One chairperson responded:

My relationship with nonblack faculty is good, largely because

from day one that I have been in this institution, I have

always taken a stand. You can always count on the bag I’m

going to come out of. And it is a bag that is always looking

to bring about a contribution or make known the contributions

and presence of black people. I am known for that. I do not

waver, I don’t bow down to pressure when it’s in vogue. I

mean, I try to be fair in the ways that I approach a situation,

so my relationship with nonblacks, both faculty and staff, has

been positive. That is not to say that there is not racism.

There are people who wish I would go away. There are such who

do exist on this campus because I’m unrelenting in my movement

towards equality. So I’m not saying that I am liked by

everybody, and I don’t really care whether somebody likes me or

not, but where it counts is in terms of me having my respect.

That is all I care about and being able to accomplish my goals.

Another chairperson remarked on his relationship with nonblack

faculty as follows:

I am so busy dealing with everything here, I’m not even

concerned about others. I see them about once a month when I’m

at a meeting, if I can get there. Anyway, I don’t think that

I’m being excluded from participating in some real way.

Relationship With Students

Commenting on the special relationship with students, one

chairperson stated:

I have a very good relationship with students in general, and

black students in particular. I work closely with them and

mentor them. Because of that I just know everybody. They all

come to me all the time. I have been their mama, their sister,

and everything to the group of students that I work with every

year. And that was a real honor for the students. Also, I am

known by the majority of students because of the ensemble that

I conducted. Very early, from almost day one when I arrived

here, my involvement in many activities has been widely known

by the black students. All students in general, especially
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white students and other nonblack students, have found in my

class that I treat people as people. I try to get nonblacks to

understand the black perspective and their views of life and

what has happened to them. I try to get all students to

understand the cultural differences. I don’t pretend we blacks

are not different culturally-—I make that very clear, and I

list why we are different--and that, of course, will affect the

way we see the world in a cultural sense.

On his relationship with students, another chairperson stated:

I think I have always had good relationships with students. I

think I’m truly a superb teacher. When I get in a classroom, I

come alive, and students, both blacks and whites, like me, and

I like them too--black and white alike.

Behavioral Variables

One chairperson commented that behavioral variables could be

looked at as being cultural. In general, she found some differences

in the ways whites interact and approach tasks during committee

meetings. She remarked:

The reason why I’m probably more tolerant, and understanding,

and can work around a situation, and work through it and get

other people to alter their opinions or approach somewhat, is

because of my field. You see, I’m an anthrop—musicologist, and

I deal with music as culture, so one of my research areas is

understanding why people do what they do. Therefore, I’m more

tolerant because I see this as cultural factors and, therefore,

do not allow myself to get caught up in much of the emotion.

In terms of consideration and cooperation, I think I work

very effectively with them. That is one of the reasons the

dean likes to work with me; because I try to understand, the

same with students, and the same with faculty and staff.

Another chairperson commented:

Well, I don’t have a problem with self-control. I think I am

considerate. I think also that I’m cooperative, and I think I

can work toward the solution of problems. I am willing to

change. I could be a better communicator. I don’t think I

communicate enough, and my management ability needs to be

improved. It will because I’m hiring a vice—chair, so I think

the whole managerial aspect of the operation will definitely

improve. You know, one can grow into a job. . . . I mean . . .
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this is a new ball game for me on this campus in this capacity,

so you have to learn things. And I think I’m getting better

and I’m getting stronger. I feel more confident, I feel I’m

seeing things better. I really think that my operation will

become more efficient.

Unigue Situations

In this study, the unique position of academic department

chairpersons in academic institutions was emphasized. Equitable

representation of blacks in administrative positions in higher

education institutions has experienced slow and peripheral growth,

especially in predominantly white institutions. This is because of

what Patai (1991) called "surplus visibility," a phenomenon at work

not only in academe, but also in society at large. Patai described

one aspect of surplus visibility as:

. . the shift that occurs in public perceptions as

traditionally powerless and marginalized groups challenge the

expectation that they should be invisible and silent. For

those who long have been in positions of dominance, any space

that minorities occupy appears excessive, and any voice they

raise sounds loud and offensive. (p. A52)

The investigator wanted to discover whether the chairpersons

had encountered any unusual situations as a result of their very

visibility on campus. Hence the interviewees were asked: "What

unique situation(s) or problem(s) have you faced that other

department chairpersons have not faced?" The department

chairpersons’ answers to this question varied and were difficult to

categorize. The respondents’ initial answers indicated their firm

grip on any situation, whatever it might be. For example, one

chairperson responded:
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There are unlimited issues. Every day generates a set of new

problems. Whether designing a new building, hiring new

faculty, or setting faculty salaries, most of the problems you

face are unique. One of the jobs of the department chairperson

is to tend to the well-being of faculty members, ranging from

dealing with personal health problems (i.e., discovery of a

brain tumor) to celebrating with them when they receive some

external honor. These are some of the unique situations, or

problems, that the chairperson must attend to each day.

Another chairperson stated:

I have been sued. I have had to deal with some legal cases

that are being arbitrated. That’s obviously the down side of

it. The up side of it is that I’ve had the opportunity to work

. . . to move forward, when my physical health has not been

good. These are real challenges, and unique ones, too.

Responding to the same question, another interviewee stated:

I would say as head of a . . . department, the unique problem

was establishing a structure and an agenda that, even though we

are separate as a department, would make us part of the

university, clearly integral to the university structure. And

I would say that was the unique problem that I faced. How do

we become clearly entrenched in the system so that we could not

be overlooked and ignored? I have successfully achieved that

integration for the department.

The participants were asked, "How do you perceive your

compensation that you receive as chairperson in relation to (a) your

professional qualifications, (b) the time and energy you put into

the job, (c) what your colleagues (faculty) in your department

receive, (d) what administrators of similar qualifications and

experience outside of your academic area receive?" A summary of

their responses is shown in Table 15.
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Table 15.-—Chairpersons’ perceptions of their compensation in rela—

tion to selected factors (in percent).

Compensation 15:

Factor ———————————————————————

Adequate Inadequate

Professional qualifications 25 75

Time and energy 50 50

Colleagues’ pay and benefits 75 25

Compensation of administrators of 50 50

similar qualifications, skills, and

experience who are outside academic area

When the chairpersons were asked how challenging their jobs

were, all of them indicated that being the department chairperson

was very challenging. They said they valued a challenging job.

The chairpersons were asked how they perceived their

compensation relative to that of their colleagues. As shown in

Table 15, all but one of them indicated that they thought what they

received was equitable. Commenting on this, one chairperson

remarked:

I would say that my compensation . . . and, again, I think this

may vary from person to person . . . but as far as my compensa-

tion is concerned, I feel it is appropriate. It reflects on my

qualifications and the time and energy that I spend on my

duties as chairperson. Even though I work all the time,

including weekends, evenings--I am up all the time--I am

willing to do whatever is necessary to get the job done. I do

not do this for financial gain. I am, therefore, satisfied

with my compensation. You see, one thing should be clearly

stated: I did not seek this job solely for personal gain. As

a chair, I look after the department. Whenever there is a

certain opportunity for the department, I go for it. My

priorities always have to do with the majority of the
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department. I always approach things . . . and I think this

may be more of the ways blacks tend to look at things . . . as

a community. We look at the welfare of a lot of people, and

not ourselves only.

I remember, once, the dean looked at me very strangely

when I told him what I wanted, which all had to do with the

department and not with me. I have in my agenda that I have to

create an environment and a climate in which the faculty in my

department can be productive.

Responding to a question about how they perceived the

compensation they received as chairpersons relative to that of

administrators of similar qualifications and experience who were

outside of the academic area, one chairperson stated that such a

comparison would depend on what he or she was doing. "I have a good

salary, but for what I have to do I think I’m underpaid." Another

person responded:

I think that I’m underpaid for the time and energy that I put

into the job. Certainly for the amount of time and issues that

I have had to deal with as head of this department, I can say

that I’m way underpaid. All the same, I don’t complain. I am

satisfied.

All of the chairperson indicated that they liked the work they

were doing, although the job was not easy.

Other Responses

The chairpersons were asked, "Being a member of the university

community, do you achieve status and credibility among university

administrators and faculty members generally because you are a

department chairperson or because of your contributions in research

and teaching?" All of them agreed that research and teaching are

the sole activities that command respect for members of an academic
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community. The following are some of their responses to the

question. One chairperson remarked:

Well, people knew me for many years here before I became the

department head. I think my reputation was established then.

I would like to think that one of the reasons that I’m

department head is because of the reputation that I had

established previously.

Another chairperson responded:

Nobody gives you credibility and status just because you are

chairperson. It may depend on how the department is run. One

thing about a university which is as large as our university

is, if the department is doing well in terms of faculty members

publishing books and articles or doing research, or if they are

active in other scholarship activities, then I think the person

who heads the department gets some credibility as chairperson.

Otherwise, it is the chairperson’s own works and also his

teaching. You just don’t get status and credibility by being a

chairperson only.

Another chairperson stated:

In an academic community, you achieve credibility and status

through the contribution you have made to the advancement in

the field you have made. There is an added stature. The

faculty of the department has chosen you as their chairperson.

It is not one or the other. There is no value to being a

department chairperson for whom there is no general knowledge,

or for anyone who has no stature as a researcher or teacher.

One participant also remarked:

I would say that here at this university, they would like to

have leaders, chairpersons, and administrators who have

established a scholarly record. And that’s really what enables

you to be respected. If you do not really have an established

scholarly record, your respect is just not the same. So I

would say that what you’re known for is first of all what

allows you to be respectable as an administrator. So, I would

say that my contribution in research, and also my general

recognition, had won me a status and respect and credibility on

this campus, but not my position as chairperson.

The chairpersons had indicated in some of their responses that

they were happy with their work. However, when they were asked to

respond to the question "Now that you have been in the position and
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know what is involved, will you seek another term in office when

your current term expires?" all but one expressed the view that they

would not want another term in office when their current term

expired. One chairperson remarked:

I have held this post for six years. I have spent six years

giving my sweat and blood for this job, and I’m very proud of

my accomplishments. The faculty wanted me to go on for another

term. In fact, the dean has asked me if I would consider

another term, and I said no. The reason is that when I first

accepted this position, I had a sense of what I could

accomplish. That is how I approach all tasks. Once I have

accomplished my goals, I want to go on to something else. At

the end of six years I feel that I have nothing new or

innovative to bring to the position. I have fulfilled my

goals, and that is it. I don’t have anything new at this time,

and I don’t want to be in a position until I am burned out.

I’m not a person who likes to hang on for glory, and, in fact,

I tend to let go when I have accomplished my goals, which means

the unit, or whatever I’m representing, is at its pinnacle. It

is up to the next person to decide what to do with it at that

point.

One chairperson answered the question in this way:

My answer to your question is "No." Research is very important

to me. After my term is expired, I would like to spend most of

my time on research and writing. I do not think that I can do

that if I accept another term of office, given the stress and

the volume of work that are involved in that position.

Another chairperson indicated that he would probably like to

seek another term of office, but with certain conditions or

specifications that would be more demanding. Therefore, he might

not seek another term because he believed that the university could

not meet those demands. He stated:

The position is political. And 1 like to think that I’m a

faculty advocate. That is, I’m working on behalf of my

faculty, and that’s my perception of my role. I work for them.
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The chairpersons were asked, “Being a black in a predominantly

white institution, what has made your job as department chairperson

difficult or easier?“ One chairperson responded:

No perceptible reason, or ways which I think had significant

impact one way or the other. If there were any, I don’t think

it’s made any difference one way or the other. I’ve been able

to hire new faculty in the way any other chairperson would do.

I think there are some challenges that any chairperson would

have in the midst of building a program for a department. So

far, I think we’re on track. But it is so easy for things to

go wrong.

Another chairperson stated that his major complaint was a kind of

disrespect that some faculty on campus had for his department. He

stated:

I guess sometimes I get a little disappointed when some faculty

show disrespect, not to me personally, but to the department.

We as a community, we as blacks, should know how to treat one

another. That has been the biggest problem to me. You know,

we do more harm to each other than we have harm done to us by

others, and that I can say would be my biggest complaint.

One chairperson said that an observation he had about the

chairperson’s position was that it consisted of many administrative

duties, but it seemed to him that the selection committee usually

based its decisions more on the candidate’s research and teaching

abilities than his or her administrative ability and skills. He

stated,

As chairperson they expect you to be a good teacher, to be a

good researcher, and, at the same time, to be a good

administrator. It is more difficult to do than a lot of jobs.

Another chairperson responded:

I would say that my complaint is no complaint more than it is a

reality, and that is, as a department head or someone in

charge, you can see the big picture that no one else can see.

You are always having to move toward accomplishing that goal

which involves the big picture. Others don’t quite understand
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why you are doing whatever you are doing. So you are often

toiling along by yourself and trying to pull other people. So

that would be it. As I say, it’s not a complaint, but a

reality that no one can ever see the big picture as well as the

person who is in charge and looking at everything. Unless you

sit at the top of the mountain, you are not going to look down

and see the whole ground. If you are sitting at the bottom of

the mountain, you cannot see the ground the way someone sees it

from sitting at the top of the mountain. That is the way that

I see the chairperson position. I cannot say that is a

complaint. If there are any, it would be that sometimes

faculty members would be slow in turning things in that I might

need from them and which would have allowed me to stay on

schedule more if I had gotten all the information I needed to

write my reports, etc. That is not a complaint. It is just

something that I worry about. Look! It is the choice I made

to be chair. It is a thankless job; an administrative job is

thankless. So when you go in, you do not go in expecting

accolades everyday, nor do you go in expecting that everybody

is going to like every decision that you make. And so, I think

it has a lot to do with your attitude as to how you feel about

yourself and expending a great deal of energy and somehow

feeling that no one appreciates you. But you do not become

chairperson because you want someone to appreciate what you are

doing. You become a chair because you want to make a

difference.

As far as the other question is concerned, I would say it

is easy because I am a chair of the . . . department. I will

also say that because I am one of a few minority

administrators, regardless of the fact that it is over a . . .

department, I command a bit of respect, mainly because the

department is successful. The department stays in the

newspapers all the time. There is always something going on.

That is one of the things that I work on. I had felt that our

department, which is also true for other . . . departments,

does not spent enough time putting its accomplishments where

others could review them. And I embarked on a very major press

release (PR) campaign, making sure that what we do becomes

public record. That made a difference, because it brought

about an awareness of the unique contributions of our faculty.

But, again, that is something that is my responsibility.

The chairpersons were asked to comment on and give an instance

of the biggest problem they had faced during the time they had been

in the position. One cited a problem involving two faculty members’

promotions as one of his biggest problems as chairperson. He said
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that he turned down one faculty member for promotion to full

professor, and he also made a recommendation for the denial of

tenure to another. These two actions created a major problem that

nearly destroyed all of the achievements he had been able to make

since becoming chair.

Another chairperson replied that there was nothing of that sort

that he could think of or discuss. One chairperson cited his

position as a go-between for the faculty and the dean as a big

problem for him:

My job as go-between [for] the dean’s office and the faculty

sometimes resulted in me being viewed as the bad person by

either the faculty or the dean, especially when there was

a dispute between the faculty and the dean.

Another chairperson responded:

I could not really say that I have had any big problems. What

I have been confronted with has been trying to bring order and

structure to a unit. You know, we are 20 years this year, and

we have moved through what I will characterize as four phases

of development. We are now in the last stage. During these

stages, the department has grown in rank and stability. We’re

finally at that point at which we understand what that

stability should be. So, if you want to call it a problem, it

is just bringing order and redefining structure and procedure

to accommodate our growth over 20 years to accommodate

advancements in technology.

When the chairpersons were asked to comment on their future

plans, one of them responded:

Well, I am assuming you mean in the field of education. Well,

I’m just going to take it a year at a time. I’m excited about

this coming year. I hope that it will be a good year, and I

look forward to it being a good year. I intend to work hard to

see that it is. Then, one day I will step down from this

position as chair to be just a full-time faculty member once

again. I do have some aspirations. I would like to be vice—

president, and, ultimately, I would like to be president.
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Another chairperson answered:

This coming year is my fifth year of my five-year appointment.

My fondest hope right now is that I can return just to being a

faculty member and spending more time on my own research. I

have a large experiment coming up. I have a research project

coming up. I have a research project here funded by the

Department of Energy, and I am looking forward to being able to

spend more time on it.

One chairperson commented that she intended to return to teaching

and research. She stated:

I am going on sabbatical this year, and I intend to complete a

book and then refuel myself in a different kind of way, and

then get back to the classroom. I love teaching, and I think I

have a lot of ideas, and I want to totally develop them. I

will continue to contribute to the department in whatever way

the chair will ask me to.

When the interviewees were asked whether they were satisfied

with their jobs as chairperson, all of them answered "Yes."

At the conclusion of the interview, each participant was asked

to give a general view of the role of black department chairpersons

in predominantly white colleges and universities. The following is

a summary of their responses:

1. The role of a black department chairperson or faculty mem-

ber should not be different from the role of a nonblack department

chairperson or faculty member.

2. A department chairperson should ensure that the depart~

ment’s educational program is maintained constantly, while being

conscious of professional development.

3. A department chairperson and faculty members should support

each other professionally and socioemotionally.
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4. A chairperson should provide leadership, initiating pro-

grams and strategies to accomplish the long-term goals of the

department.

5. A department chairperson should coordinate the long-term

goals of the department to achieve growth.

6. A chairperson should provide an environment for achieving

the maximum potential from the faculty, as well as from students.

7. A chairperson should understand that racism in his or her

institution must be accepted as a reality but that it should be

dealt with immediately when it is raised as an issue.

8. A chairperson should be a facilitator and meet the depart—

mental responsibilities demanded by the general public.

9. A chairperson should make every effort to ensure that

minority faculty in the department have opportunities for profes-

sional growth and development.

10. A chairperson should ensure that all students receive fair

treatment in the department and that minority students have favor—

able chances to complete their programs in the department.

Summary

In this section, job satisfaction of the department chair-

persons was discussed. The discussion covered (a) challenges of the

job of the chairpersons, (b) theories of job satisfaction as related

to the job satisfaction of the chairpersons, and (c) other

responses.
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All of the chairpersons anticipated that their positions would

be challenging. They accepted the challenge and valued it in such a

way that all of them expressed satisfaction with their jobs.

The chairpersons’ views of their job satisfaction were analyzed

according to job-satisfaction theories; they were all found to be

satisfied with their jobs. Their satisfaction was not based on

external rewards, such as pay, fringe benefits, and so on. Rather,

they derived satisfaction from the intrinsic rewards they received

from the job.

The chairpersons also discussed how they achieved status and

credibility among their peers, whether they would seek another term

of office after their current terms ended, their major complaints

and job difficulties, their achievements as chairperson, and their

future plans.



 

  

 



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL

PRACTICE, SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY, AND REFLECTIONS

Summary

This study focused on the views of selected black department

chairpersons at Big Ten institutions with respect to how and why

they had been selected, their role expectations, and their job

satisfaction. The investigation was in the form of a case study.

The researcher had several reasons for undertaking this study.

First, the literature indicated that relatively few blacks have had

the opportunity to lead academic institutions other than the 117

historically black colleges and universities. The impetus for this

study was the investigator’s personal interest in black department

chairpersons at predominantly white colleges and universities,

particularly with regard to how they had been selected for their

positions in academic institutions, for as one college president

remarked: "The system we have relied on to choose academic leaders

is really no system at all, but a combination of traditions,

networking and happenstance" (Swygert, 1991, p. 11A).

Second, the need to search for some answers to the unresolved

national problem of inadequate participation of blacks and other

minorities in the administration of higher education provided

136
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additional impetus to this study. Some of the benefits this study

might offer are as follows:

1. To provide additional information on black administrators

in higher education and thereby contribute to the body of knowledge

on administrators in higher education.

2. To describe the chairpersons’ perceptions of mobility

strategies (academic, vocational, or otherwise) they had adopted to

get where they are now in their careers, that could be helpful to

others aspiring to be department chairpersons.

3. To provide a research base for understanding the role of

black administrators at traditionally white institutions for those

black people who aspire to be chairpersons.

4. To provide the academic community and other organizations

that are concerned about blacks’ participation in higher education

with insight into the views on the subject held by black department

chairpersons.

5. To identify the retrospective role expectations of the

chairpersons and their actual experience on the job.

The views held by black department chairpersons at the Big Ten

universities with respect to how and why they had been selected as

chairperson, their role or administrative expectations, and their

job satisfaction were the focus of this research. The department

chairpersons’ views on why there are so few blacks participating in

higher education administration also were explored. To achieve the

study purposes, answers were sought to the following questions

related to the central theme of the research:
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1. What are the important factors that led to the selection of

blacks for the chairperson position in predominantly white

institutions?

2. In the chairpersons’ opinion, have their role expectations

before assuming the position been borne out in reality?

3. Are the chairpersons satisfied with their jobs?

4. What relationship, if any, exists between the chairpersons’

role expectations and their job satisfaction?

5. If they had it to do over again, would the chairpersons

accept the same position in the predominantly white institutions?

6. Is there a difference between the chairpersons’ expected

roles and behavior and their actual roles and behavior?

The case-study method was used to obtain the views from the

participating chairpersons and to attempt to answer the preceding

questions. The researcher conducted in-depth interviews with the

chairpersons. Interview questions were developed, in part, from the

review of literature relating to the study. No statistical

formula was used to analyze the data gathered in the interviews.

Rather, responses to the interview questions were handled

descriptively. Major findings are discussed in the following

section.

Major Findings

Demographic Characteristics

of the Respondents

All four participants were over 40 years of age; none of them

was 50 or older. The participants, three of whom were married, did
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not perceive marital status as having a negative effect on their

position; in fact, some participants indicated that being married

was a positive influence. They reported that their spouses were

very helpful to fulfilling their positions as chairpersons. All

four chairpersons possessed a terminal, advanced educational degree,

which was one of the basic qualifications required by their

institutions for the chairperson position.

Chairpersons’ Views on the

Status of Their Positions

The participants believed that they were the chief executive of

their department and that the position carried with it both

administrative power and authority. However, the respondents did

not think that the position had been a promotion from their previous

positions. The chairpersons reported that they spent most of their

time on administrative duties. They would have liked to spend less

time with administration, but, under normal conditions, most of

their time was spent administering the department. That made their

role as classroom teacher seem less important, in terms of time

allocations. However, the chairpersons did take their teaching

roles seriously.

How the Chairpersons Had Been

Selected for the Position

The findings indicated that the chairpersons had either been

nominated for the position or drafted by the dean after consultation

with faculty members. Respondents indicated that they had been
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persuaded by their fellow faculty members or the dean to accept the

position.

Reasons for Accepting the

Chairperson Position

The chairpersons’ reasons for accepting the position were both

personal and professional. The findings indicated that the chair-

persons needed some challenge in their lives, and they thought the

position would give them the kind of challenge they were seeking.

Professionally, they thought the position would help them in their

career development. They also had accepted the position because

they thought they could use it to change things in the department.

Chairpersons’ Perceptions of Why They

Had Been Selected for the Position

The chairpersons cited many factors that had been influential

in their selection for the position. Among the reasons cited were

their credentials and the importance of their academic work, their

history of both professional and social activism, leadership

ability, dedication to their field of work, past and present

achievements, and the trust and confidence that the deans, faculty

members, and friends had in them.

Chairpersons’ Views on Blacks’ Partici—

pation in Higher Education

The findings indicated that the chairpersons did not consider

the lack of awareness of career opportunities in higher education

and relative ability of black educators to be factors influencing

the low participation of blacks in the higher education system.
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Their responses indicated that cultural attitudes and socialization,

lack of mentors, and the effect of race discrimination were some of

the factors influencing the low participation of minorities in

higher education.

Advice to Prospective Black

Department Chairpersons

The participants offered extensive advice to prospective black

department chairpersons. They suggested that excellence in research

and teaching were important and indicated that aspiring black

chairpersons would have to excel in research in their fields and

also in teaching. They advised that chairpersons should be honest

and fair in dealing with students, as well as faculty. Aspiring

department chairpersons also should be humane and try to establish

for themselves a record as a prominent teacher and researcher who

will enhance the reputation of the department, one who "could go to

Washington and be recognized in Washington and by the funding

agencies."

Role Expectations of the Participants

The findings indicated that there was no difference between the

experiences chairpersons expected to encounter on the job and their

actual experiences as chairpersons. The chairpersons reported that,

most of the time, the job expectations they had in mind before

accepting the position were what they ended up doing. From this

finding, one might infer that the chairpersons were satisfied with

their role expectations as chief administrators of academic
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departments. Some of the unexpected aspects of the position the

chairpersons encountered were the strong cooperation they received

from the staff and faculty and the acute financial problems they

faced in their departments.

Chairpersons’ Job Satisfaction

The findings also indicated that there was no difference

between the chairpersons’ expected behavior on the job and their

actual behavior. Respondents reported that most of the job

expectations they had held before accepting the position had been

fulfilled. Also, the chairpersons’ satisfaction was not derived

from external rewards but from a combination of things, such as love

of the job and fulfillment of their goals and objectives.

Conclusions

The researcher’s purpose in this study was to examine selected

black department chairpersons at Big Ten universities with respect

to how they had been selected for the department chair position, why

they thought they had been selected, their role expectations, and

their job satisfaction. Through personal interviews with four

selected chairpersons, data were collected for analysis.

The following conclusions were drawn from the major findings of

the study:

1. The chairpersons perceived that they had not been selected

for the position because they were black. Rather, they believed

that their selection for the position had been based on their
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academic accomplishments, their colleagues’ belief that they could

do a satisfactory job, and the trust and confidence the faculty and

dean had that they were the best individuals for the positions.

2. The chairpersons did not believe they had experienced

isolation from the university community. They had been accorded the

rights and privileges associated with the position and enjoyed by

any chairperson. Their job experiences were no different from those

of other chairpersons at their institutions.

3. The chairpersons had not accepted the position because they

wanted to make more money; rather, the intrinsic rewards of the job

had attracted them to the position. Therefore, they did not compare

their financial compensation with that of their counterparts at

other institutions or in other departments. They were satisfied

with the remuneration they were receiving.

4. The department chairpersons encountered conflict between

allocating time for their classroom teaching duties and spending

time on their administrative responsibilities because the amount of

paperwork attached to their jobs as chairpersons was so great.

5. Even though the chairpersons did not have time to engage in

as much classroom teaching as they desired, that did not harm their

credibility as teachers among their colleagues. Neither had they

suffered a loss of professional status, either from their colleagues

or from central administration, because they were less involved in

research than before.
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Recommendations for Educational Practice

Based on the findings and conclusions from this study, the

following recommendations are offered for educational practice:

1. The literature, as well as the participants, indicated that

the position of academic department chairperson is very important

and carries with it a measure of power and authority. Despite this

fact, however, the chairpersons thought it had not been a promotion.

Therefore, because of the importance of the chairperson position and

the power and authority the position entails, it is suggested that

the position be elevated in such a way that faculty can consider it

a promotion.

2. The chairpersons in this study were unhappy about the

disproportionate amount of time they spent on administration, as

compared to teaching and research. Therefore, it is suggested that

the dean’s office should assume some of the paperwork functions of

the chairperson’s position. This would give the chairpersons a more

adequate amount of time to spend on teaching and research.

3. More than 50% of the chairpersons’ duties involved

administration. For this reason, it is suggested that, in selecting

the right person for the chairperson position, primary consideration

should be given to candidates’ ability and skills in administration,

rather than in teaching and research.

4. Inservice training or orientation should be organized for

candidates for the position of department chairperson who have had

no previous administrative preparation or experience.
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Suggestions for Further Research

1. All of the chairpersons who took part in this study

indicated that they had been reluctant to accept the position when

it first had been offered to them. Therefore, there is a need to

conduct a study with a larger sample of chairpersons to identify

what leads some newly appointed chairpersons to be reluctant to

accept the appointment.

2. The participants indicated that, contrary to their

expectations, they spent more time on administrative duties than on

research and teaching. Thus, there is a need to reevaluate the

paperwork required of chairpersons, so that it can be minimized and

they can spend more time on teaching and research.

3. Because of the study limitations and the small population

from which the sample was taken, further research should be under-

taken with a larger population before the findings and conclusions

can be generalized.

4. A similar study should be conducted, comparing the

department chairpersons at Big Ten institutions with those in other

conferences, or comparing black chairpersons with white chairper—

sons, regarding the topics of concern this study.

5. Another possibility for further research would be to

conduct a similar study comparing the views of black department

chairpersons at predominantly white schools with those of black

department chairpersons at predominantly black institutions,

concerning the topics that were investigated in this study.
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Reflections

This research provided several valuable opportunities to the

investigator. A visit to other Big Ten institutions offered an

excellent opportunity for the investigator to familiarize himself

with new environments and to meet new people. The chairpersons’

willingness to share their rich professional experiences provided a

valuable learning experience for the writer, who aspires to similar

career objectives in the future.

Throughout the interviews, the chairpersons did not evidence

any feeling of being threatened in giving their responses. Thus,

those responses were assumed to be honest and without reservation.

The chairpersons were very busy. The demands placed on them by

students, faculty, staff, and other administrators, as well as their

families, in terms of time, were great. However, despite their busy

schedules, they were willing to devote time to the personal inter—

views; this further indicates their high degree of professionalism.
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APPENDIX A

DISTRIBUTION OF FACULTY OF BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES BY

SEX AND RACIAL/ETHNIC CATEGORY
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APPENDIX B

TWO-YEAR COMPARISON OF FULL-TIME, TENURE—TRACK FACULTY OF

BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES BY RACE AND SEX: 1979 TO 1987
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APPENDIX C

PERCENTAGE MINORITY REPRESENTATION AMONG FACULTY AT

BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES: FALL 1989
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APPENDIX D

PERCENTAGE BLACK REPRESENTATION AMONG FACULTY AT

BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES: FALL 1989
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

 





10.

11.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

Briefly, give your educational history, beginning with high

school. Include the following:

a. School name

b. Years attended

c Major and minor

d Diploma or degree awarded

Briefly, give your job history since high school graduation.

What were your reasons for changing positions?

How long have you been in your present position?

What factors were most influential in your career path leading

to this position?

Literature indicates that very few blacks are serving in

administrative positions in higher education. What do you

think accounts for the fact that there are so few black

administrators in higher education? Please focus on the

following:

a. Lack of awareness of career opportunities in higher educa—

tion

Relative ability

Cultural attitudes and socialization

Lack of encouragement and/or confidence

Effect of racial discrimination (institutional racism)

Others (please specify)-
h
r
p
o
.
o
o
'

How did you learn about your current position?

How did you react the first time this position was offered to

you?

Before you took this job, what were your expectations of the

role of the academic department chairperson/head of department?

Which expectations have been fulfilled? Which have not? Why?

As a chairperson, what percentage of your time is normally

needed for the following activities?

a. Teaching

b. Research

c. Administrative duties-—planning, budgeting, meetings, etc.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

164

What percentage of time do you actually get to spend on the

above three activities?

As an academic department chairperson or head of department,

what unique situations (problems) have you faced?

How do you make areas of concern about your department,

faculty, staff, students, and facilities known to the dean,

provost, and/or other higher administrators?

How do you perceive the compensation that you receive as

chairperson/department head in relationship to:

Your professional qualifications?

The time and energy you put into the job?

What your colleagues (faculty) in your department receive?

An administrator of similar qualifications and experience

who is outside of the academic area?

0
.
0
0
"
!
”

Being a member of the university community, do you achieve

status and credibility among university administrators and

university faculty members generally because you are a depart-

ment chairperson/head or because of your contributions in

research and teaching?

Now that you have been in the position and have known what is

involved, if you were offered the position right now, would you

accept it? Why or why not?

What are your major complaints about the position of department

chairperson/head?

In what way(s), if any, has being a minority person made your

position as chairperson/head difficult or easy?

As a black department chairperson/head in a predominantly white

institution, what are your greatest challenges? Please make

reference to the following:

a. Your relationship with black faculty in your institution

b. Your relationship with nonblack faculty

c. Your relationship with students in general and black stu—

dents in particular

d. Behavioral variables (requirements), such as self—control,

consideration, cooperation, problem solving, change, com—

munication, and management ability

What are your biggest problems? Please give examples.

What is your greatest achievement? Please give examples.





23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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What advice would you like to give to black faculty members and

administrators who are aspiring to become academic department

chairpersons or department heads?

Please comment on your power and authority relative to your

responsibilities to students, faculty, staff, and other admin-

istrators in this institution.

What are your future plans?

What comments would you like to make on:

a. Your mobility to this position?

b. Your role expectations before you assumed this position?

c. Your job satisfaction?

What is your age?

Thank you very much.

I would like to assure you again that your responses and comments

will be treated strictly confidentially.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

m

OFFICE OF VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH EAST LANSING 0 MICHIGAN - “RH-1046

AND DEAN OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

April 30, 1991

Mr. Emmanuel A. Badu

College of Education

429 Erickson Hall

Dear Mr. Badu:

Subject: Proposal Entitled, "A Case Study of Selected Minority Chair-

persons in Big Ten Institutions with respect to their

perceptions of how they attained their present positions,

their expectations and their satisfactions” IRB#9l-ll3

The above project is exempt from full UCRIHS review. The proposed research

protocol has been reviewed by another committee member. The rights and

welfare of human subjects appear to be protected and you have approval to

conduct the research.

You are reminded that UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. If you

plan to continue this project beyond one year, please make provisions for

obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval one month prior to April 18, 1992.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by UCRIHS

prior to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified promptly of

any problems (unexpected side effects, complaints, etc.) involving human

subjects during the course of the work.

Thank you for bringing this project to my attention. If I can be of any

future help, please do not hesitate to let me know.

erely,

Da id E. Wright, Ph.D.

Chair, UCRIHS

DEW/deo

cc: Dr. Eldon Nonnamaker
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Date

The Department Chairperson’s Name

Name of Department

Name of University

City, State, Zip code

Dear Chairperson:

I am a doctoral student in Higher Education Administration at Michigan State

University. I am doing my doctoral research dissertation on minority department

chairpersons in big ten institutions.

The purpose of the study is to examine a selected number of minority academic

department chairpersons in the big ten institutions with respect to how they were

selected for the position, their perceptions of why they were selected, how they

feel about their role expectations, and whether or not they are satisfied with the

position. It is anticipated that the study will result in conclusions that may be of

interest to many in the college communities as well as those agencies or

organizations which are concerned with minority participation in higher education.

You were identified through a random-sampling of minority department

chairpersons as a possible participant in this study. I am aware that as

chairperson, you are busy at this time of the year. All the same I hope that you will

' find some time to contribute to this research. The study will be in the form of a

short interview. It may last for about thirty minutes. Enclosed is a copy of the

proposed interview guide.

I want assure you that your participation is optional; you may withdraw any time.

During the interview, you may refuse to answer some questions if you wish. Your

participation in this study will be kept strictly confidential. In no way will participating

department chairperson, the department or college be identified. The highest

degree of confidentiality is assured.
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I will call you in two weeks time to discuss a possible interview date with you.

Thank you very much in advance for your time, ideas and any other way by which

you may contribute to this study.

Sincerely yours,

Emmanuel A. Badu.

913L Cherry Lane

East Lansing, MI 48823

Phone: (517) 355-7967
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Date

Chairperson’s Name

Name of Department

Name of University

City, State, Zip Code

Dear Chairperson:

I am writing to thank you very much for your participation in my research study.

Though, like other academic department chairpersons, you were very busy, yet

you did give me some time to interview you. I very much appreciate your interest

and willingness to take part in the study, the time you gave to support the project,

and any form of assistance you provided to make the interview and for that matter

the whole study a success. I am glad I had the opportunity to interview you. I will

say thank you very much.

Once again I would like to assure you that your responses in the interview will be

kept strictly confidential. Participating department chairpersons, departments, and

colleges will not be identifiable in the report.

I thank you very much for your support and input in the study.

Sincerely,

Emmanuel A. Badu

913—L Cherry Lane

East Lansing, MI 48823

Telephone: (517) 355-7967
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