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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF ART DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSONS
OF THE BIG TEN UNIVERSITIES:
THEIR VIEW OF THEIR ROLE

By

Eldon Lavern Clark

The subject of this descriptive study was the
artist as an administrator and specifically the art
department chairpersons of the Big Ten Universities.
This study focused on their view of that role.

The review of literature gave special attention
to (1) the academic department and its chairperson,

(2) the arts in academe and (3) the professional in the
organization.

Kornhauser's theory was used as a framework for
analysis of the collected information. Kornhauser
theorized that tensions existed between the professional
and the organization in which he/she worked because pro-
fessional and organizational goals, incentives, controls
and influences were at variance.

The study population consisted of the ten art
department chairpersons of the Big Ten Universities (N=10).

A direct-mail questionnaire and a personal interview were
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employed to collect the information for this descriptive

study.

outside

Art department chairpersons of three universities

the study population participated in a pilot study.

Conclusions

Art department chairpersons do not view their role
to be substantially different from chairpersons of
other departments. However, they are in unique
situations or have problems which other department
chairpersons do not have, namely physical facili-

ties and communications.

The chairpersons viewed the role of the discipline
of art in higher education as providing professional
training for the artist and a liberal arts exper-
ience for the students of the general university
community. The affect of that view on the adminis-
tration of their department was directed toward
service to the university, personal goals for the

department and toward departmental goals and needs.

In general, most of the chairpersons viewed them-

selves as teachers.

Tensions between the organization (university) and
the professional (artist) because the goals, con-
trols, incentives and influences of the profession
were at variance with those of the organization

existed in the view of the art department
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chairpersons, but with one exception. Organiza-
tional and professional goals were more often in

unison than in conflict.

Art department chairpersons generally accepted
tensions between the profession and the organiza-

tion as a "matter of course."

The art department chairpersons of the Big Ten
Universities were dedicated, hard working and

sensitive members of the academic community.

Recommendations

A study is needed to determine assessment criteria
for art departments and art programs in higher

education.

A study is needed of the feasibility for organizing
the various arts (music, performing arts and the
visual arts) under one academic dean or adminis-
trative head for the purpose of having a central

spokesperson for the arts in the university.

A study is needed to determine the influence on
departmental administration when a chairperson

holds a rank below professor.

A study is needed to identify expected experiences
and qualifications of prospective art department

chairpersons.
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There is a need to study under what conditions and
situations would a department be best served by a

rotating chairperson/permanent chairperson.

A study of former department chairpersons would be
desirable which would deal with the utilization
of talents and experiences of those former chair-

persons.

Parallel studies of other universities and other
art departments would be desirable in an effort to
determine whether art department chairpersons of
different population groups held similar views to

those involved in this study.

A study is needed to identify the impact which the
university art department has on the acquisition
of the visual arts in the university and the pro-
motion of the visual arts for the enhancement of
human capability in society. Included in such a
study should be the influence the art department
exercised in the leadership in the visual art
world for creating new art forms and innovative

methods.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Since the establishment of academic departments
at Harvard in 1825, the role of the department chair-
person " . . . in American higher education has increased
significantly."l Heimler held that this increased sig-
nificance was the result of two factors: (1) the influence
of faculty members in the formulation of institutional
policy and (2) the decentralization of decision-making
authority in American higher education.2 According to
McHenry the department housed a community of scholars
" . . . responsible for instruction and research within

a specialized field of knowledge."3 Institutional growth

lCharles H. Heimler, "The College Department
Chairman," in The Academic Department or Division Chairman:
A Complex Role, eds. James Brann and Thomas A. Emmet
(Detroit: Balamp, 1972), p. 198.

21bid.

3Dean E. McHenry and Associates, Academic Depart-
ments (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977), p. 2.




in size and in numbers of faculty and students has
resulted in a concomitant increase in the size of academic
departments. As departments became larger in size, admin-
istration of the activities and personnel became more
complex.

"All organizations must be managed. . . ."4 This
task falls to the chairperson (or head) who has been
described as the all-important link, key figure, ill pre-
pared, representative, manager, chore boy, colleague and
other things often unflattering. It still befalls the
chairperson to coordinate the activities of the department.
Inherent to that task are the duties to be performed in a
role with functions, expectations and obligations which
are often in conflict.

Henry reported that the chairperson's functions
were: (1) representing the college to the department,

(2) representing the department to the administration,

and (3) maintaining and shifting the department agenda.5
Other reports had lists which are even longer and more
comprehensive, but suffice it to say that the chairperson's

duties are extensive.

4D. S. Pugh, Organizational Theory (Middlesex,
England: Penguin, 1971), p. 99.

5David D. Henry, "The Academic Department and
Educational Change," Management Forum 2 (February 1974):
1-4 .




Expectations of department chairpersons were
extensive as well. Delahanty6 reported that the chair-
person was to maintain a distance between faculty and the
public and pacify the public inquiries as well as those
of administration. The chairperson was to monitor
decisions in the department to prevent any evil which
might befall the department and keep the correspondence
flowing smoothly. Faculty expectations of the department
chairperson were the promotion of harmony and esprit-de-
corps among the faculty as well as leading the faculty
" . . . into green pastures and still waters."7

Regardless of anyone's expectation of the chair-
person, departments need chairpersons who could " . . .
gain satisfaction from helping their colleagues grow, who
enjoy enriching their department and their discipline,
who like ideas and translating good ideas into realities."8

In many universities the department chairperson
position was considered to be an obligation to be held for
a period of time, not a position of honor. On the other

hand, the chairperson who successfully held the position

6James Delahanty, "What Do Faculty Want in a
Departmental Chairman?" in The Academic Department or
Division Chairman: A Complex Role, eds. James Brann and
Thomas A. Emmet (Detroit: Balamp, 1972), pp. 221-26.

T1pid., p. 227.

8Wilbert T. McKeachie, "Memo to New Department
Chairman," Educational Record 49 (Spring 1968): 227.

’




for an extended period might be considered to be seeking
the deanship and abandoning his discipline altogether.
Where faculty groups held prestige the department chair-
person often held little. A scholar serving as a depart-
ment chairperson could seriously jeopardize his/her own
professional career. To be sure, " . . . the position of
the department chairman is vague, often misunderstood, and
not clearly perceived."9

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." Another

said, "I view my job as a service to the people

who really do the work of the department--teach-

ing and research--and the students who come to

learn. My job is to facilitate this. They're

not here to work for me. I'm here to work for

them."10

And so it goes. No list of duties seemed complete

or agreed upon to identify a chairperson's responsibili-
ties. The chairperson served in a role which presented

conflicts in functions, expectations and obligations.

The Problem

The role or the posture of the departmental chairman
is an exceedingly difficult one. In his own eyes he
is still primarily a teacher who has assumed certain

9Paul L. Dressel, F. Craig Johnson, and Philip
M. Marcus, The Confidence Crisis (San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1969), p. 84.

10James Brann, "The Chairman: An Impossible Job
About to Become Tougher," in The Academic Department or
Division Chairman: A Complex Role, eds. James Brann and
Thomas A. Emmet (Detroit: Balamp, 1972), p. 6.




administrative tasks and responsibilities. He has
not, as it were, "sold out" completely to the other
side by becoming a dean. He is, therefore, quite
often in conflict as to whether his role is one of
spokesman for his colleagues in the department, or
whether it is one of an administrator who must make
the decisions not only for the welfare of his depart-
ment but for the welfare of the college and uni-
versity as a whole. What is difficult of course is
that he must balance both roles. He is both a pro-
fessor and an administrator.ll
The subject of this investigation was the artist
as an administrator, specifically the chairperson of the
art department. Not only has the art department chair-
person been faced with the problems listed above, but
also he/she has been confronted with the dichotomous role
of the artist and that of the administrator. The artist
deals with the particular, the subjective and the unique
object while the administrator deals with generalizations,
categorizations and the "bottom line."12 Also, the art
department chairperson represents a discipline (Art) which
has entered academia under suspect circumstances and which
has been required to defend itself as has no other disci-

pline.13

llCalvin B. T. Lee, "Relationship of the Depart-
ment Chairman to the Academic Dean," in The Academic
Department or Division Chairman: A Complex Role, eds.
James Brann and Thomas Emmet (Detroit: Balamp, 1972),
pPp. 54-55.

12Morris Risenhoover and Robert Blackburn, Artists
as Professors (Chicago: University of Illinois Press,
1976), p. 1l.

13Albert Bush-Brown, "Art and the Liberal Arts:
A Trivial, Artificial, Irrelevant Antagonism," in Art in



Background of the Arts in
Higher Education

The rise of the arts in American higher education
was primarily the result of prophetic insight of early
national leaders, the Land Grant Act, universal public
education and the popularization of higher education.

John Quincy Adams was prophetic indeed when he said
that we must learn the arts of war and independence,
so that our children can learn architecture and
engineering, so that our grandchildren may learn
Fine Arts and painting.l4

The land grant college gave impetus to the evalu-
ation of the practice of the arts in American higher edu-
cation institutions. From the state and land grant uni-
versities emerged a commitment to art as those institutions
sought to expand their professional programs and meet their
responsibility of service to the public at large.15

As universal secondary education became a reality,

the need for elementary and secondary art teachers intensi-

fied. That situation caused increased enrollments at

American Higher Institutions (Washington: National Art
Association, 1970), p. 6.

14J. A. Perkins, "University and the Arts,"
Teachers College Record 66 (May 1965): 671.

15Albert Christ-Janer and Ralph L. Wickiser,
"Higher Education and the Arts," in The Arts in Higher
Education, eds. Lawrence E. Dennis and Renate M. Jacob
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1968), pp. 42-43.




college level with corresponding demands for more courses
in art practice, and to a greater extent, demands for
courses in music.16
The spread of popular higher education further

contributed to the rise of the visual arts. Higher edu-
cation was a means of social and economic mobility, the
degree being viewed as legitimate and a credential that
met socially acceptable criteria. 1In contrast, the
Bohemian life style associated with art communities and
artist groups had little relation to the work ethic nor
was it degree granting.

While parents will not send their children for four

years of living at North Beach, they will finance

them to_a baccalaureate in art at San Francisco

State.l7

The rise of the arts was not without conflict

and problems. Christ-Janer and Wickiser made the follow-
ing observations: (1) throughout American history, most
educators neglected the arts; (2) few institutions re-
garded the arts in high esteem; and (3) most universities
equated knowledge with the written word, implying that

18

human experience was recorded in books. The authors

16Risenhoover and Blackburn, Artists, p. 6.

171pid., p. 7.

18
ppo 42-430

Christ-Janer, et al., "Education and the Arts,"



also observed, even though the arts received increased
attention since World War II, " . . . the nonverbal arts
are still not appreciated sufficiently in higher edu-
cation."19
Mahoney reported that there was an absolute

separation of the arts from the rest of academia. There
was little interdepartmental cooperation or recognition
of common interests. Art was presented in a segmented
way preventing the integration of the arts with other

aspects of society.20

21 confirmed those notions and added that

Winkler
there was a sense of isolation on the part of the art
faculty (most evident with visiting professors and artists
in residence) from the mainstream of the art world. Con-
cerning curriculum in the arts she stated, "The demands of
education . . . are for the facts, for objectivity, for
impartiality and generalization, and the demands of the
arts tend toward their opposites."22 Good art teaching

was personal and idiosyncratic.23

19pia., p. 43.

zoMargaret Mahoney, "Overview of the Present," in
The Arts on Campus: The Necessity for Change, ed. Margaret
Mahoney (Greenwich: New York Graphic Society Ltd., 1970),
pp. 19-28.

21Karen J. Winkler, "Is It Possible to Teach and
Be an Artist Too?" The Chronicle of Higher Education 28
(January 28, 1974): 10-11.

221pida., p. 10. 231pia.



Support for the arts in higher education has, in
the main, been attributed to the chief executive officers
of the institution. Colleges of Education, professional
schools and government agencies have been most negative
to the development of the arts in higher education. The
general faculty fell somewhere between those two
extremes.??

The art department chairperson occupies a unique
position encompassing all of the problems and conflicts
representative of an academic department chairperson in
general. Additionally the art department chairperson
represents a discipline which has had a slow and peri-
pheral growth in higher education. This growth resulted
primarily through the prophetic insights of early national
leaders and public demands from outside the university.
The art department chairperson is also faced with a con-
stricting economic situation (as are all academic depart-
ment chairpersons) while increasing enrollments in art

abound. Conversely student enrollments in higher edu-

cation generally are on the decline.

Focus of the Problem
Those persons most deeply and intimately involved
with the role of artist-administrator were the art

department chairpersons. This study focused on the role

24Jack Morrison, The Rise of the Arts on the
American Campus (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 159.
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of the art department chairperson. It included an explor-
ation of the view of the discipline of art in higher edu-
cation held by the art department chairperson and the
affect of this view on the administration of the depart-
ment. Therefore, three questions were central to this

study:

1. How does the art department chairperson view his/

her role as artist-administrator?

2. Does the art department chairperson view his/her
role of artist-administrator to be in conflict in
terms of professional goals, controls of profes-
sional work, incentives for professional activity

and influences of professional work?

3. How does the art department chairperson, as
artist-administrator, deal with the conflict of
professional goals, controls of professional work,
incentives for professional activity and influences

of professional work?

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were:

1. To provide a research base for understanding the
artist-administrator role for those who aspire to
be art department chairpersons and for those cur-

rently serving as chairperson of an art department.
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2. To provide deans, other university administrators
and faculty members insight into the view held by
the art department chairperson of the discipline

of Art.

3. To provide students of administration an under-
standing of the conflicts between the unique
demands of the profession of art and the demands

of the organization, i.e., the university.

4. To contribute to the present knowledge of the role

of the academic department chairperson.

Definition of Terms

Art Department.--The academic unit of the Big Ten

Universities which administers to the visual arts program.
The visual arts include some or all of the following art
forms: painting, sculpture, drawing, graéhics, industrial
design and crafts, i.e., ceramics, metalsmithing, jewelry
and weaving and others, as well as Art History and Art
Education. Depending on the university, the academic
unit (meeting the criteria of the above definition) may

be identified as a division, a department, a school or

an institute.

Big Ten Universities.--University of Illinois

(Urbana-Champaign), Indiana University (Bloomington),
University of Iowa (Iowa City), Michigan State University

(East Lansing), University of Michigan (Ann Arbor),
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University of Minnesota (Minneapolis), Northwestern Uni-
versity (Evanston, Illinois), Purdue University (West
Lafayette, Indiana), The Ohio State University (Columbus),

University of Wisconsin-Madison (Madison).

Art Department Chairperson.--The administrative

head or chairperson of an art department (art department

is defined above).

Academic Department.--A sub-administrative element

of a university usually associated with a field of study
or academic discipline; for example, The Department of

Anthropology.

Artist-Administrator.--An individual formally

educated in the visual arts, Art Education or Art History
and who has exhibited or published his/her work. Also
the individual must currently hold the position of art

department chairperson either permanently or temporarily.

Respondents.--The art department chairpersons of

the Big Ten Universities who participate in the study.

Goals.--The aims or broad objectives of a pro-
fession (professional goals) or of an organization

(organizational goals).
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Controls.--The regulation and exercise of power
through hierarchical structures or through members of a

collegial group.

Incentives.--Rewards or status provided by an

organization or colleague group.

Influences.--The legitimacy of authority. Organi-

zational authority is executive authority. Professional
authority is the authority of the expert based on special

competence.

Rationale for the Study

Need

There was a need to investigate the department
chairpersons of large universities. Dressel, et al.,
reported that the most extensive systematic investigation
of department chairpersons has been done with small pri-
vate colleges. Of the thirty-three colleges investigated,
six of the department chairpersons had no administrative
duties. "The department chairmen of large universities,
both private and state, have yet to be investigated
empirically."25

There was an identified need for study of college

departmental chairpersons in terms of how they perceive

their role. Heimler reported that extensive research has

25Dressel et al., Crisis, p. 243.
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been done on management of industrial enterprises with
resultant improved management procedures. He found that
similar studies in higher education could contribute to
up-grading of teaching and other college services. How-
ever, little research has been done on the chairperson's
place in management and administration. Among a number
of research needs which he listed included, "How do col-
lege department chairmen perceive their role?"z6
The artist and the administrator have dichotomous
roles. Therefore, it is important to study the artist
who is an administrator in an effort to identify conflicts
which may exist between the role of artist and the role of

administrator in terms of professional goals, controls,

incentives and influences.

Theoretical Justification

Kornhauser theorized that among scientists in
industry an inherent strain existed between professionals
and the organizations in which they worked. This tension
was generated because the goals, incentives, controls and
influences of the profession were at variance with those
of the organization. This incompatibility was attributed
to the fact that, "Professionalism has as its primary

function the protection of standards for creative

26Heimler, "Department Chairperson," p. 205.
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activities; organization has as its primary function the
efficient coordination of diverse activities."27
According to Kornhauser professionalism was a
response to the need for functional autonomy with a
premium on intellectual judgment. On the other hand,
bureaucracy (the organization) was a response to the
need for rational coordination with a complex interdepen-
dence of specialized activities.z8
This study of art department chairpersons will
provide insights relative to Kornhauser's theory as it
applies to the artist-administrator. The inclusion of
this theoretical concept should not be construed as an
attempt to prove or disprove the theory. Rather, the
inclusion is to provide a framework for analysis of the

art department chairperson who has professional demands

of art and organizational demands of the university.

Assumptions

In this study, it was assumed that:

1. Chairpersons of art departments and chairpersons
of other academic departments were similar in

terms of their academic position in the university

27William Kornhauser with Warren O. Hagstrom,
Scientists in Industry Conflict and Accommodation
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962),
pPp. 195-96.

281pid., p. 196.
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hierarchal organizational structure, faculty rank
and tenure policy. However, as an artist, the
art department chairperson may view his/her role
and the role of other academic department chair-

persons to be different.

It was feasible to gather viewpoint information to
identify role, expectations and conflicts which

may arise therein.

To explore and describe the role and expectations
of art department chairpersons, and an appropriate
method for data collection was a structured per-

sonal interview.

The responding art department chairpersons would

provide honest and open answers.

That the art department chairpersons of the Big
Ten Universities would be sufficiently dedicated
to research in higher education to support, with
their time and expertise, research relative to

the role of the artist-administrator.

Limitations and Delimitations

Limitations

The study limitations were as follows:

Representativeness was limited to those chair-

persons willing to participate in the study.
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In the process of completing the study, the
identification of concepts and factors which
were not anticipated were reported and analyzed.
However, the analysis was made only to the extent

deemed appropriate to this study.

In an effort to insure objectivity, a structured
interview instrument was used to gather infor-
mation. However, some inevitable bias and data
interpretation was subject to the limitations
associated with the use of such data-gathering

techniques and methods.

Delimitations

The study delimitations were as follows:

The study was delimited to art department chair-

persons of the Big Ten Universities.

Library research included ERIC and DISSERTATION
ABSTRACTS information searches, books and
periodicals on file at Michigan State University
Library and State of Michigan Library, published
and unpublished material obtained through inter-
library loan with Michigan State University
Library, and books and materials owned or

borrowed by this investigator.
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Design
The centrality of this study was the art depart-
ment chairperson's view of his/her role as artist-
administrator. The descriptive method of research was
used. "Descriptive research studies are designed to
obtain information concerning the current status of
phenomena."29
The descriptive study was concerned with:
. « « conditions or relationships that exist,
opinions that are held, processes that are going
on, effects that are evident, or trends that are
developing. It is primarily concerned with the
present, although it often considers past events
and influences as they relate to current con-
ditions.30
The objective of descriptive research was to
determine " . . . the nature of prevailing conditions,
practices, and attitudes--seeking accurate descriptions
of activities, objects, processes, and persons. . . ."31
It appeared that the design of descriptive research was

most appropriate to investigate the role of the art

department chairperson as viewed by that chairperson.

29Donald Ary, Lucy Chester Jacobs, and Asghar
Razavieh, Introduction to Research in Education (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston Inc., 1972), p. 286.

30John W. Best, Research in Education (3d ed.;
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1977), p. 1l16.

31Deobold B. Van Dalen and William J. Meyer, Under-
standing Educational Research An Introduction (New York:




19

According to Webster's Dictionary, a view was, "An opinion
or judgment colored by the feeling or bias of its

holder.“32

Collection of Information

Each art department chairperson of the Big Ten
Universities were asked to participate in the investi-
gation. The chairpersons were contacted initially by
telephone. A follow-up letter explained the problem of
the study, sought the cooperation of the chairperson in
the investigation and requested that he/she complete a
written questionnaire. The guestionnaire was used to
collect demographic information such as sex, degrees
held and other basic information pertinent to this study.
A follow-up personal interview was employed to collect
information concerning the art department chairperson's
view of his/her role.

The personal interview allowed for in-depth
probing of the personal attitudes and feelings which art
department chairpersons may have about his/her role. The
advantages generally attributed to the personal interview
as compared with a written questionnaire included the
following: (1) people were usually more willing to talk
than they were to write; (2) confidential information

could be obtained which might not be obtained through a

32Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield,
Mass.: G. and C. Merriam Company, 1974).
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written questionnaire; (3) the investigator had the oppor-

tunity to explain more clearly, if necessary, what infor-

mation was needed; (4) clarifying questions could be asked

if the respondent did not understand a question; and

(5) the interviewer could stimulate the respondent to

greater insights into the respondent's own experiences

and allow for further exploration of significant areas

not anticipated in an original plan of investigation.33
The primary disadvantages of the personal inter-

view involved travel and interview time, cost and inter-

viewer bias. In comparative studies on the cost of mailed

questionnaires and interviews, it was found that the

personal interview cost was sixty times greater than the

34

mailed questionnaire cost. "The danger of interviewer

bias is constant."35

Errors introduced by him [interviewer] may be of
several types: omitting a question, rewording
questions, giving insufficient time for a respon-
dent to express his ideas, failing to probe when
necessary or to probe adequately, not listening
carefully, giving his own interpretation of what

33Best, Research, pp. 182-83.

34Olive A. Hall, Research Handbook for Home
Economics Education (Torrance, Calif.: Burgess Publish-
ing Company, 1967), p. 98.

35Best, Research, p. 183.
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the respondent says, using inadequate or inappro-
priate motivation, and actually cheating in 36
recording answers to questions he did not ask.
To insure that accurate recording of the interview
was accomplished, each respondent was encouraged to grant

his/her permission for a tape-recorded interview.

Overview of the Study

The study of art department chairpersons of the
Big Ten Universities: their view of their role will be
presented in five chapters.

Chapter I: Included in this chapter was the intro-
duction, the problem statement, the rationale for the
study, the purpose, the assumptions, the limitations and
delimitations, the study design and the overview of the
study.

Chapter II: A review of the pertinent literature
related to the study will be presented in this chapter.
Special attention will be given to the academic depart-
ment and the department chairperson. A comprehensive
summary of Kornhauser's theory will be included, i.e.,
that an inherent strain exists between professionals and
the organizations in which they work.

Chapter III: The research design, methodology,
population, and method of data collection will be dis-

cussed in Chapter III.

36Hall, Research.
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Chapter IV: The results of the study will be
reported and analyzed in this chapter. Demographic
information will be reported quantitatively. Statements
of art department chairpersons' views of their role will
be presented qualitatively.

Chapter V: A summary of the study findings,
conclusions and recommendations for further research

will be presented in the final chapter.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This study focused on the role of the art department
chairperson as an artist-administrator. In support of this
focus, research and writings relative to the academic
department and the department chairperson were reviewed.
To provide insights into the view held by educators con-
cerning art, a literature review of arts in higher education
was conducted. Additionally, a theoretical framework was
reviewed to analyze the art department chairperson's role
as an artist-administrator.

The literature search included four major sources:

(1) Dissertation Abstracts International, (2) E.R.I.C. (Edu-

cational Resources Information Center), (3) Educational

Index and (4) The Arts Index.

The review of literature is presented in three
major sections. In the first section are summaries of the
selected research and writings of the academic department
and its chairperson. In the second section, information

relating to the arts in academe is summarized. The

23
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second section is divided into three subsections: (1) The
Rise of the Arts in Higher Education, (2) The Present
Status of the Arts, and (3) The Artist and the University.
A theoretical framework to analyze the art department

chairperson's role is included in the last section.

The Academic Department and Its Chairperson

Dressel, Johnson and Marcus reported that "The role
of the department chairman (or head) has received some
systematic investigation."1 However, most research on
academic departments had been conducted by observation and
reflection.2 In 1975, Anderson noted that "More support
and criticism of departments have occurred than solid
research about them."3

Writing in defense of departments, Trow concluded
that departments have been subjected to more abuse than
analysis with strong roots in the functions they effectively
perform. Trow stated: " . . . the academic department

remains the central organizational unit of American uni-

versities and of many colleges, and it must be given much

lPaul L. Dressel, F. Craig Johnson, and Philip M.
Marcus, The Confidence Crisis (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,
1969), p. 242.

21pid., p. 241.

3Kay J. Anderson, "In Defense of Departments," in
Academic Departments, eds. Dean E. McHenry and Associates
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977), p. 1.
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of the credit for the extraordinary success of American
higher education over the past century in extending both
educational opportunities and the frontiers of knowledge.'4
The chief criticism of departments was that they
had too much power. Dressel et al.s claimed that depart-
mental self-interest must be brought under control to
serve educational needs within allocated resources accord-
ing to priorities. Other criticisms of power included:
"During the 1950s and 1960s, much authority for decisions
as to academic personnel was shifted to the faculties,
particularly the department faculties and their department
chairperson."6 Appointments, promotions, degree require-
ments, new courses and research were under full control of

the department.7 The department was " . . . the major

avenue through which faculty members in large universities

4Martin Trow, "Departments as Contexts for Teaching
and Learning," in Academic Departments, eds. Dean E.
McHenry and Associates (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977),
p. 33.

5Dressel et al., Crisis, p. 232.

6John J. Corson, The Governance of Colleges and
Universities: Modernizing Structure and Process (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1975), p. 189.

7E. Shils, "The Hole in the Centre: University
Government in the United States," Minerva 8 (January 1970):
1-7 .
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influence decisions."8 The department was practically
a self-governing sovereign power.9

Two "great shocks" of the 1960s (student shock and
control shock) demonstrated the stability of the academic
department. The shock of student assertion of power
brought students into academic governing bodies. The
concentration of control at levels above the campus by
state coordinating councils and superboards further bur-
dened administrators with additional layers of bureaucracy.

However, there were . . . few changes at the operating

levels of the departments and schools."lo

The Academic Department
The roots of academic departmentalization have
been deep. Even the medieval universities were separated
into faculties of Law, Theology, Medicine and Arts.11 The

American contribution to the departmental organization was

8Doris W. Ryan, "The International Organization of
Academic Departments," Higher Education 43 (June 1972):
464.

9E. D. Duryea, "Evolution of University Organi-
zations," in The University as an Organization, ed. James
A. Perkins (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 25.

loCarnegie Commission on Higher Education, Priori-
ties for Action: Final Report of the Carnegie Commission
Report on Higher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973),
pP- 53.

llDressel et al., Crisis, p. 2.



27

graduate schools of arts and sciences.lz Undergraduate
departmentalization stemmed from disciplinary specializa-
tion in graduate education " . . . as seen in the founding
of Johns Hopkins and the model presented by the German

13 The

universities in contrast to the English system."
English model emphasized interdisciplinary residential
colleges. In Germany, " . . . the discipline was repre-
sented by the chair-holding professor and his Institute."14
In the early American college, there were chairs
and professorships specifically identified with subject
material such as Latin, Greek, Mathematics and others.
Tutors worked with classes for a period of study (three
to four years) in the various subject areas. In 1825,
Harvard was organized into five departments and, in 1880,
Cornell and Johns Hopkins established autonomous depart-
ments. As colleges became complex in organization and as
specialization grew, the academic department became part

of the organizational structure of higher education.ls

12Talcott Parsons and Gerald M. Platt, The American
University (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973),
p. 5.

l3Anderson, "Defense," p. 4.

14Trow, "Departments as Contexts," p. 14.

15Dressel et al., Crisis, pp. 2-4.
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Definition

By definition a department is a distinct sphere.
In the academic setting, a department is a division of a

college or school giving instruction in a particular sub-

16

ject. Shoben described academic departments as: " . . .

disciplinary Establishments, sub institutions within our

17

larger institutions of higher education." The authors

of Confidence Crisis held that the department related to

faculty organization, to a field of study, and that it
has many missions.18 The idea that academic departments
were formal organizations for decision-making was cited

by Ryan.19

Functions/Missions

The notion has been commonly held by some that
teaching, research and service are the primary functions
of the academic department. However, priorities placed

on each of these functions vary. Dressel et al. listed,

16Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield,
Mass.: G. and C. Merriam Company, 1974).

17Edward J. Shoben, Jr., "Departments vs. Edu-
cation," in The Academic Department or Division Chairman:
A Complex Role, eds. James Brann and Thomas A. Emmet
(Detroit: Balamp, 1972), p. 84.

18Dressel et al., Crisis, pp. 2-6.

19Ryan, "Academic Departments," pp. 464-82.
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in order of priority, ten department missions as deter-
mined by faculty members, department chairpersons and

deans of fifteen universities. They included:

1. Instruction of graduate students

2. Basic research

3. Undergraduate instruction

4. Advancing the discipline and profession nationally
5. Advising undergraduate majors

6. Instruction of undergraduate non-majors

7. Expressing departmental views in the university

8. Career development of the junior staff

9. Applied research

10. Service to business and industry20

Departments which ranked undergraduate instruction
high tended to rank research relatively low. "When faculty
members were asked to indicate which three of the ten
goals the department should emphasize, the initial three
missions again were chosen most frequently."21

Trow described graduate education, recruitment
and promotion of academic staff members, research and
undergraduate education as functions to be performed by

departments.22

20Dressel et al., Crisis, p. 71.

2l1pia., p. 72.

22Trow, "Departments as Context," pp. 15-27.
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Parsons believed that the university and the
department had a primary goal of promoting learning and
creating new learning; its organization should be loose

and decentralized.z3

Organizational Structure

In their study of sixty-nine departments, Dressel
et al. found that department organization ranged from the
very simple, usually without formal committees, to complex
with elaborate committee structures and formal staff meet-
ings. The complexity of the organization, however, had

24 "One chairman

little relationship to decision-making.
operating with few committees would seek advice of many
members of his faculty, while another with elaborate com-
mittee structures would not even ask for recommendations
from committees on important issues."25
They studied the operational patterns of the
departments to determine if departments were autocratic,

paternalistic, oligarchic, bureaucratic, democratic or

laissez-faire. They found most departments to be organized

23Talcott Parsons, "The Strange Case of Academic
Organization,”" Higher Education 42 (June 1971): 486-95.

24Dressel et al., Crisis, p. 40.

251pid., p. 41.
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as a democratic bureaucracy.26 The distribution of

governing patterns by discipline may be found in Table 1.

TABLE 1

OPERATIONAL PATTERNS OF SIXTY-NINE DEPARTMENTS

piscipline  RNCTTic R Pumessaresy Faim”
Chemistry 2 0 7 1
History 1 2 6 1
Psychology 1l 2 6 1
English 0 5 5 0
Mathematics 2 5 5 0
Business 5 1 4 0
Electrical

Engineering 5 1 3 0
Total Depart-

ments 16 16 34 3

SOURCE: Paul L. Dressel, F. Craig Johnson, and
Philip M. Marcus, The Confidence Crisis. (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1969), p. 42.

Perceptions of responsibilities and authority
varied between faculty and administrators. Featherstone
described the conflicting views of faculty and adminis-
trators relating to who established goals and at what
echelon of the university structure the work would be
carried out. Basically, the two views of the hierarchical
roles were as follows: (1) management of the board con-

trol (Board of Trustees) established goals, intermediate

267pi4.
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management levels (provost, dean, chairman) were
responsible for control and the faculty carried out
the tasks to accomplish the established goals; (2) On
the other hand, the faculty perceived their role as
setting goals and objectives, intermediate management
(chairman, dean, provost) acted as service elements to
assist in the accomplishment of tasks and the board of
control then established broad goals which had been
originated from the faculty.27
Murray,28 after studying twenty-two universities,
concluded that individual departments evolved through a
series of five stages of governance. The size and pres-
tige of the department, the mix of tenured/untenured,
junior/senior faculty members and faculty rank were
factors in identifying the stages of development. Stage
one was autocratic. The situation was exemplified by
the small department (less than fifteen), often new,
limited in prestige, with the department head exercising
the bulk of decision-making. Individuals who attempted
to change the structure were eliminated by transfer, non-

appointment or by other means. Stage two was described

27Richard L. Featherstone, The Development of
Management Systems for the Academic Department (Boulder:
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1972),
ppc 46-47o

28Robert K. Murray, "On Departmental Development:
A Theory," The Journal of General Education 16 (October
1964): 227-36.
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as the department in turmoil. Characteristics of the
second stage were growing departmental size, increased
prestige, attempts by faculty members to erode the power
of the chairman, and cliques choosing sides to exert
power. The chairman was generally viewed by faculty to

be sympathetic toward administration. Murray described
the third stage as rampant democracy (found in departments
with fifteen to twenty-five faculty members). 1In the
third stage, he observed the rise of the committee system,
the rotation of the department chairman, increased morale
of the faculty while, at the same time, seeing the infil-
tration of caution and conservatism relative to department
practices and policies. The fourth stage was oligarchial
in nature and found on the larger and better known campuses
(twenty-five to forty-five faculty members in the depart-
ment). The older or senior tenured faculty members
exerted the greatest amount of power deciding such things
as tenure policy, election of department chairman, pro-
motions, academic and personnel policy. Considerable
prestige was enjoyed by departments in the fourth stage
with research and publication as the activities receiving
the greatest emphasis. In major departments of large
universities, the oligarchial model was most prevalent.
Although existing in few universities, the fifth stage
seemed apparent. A special environment was required,

that is, a small department or an exceedingly large
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department with certain common characteristics. In the
small department made up almost exclusively of distin-
guished professors, the administration was handled by a
body of competent secretaries. Activities directly
associated with a professor's status or work were handled
between the professor and the central administration. 1In
the large department (up to one hundred faculty members)
with a high percentage of distinguished professors,
administration was carried on by assistant professors
specifically assigned to administrative tasks. 1In those
larger departments, a bureaucratic organization developed
which then became self-perpetuating and expanding. The
department chairperson's position became one of adminis-
trative prowess as opposed to academic leadership. Murray
concluded that the fifth stage was the peak of organi-
zational and administrative sophistication and offered
this challenge to academic governance:

. . . it becomes questionable whether governance at

the lowest prestige levels of departmental life

(stage one) is much worse than at the emerging

highest prestige level (stage five). Under the

circumstances the most logical next step may well

be a sixth stage representing the elimination of

the department altogether. Universities and facul-

ties which aspire to future loftiest prestige

levels perhaps should take heed.29

For McKeefrey, the probability of eliminating

academic departments seemed to be remote because the

291pid., p. 236.
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efforts of a few experimental colleges which have
dropped departmental designations were yet to be

evaluated.30

Influences

Factors which influenced the behavior of depart-
ments, their organization, personnel, activities and goals
included the discipline, the university, students and
faculty. Often the influential factors and the degree of
influence varied.

Discipline: McKeefrey reported that the depart-
ment's first responsibility was to remain accredited. It
must maintain close relationships with national associ-
ations representing the specific discipline through pub-
lications in professional journals, membership in those
associations (individually or collectively), convention
activities and by conducting research recognized as
appropriate for the field.31 Shoben stated that the
founding of learned journals and societies contributed to
the intellectual life of academe. Further he stated,

"

. « . it also tended to underscore the primacy of the

faculty member's affiliation with his discipline and to

30william J. McKeefrey, "The Participation of the
Faculty in Department Decision Making and in Campus
Governance," in The Academic Department or Division
Chairman: A Complex Role, eds. James Brann and Thomas A.
Emmet (Detroit: Balamp, 1972), p. 217.

3l1pig., p. 219.
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provide the mechanism by which he could find professional
stimulation and colleagueship regardless of his geographi-
cal or institutional location."32

The authors of The Confidence Crisis reported that

departments with national reputations were oriented toward
research in their field. Undergraduate education was de-
emphasized except as a means of employing graduate assis-
tants. The faculty members felt less obligation to a
particular department than to the discipline.33
University: In their study, Dressel et al.
reported that authority operations, organization, student
concern and university relations were primarily infl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>