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ABSTRACT 

Patterns of resource allocation have been studied by a variety of 

researchers, but this study includes variables in ways that they have 

not been operationalized or featured in previous studies. The 

purpose of this study is to analyze patterns of resource allocation 

across different academic units within a major research university. 

Eighty-five departments were studied with data gathered for the 

years 1988-89 and 1992-93. Twenty-six independent variables 

were analyzed including rational/political and critical/political 

framework variables. The dependent variable was the amount of 

state allocations to each academic unit. Regression and correlation 

analyses indicated that grants/contracts, gender, and ethnicity 

were highly significant factors in determining the amount of state 

dollar allocations to a department. Departments generating more in 

external grants/contracts received more in terms of state allocated 

dollars to the unit. Departments with higher percentages of women 

faculty and minority faculty tended to receive less in terms of state 

allocations. The rational/political theory more adequately described 

graduate education, while the critical/political theory described 

undergraduate education. Future research may need to include the 

effect of complex missions and multiple labor markets on education. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Statement of the Problem 

Public Research I universities are experiencing difficult 

financial times. Changes in funding are causing institutions to make 

critical decisions regarding resource allocations. Attempts are 

being made to find new bases and sources of funding in order to 

compensate for declining state allocations. However, when new 

bases of funding are procured, such as research grants and 

contracts, this can cause tension in the university. Tension can 

arise between the educational and research missions of the 

university. The state-sponsored mission of the university is 

primarily undergraduate education. However, state allocations to 

the university in this study have decreased to approximately one

third of the current total budget. This decrease has forced the 

university to seek outside funding. When the outside funding source 

is providing monies based on research expectations, this can 

conflict with the educational expectations of the state. These 

outside funding sources provide critical resources, but also make 

certain demands of the institution in return for these resources. 

Both the state dollars and the outside funding are vital to survival 
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of the institution. 

The competing influences and demands of state funding and 

external funding can make it difficult to please universities' various 

constituencies. Questions are being raised about the balance of 

funding between research and undergraduate education. The revenue 

sources of an institution affect its internal operations, and serious 

questions are being raised about how and where resources are being 

allocated within institutions. 

In addition to the shifting balance of funding sources, many 

colleges and universities are experiencing growth in programs, 

enrollment growth, demands for greater quality, and inflation. 

Government funding has been inadequate to meet public universities' 

needs. Total investment in higher education is approximately 2.6% 

of the Gross National Product. In 1987, $43 billion dollars was 

spent for public higher education (Halstead, 1991). Although real 

investment in public sector higher education has increased 

approximately 55% in the last fifty years, this increase has been 

woefully inadequate (Halstead, 1991). A disproportionate share of 

the added investment has gone to meet the costs of student services 

expansion, administrative growth, and for technological development 

(Leslie and Rhoades, 1995). 
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The number of students attending higher education has increased 

dramatically in recent years. In the past fifty years, public sector 

enrollment in higher education has increased by fifteen fold 

(Halstead, 1991). In the state in which this study is located, it is 

expected that by the year 2010, college enrollments will increase 

from today's total of 250,000 to a record 400,000 students 

(Frances, 1991). The universities within this state have decided to 

cap enrollment and are opening additional campuses to accomodate 

some of the expected growth, leaving it to community colleges to 

absorb the bulk of increased enrollments. 

State appropriations to most public universities have not 

decreased in absolute terms. In the state in which this study is 

located, there was a 1.5% absolute increase in state allocations 

between fiscal year 1991 and 1993. Most states have experienced 

an increase in absolute terms, but if inflation is considered, there 

has been a decrease in; terms of real dollars (Hines, 1992). 

The decrease in state allocations coupled with enrollment 

growth has led to a search for additional funding sources. Many 

institutions have been successful in supplementing state dollars by 

enhancing revenues in grants, contracts, and research. However, 

these additional funding sources make certain demands on public 



institutions that may not always coincide with state government 

demands on the institution. The irony is that the educational 

institution must cater to these outside demands precisely because 

they have been driven by the increased demand on state coffers to 

seek their assistance. 
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The issues surrounding resource allocation have been studied by 

a variety of researchers, but this study offers a distinctive 

approach to the topic. This study includes variables that have not 

been utilized in the past. It also draws explicitly on different 

conceptualizations of politics in ways distinct from previous 

studies. This study combines the rational/political and 

critical/political theories, testing the significance of variables 

such as gender, ethnicity, productivity, and workflow in predicting 

the allocation of state monies to academic units at a public research 

university. 

Significance of the Problem 

Patterns of resource allocation have been studied by a variety of 

researchers, but this study will include variables in ways that they 

have not been operationalized or featured in previous studies. 

Previous studies have not been comprehensive in studying resource 
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allocation: this study includes more of the variables that can affect 

resource allocation at higher education institutions. Variables such 

as gender, number of patents, and average exit salary of students by 

department have not been featured in prior studies of resource 

allocation. In particular, the explanatory power of such variables 

have not been analyzed in times of retrenchment. Most studies of 

resource allocation in universities predate the 1990's, when many 

public institutions were experiencing absolute declines in state 

appropriations. 

Purpose of the Study/Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to analyze patterns of resource 

allocations across different academic divisions within a major 

research university. In order to acheive this purpose, three 

research questions are pursued: 1) What are the patterns of 

resource allocation among academic divisions within a public 

Research I institution during times of fiscal distress? 2) To what 

extent do these allocation patterns conform to the theoretical 

frameworks explaining resource allocation? 3) If the fit between 

the patterns of resource allocation and theory is not close, then how 

should the theory be modified? 
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Conceptual Framework 

This is a study of resource allocation within higher education. 

There are competing theories for explaining resource allocation 

within institutions of higher education. Growing financial stress in 

higher education increases the importance of understanding these 

bases for internal resource allocation. I draw on two theories of 

resource allocation--rationallpolitical and critical/political. Each 

theory embodies a political element. However, the two theories 

interpret and operationalize politics and political variables in quite 

different ways. 

A rational/political approach to resource allocation is based upon 

the belief that resource allocation decisions should be rational 

decisions made by a few key informed individuals. The rational 

approach points to the functional importance of how resources are 

allocated. Decisions regarding resource allocation in this approach 

may be shaped by factors both internal and external to the 

organization. Efficiency and effectiveness are the compelling 

forces behind internal goals and decision making in this process 

(Morgan, 1983). Decisions are made by developing general goals and 

principles for the organization. Once these goals have been 

determined, specific planning, budgeting, and resource decisions can 
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be made. 

There is also a political dimension to the rationai/political 

perspective. In Morgan's (1983) politically rational model, resource 

allocation decisions are made through a process of interest-group 

bargaining. The power of academic units and individuals or 

coalitions within these units has a direct influence on the resource 

allocations the unit receives. One important source of power is the 

external funding generated by a unit. The power that is accrued 

through external resources of an academic unit may affect the state 

dollar allocations to that unit. Resource-dependency theory 

illustrates how an academic unit can become powerful by accessing 

outside resources (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Salancik and 

Pfeffer (1974) found that "power accrues to those departments that 

are most instrumental in bringing in or providing resources which 

are highly valued by the total organization." In rational/political 

theory, departments that receive external monies may be privileged 

in terms of resource allocation, but not to the point where they 

might upset the economy and efficiency of the institution (Hackman, 

1985 and Ashar and Shapiro, 1990). . 

Some of the variables affecting resource allocation in a 

ratio!1al/political model are centrality, work flow, productivity, 
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quality and external funds. There is a meritocratic logic to these 

variables. Such variables suggest that patterns of resource 

allocation are well-deserved, with monies going to central, 

productive, high quality units. If this approach is a valid explanation 

for resource allocation, then we would expect to find an 

establishment of institutional goals, priorities and resource 

allocations that are based on these goals. We would expect to find 

increased resource allocation to units that experience enrollment 

growth. We would also expect to find the more productive units 

and/or revenue-generating units to be favored in the resource 

allocation process. 

By contrast, the critical/political model suggests that resource 

allocation decisions are shaped by variables such as race, gender, 

power, and service to external constituencies dominant in the 

broader political-economy. Administrators of the institution have 

socially constructed an idea of higher education and its relationship 

to the corporate marketplace that privileges certain social groups 

and their connections to large corporations. Units able to claim a 

position close to this market are more favored (Slaughter, 1993). 

Units with more male, anglo faculty and/or students may also tend 

to be favored in the resource allocation process. Resource 



allocation decisions made by those individuals in power often 

conflict with the ostensible goals of the organization. Such 

decisions may actually undermine institutional goals of equity, 

meritocracy, economy and efficiency. 

Resource-dependency is also a component of the 
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critical/political model. In the rational/political model, the 

institution may privilege units garnering external resources, but not 

to the point of inefficiency. In the critical/political model, external 

dollars may be pursued even to the point of inefficiency. That is, 

departments with fewer students, fewer women and minorities may 

be favored if they are generating valuable external dollars to the 

institution. 

Variables included in this approach are perceived closeness to 

the corporate market, gender, ethnicity, and external funds. If the 

critical/political model is the explanation for resource allocation, 

then we would expect to find that units considered to be close to the 

market would receive a greater share of resources. We would expect 

units with relatively large numbers of women and minorities to be 

underfunded in relation to their productivity and quality. We would 

also expect to find the more powerful units to be in favor. Although 

power is a difficult concept to measure, external funds can be 
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considered an approximation of power. 

Method 

A detailed explanation of the method is found in Chapter 3. This 

study analyzes resource allocation at a public Research I university 

in the southwestern United States. Data was collected on all 

academic units within the institution. Eighty-five units were 

studied (Appendix B). The academic years 1988-89 and 1992-93 

were the data points. Thirty independent variables were measured 

against one dependent variable. See Appendix A for a listing of the 

independent variables. The dependent variable was the amount of 

state dollar allocations to each academic unit. All measures were 

analyzed by mUltiple regression, using both full model regression 

and stepwise regression analyses. Individual measures were also 

omitted from the equation to determine influence of that measure. 

The variables addressing the numbers of women and minority 

students and faculty were analyzed both as raw numbers and as 

percentages of the respective groups. Correlational analyses were 

also conducted. Common themes were identified and then tested 

through additional regression models. 
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Limitations of the Study 

The analysis is limited to one institution with data collected in 

the past seven years. The official data of the institution has been 

used, but there exists a possibility of inaccuracies in the 

Department Profiles Data. There has been no institutional consensus 

on the definition of a department or a faculty member. However, the 

Office of Institutional Research has defined these variables and used 

these definitions consistently throughout the profiles data. The 

proxy measures chosen for particular independent variables may not 

fully represent those variables. In a few of the academic units, 

there were missing values for some variables. The statistical 

program eliminated those units from the final analysis. 

In analyses that included the pat~nts and filed conflict of interest 

statement variables, the number of departments analyzed was 33. 

When these variables were eliminated from the analyses, the number 

of included departments ranged from 60 - 85. 

Organization 

In the following chapter, the literature on resource allocation 

within higher education according to the two theories is reviewed. 
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Chapter 3 describes in detail the methodology of the study. Chapter 

4 presents the findings, interpretations, and discussion of the data. 

Chapter 5 provides a general summary, conclusions and 

recommendations. 



CHAPTER 2 

Review of Literature 

There are two basic traditions in studying resource allocation. 
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The literature that applies to my research questions is arranged in 

two categories. The first is a functional or rational/political model 

of resource allocation and the second is a critical/political model of 

resource allocation. Politics plays a role in both models, however 

each model operationalizes and interprets politics differently. 

Rational/Political Model 

The functionalist or rational/political analysis of reSOUice 

allocation focuses on functional achievement and performance 

variables as the key to decision making. Workflow, centrality to 

mission, and quality of particular departments are seen as key 

explanatory variables accounting for patterns of resource allocation 

and retrenchment. 

Ashar and Shapiro (1990) found that retrenchment decisions can 

be explained using aspects of the rational model. They characterize 
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four activities that are involved in rational allocation processes: 

(1) establishing organizational goals and objectives; (2) searching 

for alternative actions; (3) assessing the consesquences, or 

outcomes, attached to each alternative, and (4) selecting the "right" 

alternative. 

Another rational resource allocation alternative, suggested by 

Mortimer and Taylor, (1984) is termed selective budgeting 

strategies. In this strategy, the institution establishes its funding 

and program priorities. Armed with these priorities, institutions 

can respond to budget reductions without weakening essential 

programs. This approach is similar to Morgan's (1983) traditional 

rationality approach where decisions are made by a few key 

individuals. Decisions are made by developing the general goals and 

principles for the organization. Once the goals have been 

determined, the specific planning, budgeting, and resource decisions 

can be made based on these goals. 

The rational approach to resource allocation may also focus on 

minimizing costs and maximizing benefits, while departments are 

driven to greater efficiency and productivity. Departments are often 

expected to do more with less resources. Student enrollment may 

increase, with no concomitant increase in resources. In fact, there 



may be a reduction in resources, while units are teaching more 

students and providing more classes. In 1977, Rubin found that 

during times of financial stress within higher education 
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institutions, a greater match existed between budget allocations and 

institutional enrollment. However, since that time, resources have 

been steadily declining and such a match may no longer exist. 

Centrality to mission and workflow are additional rational 

approaches to resource allocation. Hackman (1985) studied the 

concept of centrality and its effect on resource allocation within 

universities. Her theory was based on five general concepts: 

centrality, resource allocations, environmental power, institutional 

power, and resource allocation strategies. She also analyzed how 

power influences the decision-making processes regarding resource 

allocation within colleges and universities. She identified 

departments as either core or peripheral. In general, core 

departments were academic, while peripheral units were non

academic. She found that the ability to generate external resources 

was the primary reason why particular programs had grown, and a 

decrease in power was given as the reason for decline in programs. 

Ashar and Shapiro (1988) later took issue with Hackman's definition 

of centrality, suggesting that centrality be defined in terms of 
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organizational workflow. However, they still determined that power 

was a driving force in resource allocation. 

Therefore, rationality may not be the sole explanation for 

resource reduction decisions. Power and politics also play a role in 

resource allocation decisions and organizational choice (Salancik 

and Pfeffer, 1974). Organizations are in a constant state of change 

which can effect established goals and objectives. The "right" 

alternative at one point in time may not be the correct alternative 

for the organization in the future. 

Morgan (1 983) states that perhaps the best approach to resource 

allocation comes from a blending of the rational and political 

models. He states that successful institutions are often rational, 

yet realistic in the political sense. When an educational institution 

is in the first stages of financial distress, resource allocation 

decisions are made in a political sense. That is, across-the-board 

cuts are made in order to give everyone a sense of fair shares and 

equity. However, when the institution continues to be in a state of 

financial distress, and even further cuts are to be made, the 

decisions are often based on rational choices. Priorities and goals 

are analyzed, and resource allocations are often made based on these 

goals. 
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A political avenue for resource allocation suggested by Mortimer 

and Taylor (1984) is that of across-the-board strategies. These 

strategies are appealing because they seem to be equitable, 

however, they can also be destructive to the institution. Equal cuts 

do not produce equal effects on all units. Equal cuts also do not take 

into consideration quality and/or priority programs. 

Bolman and Deal (1986) analyzed the political framework in 

resource allocation which focuses on distribution of scarce 

resources and conflict within the organization. They outlined five 

key assumptions within the political framework. They are as 

follows: 

I. Most of the important decisions in organizations involve the 

allocation of scarce resources. 

2. Organizations are coalitions composed of a number of individuals 

and interest groups. 

3. Individuals and interest groups differ in their values, 

preferences, beliefs, information, and perceptions of reality. 

Such differences are enduring and change slowly, if at all. 

4. Organizational goals and decisions emerge from ongoing 

processes of bargaining, negotiation, and jockeying for 

position among individuals or groups. 



27 
5. Because of scarce resources and enduring differences, 

power and conflict are essential features of organization life. 

Because organizations are viewed as coalitions in this 

perspective, conflict is inevitable. This conflict changes the 

balance of power in the organization. Coalitions in the organization 

are formed by individuals and groups who have common concerns, 

goals and interests. These coalitions might not be lasting, but may 

exist just long enough to accomplish the stated goal. Each coalition 

has different objectives and resources and each bargains with other 

individuals and coalitions in order to influence the decision-making 

process. The group or individual with the most power will achieve 

the greatest number of satisfied objectives. 

Such views of politics fall within Luke's (1978) first dimension 

of power whic;1 is a pluralist approach focusing on observable 

conflict. In a pluralist approach, specific outcomes are studied to 

determine who prevails. The behavior of decision making over key 

issues where actual, observable conflict arises is the focal point. In 

higher education, some decisions that are made regarding resource 

allocation are directly observable, such as allocations to specific 

departments. Other decisions may not be observable, such as 

interest-group bargaining and negotiating (Morgan, 1983). These 
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factors may be considered internal political forces regarding 

resource allocation. 

History and tradition are additional internal political factors 

that may affect the allocations of an academic unit. Wildavsky 

(1988) stated that the largest determining factor of this year's 

budget is last year's budget. He claims that budgets are almost 

never reviewed as a whole, but are based on last year's budget with 

some attention given to a narrow range of increases or decreases. 

Within the university setting, judgments about the livelihood of 

entire departments are almost never an issue. More often, decisions 

are made about how much more or less to allocate to a particular 

unit, within an acceptable range. 

The departmental ability to control rewards may be an 

important form of external power related to resource allocation 

within higher education. Salancik and Pfeffer (1974) found that 

"power accrues to those departments that are most instrumental in 

bringing in or providing resources which are highly valued by the 

total organization." Resource-dependency theory illustrates how an 

academic unit can become powerful by accessing outside resources 

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). This theory focuses on the internal 

organizational response to the environment. The environment is 
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viewed as the network of organizations that interact with the 

organization. The organization is not able to be self-sufficient, and 

therefore, must seek outside funding in order to survive. This leads 

to a power struggle between the organization and the funding 

sources providing the critical resources. Pfeffer and Salancik 

(1978) see the organization as externally constrained, but focus on 

how this affects organizational decision-making processes. 

Resource dependency theory suggests that the focus of organizations 

must be to attend to the demands of the groups providing the critical 

resources because the organization's survival is dependent on these 

resources. 

There are two key elements in the resource dependence argument. 

The first is that the organizations will have to respond to the 

demands of the organizations or groups in the environment that 

control the critical resources. The second element is related to how 

managers in the organization respond to being externally constrained 

while simultaneously trying to limit this dependence. 

Due, in part, to a reduced rate of increase in state funding, 

institutions are receiving a larger share of resources from external 

funding sources, such as grants and contracts. Given the scarce 

nature of resources, academic units may acquire more power based 



on the extent to which they provide resources that are critical to 

the institution. 

In a rational/political model, departments that generate these 

external resources may be privileged in terms of resource 
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allocation, but not to the point where the economy and efficiency of 

the institution is sacrificed. In this model, the dollars will probably 

still be allocated to departments that have more students and 

faculty, but less so to those departments that do not generate 

external resources. In this model, power is not viewed as a causal 

factor in the subordination of any particular group such as women 

and minorities. If departments with more women and minorities 

also happen not to be revenue generators, then it would be 

considered rational to allocate less resources to those units, which 

are assumed to be less productive, high quality and deserving. 

CRITICAL/POLITICAL MODEL 

Dunleavy and O'Leary (1987) state that governments often claim 

to be using rational decision-making procedures, but in fact this is 

often not the case. They claim that goal ranking and clarification is 

infrequently done, in order to avoid having to later actually 

accomplish the stated goals. Therefore, the reality of public 
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decision-making is often not rational, but can be much more closed 

and internalized (Dunleavy and O'Leary, 1987). 

A general premise of critical theory is that the researcher is 

attempting to define the forces of oppression and then create 

conditions for change. Social change happens through interaction of 

social structure and the individual. Critical theory has been defined 

in a variety of ways, but the focus of this model will be on external 

political-economic forces on the institution. 

Tierney (1 991) states that a major difference between critical 

and functionalist research is that the critical theorist assumes that 

the findings of his/her research are tentative and provisional. 

Tierney (1 991) submits that there are five broad axioms of critical 

theory. The second axiom is most closely related to the model in 

this study. They are as follows: 

1. Critical theorists want to understand the world in order to 

change it. 

2. Critical theorists view the production of knowledge as socially 

and historically determined and as a consequence of power. 

3. The role of the researcher to the researched is brought into 

question and examined. 

4. Empowerment concerns the liberation of individuals so that they 



can understand their relationship to the world and the complex 

organizations in which they reside. 
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5. Education is a transformative activity that creates conditions of 

empowerment through a central concern for social justice and 

democracy. 

Tierney's second axiom related to where and how the power and 

production of knowledge is occurring is a focus of this model. Apple 

(1990) remarks that economic and cultural power is becoming 

centralized in large organizations and social needs are often 

sacrificed. He also states that the progess of women and minorties 

is at a relative standstill. His premise is that these conditions are 

generated out of a particular social order. This social order also 

generates the current educational dilemmas related to women and 

minorities such as unequal achievements and unequal returns. In 

order to make changes in these conditions, large-scale revisions in 

the social order would have to be made. 

The question surfaces as to how these inequalities came into 

existence. Certain aspects of education may have contributed to 

such inequalities. Schools tend to organize and select the culture 

and people of those who attend (Apple, 1990). The nature of this 

selection may contribute to equitable or inequitable distributions 
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of power and resources. A critical theorist would tend to view this 

selection as inequitable. Schools may be contributing to the 

achievement of certain individuals and groups who then enter 

society and continue to reproduce these roles. Therefore, education 

participates in the economic sector of society in reproducing 

inequalities (Apple, 1990). 

Keller (1985) takes these ideas a step further by stating that 

science has been almost entirely produced by white, middle-class 

men. She remarks that science has always been under the influence 

of masculinity. Masculinity is associated with power, which is 

disassociated from women and nature. She indicates that the 

economic and political venues related to the beginning of the 

sciences were mediated by gender ideology. 

Bellas (1994) suggested that there are also gender differences 

that shape resoure allocation within academia. She found that 

disciplines with higher proportions of women suffer a wage penalty. 

Bellas used a 1984 national faculty survey by the Carnegie 

foundation as her data source. She predicted 1984 institutional 

salary of faculty through individual-level and contextual level 

variables. The individual-level variables were sociodemographic 

characteristics, education, previous employment, current 
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employment and professional achievement. Contextual variables 

were percentage female, labor-market conditions, unemployment 

rate, and percentage of workers employed in non-academic jobs who 

were qualified for academic employment. Bellas found a significant 

negative total effect of the percentage of women in academic 

disciplines on salary. She examined three explanations for this 

variance in faculty salaries: cultural devaluation of women and 

their work, labor market conditions and characteristics of individual 

faculty. She found that all three factors contributed to the variation 

in faculty salaries. 

A functional theorist would claim that women and men are 

treated equally within organizations, however researchers such as 

Bellas (1994) have found that this is not the case. Women do tend to 

concentrate in disciplines with the least lucrative labor market 

conditions. Is this concentration by choice or by exclusion from a 

male-dominant system? This exclusion may not a deliberate intent 

by men to exclude the female population, but indeed this is what 

often happens. It may be possible that men, who are more often in 

positions of power, unintentionally make choices that value their 

own disCiplines and devalue the female-dominated disciplines. 

In this study, critical/political theory will be used to analyze 
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perceived closeness to the market in terms of resource allocation 

within higher education, as well as gender and ethnicity. Pressures 

from funding sources may be forcing institutions of higher education 

into market-like behavior. The operationalization of the term 

"market" varies. Frank (1 991) stated that the market consists of 

the buyers and sellers of a good or service. Given this definition, a 

university can be viewed as a market: students are the buyers of the 

education product, and faculty, staff and administration are the 

sellers of the education product. 

The market within higher education may be defined within the 

arena of organizations that provide dollars to higher education, such 

as major mission agencies (Le. Department of Defense, Department 

of Energy, National Aeronautics and Space Administration). It might 

also be defined in terms of job market and highly paid careers. 

Powerful constitutencies such as multinational corporations may 

also define and represent the market. 

The higher education market may also be characterized by 

competitiveness and careers that have been traditionally male

dominated. Fields such as engineering, medicine and the sciences, 

which have been highly competetive and traditionally male can be 

considered closer to the market. Units that pay higher salaries to 
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faculty and have higher average exit salaries for students may also 

be more market-like. Units considered prestigious, those generating 

more resources, and those with increased productivity may be 

considered more market-like as well. 

Universities are in market-like competition for state dollars. 

There are many agencies and organizations vying for limited state 

dollars and universities must compete in this market. According to 

the University of Arizona 92-93 Fact Book, higher education in 

Arizona, since 1978, has received less of an increase in state 

dollars than other state agencies. Higher education in Arizona has 

experienced a 187.2 percent increase in general fund appropriations 

since the year 1978. Protection and safety programs have received a 

606.1 percent increase, and health programs have received a 1,381.7 

percent increase in the same time period. The position of higher 

education in the market for state dollars could be considered that of 

a least-favored program. 

Findings are similar for higher education on a national basis; 

thirty-one states have experienced increases in absolute dollars 

from fiscal year 1991 to 1993, while 19 states have experienced 

decreases in state appropriations. National and state policy makers 

have emphasized K - 12 education, prisons and Medicaid. Higher 



education has received notably smaller increases in state 

allocations (Hines, 1992). 
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Slaughter (1993) argues that the market within the university 

setting is an idea that is socially constructed by faculty and 

administrators. In particular, those who have budgeting authority 

may have a socially constructed idea of the production function of 

the university, and of which departments are meeting this function. 

We might expect that units able to claim a position close to the 

market will be more favored in the resource allocation process 

(Slaughter, 1993). Departments that are not perceived to be close to 

the market may be less favored in the resource allocation process. 

The political aspect of this model is related to the power of 

departments which may also be a factor in the resource allocation 

process. Lukes (1978) researched three levels of power found in 

organizations. The second and third dimensions are applicable to the 

critical/political model. The second level of power focuses on 

observable conflict, but also looks at non-decisions and mobilization 

of bias. Lukes defines mobilization of bias as a set of beliefs that 

benefit certain groups at others expense. The second level also 

questions control of the agenda and the way non-decisions keep 

potential issues out of the political process. The final level of 
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power is latent. The focus is on the socially structured and 

culturally patterned behaviors of groups and institutions. The 

analysis at this level is how people can be prevented from having 

grievances by their acceptance of the existing order as natural and 

unchangeable. At this level, assumptions may be made about the 

market in higher education. Assumptions may be made about 

closeness to the market of particular departments, as well as 

gender and departmental productivity. These assumptions may have 

been socially constructed by particular groups or members of the 

institution, but have been enculturated into the institution by 

blanket acceptance of the ideas. This level of power influences the 

entire organization. 

Dunleavy and O'Leary (1987) allege that power is a universal 

feature of human existence. Power is not consensual and consists of 

an attempt by one person or group to secure compliance from or 

enforce dependence upon another person or group (Lukes, 1974). 

Power conflict is always involved in decision-making , although it 

may not be acknowledged as such (Apple, 1990). The confict is 

between those who seek power and those who hold power. Power and 

politics are the realm in which distribution of authority and 

resources occurs (Apple, 1990). Keller (1985) states that from the 



time of Bacon, power has been equated with manhood, and that it 

was viewed as the moral responsiblity of men to assume and 

exercise that power. 

Power and politics can be external to the higher education 

institution. External political factors may be related to the 
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political party system. Areas such as the social sciences, education 

and humanities may tend to do less well in a period of Republican 

ascendancy because they have been associated with the welfare 

state and liberal polities (Slaughter, 1992). Slaughter (1992), 

suggested that President Johnson's Great Society programs may 

have led to large increases in departments such as education, 

sociology, and social work which may be associated with 

Democratic Party policies and therefore less favored by later more 

conservative administrations pursuing different policies. 

External factors may also be related to the idea of resource

dependency (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), which was previously 

discussed as part of the rational/political theory. According to 

Pfeffer and Salancik, academic units become powerful by accessing 

outside resources. A power struggle then may arise between the 

institution and the funding source. The difference between 

resource-dependency in the two theories is that in the 



rational/political theory, the favoring of revenue-generating 

departments is seen as a rational process. Economy and efficiency 

are still the primary goals of the institution. In critical/political 

theory, those departments that are revenue-generators may be 

favored in terms of resource allocation to the point of inefficiency. 
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Gramsci's (1971) concept of hegemony summarizes the ideas of 

gender, ethnicity, and power that have been delineated in this model 

(Carnoy, 1984). His definition of hegemony is "the ideological 

predominance of the dominant classes in civil society over the 

subordinate" . The dominant class uses hegemony to establish its 

view of the world and to shape the views of subordinate groups. The 

dominant class espouses its values, politiCS, and leadership as 

universal and all-inclusive. The subordinate groups then are 

persuaded to accept the beliefs and values of the ruling class. This 

concept of reality may be accepted as a way of life and manifested 

throughout society. The concept of hegemony may explain in part 

why females and minorites have been considered subordinate to the 

male, caucasian dominant class and why despite attempts to break 

from these traditions, the subordination continues today. 

Although most research draws on a single theory in explaining 

organizational behavior, researchers such as Tolbert (1985) have 
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found that combining theories provides a much fuller explanation of 

organizations. She found that a combination of resource dependence 

and institutionalization explained patterns of administrative offices 

in public and private institutions of higher education. In this study, 

it is expected that a combination of the rational/political and 

critical/political theories will explain patterns of resource 

allocation within times of fiscal distress. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Study Design and Methodology 

Introduction 

This study is an analysis of a single, public Research I university. 

The institution is the flagship of the three primary universities in 

the state. Thirty independent measures (Appendix A) were taken at 

two points in time, 1988-89 and 1992-93. The two points in time 

were chosen in order to analyze the university within times of 

fiscal distress. At this institution, state appropriations in absolute 

dollars and on a per student basis have remained nearly level from 

fiscal year 1989 to 1992. State appropriations to the institution 

have been approximately $230 - $240 million dollars annually during 

this time frame, which represents approximately $7,500 per full 

time equivalent student. Therefore, when inflation is considered, 

state appropriations have declined. During this same time, total 

grants and contracts to the institution have increased by 15 percent 

annually. State appropriations as a percent of total revenue have 

declined to approximately 38 percent. 



The state appropriated dollars to each academic unit was the 

dependent measure in this study. Variables were divided into two 

theoretical frameworks: rational/political and critical/political. 

Eighty-five departments were involved in the analysis. The study 

included all departments within the university, excluding the 
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medical school. The medical school was excluded because it is 

vastly different from other departments in terms of size, grants and 

state appropriations. Inclusion of the medical school may have 

skewed the data. See Appendix B for a listing of the departments. 

Selection of Variables 

There are a total of 30 different measures of six variables in 

this study. The variables were divided into two framework areas. 

The first framework area is the rational/political realm. I chose 

four variables to measure the rational decision making process of 

resource allocation. The four variables were: centrality, workflow, 

productivity, and quality. 

The first variable related to the rational/political framework 

was centrality. This was defined as how closely the purposes of the 

unit matched the central mission of the university (Hackman, 1985). 

Authors such as Hackman have defined centrality as any unit that is 
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considered to be academic. However, because all units in this study 

were academic units, I wanted to find a more specific measure of 

centrality. 

The centrality variable was measured through the use of the 

Program for the Assessment of Institutional Priorities (PAIP). The 

PAIP was only implemented during the 1992-93 academic year. 

Therefore, no measure was available for the 1988-89 year. The 

institution was facing serious cutbacks and needed to have a 

formalized review of each department. Three committees were 

established to review all departments within the university. Each 

committee was responsible for reviewing a subset of the university 

departments. Each committee was charged with the responsiblity 

of reviewing documents submitted by the department and assigning 

the department a rating on three major areas: centrality, 

scholarship and service. Only the centrality and scholarship ratings 

were used in this study. The rating system was either a 0, 1 or 2 

on each of the three areas. 0 was the rating for "does not meet 

criteria", 1 was the rating for "meets criteria" and 2 was the rating 

for "exceeds criteria". I reviewed the committee reports on each 

department and documented the respective ratings given. The three 

committees were not completely consistent on how they assigned 
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ratings to units. Some committees clearly gave a 0, 1 or 2 on each 

of the three categories. Other committees would give a clear rating 

on centrality, and then merely discuss scholarship and service. If no 

clear rating was assigned, I reviewed the committee's discussion of 

that category and made a judgment about the rating. For example, if 

I saw wording such as this unit is "exceptional" or "noteworthy" on 

scholarship, I would give that unit a rating of 2. If I saw wording 

such as "acceptable", "appropriate" or "adequate", I would assign 

that unit a rating of 1. If the wording was such as "inadequate" or 

"questionable", I gave that unit a 0 rating on that category. 

The second rational variable selected was workflow. Ashar and 

Shapiro (1988) discussed workflow in terms of centrality, but also 

mentioned the importance of variables such as faculty and student 

body size. I defined workflow as the dimensions of an academic 

unit that are production variables particularly related to size of the 

unit. 

Workflow was measured in six ways. The first measure of 

workflow was undergraduate student credit hours. This was 

collected from university department profile data. The university 

has an Office of Institutional Research that collects a great variety 

of information on all departments within the institution. They 
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collected this data during the periods of time which are the focus of 

this study. Within the profile data there was a measure for lower 

division student credit hours and upper division student credit hours. 

The second measure was graduate student credit hours. The measure 

was again part of the Office of Institutional Research profile data 

for each department. Data was collected on the academic years 

1988-89 and 1992-93. 

The third measure of workflow was the number of undergraduate 

degrees awarded per department. This data was problematic 

because the data was not collected on individual departments until 

the year 1990-91. Therefore, the two points in time for this 

variable that were analyzed were 1990 -91 and 1992-93. I do not 

expect gross variations between the 1988-89 and 1990-91 data. 

The fourth workflow measure was the number of graduate degrees 

awarded per department. This information was collected in the 

same manner as the undergraduate degrees mentioned previously. 

The fifth measure of workflow was the number of full time 

equivalent (FTE) students per department. This data was available 

through the Department Profiles Data from the Office of 

Institutional Research. The final measure of workflow was the 

number of full time equivalent faculty in each department. The 
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information was also available in the Department Profiles Data. 

The third rational variable chosen was the productivity of each 

department. Ashar (1987) and Skoro and Hryvniak (1980) defined 

productivity by variables such as student credit hour production. For 

this study, productivity was defined as the fundamental functions of 

a university department. Productivity was measured in six ways, 

five of which were also considered measures of workflow. Thus, 

the five measures of lower division student credit hours, upper 

division student credit hours, graduate student credit hours, full 

time equivalent students and full time equivalent faculty were 

considered measures of productivity. A fifth measure, the number 

of dollars generated in external grants and contracts, was also 

included. These data were collected by contacting the office of the 

University Vice President for Research. The data for all dollars in 

external grants and contracts for each department for the years 

1988-89 and 1992-93 was available. The categories of grants and 

contracts are as follows: research, instruction, public service, 

academic support, institutional support, student services, and 

scholarships/fellowships. A total dollar amount for all categories, 

by department, was used in this study. Research grants/contracts 

comprise approximately 80 percent of total awards to departments. 
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All other categories together comprise the remaining 20 percent. 

The fourth rational variable chosen was quality of the 

department. Finding a consistent quality measure for academic 

units was extremely difficult. There are national rankings of 

departments by Jones, Lindzey, and Coggeshall (1983), but these are 

only for graduate departments. There were no internal, consistent 

quality rankings for the departments in this study. 

Given the difficulties in finding a measure of quality, two proxy 

measures were chosen: dollars generated in external grants and 

contracts, and a measure given by the PAIP committee. Again, 

dollars generated in grants and contracts was information collected 

by the University Vice President for Research. As mentioned 

previously, the second category for analysis by the PAIP committees 

was scholarship. Ratings of 0 , 1, or 2 were given to each 

department based on their submitted documentation. The scholarship 

measure was only available for the academic year 1992-93. As with 

the centrality ratings, if the committee was not clear on the rating 

of scholarship for the department, I analyzed the text of the 

document in order to determine the rating, based on documentations 

of the committee members. 

The critical/political framework is an area that has not been 
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featured in analyzing resource allocations to departments in the 

past. There were two variables chosen for this analysis: diversity 

and perceived closeness to the market. Because power is such an 

important aspect of this model, yet difficult to measure, variables 

that were approximations of power were included. Pfeffer and 

Salancik (1978) state that when a department generates external 

funds it also gains power within the institution. Therefore, external 

funds was used as an approximation of power. Approximations of 

lack of power were the variables of race and gender. Several 

researchers such as Keller (1985) and Apple (1990) have discussed 

the lack of power by groups such as women and minorities. 

Diversity was defined as the variation in student and faculty 

bodies. Researchers such as Bellas (1994) have stated the 

importance of analyzing gender differences. Four measures of 

departmental diversity were chosen. Both raw numbers and 

percentages of total student and faculty bodies were collected. The 

first measure was student gender. The Office of Student Affairs at 

the institution has collected this data since 1990. Therefore, this 

measure was analyzed in the years 1990 -91 and 1992-93. Although 

the intended year of analysis for this study was 1988-89, I do not 

expect gross variations between that year and 1990-91. The 
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number of male and female students had been collected by major . 

converted majors into departments and then calculated the numbers 

and percentages of male and female students for each of the two 

years by department. 

Faculty gender was an additional measure of diversity. The 

Affirmative Action office of the university houses information on 

faculty gender and ethnicity. Only full time equivalent faculty were 

included in this measure. The number of male and female faculty in 

each department was analyzed, as well as percentages of male and 

female faculty. 

The third measure of diversity chosen was student ethnicity. The 

Office of Student Affairs had collected this information on students 

by major, since the year 1990. I converted the majors into 

departments and calculated the number of students by department 

for the years 1990-91 and 1992-93. The two categories chosen 

were "white" and "other". All students not listed as Caucasian 

were placed in the "other" category. The final measure of diversity 

was faculty ethnicity. These data were collected from the 

Affirmative Action Office for the years 1988-89 and 1992-93. The 

two categories chosen were 1) number of white faculty and 2) 

number of faculty of other ethnicities. Student and faculty data 
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were also calculated as percentages of the respective groups. 

To counter the criticism that other differences among 

disciplines might account for findings related to gender and/or 

ethnicity, I tested the effects of two other measures. One measure 

divided academic units into "hard" and "soft" sciences. This was 

entered as a dummy variable. This categorization was based on the 

work of Biglan (1973). Bellas (1994) completed a similar analysis 

in her study of faculty salaries. Hard sciences were departments 

such as agriculture, biology and engineering. Soft sciences were 

units such as languages, education and business. The other measure 

was for "pure" and "applied" disciplines. Again, a dummy variable 

was used based on the Biglan (1973) research. Pure disciplines 

were units such as humanities, languages and arts. Applied 

departments were units such as agriculture, business and teaching. 

See Appendix C and 0 for a complete listing of how academic units 

were divided into categories. 

The second critical/political variable to be analyzed was the 

perceived closeness to the market of each of the departments. 

Perceived closeness to the market is a recent concept which has 

been discussed by Slaughter (1993). She argues that the market 

within the university setting is an idea that is socially constructed 
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by faculty and administrators. Those with budgeting authority have 

a social construct of the production function of the institution, and 

of which departments are meeting that function. Those units, in 

turn, may be more favored in the resource allocation process. There 

are no specific measures of this variable, and proxy measures had to 

be utilized. The first measure of perceived closeness to the market 

chosen was the average exit salary of students by department. The 

College Placement Council publishes a national, annual salary survey 

of beginning offers by curriculum area. I converted the curriculum 

areas to departments and used this information to calculate the 

average exit salaries of students by department for undergraduates. 

Graduate student exit salaries were not included in the analysis. 

The university and/or individual department does not collect this 

information for the particular institution in this study. Therefore, 

it was necessary to use national data. 1988-89 and 1992-93 were 

the points in time of the analysis. 

The second measure of perceived closeness to the market was 

faculty salary. Only 1.0 full time equivalent faculty were chosen for 

the study. Salaries for the academic contract year were chosen. 

Salary data were collected by rank: full professor, associate 

professor and assistant professor. Average salaries were computed 
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by rank for each department. Data were available for 1988-89 and 

1992-93. The third measure of perceived closeness to the market 

was the number of dollars generated in grants and contracts by 

department. This information was collected from the Office of the 

Vice President for Research. 

The fourth and fifth measures of perceived closeness to the 

market were the number of filed conflict of interest statements and 

the number of patents held by each department. When a department 

has a patent on a product or process they are generally concerned 

with marketing the item. Therefore, this is a good proxy measure 

for closeness to the market. An employee must file a conflict of 

interest statement with the university when the employee is in a 

position to influence any university business transaction or research 

activity that could lead in any manner or form of personal gain. A 

filed conflict of interest statement indicates that there is probably 

commercial activity related to a specific product or process. A 

patent is not necessarily associated with commercial activity. 

These data were not available by individual year. The numbers were 

a summary of all patents and/or conflict of interest statements 

filed for each department. 
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Subject 

The institution selected for this study was a large, public 

Research I university in the southwestern part of the United States. 

The institution has approximately 35,000 students. It is one of 46 

public Research I institutions in the United States. Total external 

awards to the institution have increased from approximately $1 60 

million dollars in 1988-89 to $250 million in 1992-93. In terms of 

research and development expenditures, this institution ranked 

thirteenth in the nation in 1990-91 among public universities. It 

was ranked number 27 in terms of tuition and fees. In 1992-93, 

tuition and fees for in-state residents was $1,528, while tuition for 

non-residents was $6,934. Of the total state operating budget for 

the institution in 1992-93 expenditures were as follows: 47%

instruction, 1 7% - institutional support, 1 5% - agriculture, 10% -

academic support, 8% - research and public service, 4% - student 

services. 

Data Analysis 

Multiple regression analysis was used to analyze the variables in 

this study. The state budgeted allocation per department was used 

to determine the best use of the variables to predict the values. The 
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relationship between each variable and the allocation per 

department was also analyzed. The dependent variable of state 

allocations to departments was regressed on all thirty independent 

variables. Full-model regression and step-wise regression analyses 

were performed. The full-model regressions indicated which 

variables were significant when all independent variables were 

entered into the equation. The step-wise regressions entered each 

independent variable into the equation individually. The first 

variable to enter the equation would be the strongest predictor 

variable. Variables that were not significant would not be included 

in the regression. The statistical program (SAS) would generate the 

coefficient of determination (R2) for that variable indicating the 

amount of variance in the dependent variable that was explained by 

that independent variable. Possible values of the R2 measure range 

from "+ 1" to "0". The program was written so that only variables 

with a signficance of .1 0 or less would enter the stepwise 

regression. As each variable entered the equation, a new R2 would 

be computed indicating the amount of variance explained by that 

variable as well as the preceding variables. Therefore, a total R2 

would be generated by all the independent variables that were of 
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significance in determining the variance in the amount of state 

allocations to departments. Some of the measures of analysis, (Le. 

dollars generated in grants and contracts per department) , were 

considered a measure for more than one framework variable. 

However, each independent variable was entered into the multiple 

regression equation only once. Common themes were identified in 

early analyses and then new regression models were developed to 

test the effect of these themes. 

In order to analyze the impact of specific independent variables 

on the dependent variable, measures for particular variables were 

removed from the multiple regression equation. The analysis was 

performed again to determine the difference in the analysis without 

that variable included. Particular measures of variables were also 

removed from the equation in order to determine their impact on the 

dependent variable. 

Correlational analyses of each of the independent variables with 

each other and with the dependent variable were also conducted. 

These analyses indicated the strength of the relationship between 

variables. Patterns of correlations were analyzed between the two 

points in time , as well as among the different variables. 



Limitations 

The study was limited to one institution. Public Research I 

institutions in other parts of the United States may have differing 

results from a similar study. 

57 

I was not able to collect data on the student ethnicity, student 

gender, scholarship , and centrality from the year 1988-89. The 

data for student gender and ethnicity was initially collected by the 

institution in the year 1990-91. Scholarship and centrality data 

were only collected for academic year 1992-93. Although I do not 

expect gross variations in the data from those two points in time, it 

is a limitation of the study. 

The data for patents and conflict of interest statements was a 

compilation for each department. It was not possible to collect data 

for individual years. In addition, there were only 33 departments 

that held patents or had filed conflict of interest statements. Due 

to the nature of the statistical package, these variables sometimes 

were eliminated from the analysis. When the variables were 

included, then the program would eliminate all departments without 

patents or conflict of interest statements. This would decrease the 

department analysis from 85 to 33 units. Therefore, analyses were 

completed both with and without these two variables. Later 
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analyses were completed by coding a "0" for departments without 

these variables, allowing more departments to enter the regression 

equation. 

With such a large data base, and in collecting the data from such 

an immense variety of sources, there exist possibilites for errors in 

the data collection. Precautions were taken against this possibility 

and error checks were made periodically. 

In collecting the data, there were missing values for a few of the 

independent variables in particular departments. This was not 

because of lack of thoroughness by the researcher, but due to the 

fact that this data was simply not available. For example, some 

departments have no female faculty and some departments have no 

assistant professors. The statistical program (SAS) automatically 

eliminated departments with missing values from the regression 

analysis. Therefore, the total number of departments analyzed was 

not always the complete 85. I considered using a mean (average) 

value for those missing values, however I eliminated this idea 

because I felt it would skew the data. If a department has no female 

faculty, to enter a mean value for female faculty would change the 

analysis completely. Therefore, I decided to leave the data set as it 

was. 



Summary 

The data described in this chapter enabled me to analyze the 

three research questions chosen for this study. The first being: 

What are the patterns of resource allocation among academic 

divisions within a public Research I institution during times of 

fiscal distress? The second question is related to the two 

frameworks of the study: rational/political and critical/political. 

To what extent do these allocation patterns conform to the 

theoretical frameworks explaining resource allocation? The third 

research question is: If the fit between the patterns of resource 

allocation and theory is not close, then how should the theory be 

modified? The study is designed to determine the impact of these 

frameworks on the resource allocation to each department of the 

institution. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Introd uction 

In this chapter the data will be displayed, locating common 

themes throughout the analyses. Once these common themes were 

identified, I developed additional regression models to further 

analyze the themes. The additional models were performed both 
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with and without the two variables of patents and filed conflict of 

interest statements. When these two variables were included, the 

number of departments included in the analyses dropped to 33. When 

these variables were not included the n was closer to 70 or 75. 

included these two variables in all the initial analyses because 

felt they might impact the findings. Therefore, most initial 

analyses were completed on 33 departments. 

Full-model regressions, stepwise regressions and correlations 

were used to analyze the data. For a listing of all independent 

variables see Appendix A. The dependent variable was the amount of 

absolute dollars allocated from state resources to each academic 

unit. I decided to use absolute dollars because variables such as 

number of students and faculty were controlled in the regression 

equations. Therefore, I deemed it unnecessary to use dollars per 
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student or dollars per faculty member as the dependent variable. I 

also decided not to use the change in allocations from 1988-89 to 

1992-93 as the dependent variable because change in allocations 

was often minimal. In the tables that follow, all variables are 

included in the full-model regression tables with asterisks next to 

significant variables. One asterisk indicates a probability level of 

.05 , two asterisks indicates a probability level of .01 , and three 

asterisks indicates a probability level of .001 or less. T values are 

in parentheses underneath the coefficients. The T value is 

generated by dividing the standard error into the regression 

coefficient. Collinearity diagnostics were conducted on all 

analyses to determine whether multicollinearity between variables 

was a problem, and it was not. 

In order to enter the equation in the stepwise regressions, a 

variable had to have a significance level of at least ., O. I decided to 

include stepwise regressions in addition to full-model regreSSions 

because I wanted to know which independent variables were most 

significant in explaining the amount of variance in the dependent 

variable. In addition, because of the lower n (when including the 

patents and conflict of interest variables), the stepwise regressions 

were more statistically significant. A stepwise regression has less 
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degrees of freedom because some variables are eliminated from the 

equation. Correlational analyses were used to determine the 

strength of the relationship between variables. A discussion of the 

findings from these analyses is located at the end of this chapter. 

Findings 

In order to answer the first research question regarding the 

patterns of resource allocation among academic divisions during 

times of fiscal distress, correlational analyses and multiple 

regression analyses were completed. The correlation analyses 

examined the strength of the relationships between each variable. 

The most significant overall finding was that academic units that 

have more, get more. As expected, academic units with a larger 

size faculty do receive a greater amount of state resources in 

terms of absolute dollars. In addition, there seems to be a divide in 

the academy between the "haves" and the "have nots". Departments 

with more grant resources and more white/male faculty, tend to 

receive a greater share of the state fund pie. In examining the 

correlation between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable, state allocations to departments, all the size and 

productivity variables were significantly correlated, such as 

student credit hours, number of degrees conferred, and full time 



equivalent faculty and students. However, in the regression 

analyses the only consistently significant production variable was 

faculty FTE. There were no significant correlations between the 

dependent variable and the percentage of female/minority faculty 

and students. 

63 

It was also found that male students tend to enroll in 

departments with more male faculty and female students tend to 

enroll in departments with more female faculty. Male students also 

tend to enroll in departments that have a higher average exit salary 

for students. The percent of female students was negatively 

correlated with higher average exit salary. Therefore, male 

students enroll in departments with higher exit salary and with 

predominately male faculty. Female students tend to enroll in 

departments with lower average exit salaries and more female 

faculty. 

The number of patents and filed conflict of interest statements 

was not significantly correlated with any of the variables, except 

for the number of male faculty. This finding is to be expected due 

the small number of departments (n = 33) having patents and/or 

filed conflict of interest statements. The only significant 

correlation was that departments with a larger number of male 
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faculty also had a higher number of filed conflict of interest 

statements. This may indicate that departments with more male 

faculty are closer to the market and have more commercial activity 

related to the market. 

There were significant correlations between the number of 

graduate students and the numbers of male faculty, white faculty 

and male students. This indicates that graduate students tend to 

enroll in departments that have a higher number of male , white 

faculty and also those departments that have larger numbers of male 

undergraduate students. 

Correlations for 1988-89 and 1992-93 were quite similar. 

However, the variables of centrality and quality were added in the 

1992-93 data. Interesting significant correlations were found here 

between grants and centrality/quality. Results indicated that 

departments which receive larger number of dollars in grants and 

contracts also received higher ratings on centrality and quality. 

Tables 1 and 2 contain complete correlations and probability levels 

between all variables. 



1. DEPT 

2. GRADDEG 

3. UGDEG 

4.FULLSAL 

5.ASSOCSAL 

6. ASISTSAL 

7. MALEFAC 

8. FEMFAC 

9. WHITEFAC 

10. MINFAC 

11. EXITSAL 

12. GRANTS 

1 

1.000 
0.0 

-0.425 
0.019 

-0.241 
0.19 

0.073 
0.699 

-0.218 
0.242 

-0.040 
0.832 

-0.446 
0.013 

-0.282 
0.131 

-0.396 
0.030 

-0.517 
0.0034 

-0.580 
0.008 

0.053 
0.777 

2 

0.613 
0.0003 

0.0174 
0.927 

0.106 
0.575 

0.122 
0.520 

0.469 
0.021 

0.022 
0.906 

0.382 
0.036 

0.368 
0.045 

0.309 
0.096 

0.186 
0.323 

TABLE 1 1988-89 PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

3 

-0.130 
0.491 

0.255 
0.172 

0.194 
0.302 

-0.168 
0.373 

0.003 
0.987 

0.297 
0.110 

0.578 
0.0008 

0.385 
0.035 

-0.025 
0.894 

4 

0.224 
0.233 

0.876 
0.644 

-0.040 
0.833 

-0.181 
0.336 

-0.168 
0.374 

-0.182 
0.333 

-0.063 
0.739 

-0.057 
0.764 

5 

0.780 
0.0001 

-0.133 
0.480 

-0.208 
0.269 

-0.122 
0.518 

0.251 
0.179 

0.480 
0.007 

-0.120 
0.525 · 

6 

-0.284 
0.1275 

-0.207 
0.271 

0.129 
0.494 

0.290 
0.119 

-0.217 
0.247 

7 

0.762 
0.0001 

0.982 
0.0001 

0.730 
0.0001 

0.147 
0.436 

0.088 
-.641 

8 

0.848 
0.001 

0.513 
0.003 

-0.064 
0.733 

0.031 
0.868 

9 

0.635 
0.0002 

0.067 
0.723 

0.010 
0.587 
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10 

0.353 
0.055 

-0.089 
0.639 

11 

-0.109 
0.564 
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T.ULE 11,.19 PEA1lSON COIUlELATION COEFFICIENl'S (CON"I') 

l 5 ' 7 I ' 10 11 ll 13 14 15 1, 17 11 1, 21 l2 

13. MALESTDS -0.37' t.693 t.123 -4.124 0.237 t.1'1 ~ t.204 0.'70 0.70I 1.313 O.M4 
O.CMO e.0001 e.0001 e.m t.207 t.309 t.OOOI o:m O.OOI 0.0001 t.OU 0.117 

14. FEMSTDS -4.17:2 t.217 t.313 -4..t60 -4.244 -4.2.49 0.'75 t.467 O.S08 0.232 -t.111 -4.064 t.39? 
8.361 t.2'7 o.ou e.010 G.1'2 0.1'4 0.007 0.009 0.004 0.217 1.533 e.rn 0.028 

15. WHITESTDS -G.351 1.594 0.719 -0.389 0.053 0.033 0.634 t.313 o.sss 0.656 0.236 0.025 0.,11 0.619 .. ~ o.ooos 0.0001 0.033 O.ffl O.lol 0.0002 0.091 0.001 0.0001 t.208 .. .,.. 0.0001 0.0001 

16. MINSTDS -0.339 0.667 0.7&2 -0.240 0,.230 0.002 0.521 t.201 0.439 0.609 1.363 0.001 O.ffl 0.437 0.17:2 
0.066 0.0001 0.0001 0.200 0.220 0.212 0.002 0.285 0.015 0.003 0.041 0."2 0.0001 0.015 0.0001 

17. STATEALLOC -o.m o.311 0.379 -0.109 -0.107 -0.121 0.737 0.457 0.720 0.·410 . -C.OS<i 0.456 0.449 0.4C2 O.SS9 0.457 
0.704 0.034 0.031 o.564 0.570 0.124 0.0001 0.011 0.001 O.o:24 0.761 0.0001 O.OQS 0.014 0.001 0.011 

11. PAT -0.323 0.265 -0.00'l 0.027 -0.098 -0.lOS 0.204 -t.063 0.17:2 0.023 t.226 o.m O.NJ -0.030 -t.002 0.016 0.231 
O.Oll 0.160 0.9?1 O.IIS 0.606 0.275 o:rn 0.740 0.3'2 0.9«2 t.221 0.121 O.l20 0.173 0.,91 o.m 0.204 

19. COi -0.273 o.297 0.091 -0.1139 O.Ol4 0.017 0.34.S 0.019 0.212 o.m 0.1133 0.211 0.091 -0.09? 0.041 0.046 0.235 l.5IO 
0.143 0.110 0.629 0.135 0.657 o.,u 0.061 o.no 0.130 0.1'7 0.161 0.262 0.652 0.601 G.12' ..... 0.209 0.0008 

lo. SCHLOW -0.343 0.1131 0.013 -0.124 -0.334 ~ 0.764 - 0.176 0.123 0.509 e.020 0.117 0.231 1.39? o.3lS O.lOS o.m o.t6S UIS 
0.063 t.619 0.945 o.m 0.070 t.OS4 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.004 t.915 o.53o 0.117 0.028 0.071 0.276 0.0006 UC 0.139 

21. SCBUPPER -0.380 t.5'7 0.934 -t.180 O.lll 0.153 o.5113 0.244 0.502 0.656 t.419 -O.Ol7 O.IOI 0.417 0.122 0.74' 0.44.S -0.031 0.011 O.lSl 
t.481 0.001 0.001 t.339 0.2'0 t.5-8 o.ooos 0.193 0.004 0.0001 t.021 0.'44 0.0001 0.006 0.0001 0.0001 0.013 0.141 o.m 0.17' 

2l. SCHGRAD -0.444 0.7'1 0.417 -0.114 -0.006 -4.064 O.ffl o.361 0.636 0.'76 o.m O.&t 0.614 t.310 0.571 1.591 t.5'1 0.421 0.4" o.330 0.436 

0.013 0.0001 0.021 G.330 o.m 0.733 0.0001 0.049 0.0002 O.OOOI t.514 0.01, 0.0003 0.105 0.0008 0.0006 0.0001 t.011 0.004 0.074 0.015 

23. STUDFl'E -4.437 0.250 0.ffl -0.257 0.230 -4.269 o.m ..... o.m 0.6S4 t.139 O.lll 0.'71 0.4" O.SSl 0.430 O.ffl 0.175 0.089 0.'53 o.520 0.491 

0.015 0.111 0.110 0.169 0.11, 0.150 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.463 o.521 O.OOI O.OQS 0.001 0.017 0.0001 G.354 0.'39 0.0001 0.0048 0.005 

24. FACFTE -0.5" 0.401 0.444 -0.262 0.097 -4.1'4 0.166 0.657 0.133 0.073 t.217 -0.010 0.605 o.512 0.667 o.516 0.6$9 0.239 0.202 0.739 0.651 t.531 0.196 

o.ooos 0.027 0.014 0.161 0.609 1.314 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 o.m 0.'54, 0.0004 0.0003 0.0001 O.O«IT 0.0001 0.020 o.m 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 
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TABLE 11911-ff l'EAllSON CO.JlKELATION COEFFICJENTS (CON'T) 

2 3 s ' 7 I ' 10 11 12 13 14 15 1' 17 11 19 20 21 22 23 

25.TOTFAC -0.431 o.391 o.350 -0.177 -0.075 -0.1'9 0.'91 0.'40 0.994 0.715 0.110 0.080 o.524 e.m 0.594 o..m 0.709 0.159 o.::m 0.11' o.st6 e.60 e.,os 

0.017 0.«29 0.057 U.f7 o.m o.371 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 e.0001 o.559 0.671 O.OOl 0.005 O.OOQS e.006 0.0001 0.401 O.llS 0.0001 0.0001 e.0001 e.0001 

2'. TOTFACR -0.431 o.391 o.350 -0.177 -0.07S -0.1'9 0.'91 0.'40 0.994 o.715 0.110 O.IO o.524 o.m o.594 o..m 0.709 0.159 o.::m 0.11, o.st6 e.60 e.,os 

0.017 0.«29 0.057 0.347 o.m o.371 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 e.0001 o.559 0.671 O.OOl 0.005 O.OOQS 0.006 0.0001 0.401 o.us 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 t.0001 

7:1.VEMFAC -0.1'4 -0.140 -0.097 -0.CMI -0.lOI -0.457 -0.101 G.194 -0.041 -0.659 -0.ffl -0.137 -0.110 o.m -0.100 ..o,w, -0.22' -0.129 -0.1'2 -0.109 -t.042 -0.056 t.07, 

0.316 0.459 0.609 0.797 0.269 0.011 -.59:S 0.303 o.m 0.75' O.Al 0.467 o.561 O.IQ O.S96 0.644 0.?21 0.49! o.391 o.s6l o.m 0.76S 0.616 

21. TOISTD -0.372 0.661 0.11' -0.309 0.141 0.107 o.m 0.293 0.536 o.rn o.307 o.cm O.ln4 0.594 0.967 0.94'7 0.539 O.CBO O.CISS 0.300 0.121 e.,12 LS3S 

0.00 0.0001 0.0001 0.096 0.433 o.570 O.OO'l 0.1115 0.001 0.0001 0.097 e.904 0.0001 O.OOQS 0.0001 0.0001 O.OOl o.m 0.1,, 0.106 0.0001 e.OOG8 e.001 

29. TOISTDI. -0.357 0.643 O.N3 -0.340 0.121 0.lCB 0.611 0.277 o.525 0.6SI 0.296 0.016 0.960 0.608 o.m 0.952 0.535 0.005 0.04' 0.216 0.117 e.6G o.519 

0.0$2 0.0001 0.0001 0.065 o.soo o,jlS 0.0003 1.317 O.OOl 0.0001 0.112 .. ,.u 0.0001 0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 0.001 o.in, 0.113 0.124 0.0001 e.0004 ... 
30. 'M'EMSTD o.3G -0.425 -0.231 -0.163 0.271 -0.297 -0.249 0.067 -0.141 -0.435 -0.Sll -0.CBI ..0,403 0.426 -0.180 -1.315 -0.0?3 -0.161 -0.307 -0.00I -t.211 -G.351 -0.100 

O.C86 0.019 0.204 0.381 0.146 0.111 0.113 0.723 0.432 0.016 0.003 0.'40 0.016 0.'11 o.340 0.089 0.'23 1.3'-' 0.0,C 0.963 0.246 e.056 t.597 

31. 'J.MINF AC -o.3<t0 0.190 0.3'4 -0.08' 0.401 0.351 0.139 0.007 o.m 0.6M o.335 -0.1:19 0.414 -0.074 o.JCIS 0.345 -0.135 -0.006 0.21, -O.C89 0.271 0.139 o.m 
0.065 1.314 O.MI 0.641 O.Oll O.CISl . 0.463 0.969 0.908 0.0001 O.ffl 0.134 o.m 0.696 0.100 0.061 .. ..,, 0.970 0.243 0.134 0.135 U6l t.711 

32. 'J.MINSTD -0.191 0.111 0.010 o.m 0.272 0.066 -0.QSJ ..O.C89 0.071 0.09' UQ -0.006 0.104 -0.UI -0.096 o.m -0.121 0.001 o.m -0.079 0.009 O.CBl -0.061 

0.117 o.531 0.954 0.237 0.144 .. 725 0.717 0.133 0.70I 0.619 0.010 O.lnl o.511 0.151 o.,u 0.226 0.499 ... 0.144 o.rn 0.951 0.1'7t 0.745 

33. HAllD 0.2'4 0.16S 0.120 0.0007 0.213 0.409 o.330 -0.656 -0.412 -0.250 -0.010 0.100 0.009 ...... -0.00I -O.Cl20 -0.065 0.124 0.151 -0.QS -0.070 -O.CB4 -0.555 

0.157 o.313 o.524 0.996 0.256 0.247 0.074 0.0001 0.023 O.llO 0.95' o.595 0.961 0.6SS 0.'65 0.913 o.m O.SlO 0.4CB 0.0001 0.710 0.154 0.001 

34. APPLIED 0.009 0.104 0.211 0.219 0.544 0.605 0.043 0.044 0.015 0.224 o.324 -0.534 0.173 0.005 0.089 0.166 -0.194 -0.290 0.241 -0.127 o.m -0.1'1 -0.064 

0.961 o.513 0.245 0.234 0.001 0.0004 0.111 0.116 o.m o.m 0.080 O.OOl 0.351 0.'71 0.637 o.371 0.303 0.111 0.IIS o.503 0.213 o.m 0.733 



68 

TABLE 1 1988-89 PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (CON'T) 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 

25. TOTFAC 0.858 1.000 
0.0001 0.0 

26. TOTFACR 0.858 1.000 1.000 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0 

27. %FEMFAC -0.012 0.045 0.045 1.000 
0.947 0.809 0.809 0.0 

28. TOTSTD 0.656 0.580 0.580 -0.088 1.000 
0.0001 0.0008 · 0.0008 0.640 0.0 

29. TOTSTDR 0.655 0.568 0.568 -0.098 0.990 1.000 
0.0001 0.001 0.001 0.604 0.0001 0.0 

30. %FEMSTD -0.216 -0.195 -0.195 0.294 -0.250 -0.241 1.000 
0.251 0.299 0.299 0.113 0.181 0.198 0.0 

31. %MINFAC 0.238 0.118 0.118 -0.164 0.345 0.331 -0.423 1.000 
0.204 · 0.534 0.534 0.384 0.061 0.073 0.019 0.0 

32. %MINSTD 0.080 -0.051 -0.051 0.255 0.026 0.033 -0.224 0.085 1.000 
0.670 0.788 0.788 0.173 0.0008 0.861 0.233 0.653 0.0 

33. HARD -0.351 -0.408 -0.408 -0.759 -0.012 0.003 0.158 0.117 -0.170 1.000 
0.056 0.025 0.025 0.0001 0.947 0.986 0.403 0.536 0.367 0.0 

34. APPLIED -0.071 0.045 0.045 -0.258 0.153 0.124 -0.124 0.392 0.028 0.094 1.000 
0.709 0.811 0.811 0.167 0.417 . 0.512 0.512 0.032 0.883 0.619 0.0 



1. DEPT 

2. GRADDEG 

3. UGDEG 

4. FULLSAL 

5. ASSOCSAL 

6. ASISTSAL 

7. MALEFAC 

8. FEMFAC 

9. WHITEFAC 

10.MINFAC 

11. CENT 

12. QUAL 

13. EXITSAL 

14. GRANTS 

1 2 3 

1.000 
0.0 

-0.228 
0.319 

-0.177 0.582 
0.455 0.005 

-0.231 0.304 -0.145 
0.312 0.179 0.528 

-0.272 0.254 0.349 
0.231 0.211 0.120 

-0.144 0.318 0.350 
0.525 0.159 0.119 

-0.460 0.533 0.342 
0.035 0.012 0.128 

-0.269 0.138 0.103 
0.237 0.548 0.548 

-0.406 0.472 0.267 
0.067 0.030 0.241 

-0.491 
0.023 

0.035 
0.877 

0.191 
0.404 

-0.302 
0.183 

-0.156 
0.499 

0.198 0.406 
0.189 0.067 

0.125 -0.261 
0.588 0.252 

0.229 -0.119 
0.317 0.605 

0.381 0.460 
0.087 0.035 

0.618 0.108 
0.002 0.641 

4 

0.706 
0.0003 

0.835. 
0.0001 

-0.117 
0.612 

-0.276 
0.225 

-0.211 
0.357 

0.131 
0.570 

0.154 
0.502 

-0.027 
0.905 

0.493 
0.023 

-0.035 
0.880 

TABLE 2 1992-93 PFARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

5 6 7 8 

0.797 
0.0001 

0.026 -0.095 
0.909 0.680 

-0.218 -0.273 0.750 
0.341 0.229 0.0001 

-0.086 -0.195 0.980 0.846 
0.708 0.396 0.0001 0.0001 

0.258 
0.257 

0.131 
0.571 

-0.043 
0.849 

0.376 
0.092 

-0.082 
0.723 

0.155 
0.719 

0.083 
0.719 

-0.041 
0.858 

0.334 
0.138 

0.081 
0.726 

0.807 0.690 
0.0001 0.0005 

0.121 -0.077 
0.600 0.739 

0.201 -0.029 
0.381 0.898 

0.009 -0.188 
0.967 0.413 

0.501 0.069 
0.020 0.763 

9 

0.751 
0.0001 

0.093 
0.687 

0.172 
0.453 

-0.079 
0.723 

0.461 
0.035 

10 

-0.027 
0.906 

0.011 
0.960 

0.180 
0.432 

0.089 
0.700 
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11 12 13 

0.605 
0.003 

-0.290 -0.160 
0.200 0.487 

0.459 0.614 -0.094 
0.036 0.003 0.684 
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TABLE 2 1"1-9'3 PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (CON'T) 

2 3 5 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1, 17 11 19 :20 ll 22 

15. MALESTDS -0.130 0.679 o.m o.m 0.250 0.224 G.3S3 0.115 G.325 0.274 -0.161 -0.049 0.40 -0.115 
G.314 0.""'17 0.""'17 0.750 0.274 G.321 G.115 0.420 G.149 o.m 0.46S 0.129 0.044 0.420 

16. YEMSTDS -0.0G 0.062 0.294 -0.40$ -0.304 -0.270 O.IIO o.369 0.2t0 -0.04'7 -0.161 -0.231 -0.035 -0.0QS o.372 
G.314 0.7A 0.194 O.Oeil 0.171 o.~ 0.433 0.091 0.211 0.131 0.414 0.312 o.m 0.911 0.096 

17. WHITESTDS -0.083 0.510 0.621 -0.191 -0.crlO -0.004 G.361 0.115 o.397 G.160 -0.135 -0.1:20 0.235 O.IIO O.l40 0.794 
G.371 I.OIi 0.002 ua o.m 0.914 0.100 0.420 0.074 0.417 0.551 0.604 0.304 0.433 0.0001 0.0001 

11. MINSTDS -0.227 G.664 0.642 0.087 0.246 0.220 0.430 o.369 G.327 0.2SI -0.2Ql -0.079 0.437 0.179 0.,0 0.414 0.131 
o.3lO 0.001 0.001 0.70o 0.2t0 0.335 G.131 0.091 0.14'7 0.271 ').379 0.731 0.04'7 o..cu 0.0001 0.062 0.0001 

19. STATEALLOC -0.095 0.641 0.529 -0.131 O.Oll -0.080 0.711 G.321 0.759 0.4'4 0.052 0.316 0.09'2 O.Sll 0.4119 0.317 0.544 0.454 
0.669 0.001 0.013 0.541 o.m o.m 0.0001 t.161 0.0001 O.Oll 0.119 G.162 0.619 0.017 O.Ol4 1.1'41 0.010 0.03t 

20.. PAT -0.303 0.217 -0.090 -0.153 -0.214 -0.155 G.311 0.219 0.269 0.017 0.109 0.432 0.04'7 0.722 -0.003 -0.070 0.231 0.004 -o.m o.309 
0.111 0.:206 0.696 O.SOS o.350 0.502 0.159 o.339 0.231 0.914 0.635 O.QSO 0.136 O.OOO'l 0.911 0.726 0.204 0.913 0.921 0.17l 

21.COI -0.117 0.314 -0.011 -0.022 0.111 O.OOl 0.446 0.476 G.341 G.113 0.56'7 .... -o.ua G.7ll -0."3 -0.266 -0.112 -0.1'5 0.417 o.591 

0.415 G.164 0.962 0.921 0.630 0.990 0.042 O.Ol9 0.129 o.m 0.007 0.0'l6 0.401 O.OOO'l 0.68.S 0.243 0.'26 0.477 o.os, 0.004 

22. SCHLOW -G.3S3 0.145 0.(64 -0.336 -G.317 -0.391 0.791 -0.062 O.l40 0.9'6 -0.150 0.119 -0.130 0.117 0.09:S 0.119 0.1n 0.097 o.571 o.3lO 0.135 

0.115 o.521 o.a1 0.135 0.160 0.073 0.0001 0.7A 0.0001 0.0004 o.513 0.604 0.571 0.416 o.m 0.411 0.455 o.m 0.006 0.156 o.556 

23. SCHUPPEll -0.256 0.497 0.917 -0.067 0.197 0.153 G.392 -0.110 0.491 o.m -0.392 -0.042 0.315 0.134 0.611 0.432 0.693 o.~ 0.61' -0.(62 -0.066 G.317 
O.lQ O.Oll 0.0001 0.771 0.319 o.506 0.071 o.m o.m 0.009 0.144 0.154 O.Ol4 o.561 0.0006 o.sos O.OOQS 0.0009 O.OOl 0.119 O.ffl O.llO 

24. SCHCRAD -0.366 0.900 0.635 0.201 o.m o.m 0.402 0.154 0.697 0.576 o.115 G.3QS o.315 o.592 0.69S O.lll 0.543 0.614 0.7ll 0.237 0.344 o.36'7 0.661 

O.lOl 0.0001 0.002 0.31l 0.270 0.332 0.070 0.0001 0.0004 0.006 0.421 0.171 0.163 0.004 O.OOQS o.599 0.010 0.0006 O.OOOl o.m O.ll6 0.101 0.001 

25. STUDFTE -G.399 G.345 0.307 -0.270 -0.191 -o.m 0.154 0.9'31 0.902 0.710 -0.1n 0.131 0.013 0.2'3 G.311 o.266 0-3&3 G.313 0.711 0.293 0.145 0.956 o.566 
o.on G.124 0.175 0.231 0.404 G.321 0.0001 0.071 0.0001 0.0001 0.ffl 0.569 0.954 0.241 o.m O.lC O.lOS 0.16S 0.0003 0.196 o.530 0.0001 O.t/17 

l6. FACFl'E -0.461 0.402 o.+u -0.226 -0.141 -0.276 0.674 0.402 0.12' 0.7G3 -0.163 0.111 0.235 0.256 0.4:SO o.344 o.soo 0.424 0.716 G.354 0.226 0.135 0.'4 

0.035 0.070 O.OS4 G.323 o.5:20 0.224 0.0008 0.070 0.0001 0.0004 0.477 0.609 0.304 0.261 0.040 O.ll6 0.020 0.0:55 0.0001 0.114 o.322 0.0001 0.001 
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TABLE 11992-93 PEARsoN CORREU.TION COEFFICIENTS (CON'l) 

1 4 1 9 10 11 12 13 14 u 16 17 11 19 20 21 22 23 

27. TOTFAC -0.434 0.460 0.199 -0.163 -0.034 -0. 14.S o.uo 0.1.54 0.994 0.117 0.077 0.152 -0.039 0.417 0.,21 0.237 0.371 O.S26 0.741 0.237 O.Sl7 0.146 O .. HI 

0.049 0.03.'l 0.117 0.479 0.113 O.S30 0.00()1 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.740 0 . .508 0.163 0.060 0.146 o.soo 0.0% 0.141 0.0001 0.299 0.146 0.0001 0.016 

21. TOTFACR -0.434 0.460 0.199 -0.163 -0.034 -0.145 o.uo 0.674 0.994 0.117 0.077 0.1.S2 -0.039 0.417 0.,21 0.1'7 0.371 0.326 0.741 0.1'7 O.Sl7 0.146 O.S11 

0.049 0.035 0.117 0.479 O.SIS O.S30 0.0001 0.0008 0.0001 0.0001 0.740 O.SQS 0.163 0.060 0.146 . o.soo 0.096 0.141 0.0001 0.199 0.146 0.0001 0.016 

29. "FEMFAC -0.183 -0.124 -0.103 -0.4.53 -0.316 -0.512 O.S62 O.ISO 0.279 o.oa -0.171 -0.lSS -0.165 -0.221 0.114 0.417 0.264 0.165 -0.076 -0.lSO -0.470 0.336 0.153 

0.42.5 O.S91 0.66.S 0.038 0.083 0.017 0.00! 0.0001 0.219 0.703 0.456 0 . .501 0.472 0.335 0.620 0.059 0.246 0.474 0.740 0.273 0.031 0.13.1 0 . .507 

SO. TOTSTD -0.211 0.513 0.651 -0.073 0.10.5 0.09S 0.276 O.ISO 0.362 0.211 -0.192 -0.111 0.3.54 0.151 0.9.51 .0.460 0.9.S9 0.9S1 0.,10 -0.025 -0.166 0.142 0.713 

0.340 o.oos 0.001 0.751 0.641 0.679 0.214 0.0001 0.106 0.3SI 0.402 0.609 0.114 0 . .511 0.0001 0.001 0.0001 0.0001 0.011 0.911 0.471 O.S31 0.0003 

31. TOTSTDR -0.222 0.604 0.651 -0.074 0.102 0.100 0.283 O.S62 0.312 0.209 -0.171 -0.106 0.339 0.117 0.944 0.653 0. 96.S 0.946 0.526 -0.007 -0.141 0.14.'l 0. 713 

0.330 0.003 0.001 0.748 0.637 0.665 0.213 0.00! 0.087 0.361 0.4.54 0.64.S 0.131 0.414 0.0001 0.001 0.000 0.0001 0.014 0.973 0 . .540 O . .S30 0.0003 

32. "FEMSTIJD 0.351 -0.341 -0.116 -0.449 -0.464 -0.399 0.236 0.176 0.001 -0.218 -O.OS7 0.024 -0.431 -0.909 -0.225 0.639 0.165 -0.171 0.084 -0.070 -0.276 0. 13.S -0.0SO 

0.118 0.129 0.417 0.040 0.033 0.072 0.302 0.214 0.994 0.20S 0.104 0.914 0.046 0.96.S 0.262 0.001 0.474 0.439 0.714 0.762 0.225 O.SS7 0.128 

33. "FACMIN ..().S07 -0.015 0.174 0.426 0.430 0.322 -0.027 0.283 0.030 0.543 0.006 -0.1S7 0.44.S .0.28.'l 0.077 .0.31.'l -0.114 0.048 -0.226' -0.136 o.oos 0.008 0.144 

0.018 0.946 0.449 0.053 O.OS1 0. 1.SJ 0.905 0.213 0.196 0.010 0.978 0.49.S 0.043 0.210 0.731 0.084 0.424 0.833 0.323 0.554 0.982 0.970 0.533 

34. "MINSID -0.278 0. 140 0.049 0.257 0.195 0.126 0.031 0.236 O.O.S2 0.164 -0.291 -0.122 0.314 --0.209 O.lSO -0.181 -0.035 0.3H -0.232 -0.132 0.351 -0.008 0.097 

0.220 0.S44 O.IS2 0.259 0.394 O . .S84 0.890 0.302 0.119 0.476 0.199 0.597 0.164 0.361 0.273 0.431 0.880 0.142 0.310 O.S66 0.111 0.970 0.673 

35. HARD 0.211 0.129 0.104 0.1'4 o.323 0.317 -0.670 -0.027 0.435 -0.411 0.132 0.0.SO 0.343 0.110 0.126 0.003 0.118 0.087 -0.034 0.144 0.221 -~U97 .0. 10.S 

0.340 O.S74 0.633 0.306 0.152 0.161 0.0009 0.905 0.048 0.027 O.So7 0.127 0.127 O.Sl3 O.Sl3 0.987 0.609 0.105 0.113 0.532 0.334 0.004 0.641 

36. APPLIED -0.075 0.180 0.264 0.600 0.611 0.538 0.077 0.031 0.085 0.274 -0.240 -0.359 0.409 0.225 0.225 -0.15.S 0.021 0.226 -0.037 --0.433 -0.419 -0.059 0.155 

0.145 0.432 0.247 0.004 0.003 0.011 0.738 0.190 0.712 0.229 0.294 0.109 0.064 0.326 0.326 O.S01 0.9.S2 0.31,4 0.872 0.049 O.OSI 0.798 o.soo 
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TABLE 2 1992-93 PEARSON CORREI.ATION COEFFlCIENTS (CON'1) 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 

25. S1UDFfE 0.580 
0.005 

26. FACFfE 0.620 0.921 
0.002 0.0001 

27. TOTFAC 0.701 0.913 0.835 
0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 

28. TOTFACR 0.701 0.913 0.835 
0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 

29. %FEMFAC 0.031 0.319 0.189 0.258 0.258 

0.893 0.157 0.410 0.258 0.258 

30. TOTSTD 0.615 0.351 0.487 0.350 0.350 0.230 

0.003 0.117 0.025 0.119 0.119 0.307 

31. TOTSTDR 0.633 0.356 0.487 0.367 0.367 0.230 0.998 

0.002 0.112 0.025 0.101 0.101 0.315 0.0001 

32. %FEMSTD -0.319 0.061 -0.017 -0.045 -0.045 0.336 0.0006 0.012 

0.157 0.790 0.939 0.846 0.136 0.136 0.997 0.956 

33. %FACMIN 0.136 0.055 0.085 0.061 0.061 -0.002 -0.063 -0.083 -0.512 

0.555 0.810 0.711 0.791 0.791 0.991 0.783 0.717 0.017 

34. %STM1N 0.169 0.035 -0.026 -0.019 -0.019 0.417 0.147 0.133 -0.187 0.524 

0.461 0.877 0.910 0.932 0.932 0.059 0.524 0.562 0.416 0.014 

35. HARD -0.103 -0.538 -0.457 -0.457 -0.457 -0.672 0.106 0.109 -0.214 -0.263 -0.450 

0.656 0.011 0.036 0.036 0.036 0.0008 0.646 0.637 0.349 0.247 0.040 

36. APPUED 0.095 -0.004 -0.030 -0.030 -0.030 -0.130 0.134 0.117 -0.252 0.319 0.151 0.079 

0.881 0.985 0.895 0.895 0.895 0.573 0.560 0.611 0.269 0.157 0.511 0.731 



Multivariate regression analyses were completed in order to 

answer the first research question which was: What are the 

patterns of resource allocation among academic divisions within a 
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public Research I institution during times of fiscal distress? The 

dependent variable, state allocated dollars, was regressed on all of 

the independent variables. Full-model regressions and stepwise 

regression analyses were completed. Table 3 contains a listing of 

variables, total numbers, means and standard deviations for 1988-

89 and 1992-93. 

TABLE 3 

1 988-89 AND 1992-93 LIST OF VARIABLES 

VARIABLE YEAR ..N.. MEAN STD DEV 

Grad Degrees 89 83 17.47 24.48 
93 82 19.81 25.51 

Und Grad Deg 89 83 41.99 61.98 
93 82 55.97 72.93 

Full Salary 89 74 57289.85 8857.88 
93 74 66277.26 11377.77 

Assoc Salary 89 74 42800.84 5909.49 
93 69 46547.22 7054.75 

Assist Salary 89 74 34625.12 6053.18 
93 66 40361.12 7762.78 

Male Faculty 89 80 15.63 12.81 
93 80 14.23 13.07 

Female Faculty 89 80 4.59 6.28 
93 80 6.11 8.61 

White Faculty 89 80 , 8.28 14.22 
93 80 , 7.94 , 6.19 



74 
Minority Faculty 89 80 1.94 2.24 

93 80 2.40 2.79 
Exit Salary 89 82 21232.15 4133.78 

93 82 24441.02 5199.91 
Grants 89 84 990150.15 1865884.13 

93 83 1413372.05 2918766.61 
Male Students 89 84 175.01 202.70 

93 83 174.01 179.31 
Female Students 89 84 158.80 202.78 

93 83 162.82 204.31 
White Students 89 84 254.80 268.87 

93 83 240.36 230.43 
Minority Stds 89 84 80.67 89.73 

93 83 96.55 101.24 
Patents 89 33 2.03 4.67 

93 33 2.03 4.67 
Conflicts of Int 89 33 1.55 1.75 

93 33 1.55 1.75 
Lower Div SCH 89 83 2764.81 4410.75 

93 82 2515.00 3608.62 
Upper Div SCH 89 83 1475.61 1556.74 

93 82 1540.32 1551.27 
Graduate SCH 89 83 513.01 817.38 

93 82 708.17 874.11 
Student FTE 89 83 358.59 394.74 

93 82 366.84 352.88 
Faculty FTE 89 83 18.72 17.62 

93 82 19.39 18.23 
Centrality 93 83 1.13 .49 
Quality 93 83 1.10 .67 

In the fu"-model 1988-89 regression analyses four variables 

showed a significant impact on the dependent variable, which was 

the amount of state dollars allocated to each unit. As can be seen 
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from Table 4, the number of male faculty, faculty FTE, and grants 

were all positive indicators of the amount of resources allocated to 

departments. Exit salary was a negative predictor indicating that 

departments with higher average exit salary for students were 

receiving less in state allocated dollars. In the1992-93 full-model 

regression there were three significant variables, faculty FTE, exit 

salary, and grants. Both faculty FTE and grants had a positive 

impact on the dependent variable indicating that departments with 

more faculty FTE and more grants also received more in state dollar 

allocations. The exit salary variable was negative indicating that 

departments with higher exit salary received less in state dollar 

allocations. There were no data on centrality and quality for 1988-

89. The student FTE variable had to be eliminated from the 1992-93 

analyses due to a linear relationship, causing it to be equal to other 

variables describing undergraduate size. In mUltiple regression, it 

is not possible to include variables that are perfectly correlated 

with one another in the same equation. 

TABLE 4 

1988-89 AND 1992-93 REGRESSION 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 

Graduate Degrees 5553.807 
(1.133) 

92-93 COEFFICIENT 

7844.318 
(1.068) 
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(Table 4 continued) 

Undergrad Degrees -213.164 2922.545 
(-.086) (1.198) 

Full Prof Salary 10.003 -7.835 
(1.183) (.638) 

Assoc Prof Salary 10.801 10.294 
(.580) (.488) 

Assist Prof Salary 7.132 50.021 
(.377) (1.776) 

Male Faculty 34217.000** 9824.057 
(3.739) (.776) 

Female Faculty -30252.000 15404.000 
(-1.259) (.676) 

Minority Faculty -23883.000 -34660.000 
(-.621 ) ( -.876) 

Exit Salary -45.743** -49.100** 
(-2.863) ( -2.638) 

Grants .225*** .138 
(5.632) (1.771 ) 

Male Students -1414.710 -5862.344 
( -.870) ( -.822) 

Female Students 617.240 -6614.714 
(.363) (-.924) 

White Students -207.521 5540.489 
(-.125) (.823) 

Minority Students 2842.515 6803.980 
(1.355) (.833) 

Lower Div SCH -283208.000 -82.970 
( -1.570) (-1.874) 

Upper Div SCH -353922.000 -91.091 
(-1.570) (-.815) 

Graduate SCH -425217.000 -479.720 
(-1.571) (-1.255) 

Student FTE 4248141.000 
(1.570) 



Faculty FTE 

Centrality 

Quality 

Intercept 

Adjusted R2 
N 

(Table 4 continued) 

27681.000** 
(2.707) 

25767.000 

.799 
68.0 

63357.000*** 
(4.735) 

136011.00 
(.668) 

-31295.000 
(-2.03) 

-418023.000 

.785 
58.0 

As can be seen in Tables 5 and 6, stepwise regression analyses 

were conducted for years 1988-89 and 1992-93. In 1989, the four 

variables that had significant impact on the amount of state 

budgeted allocations per department were number of male faculty, 

dollars in grants, faculty FTE, and full professor salaries. The R2 
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statistic for each of the variables was .66, .74, .79, and .81, 

respectively. Therefore, 81 percent of the variance in budgeted 

state dollars to departments can be explained by these four 

variables. The number of male faculty can be considered a size 

variable, which indicates that the largest determining factor of 

state allocations is the size of the faculty. Because most faculty 

are male, this finding is baSically showing us the number of faculty. 

The second factor is dollars the department receives in grants and 
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contracts. This variable was a proxy measure for perceived 

closeness to the market, as well as productivity. This finding also 

supports the resource dependency argument that departments that 

generate outside resources tend to be more favored in the internal 

resource allocation process. The faculty FTE finding is expected 

because the primary component of a departmental budget is faculty 

salary. 

In 1992-93, the five significant variables in the stepwise 

regression were faculty FTE, dollars in grants, salary of assistant 

professors, exit salary of students, and student credit hours of 

lower division students. The R2 statistic for each of those 

variables was .69, .79, .80, .82, and .83. Therefore, 83 percent of the 

variance in budgeted state dollars to departments can be explained 

by these five variables. Faculty FTE, grants, and exit salary appear 

again as significant variables. Faculty FTE and grants have a 

positive impact on state allocations to departments while exit 

salary and lower division student credit hours have a negative 

impact. The average salary of assistant professors may be 

considered a proxy for perceived closeness to the market. Particular 

colleges within this institution pay higher salaries to assistant 

professors based on their potential earnings in the labor market (i.e. 



business). 

TABLE 5 

1988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

VARIABLE COEFF .£ PROBABILITY &2 

Male Faculty 29197.66 13.64 .0005 .66 

Grants .177 41.04 .0001 .74 

Faculty FTE 25983.36 18.65 .0001 .79 

Full Salary 15.31 5.24 .0256 .81 

TABLE 6 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILITY &2 

Fac FTE 55592.49 126.7 .0001 .69 

Grant .188 24.83 .0001 .79 

Assist. Salary 36.03 3.93 .0523 .80 

Exit Salary -41.54 5.99 .0177 .82 

SCH Lower Div. -53.09 3.74 .0585 .83 

Because the grants variable was a common theme emerging in 

the regression analyses, additional analyses were completed in 

which each of the five significant variables was removed from the 
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equation one at a time. Dollars in grants/contracts was the only 

variable that was still significant in each analysis. Therefore, when 

the primary size factor was eliminated from the regression equation 

(Le. number of male faculty or faculty FTE), doilars in 

grants/contracts was the largest contributor to the state fund 

allocation to departments. By controlling for the number of faculty 

in the regressions, these findings imply that grants per faculty 

member in departments is positively related to state allocations per 

faculty member. 

In order to determine the importance of size of departments in 

relation to state allocations, stepwise regression analyses were 

conducted on all departments with over 10 faculty. I wanted to 

determine if large and small departments were being treated 

differently in terms of resource allocation. Departments with less 

than 10 faculty were not included in the analysis. In 1989, the 

results were slightly different from the results when all 

departments were included. As seen in Table 7, the faculty FTE, 

salary of full professors and number of male faculty were still 

important indicators in the regression. However, number of minority 

faculty and graduate student credit hours entered the equation in 

place of grants and exit salary of students. When departments with 
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less than twenty faculty were dropped from the analysis, the only 

significant indicators were number of male faculty, number of 

minority faculty, graduate student credit hours and faculty FTE. 

These results indicate that for larger departments, faculty size is 

still an important indicator of state budget allocations. This is true 

virtually by definition, since faculty salaries constitute the largest 

portion of any departmental budget. However, grant dollars are not 

as important for larger departments. This may be due to the fact 

that larger departments receive a larger portion of state 

allocations, regardless of grants, by virtue of size of the 

department. The number of minority faculty has a negative 

parameter estimate indicating that larger departments with more 

minority faculty are getting less in state allocations. The number of 

graduate student credit hours produced has a positive impact on 

allocations, but undergraduate student credit hour production was 

not a significant factor. 

As seen in Table 8, stepwise regression analyses were also 

completed for 1992-93 for departments with greater than ten 

faculty. These results were more similar to the analysis of all 

departments. Number of male faculty, grants, lower division student 

credit hours and faculty FTE were the significant indicators of state 
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dollar allocations to departments. Lower division student credit 

hour production had a negative impact on allocations. 

When all departments with less than twenty faculty were 

dropped, there were some differences from the original analysis. In 

this case, number of male faculty, centrality, lower division student 

credit hours and faculty FTE were the important indicators. This 

was the first time that centrality had a role of significance. This 

indicates that departments with more faculty, considered central to 

the mission of the university are favored in state resource 

allocations. The lower division student credit hour variable was 

negative, conveying that departments with more lower division 

student credit hour production are receiving less in state 

allocations. 

In the regression analyses of all departments, grant dollars were 

a highly significant indicator of the amount of state allocations to 

particular departments. However, when the smaller departments 

were eliminated from the analysis, grants were not as important. 

This may indicate that it is especially important for smaller 

departments to generate external dollars in order to be privileged in 

terms of internal resource allocation. Larger departments receive 

more in state dollars by virtue of their size regardless of the 
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income they generate in grants. In addition, the number of minority 

faculty in a department assumed much greater significance than had 

previously been indicated. This significance was negative, however, 

indicating that minority faculty are associated with less resource 

allocation. 

TABLE 7 

1988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DEPARTMENTS WITH> 10 FACULTY 

VARIABLE COEFF .£ PROBABILITY R2 

Male Faculty 42161.10 157.39 .0001 .75 

Graduate SCH 559.33 9.46 .0034 .79 

Faculty FTE 14769.55 2.88 .0956 .80 

Min Faculty -57214.13 4.25 .0445 .81 

Full Prof Salary 11.48 3.32 .0747 .82 
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TABLE 8 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DEPARTMENTS WITH> 10 FACULTY 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILITY &~ 

Faculty FTE 45377.12 116.59 .0001 .71 

Grants .136 23.60 .0001 .81 

Lower Div SCH -63.66 4.01 .0512 .82 

Male Faculty 21521.74 5.07 .0293 .8 

TABLE 9 

1 988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DEPARTMENTS WITH> 20 FACULTY 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILITY &2 

Male Faculty 29491.69 44.08 .0001 .64 

Faculty FTE 17981.90 5.93 .0230 .71 

Graduate SCH 547.05 5.41 .0296 .77 

Minority Faculty -62134.56 3.34 .0816 .80 
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TABLE 10 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DEPARTMENTS WITH> 20 FACULTY 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILTY &2 

Male Faculty 37736.83 20.32 .0002 .81 

Centrality 293481.75 4.72 .0414 .84 

Lower Div SCH -102.59 12.54 .0019 .87 

Faculty FTE 46044.48 39.66 .0001 .89 

In order to more closely examine the female and minority 

variables, these variables were taken as proportions of the whole. 

That is, the number of female students was divided into the total 

number of students and a percentage of female students was derived 

for each of the departments. The same process was undertaken for 

the number of female faculty members per department. A similar 

process was completed for the minority student and faculty 

variables in order to determine the proportion of minority students 

and faculty in each department. 

When the full-model regression analysis was completed for 

1988-89 and 1992-93 (Table 11) using the proportions for female 



and minority variables, the same general themes emerged. Three 

variables were significant in 1988-89, the percent of female 
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faculty, salary of associate professors and average exit salary of 

students. The percent of female faculty had a negative T statistic 

of -3.17 with a probability of .008, indicating that departments with 

a larger percentage of female faculty, were getting less in state 

allocated dollars. The average exit salary of students was also a 

negative T statistic of -2.53 with a probability of .027. This 

indicates that departments with higher average exit salaries of 

students are getting less in state dollars. The T statistic of the 

associate faculty salary variable was a positive 2.63 with a 

probability level of .023, indicating that departments with higher 

associate salary levels are also getting more in state fund 

allocations. Grants was not significant in this analysis, although it 

had consistently been signfificant in other analyses. This may have 

been due to the low number of departments included in the analysis. 

In the 1992-93 data nothing was significant. 
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TABLE 11 

1988-89 AND 1992-93 REGRESSION USING PERCENTAGES 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -2431892.000** 1891085.000 
(-3.172) (.494) 

% Female Stdts -843064.000 6349719.000 
(-.854 ) (5.611) 

% Minority Fac -3158647.000 -18170937.000 
(-1.668) (-4.056) 

% Minority Stdts 2319552.000 -3635472.000 
(1.413) ( -2.816) 

Graduate Degrees 19611.000 -8711.782 
(1.123) (-.304) 

Undergrad Degrees 9937.531 -48923.000 
(.813) (-1.558) 

Full Prof Salary -24.269 -97.137 
(-1.323) (-1.543) 

Assoc Prof Salary 116.214* 210.879 
(2.639) (4.608) 

Assist Prof Salary -121.419** -29.388 
(-2.834 ) (-.220) 

Exit Salary -162.650* 263.476 
(-2.533) (3.94) 

Grants .126 -3.39 
(1.783) (-3.968) 

Patents 20684.000 55389.000 
(.570) (3.247) 

Con of Interest -17963.000 1307072.000 
( -.259) (4.925) 

Lower Div SCH -487977.000 465.910 
(-1.457) (3.740) 

Upper Div SCH -610161.000 2807.139 
(-1.458) (1.433) 



(Table 11 continued) 

Graduate SCH -733242.000 8105.669 
(-1.459) (4.144) 

Student FTE 7321350.000 
(1.457) 

Faculty FTE 10745.000 -219691.000 
(.550) (-3.094) 

Centrality 1646186.000 
(1.165) 

Quality -27944.000 
(-.068) 

Intercept 5527536.000 -7131546.000 
Adjusted R2 .816 .972 
N 30.0 21.0 

Stepwise regression analyses were also completed using the 

female and minority variables as percentages (Tables 12 and 13). 
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All other variables were entered as raw scores. In 1988-89, again 

the percentage of female faculty came up negative in relation to 

state allocations. The probability level was .06 with an R2 of .65. 

This was the third variable to enter into the stepwise regression. 

The first variable to enter into the regression was the number of 

full time equivalent students per department. The F value was 23.9 

with a probability of .0001 and an R2 of .46. This indicates that 46 

percent of the variance in the dependent variable is explained by the 

student FTE variable. The student FTE variable had not been 
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significant in previous analyses. This variable may have taken the 

place of the faculty FTE variable indicating size of departments. 

The second variable to enter the stepwise regression was the 

dollars in grants per department. An additional 14 % of the variance 

was explained by this variable for an R2 of .60. Grants was a 

common theme found in previous analyses. The third variable to 

enter the regression was the percent of female faculty as mentioned 

above. The total R2 for the three variables was .65 indicating that 

65 percent of the variance in the dependent variable can be explained 

by these three variables. 

In the stepwise regression for 1992-93 using percentages of 

female and minority faculty and students, three variables were 

significant. The first was the number of full time equivalent 

faculty with a positive parameter estimate, an F value of 30.7, with 

a probability of .0001 and an R2 of .61. The second variable to enter 

the regression was the number of graduate degrees per department. 

This parameter was positive, with a probability of .0066 and an R2 

of .74. Again a variable related to graduate students was 

significant, while such findings were not significant for 

undergraduates. The final variable to enter the regression was the 



percentage of minority faculty. The parameter was negative, 

indicating that deparments with a higher percentage of minority 

faculty are receiving less in state dollar allocations. The R2 of 

these three variables was .82 indicating that 82 percent of the 

variance in the dependent variable can be explained by these three 

variables. 

TABLE 12 

1988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION USING PERCENTAGES 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILITY R'-
Student FTE 1748.98 23.9 .001 .46 

Grants .127 9.6 .0044 .60 

% Fern Faculty -1243371.33 3.8 .0610 .65 

TABLE 13 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION USING PERCENTAGES 

VARIABLE COEFF 

Faculty FTE 31401.81 

Graduate Degrees 22352.35 

% Minority Fac -2639102.86 

E 

30.7 

9.4 

7.3 

PROBABILITY R'-
.001 .61 

.0066 .74 

.0146 .82 

90 
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I wanted to analyze each of the variables and their impact on 

the entire analysis. To accomplish this, I deleted particular 

variables from the regression to see what other variables might be 

influential. With the 1988-89 data, I began by eliminating the 

variable of productivity, which included measures for full time 

equivalent faculty, students and student credit hours. When 

productivity was eliminated from the regression, grants was the 

only significant measure (T =4.83, p=.OOOl). When I eliminated 

grants from the regression, the only signficant factor was the 

number of female faculty. The parameter was negative (T =-2.138, 

p=.0375) indicating that the more female faculty a department had, 

the less they were allocated in state dollars. When grant and salary 

variables were removed (Le. proxy variables for closeness to the 

market), the only significant variable was the number of male 

faculty (T =5.021, p=.OOOl). These findings indicate that even when 

particular variables are removed, the same common themes emerge. 

When the diversity variables of gender and ethnicity were 

eliminated from the regression, a large number of measures were 

significant (Table 14). This indicates that gender and ethnicity 

does play a role in resource allocation. However, as evidenced by 
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other results of this study, gender and ethnicity often has a negative 

effect on the amount of resources allocated to departments. The 

1992-93 findings were similar to those in 1988-89. 

TABLE 14 

REGRESSION WITHOUT DIVERSITY VARIABLE 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

Graduate Degrees 5082.573 6931.174 
(.967) (1.053) 

Undergrad Degrees -752.351 1666.745 
(-.351) (.983) 

Full Prof Salary 17.261 * -7.927 
(2.097) (-.711) 

Assoc Prof Salary 11.382 14.806 
(.606) (.807) 

Assist Prof Salary 6.120 48.009 
(.315) (1.895) 

Exit Salary -47.630** -52.698** 
( -2.873) (-3.164) 

Grants .252*** .168** 
(6.253) (3.034) 

Lower Div SCH -382163.000** 177.091 
(-2.017) (.844) 

Upper Div SCH -477645.000** 198.787 
(-2.017) (.690) 

Graduate SCH -573501.000** 
(-2.018) 

Student FTE 573225.000** -3656.748 
(2.017) (-1.125) 

Faculty FTE 47391.000*** 64801.000*** 
(5.594) (6.923) 



Intercept 

Adjusted R2 
N 

(Table 14 continued) 

-225119.000 

.758 
69.0 

-426271.000 

.804 
59.0 
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In order to further analyze the change in the departments over 

the five year period, a full-model regression was completed using 

the difference between the two years on all independent variables 

and the dependent variables. Nothing significant was found in this 

analysis. 

In order to take one more look at the change between years, I ran 

a regression analysis of the 1992-93 data using the 1988-89 

dependent variable as an additional independent variable (Table 15). 

There was nothing significant in the all variables regression. 

However, in the stepwise regression the independent variable of 

1989 allocations was significant at the .0001 level with an F value 

of 561.36. The only other variable that entered the stepwise 

regression was the number of graduate degrees which was 

significant at .0499 with an F value of 4.4167. The total R2 for 

these two variables was .97 indicating that a large portion of the 

variance in the dependent variable is explained by these two 

variables. The graduate student variable was again a prominent 



factor in allocations. 

VARIABLE 

89 Allocation 

Grad Degrees 

TABLE 15 

STEPWISE USING 89 ALLOCATION 

AS INDEPENDENT VAR!ABLE 

COEFF E PROBABILITY 

1.030 561.36 .0001 

5880.39 4.41 .0499 

&2 

.96 

.97 

The significance of adding the dependent variable of 1989 state 

allocations as an independent variable in the 1993 regression 

indicates that departments that are getting more in state dollar 

allocations in 1989 are still getting more in 1993. This indicates 

that department allocations do not really change much over time. 

Departments that received more in state allocations in 1988-89 

continued to do so in 1992-93. This agrees with earlier findings 

that indicated that the change over the five year period was not of 

significance overall. 

This also parallels the history and tradition argument of 

Wildavsky (1988). Wildavsky indicates that there is a general 

expectation that programs will continue at close to the going level 

94 
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of expenditures. It indicates the incrementalism of the budget 

(Wildavsky, 1988). The budget of 1989 can be considered a large 

determining factor in the amount allocated to departments in 1993. 

An additional analyses was completed to enter two dummy 

variables for "hard" vs. "soft" sciences and "applied" vs. "pure" 

departments (Biglan, 1973). This was done in order to determine if 

departments that were considered hard sciences may be receiving 

more dollars or departments that were applied or pure were 

receiving more state allocations. I added these control variables so 

that if applied and hard departments receive more in state 

allocations, but have lower percentages of minority and female 

faculty, then the findings of percentage female and percentage 

minority in equations without these controls might be considered 

spurious. 

Each of the 85 departments was divided into either a hard 

science department or was classified as "other". Hard sciences 

were departments in the natural sciences, engineering, and medical 

fields. Applied departments were areas such as professional 

schools, nursing, engineering, business and natural resources. 

Departments considered pure were areas such as biology, 

humanities, and social sciences. See Appendix C and D for a 
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complete listing of how the departments were categorized. The 

variables of percent of women faculty and students, and percent of 

minority faculty and students were left in the regression, rather 

than the raw numbers of those groups. Both full-model and stepwise 

regressions were included in the analyses. 

In the 1 988-89 data, there were several variables that were 

significant in the full-model regression. The percent of minority 

faculty was significant with a negative parameter estimate, 

indicating that departments with higher numbers of minority faculty 

are getting less in state dollar allocations. Assistant professor 

salary and average exit salary of students were also significant 

with negative parameter estimates. Again, this indicates that 

departments with higher assistant professor salaries and higher 

average exit salary of students are getting less in state dollar 

allocations. Grants and faculty FTE were again significant 

variables indicating that departments with more faculty and more 

dollars in grants are getting more in state allocations. Applied 

departments were also significant. This indicates that departments 

considered applied are getting more in state dollar allocations. 

There was nothing significant in 1992-93 analysis. 
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TABLE 16 

1988-89 AND 1992-93 REGRESSION 

DUMMY VARIABLES ADDED 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -2152214.000 -13539989.000 
( -.930) (-1.214) 

% Female Stdnts -1947016.000 -831921.000 
(-2.011 ) (-1.65) 

% Minority Fac -6098347.000* 2141608.000 
(-2.636) (.199) 

% Minority Stdnts 1205624.000 550790.000 
(.594) (.122) 

Graduate Degrees -999.404 99204.000 
( -.049) (1.110) 

Undergrad Degrees 19795.000 -29251.000 
(1.582) (1.186) 

Full Prof Salary -33.701 -61.097 
(-1.618) ( -.597) 

Assoc Prof Salary 83.320 -45.717 
(2.100) ( -.280) 

Assist Prof Salary -112.449** 45.495 
(-2.828) (.266) 

Exit Salary -184.510* -37.837 
( -2.668) (-.193) 

Grants .232** 1.469 
(3.038) (.547) 

Patents 32057.000 -321123.000 
(.794) (-.664 ) 

Con of Interest -15460.000 -292968.000 
( -.241) (-.312) 

Lower Div SCH -361263.000 -520.412 
(-.934 ) (-.924 ) 

Upper Div SCH -452131.000 533.025 
( -.936) (.394) 
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(Table 16 continued) 

Graduate SCH -542690.000 -5821.115 
(-.934) ( -.650) 

Student FTE 5417740.000 
(.933) 

Faculty FTE 66026.000* 190889.000 
(2.306) (.828) 

Hard Sciences -1263962.000 -4757086.000 
(-.714) (-1.406) 

Applied Depts 1161544.000* 810272.000 
(2.305) (.801 ) 

Intercept 8902442.000 10263985.000 

Adjusted R2 .870 .835 

N 68.0 58.0 

In the 1988-89 stepwise regression (Table 1 7) , there were 

three variables that entered the equation. The first was student 

FTE with a probability of .0001 , the second was grants with a 

probability of .0044, and the third was hard sciences departments 

with a probability of .0090. All three variables were positive with a 

total R2 of .69. This indicates that there is still 31% of the 

variance accounted for by variables other than these three. The 

student FTE variable may be related to size, while the hard sciences 

variable indicates a favoring of those departments. 

In the 1992-93 (Table 18) stepwise regression, three variables 
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entered the regression. The first was faculty FTE with a 

probability of .0001, the second was number of graduate degrees 

with a probability of .0066. The third was the percent of minority 

faculty, with a negative parameter estimate and a probability of 

.0146. This indicates that departments with a higher percentage of 

minority faculty are getting less in state dollar allocations. The 

total R2 for these three variables was .82. 

When these dummy variables were added, the percent of female 

faculty was no longer significant. The percent of minority faculty 

was still significant, and continued to be negative. This finding 

could indicate that earlier findings related to this variable were 

spurious. However, it could also indicate that there happens to be a 

higher concentration of women in fields considered pure and soft. 

decided to run additional analyses (Models 1 - 4) to determine 

whether the percentage of women faculty having an adverse impact 

on state allocations were spurious or valid. 



VARIABLE 

Student FTE 

Grants 

Hard Sciences 

TABLE 17 

1 988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DUMMY VARIABLES ADDED 

COEFF E.. PROBABILITY 

2268.499 23.97 .0001 

.116 9.64 .0044 

1477404.628 7.96 .0090 

TABLE 18 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

DUMMY VARIABLES ADDED 

100 

R2 

.46 

.60 

.69 

VARIABLE COEFF E PROBABILITY --.B.£ 

Faculty FTE 31401.82 30.74 .0001 .61 

Graduate Degrees 22352.35 9.42 .0066 .74 

% Minority Fac -2639102.86 7.38 .0146 .82 

Based on the common themes from these findings, which were 

positive effects of faculty FTE and grants on state allocations, and 

negative effects of exit salary, percentage of female faculty, and 

percentage of minority faculty, I devised new regression models to 

further analyze these themes. I also decided to do all the additional 
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analyses both with and without the patents and conflict of interest 

variables. As mentioned previously, when patents and conflict of 

interest were included, the number of departments in the anlayses 

dropped to 33. I wanted to run analyses with a higher number of 

departments to determine if there were different findings. I will 

focus on the analyses with the higher number of departments 

throughout the rest of this section. All models included both full-

model and stepwise regressions. 

In the first model, I wanted to further test the effects of size, 

gender, and ethnicity on state allocations. I included the faculty FTE 

variable and the percent of female and minority faculty and student 

variables. None of the other size variables were included (Le. 

number of male faculty, number of white faculty, etc.). All other 

independent variables were included in the analysis except patents 

and conflict of interest statements, and the dummy variables for 

hard and applied departments. Earlier analyses indicated that the 

percent female faculty variable was significant with a negative 

estimate when hard and applied deparatments were not included. 

The student FTE variable was removed due to its collinearity with 

other undergraduate student size variables. Results were as 

follows: 



TABLE 19 

MODEL 1 
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TESTING FOR EFFECTS OF SIZE AND FEMALE/MINORITY 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -1162902.00** -775243.000 
(-2.682) (-1.128) 

% Female Stdt 51581.00 105504.000 
(.132) (.180) 

% Min Faculty -1011108.00 -455018.000 
(-1.398) (-.615) 

% Min Stdts 606289.00 175780.000 
(.995) (.226) 

Grad Degrees 4019.52 7131.840 
(.783) (1.027) 

Undergrad Degrees 1588.40 1658.882 
(.732) (.941 ) 

Full Prof Salary 5.004 -6.611 
(.584) ( -.568) 

Assoc Prof Salary 29.545 11.301 
(1.594) (.594) 

Assist Prof Salary -16.454 43.975 
(-.802) (1.636) 

Exit Salary -51.516** -48.801 ** 
(3.078) (-2.810) 

Grants .164*** .121 * 
(4.484) (1.940) 

Lower Div SCH 13.503 -54.695 
(.503) (-1.591) 

Upper Div SCH -11.989 -90.517 
(-.117) ( -.876) 
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(Table 1 9 continued) 

Graduate SCH 80.813 -236.919 
(.274) (-.690) 

Faculty FTE 37705.000*** 60638.000*** 
(4.126) (5.923) 

Centrality 173783.000 
(.911) 

Quality -41390.000 
(-2.92) 

Intercept 721954.000 -229028.000 

Adjusted R2 .776 .800 
N 68.0 58.0 

This model indicates that the same general themes emerge as 

were present in previous analyses. Size continues to be a factor, 

due to the significance of the faculty FTE variable. The percent of 

female faculty in a department continues to have a negative impact 

on state allocations to departments. Exit salary also continues to 

have a negative impact on the dependent variable. Grants still has a 

positive impact on the amount of resources allocated to 

departments. The percent of minority faculty was no longer a 

significant negative indicator of state allocations. 

I ran an additional form of Model 1, attempting to resolve a few 

problem areas. For the patents and conflict of interest variables, I 

coded all departments without these variables as zero. This enabled 
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all departments to enter the analysis, whereas previously I had been 

running regressions both with and without those two variables. I 

also combined the two variables of lower division and upper division 

student credit hour variables into one variable measuring 

undergraduate student credit hour production. This was done in 

order to lessen the collinearity between the undergraduate size 

variables. I also had to eliminate the undergraduate student FTE 

variable for the same reason. The final change was in the grants 

variable. I added a variable of the proportion of grant dollars per 

faculty member in each department. I did not eliminate the other 

grants variable, which was total grant dollars awarded to 

departments. In the findings from this analysis there were two 

differences from the original Modell. The percent of minority 

faculty was now significant at the .04 level (Parameter=-1351 076, 

T =-2.036). This indicates that departments with a higher 

percentage of minority faculty are getting less in state allocations. 

This was only significant in the 1 988-89 data. The other difference 

was in the percent of grant dollars per faculty member variable. 

This parameter estimate was negative (Parameter = -.86, T=-2.095), 

and was significant at the .04 level. This is quite interesting 

because the original grants variable was significant and positive 



consistently throughout the analysis. This indicates that 

departments that are productive in terms of grants, but have a 

smaller number of faculty , are receiving less in state allocations. 

Overall, however, grants continues to be a positive indicator of 

state allocations. 
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The second model that was generated was very similar to Model 

1, except that the dummy variables of hard and applied departments 

were now added to the analyses. The purpose of this model, was to 

see if the findings in previous analyses, where percentage of female 

faculty variable dropped out with the addition of these variables, 

would continue to be found. Results are as follows: 

TABLE 20 

MODEL 2 

TESTING FOR EFFECTS OF HARD/APPLIED DEPTS 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -898140.00* -597731.000 
(-2.184) (-.919) 

% Female Stdts -163190.000 234132.000 
(-.452) (.428) 

% Min Faculty -1131014.000 -236793.000 
(-1.725) (-.328) 

% Min Stdts 286098.000 -88831.000 
(.509) (-.117) 

Graduate Degrees 679.158 6179.503 
(.142) (.957) 
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(Table 21 continued) 

Undergrad Degrees 1895.577 794.778 
(.96) (.471 ) 

Full Prof Salary 4.823 -7.895 
(.617) (-.723) 

Assoc Prof Salary 30.315 18.691 
(1.806) (1.044) 

Assist Prof Salary -41.916* 45.899 
(-2.068) (1.733) 

Exit Salary -60.994*** -50.715** 
( -3.835) (-3.111) 

Grants .163*** .025 
(4.32) (.364) 

Lower Div SCH 31.158 -22.679 
(1.216) ( -.638) 

Upper Div SCH 35.454 -18.539 
(.370) (-.167) 

Graduate SCH 133.33 58.959 
(.493) (.178) 

Faculty FTE 34557.000*** 50403.000*** 
(3.966) (4.686) 

Hard Depts 354373.000* 554184.000* 
(2.019) (2.295) 

Applied Depts 348235.000* -316111.000 
(2.033) (-1.577) 

Intercept 1507664.000 -534509.000 

Adjusted R2 .816 .823 
N 68.0 58.0 

The common theme of faculty size was still an important factor 

in this model. Exit salary was again a negative indicator of state 

allocations. Grants was significant in 1988-89, but not in 1992-93. 

However, in the stepwise regression for that year, grants was 
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significant with a parameter estimate of .105 (F=4. 77, p=.033). In 

1988-89, the percent of female faculty was significant. This was 

different from earlier analyses where this variable was no longer 

significant when hard and applied variables were added. This may be 

due to the larger number of departments in the regression, due to 

eliminating patent and conflict of interest variables from the 

analysis. However, this was not true for 1992-93, and the percent 

female faculty variable did not enter the stepwise regression, 

although the direction was still negative. The hard and applied 

variables were significant, although not both in both years. Hard 

was significant in 1992-93, and applied and hard was significant in 

1988-89. These results were similar to previous analyses, except 

for the percent female faculty variable. It did not drop out in 1988-

89 with the addition of the hard and applied dummy variables. This 

may indicate that with a larger number of departments, which makes 

the findings more statistically significant, this variable is still an 

important indicator that departments with a higher percentage of 

female faculty receive less in state dollar allocations. The percent 

of minority faculty was no longer significant in its negative effect 

on state allocations. 

I again ran an additional variation of Model 2, with the changes 



108 
mentioned previously related to the patents, conflict of interest, 

student credit hour and grants variables. The primary differences 

from the original model were again related to the minority and grant 

variables. The percent of minority faculty was significant, when it 

had not been in the original analysis. It again had a negative effect 

on state allocations (Parameter = -1395576, T= -2.274, P = .02), 

indicating that departments with a higher percentage of minority 

faculty are disadvantaged in terms of state allocations. The percent 

of grant dollars per faculty member was also negative, indicating 

that departments with more grants per faculty member are getting 

less in state allocations (Parameter = -.80, T = -2.123, P = .03). 

These results were only for the 1988-89 data, and were not 

significanct in the 1992-93 data. 

In the third and fourth models, I wanted to remove the faculty 

FTE variable, and see which departments were favored, regardless of 

size. This might indicate which departments were favored in terms 

of receiving faculty lines because those departments are getting 

more in state allocations, and the primary portion of a department 

budget is faculty salary. In the third model, all variables were 

included except faculty FTE, student FTE, hard, applied, patents and 

conflicts of interest. In the fourth model, I added in hard and 
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applied variables, but still left out the faculty FTE, student FTE, 

patents and conflict of interest variables. Results were as follows: 

TABLE 21 

MODEL 3 

EXCLUDING FACULTY SIZE VARIABLES 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -1644669.000*** -1311984.000 
(-3.451) (-1.423) 

% Female Stdts -163449.000 -489100.000 
(-.369) (-.627) 

% Minority Fac -848631.000 -100512.000 
(-1.03) (-.101) 

% Min Stdts 1267259.00 -181968.000 
(1.88) (-.174) 

Graduate Degrees 8390.37 -1366.921 
(1.464) (-.149) 

Undergrad Degrees 717.695 -827.753 
(.291 ) (-.357) 

Full Prof Salary -2.684 -8.993 
(-.281 ) (-.572) 

Assoc Prof Salary 41.246* 12.294 
(1.973) (.478) 

Assist Prof Salary -35.081 2.486 
(-1.537) (,071 ) 

Exit Salary -43.743* -3.590 
( -2.305) (-.170) 

Grants .127** .103 
(3.14) (1.220) 

Lower Div SCH 98.48*** 108.083*** 
(5.011) (3.868) 

Upper Div SCH 125.433 209.308 
(1.135) (1.716) 



Graduate SCH 

Centrality 

Quality 

Intercept 
Adjusted R2 
N 

(Table 21 continued) 

340.029 
(1.035) 

1258128.000 
.708 

68.0 

685.380 
(1.655) 

212284.000 
(.823) 

-7486.202 
(-.039) 

799775.000 
.634 

58.0 

110 

The 1988-89 analyses came out similar to the common themes 

found throughout previous analyses. However, the 1992-93 analysis 

had only one signficiant variable; lower division student credit hour 

production. This was also significant in 1988-89, and had not been 

of signficance in previous analyses. The 1988-89 data also 

indicated that the salary of associate level professors was 

significant in predicting the amount of state dollars allocated to 

departments. This was also different from previous analyses. The 

adjusted R2 was low for this analaysis, which was 63%, leaving 

almost 40 percent of the variance in the dependent variable 

unexplained. Therefore, I decided to closely examine the stepwise 

regressions to see what influence particular variables had when 



faculty FTE was no longer included. Those results can be seen in 

Tables 22 and 23. 

TABLE 22 

1988-89 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

FACULTY SIZE VARIABLE REMOVED 

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT £ PROBABILITY -B2 

SCH Low 110.212 40.80 .0001 .38 

Grants .110 24.92 .0001 .55 

% F Fac -145795.10 11.33 .0013 .62 

Grad Deg 786.108 15.57 .0002 .69 

TABLE 23 

1992-93 STEPWISE REGRESSION 

FACUL TY SIZE VARIABLE REMOVED 

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT £ PROBABILITY -R2 

Low SCH 110.467 25.29 .0001 .36 

Grad SCH 680.966 14.68 .0001 .56 

%F Fac-1739175.514 11.42 .0001 .68 

Upper SCH 164.425 7.30 .0320 .70 

Grants .121 3.28 .0760 .72 

111 
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When examining the stepwise regressions, the variables that are 

of significance in 1992-93 are similar to other findings. In 

summary, these findings suggest that departments with more 

dollars in grants/contracts are receiving preference in getting 

faculty lines, because they are getting more in state allocations. 

Departments with a higher percentage of female faculty are also 

receiving fewer faculty lines. 

I again ran an additional version of Model 3 with changes in the 

student FTE, grants, student credit hour and patents and conflict of 

interest variables. These results were very similar to previous 

findings in the differentiated models. The percent of minority 

faculty :md percent of grants per faculty member had negative 

effects on the dependent variable. The parameter estimate for the 

minority faculty variable was -1395361 (T = -2.011, p=.04), 

indicating that departments with a higher percentage of minority 

faculty are getting less in state allocations. The parameter 

estimate for the percent of grants per faculty member variable was 

-1.02 (T =-2.42, p=.Ol), indicating that departments with a higher 

proportion of grant dollars per faculty member are getting less in 

state allocations. This indicates that small departments with high 

grant productivity are disfavored. These variables were only 
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significant for the 1988-89 data. 

The fourth model is exactly the same as model 3 with the 

addition of the dummy variables for hard and applied departments. 

Findings in this regression will indicate if hard and applied 

departments are favored in terms of receiving state allocations and 

therefore faculty lines. Results are in Table 24. 

TABLE 24 

MODEL 4 

DUMMY VARIABLES ADDED, EXCLUDING FACULTY SIZE 

VARIABLE 88-89 COEFFICIENT 92-93 COEFFICIENT 

% Female Fac -1151409.000** -746439.000 
( -2.497) (-.935) 

% Female Stdts -319916.000 -227289.000 
(-.785) (-.344 ) 

% Minority Fac -988017.000 314166.000 
(-1.329) (.359) 

% Stdt Minority 720291.0 -707725.000 
(1. 15) (-.773) 

Grad Degrees 4592.28 -1040.671 
(.867) (-.135) 

Undergrad Degrees 1003.94 -2248.316 
(.451 ) (-1.175) 

Full Prof Salary -.479 -8.885 
(-.055) ( -.662) 

Assoc Prof Salary 39.722* 17.889 
(2.10) (.813) 

Assist Prof Salary -54.986** 12.206 
(-2.421) (.390) 
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(Table 24 continued) 

Exit Salary -50.752** -22.832 
(-2.848) (-1.224) 

Grants .1 1 1 ** -.047 
(2.771 ) (-.571 ) 

Lower Div SCH 110.959*** 117.022*** 
(6.16) (4.910) 

Upper Div SCH , 77.809 294.542** 
(1.765) (2.705) 

Graduate SCH 402.60 883.631 ** 
(1.355) (2.563) 

Hard Depts 565257.000** 1063239.000*** 
(2.976) (4.012) 

Applied Depts 216950.000 -399159.000 
(1.137) (-1.626) 

Intercept , 671737.000 359880.000 
Adjusted R2 .763 .733 
N 68.0 58.0 

These results indicate that hard departments are favored in 

terms of state allocations of resources regardless of size of the 

department. This can be interpreted to mean that hard departments 

are also receiving preferential treatment in assignation of faculty 

lines to that department. The percentage of female faculty still had 

a negative effect on the dependent variable in 1988-89, though it 

was not significant in 1992-93. This indicates that even with hard 

and applied control variables, there is still a negative effect of 

percentage of female faculty. Associate and Assistant Professor 
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salary levels were significant in 1988-89. The Associate Professor 

salary had a positive effect on state allocations to departments, 

while Assistant Professor salary had a negative effect on state 

allocations. Similar to Model 3, the lower division student credit 

hour production was significant, indicating that departments with a 

higher number of lower division student credit hours are being 

favored in terms of state allocations. 

When I ran the additional version of this model, with the changes 

in student FTE, patents, conflict of interest and grants variables, 

results in 1988-89 were very similar to previous findings. The 

differences from the original model were in the percent of minority 

faculty and percent of grant dollars per faculty member variables. 

Both had a negative effect on the dependent variable. For the 

minority faculty variable the parameter estimate was -1426740 (T 

= -2.1, P = .03). The percent of grants variable had a parameter 

estimate of -.956 (T = -2.3, P = .02). 

In order to attempt to further analyze the exit salary variable, I 

removed three departments from the analysis. These were in the top 

ten percent of average exit salary and all three had fifty percent or 

more women. The departments were pharmaceutical sciences, 

accounting and nursing. I thought that perhaps these departments 
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were causing the negative estimate in the variable. However, even 

with these departments removed, the estimate was still negative 

and significant. 

Discussion 

The discussion section will focus on the second and third 

research questions of this study which are as follows: To what 

extent do these a lIocation patterns conform to the theoretical 

frameworks explaining resource allocation? If the fit between the 

patterns of resource allocation and theory is not close, then how 

should the theory be modified? 

In addressing the second research question, findings indicated 

that there were aspects of both the rational/political and 

critical/political theories found in the allocation patterns in this 

study. However, neither theory was adequate in fully describing 

resource allocations to departments. In general, it seems that the 

rational/political theory was a better predictor of how resources 

were being allocated to graduate education, and the 

critical/political model was a better predictor of resource 

allocation to undergraduate education. Graduate education was 

more closely related to the rational/political model because several 
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production variables related to graduate education were found to be 

significant. The significance of grants/contracts in the findings 

also supports the rational/political model. In the early analyses, 

where departments with patents and filed conflict of interest 

statements were included, results consistently indicated that the 

number of graduate degrees conferred was a positive indicator of 

state dollar allocations to departments. Lower division student 

credit hour production was a negative indicator of state resource 

allocations. This indicates that efficiency in educating the largest 

number of students, which is a rational variable, has an effect on 

the dependent variable. For undergraduate education, the more lower 

division student credit hours that are produced, the less money is 

allocated from state resources. An increase in graduate degrees 

awarded indicates a concomitant increase in state dollar 

allocations. The rational/pOlitical model is inefficient in 

describing the resource allocation picture , defeating its own claim. 

Graduate education might be considered a market variable in that 

graduate students often assist in research that can lead to grants 

and/or contracts for the department. This view of graduate 

education supports the finding that lower division student credit 

hour production had a negative impact on state allocations. 



Graduate education may be considered close to the market and 

therefore favored in resource allocation. 

118 

It is important to note that these findings were significant for 

all departments, including departments with patents and/or filed 

conflict of interest statements. These departments are more likely 

to be tied to research goals, and to outside funding. In later models 

where the patent and conflict of interest variables were removed, 

the findings were somewhat different. Graduate degrees were still 

a positive indicator of allocation of state resources, but not 

significantly so. 

One of the variables in the rational/political model which was 

found to be of significance in the patterns of allocation of this study 

was faculty size. Size can also be considered a control variable in 

the critical/political model as well. A common theme that emerged 

in this research was that the number of full time equivalent faculty 

was a highly significant factor in determining resource allocations 

to departments. Faculty salary is the primary factor in most 

departmental budgets, so this finding was to be expected. However, 

other size variables were not of significance, suggesting that the 

critical/political theory may be more powerful. I expected that the 

number of full time equivalent students would have bearing on the 
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state allocations to departments, but this was not the case. Other 

size variables such as overall student credit hour production and 

number of degrees conferred also were not consistently significant 

in state allocations. If rational/political theory was a complete 

explanation for resource allocation, then these production variables 

would have a positive impact on allocations. The findings in this 

study contradict the efficiency criteria of the rational/political 

theory. 

One of the strongest findings in this research was related to 

grants and contracts awarded to departments. This variable was 

consistently significant (except in departments with over twenty 

faculty) in the regression equations as an important positive factor 

in state allocations to departments. This supports the resource-

dependency argument espoused by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978). They 

found that power accrued to departments that access outside 

resources, and this study supports that argument. Resource

dependency was an aspect of both frameworks in this study. 

Although I expected to find that grants/contracts was an important 

factor, it can also be problematic for the institution, because public 

reserarch universities have multiple goals The state goals of 

undergraduate education might be pushed aside in favor of research 
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goals related to resource-dependency. Is securing external 

resources efficient and economical for undergraduate education? If 

it is, this would match the rational/political framework. However, 

correlations between grants/contracts and variables such as student 

full time equivalents and number of undergraduate degrees conferred 

were not significant. Favoring departments that generate outside 

funding is not necessarily rational for undergraduate education. 

External resources may be pursued to the point of inefficiency. It 

may be economical or even essential for the institution to pursue 

outside funding to sustain graduate education, but this is not 

meeting the state goals of undergraduate education. 

Another common theme throughout the data analysis was the 

finding that average student exit salary had a negative effect on 

state allocations to departments. This means that departments with 

higher average student exit salary are receiving less in state dollar 

allocations. This was actually the opposite of what I had expected 

to find. Neither of the theories explains the findings regarding exit 

salary in this study. The departments with higher average student 

exit salary were primarily in engineering, pharmacy and business. 

Many of the departments with higher exit salary are programs that 

require certification, such as nursing. When conSidering the 
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perceived closeness to the market of these departments, a critical 

theorist might say that these departments would be perceived as 

quite close to the market, and therefore would be favored in 

resource allocations. However, this was not the case, the 

relationship between exit salary and state allocations was negative. 

This may suggest that the idea of market is quite complex. In 

addition, exit salary was not significantly correlated with grants or 

with the dependent variable of state allocations. Therefore, grants 

may not always be correlated with market power. There may be 

different markets operating. We may need to think of the market in 

a more complex way. There may be multiple labor markets operating, 

as well as multiple missions of the university. There may be 

different labor markets for undergraduate and graduate education, 

which could lead to the findings regarding differences in the two 

educational levels in terms of resource allocation. The market for 

graduate education may be more favored by a Research I institution. 

There may even be multiple markets within undergraduate education. 

In order to explain these findings, a third theory dealing with 

undergraduate and graduate labor markets may be necessary. 

In order to examine why the exit salary variable was negative, I 

decided to run the analysis again, eliminating the departments that 
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consisted of a high percentage of women. Those departments were 

nursing, pharmaceutical sciences and accounting. I wanted to find 

out if these departments were driving the regression in a negative 

direction due to the larger number of female students. However, 

the elimination of these departments did not change the results. The 

findings were still significant that exit salary had a negative effect 

on the dependent variable. 

The rational/political model does an adequate job of explaining 

how resources are allocated for graduate education, but not for 

undergraduate education. The production variables associated with 

graduate education such as grants/contracts and number of graduate 

degrees conferred were positive indicators of state allocations. 

However, this theory does not deal with the issues of gender and 

ethnicity or with the inefficiencies found in undergraduate 

education. The critical/political theory may more fully explain 

how resources are allocated in undergraduate education. In 

undergraduate education, rational production variables such as 

student FTE and undergraduate degrees did not positively impact 

state allocations. 

Another finding that was consistent throughout the data was 

that gender and ethnicity play a role in resource allocation to 
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departments. Their relationship to state dollars allocated to 

departments was negative. The numbers and percentages of women 

and minority faculty was significant and had a negative effect on 

the dependent variable, state allocations to departments. This 

indicates that the rational/political model is not efficient in 

explaining these differences. In the rational/political model, the 

claim is that gender and ethnicity do not make a difference in 

resource allocation,. However this study found that it does make a 

significant difference. This is in accordance with the 

critical/political theory, which indicates that women and minorities 

are often considered subordinate to the male-dominant society. 

Proponents of the rational/political theory would argue that as 

women and minorities flow further down the pipleine into fields 

with more resources this will change. However, this study found 

that the profession has not changed. It continues to be the structure 

of the profession that Caucasian men tend to be concentrated in 

fields with more resources. Gender and ethnicity still predict loss 

of resources. When patents and conflict of interest variables were 

removed, the percent of fe:. die faculty continued to have a negative 

effect on amount of state dollars allocated. However, the percent of 

minority faculty was no longer significant. In previous analyses, it 
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had been a negative predictor of state allocations. This may have 

been due to the larger number of departments included in the latter 

analyses. When I ran the expanded version of Models 1 - 4, the 

percent of minority faculty variable again had a negative effect on 

state allocations, indicating that departments with a higher 

percentage of minority faculty are disfavored. 

In order to counter the argument about the predominance of 

females and minorities in particular disciplines, I added two 

additional control variables to the model. The first was a dummy 

variable for "hard sciences" as compared to "soft" science 

departments. (It is interesting to note that the origins of the terms 

"hard" and "soft" are rooted in gender characeristics). I also 

entered a dummy variable for applied departments in comparison to 

pure departments. When these variables were added as controls in 

the equation, the variable percentage of female faculty was no 

longer significant. The percentage minority faculty variable 

remained significant, with a negative effect on the dependent 

variable. There are two ways to interpret these findings. A 

rational/political theorist might say that this would indicate that 

the previous findings that percentage female and minority faculty 

have a negative effect on state allocations are spurious. A 
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critical/political theorist might say that this does not indicate the 

previous results were spurious, but that the variables deserve 

closer examination. In re-thinking the variables of hard and applied 

more closely, one realizes that the soft and pure departments are 

more likely to have female faculty. This may be why the variable 

percentage of female faculty is no longer significant when the 

additional control variables are added . However, in later models 

with a larger number of departments included, the percent female 

faculty variable was still significant, even when controlling for 

hard and applied departments. It might be said that controlling for 

these variables is simply another way to cast doubt on issues of 

gender inequity, and to disregard the impact of such variables. When 

percentage of female faculty is not significant with the addition of 

these control variables, this can indicate a bias against non-applied 

and non-hard departments which can have a disparate effect on 

programs with women in them. Therefore, the question arises are 

these departments devalued because they are considered "soft" or 

"pure" departments or because they have larger numbers of women 

in them? 

In summarizing the response to the second research question, it 

appears that the allocation patterns found in this study do not 
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conform to the theoretical frameworks explaining resource 

allocation. As expected, one exclusive frame does not address the 

patterns of resource allocation completely. The rational/political 

model more closely describes how resources are allocated to 

graduate education, while the critical/political model is more 

adequate for describing resource allocation to undergraduate 

education. It may be necessary to devise a third model in order to 

explain labor market and complex mission issues related to the 

findings. 

The third research question was as follows: If the fit between 

the patterns of resource allocation and theory is not close, then how 

should the theory be modified? As mentioned previously, neither 

theory explains the entire picture of resource allocation. The 

rational/political theory seems to adequately describe graduate 

education, yet does not deal with gender and ethnicity, nor with the 

inefficiences found in this study surrounding undergraduate 

education. Critical/political theory deals with the gender and 

ethnicity issues and some market issues, but not with ideas related 

to complexity of mission. 

A third theory may need to be developed to further consider the 

issues of labor markets and multiple missions of the university. If 



the missions of graduate and undergraduate education were 

separated, the rational/political and critical/political theories 

would make more sense. Resource allocation may need to be 

disaggregated according to mission. The university may not 
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successfully fulfill both missions simultaneously. Open discussion 

of the multiple missions of the university and how these missions 

are funded may need to occur. Administrators, faculty, students and 

the public may need to address the inefficiencies in undergraduate 

education. Are these inefficiencies so great that problems will 

arise in terms of state and public support? Is undergraduate 

education subsidizing graduate education? These questions may 

need to be addressed in the immediate future. 

SUMMARY 

Findings indicated that each theoretical model explained certain 

aspects of internal resource allocation. The institution did allocate 

dollars on the basis of size of faculty, which was considered a 

rational/political variable. Grants/contracts which was a factor in 

both models, was also of significance in determining state dollar 

allocations to academic units. This supports the resource

dependency theory espoused by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978). The 
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critical/political model was also a significant factor in resource 

allocation. Departments with more female and minority faculty 

tended to receive less in state dollar allocations. 

The rational/political theory was more successful in explaining 

resource allocation to graduate education, while the 

critical/political theory more closely described allocations to 

undergraduate eduation. Number of graduate degrees appeared as a 

positive estimate of state allocations, while lower division student 

credit hours and exit salaries were negative indicators. New 

frameworks that deal in multiple missions and multiple labor 

markets may need to be devised in order to more fully describe 

resource allocations in a public Research I university. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Introduction 

This was a study of resource allocation at a public Research I 

university. The study included variables that had not been featured 

in previous studies on resource allocation such as gender and 

perceived closeness to the market. A complete listing of 

independent variables is in Appendix A. The dependent variable was 

the amount of state dollars allocated to each of 85 academic units 

at the university. 

Summary of Research Methods 

Correlation, full-model and stepwise regression analyses were 

used to analyze resource allocations at the university in this study. 

These analyses were used to analyze patterns of resource 

allocations among academic divisions within the institution during 

times of fiscal distress. Common themes were identified 

throughout the analyses which addressed the second research 
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question, related to how these allocation patterns conformed to the 

theoretical frameworks explaining resource allocation. The final 

research question addressed possible modifications of the theories. 

Although this is a case study of one institution, this university is 

fairly typical of other public Research I institutions, and this study 

can be generalized to other similar universities. 

Summary of the Findings 

Strong correlations were found between gender, ethnicity and 

resources. The results indicated that those departments with more 

women and minorities are being treated differently in the resource 

allocation process. Those departments are receiving less in state 

dollar allocations. Departments generating external resources in 

terms of grants and/or contracts are receiving more state dollar 

allocations to the department. Results also indicated that 

departments with a higher average student exit salary are receiving 

less in state allocations. Faculty size was also an important factor 

in determining the amount of state resources allocated to 

departments. 
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Summary of Framework 

This study utilized two theoretical frameworks: 

rational/political and critical/political. The rational/political 

framework focused on the structural decision making processes of 

the institution. In this theory, politics can be internal or external. 

Politics is internal in that there is bargaining and negotiating 

between groups for resources. Politics is external in that the 

institution is dependent on external resources such as grants and 

contracts in order to keep the institution afloat. Departments that 

generate these resources are privileged in terms of resource 

allocation, but not to the point where they upset the economy and 

efficiency of the institution. 

In the critical/political framework, departments that generate 

external resources are also privileged, but the institution pursues 

these dollars to the point of "inefficiency". These dollars are 

pursued often at the expense of groups such as women and 

minorities. The critical/political framework features variables 

such as gender, ethnicity and perceived closeness to the market. 

Neither theory fully explained the results found in this study. It 

seems that rational/political theory does an adequate job of 

explaining how resources are allocated to graduate programs, but 
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not to undergraduate programs. The critical/political theory more 

fully explained how resources are allocated to undergraduate 

programs. 

Implications and Recommendations 

As expected, the results of this study indicate that there is 

merit to both of the theoretical frameworks. In keeping with the 

rational/political framework, more resources do tend to be 

allocated to those departments with higher numbers of faculty. 

However, Critical/political theorists would also expect size to be 

an important indicator of resource allocation. Faculty salaries are 

the largest portion of the budget of most departments and it is 

logical that this factor would be a large predictor of internal 

resource allocation. In addition, history and tradition seem to also 

play a factor in the process. When the 1989 state allocations were 

used as an independent variable in the 1992-93 allocations, it was 

the most significant predictor of the amount of dollars allocated in 

1992-93. This indicates that the Wildavsky (1988), principle 

stating that department allocations generally do not change much 

over time, is correct. Departments that tend to receive more of the 

resources stay at that level. Those departments at the bottom end 
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of the resource allocation scale also tend to stay at the bottom. The 

resource-dependency theory of Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) was very 

significant in this study. This was an aspect of both the 

rational/political and critical/political models. Data analyses 

showed that departments with more dollars in grants and contracts 

were consistently favored in terms of state resource allocations. 

The findings of this study also confirm tenets of the 

critical/political theoretical framework. This study implies that 

there is a devaluation of the work that is performed primarily by 

women. Bellas (1994) and Keller (1985) have found similar 

patterns in their research. It seems to be a circular process, 

whereby those departments with more women also have lower 

faculty salaries. These same departments tend to have more women 

as students, who have lower average exit salaries. These same 

departments are receiving less in state dollar allocations regardless 

of their employment potential, grants/contracts, etc. Quality of 

departments does not seem to be a significant factor in the resource 

allocation process. Findings also consistently showed that 

departments with a higher percentage of minority faculty were 

disfavored in state dollar allocations. 

It appears that the university system is currently being 
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restructured into a division of the "haves" and the "have nots". 

The "haves" are departments that are larger, with more male, white 

faculty, and are income generators. The "have nots" are those 

departments that have a higher percentage of women and / or 

minority faculty. The percentage of women faculty in departments 

continued to be a negative indicator of state resources allocated to 

those departments. 

These ideas parallel Gramsci's concept of hegemony discussed 

earlier in this paper. The higher education system may have bought 

into the belief system of predominance of the white, male, dominant 

class over the subordinate female and minority population. This is 

evidenced in the allocation of resources to departments. The 

dominant group(s) have inculcated their views, such that the 

interests and needs of the subordinate groups have been shaped by 

them. 

It is worthwhile to mention the atmosphere of the administration 

at the two points in time of this study. In 1988-89, the president 

of the institution was very supportive of research and graduate 

education. However, the atmosphere of the campus and community 

began to change into a focus on undergraduate education. Legislators 

and tax payers started to become concerned about the focus on 
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research and graduate education at the expense of undergraduate 

education. Rumors about large class sizes and teaching assistants 

teaching undergraduate classes did not bode well for the institution. 

As a new president came into the picture, he proclaimed the "Year of 

the Undergraduate", and his committment to undergraduate 

education. One might assume that this would translate into greater 

resource allocations for those departments teaching more 

undergraduates, however just the opposite seemed to be the case. In 

1992-93, the number of graduate degrees conferred by a department 

was a strong indicator of the amount of resources that department 

was allocated. Variables related to undergraduates were largely 

non-significant. 

The findings of this study indicate that the more important 

indicators of resource allocation to departments were faculty size 

and grant revenues. None of the student variables such as student 

credit hour production, student full time equivalents or number of 

degrees had a consistently positive impact on state allocations. 

This study indicates that while the rhetoric of administrators is 

that undergraduate teaching and students is of primary importance 

to the institution, in reality the state allocations do not coincide 

with this rhetoric. 
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Since the time this study began, the provost of the institution 

has made some decisions regarding the elimination of some 

departments and downsizing of other departments. The departments 

of journalism, physical education and statistics are slated for 

elimination. This is in direct conflict with the professed emphasis 

on undergraduate education. There has been discussion that 

doctoral programs in history, political science, English and French 

and the undergraduate program in media arts is to be downsized. The 

elimination of the journalism program has caused a great deal of 

public outcry and continues to be a frequent topic in letters to the 

editor of the local city newspaper. 

The reason given for the journalism program elimination is that 

the provost believes that the program is not preparing students for 

the twenty first century. There is too much emphasis on print 

rather than broadcast journalism. The reason given for the 

elimination of the statistics department is that other departments 

are duplicating this information by offering their own statistics 

courses and that the program is not a full-fledged academic 

department. Questions are now being raised about what will happen 

to the tenured faculty in those departments. The reasons for 

downsizing the other departments is that they have produced few 
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PhD's over the past few years and that the time until degree 

completion is excessive. The argument of those departments, 

however, is the university has reduced their resource allocation 

such that they have been unable to maintain the student population 

they would like. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

It would be valuable to repeat this research at several 

institutions in different locations of the United States. It would 

also be valuable to compare private and public institutions, as well 

as institutions in a variety of time frames. 

Comparing resource allocations within and between colleges 

would be highly interesting. This could give an indication about how 

resource allocation decisions are being made and at what level. 

Currently the principle point of allocation is the provost of the 

university, then reallocations often happen within colleges. A study 

of institution-wide versus within college allocations would be 

useful. Preliminary analyses that were completed in this study 

indicated that variables such as patents were important in within 

college allocations. This finding was not significant in the 

institution-wide analyses. However, because much reallocation 

occurs within colleges, it would be a worthwhile study to undertake. 
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It may be necessary to begin discussion of the competing 

missions of the university, and how these missions are funded. Such 

drastic changes as earmarking state allocations for state

sponsored missions (Le. undergraduate education) may be necessary. 

Dollars in grants/contracts would then be used to sponsor the 

research mission of the university. 

In order to further examine the gender issue, it would be 

beneficial to analyze departments that have primarily male faculty, 

yet are considered to be "soft". If these departments were found to 

be disadvantaged in terms of resource allocation, then this might 

indicate that the field has more importance than was indicated in 

this study. The number of male faculty was used as a control 

variable in this study, which should compensate for this factor, but 

it would still be interesting to look more closely at specific 

de pa rtme nts. 

The minority faculty variable should be given more detailed 

attention. It was fairly consistent in being significantly negative as 

a predictor of state allocations. There were times that it was not 

significant, and I did not focus on the variable as much as I would 

have liked. 

Another important issue for further research is the perceived 
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closeness to the market variable. This study did not actuallly 

measure "perceived" closeness to the market. All the measures in 

this study were objective measures, not subjective measures. 

Therefore, the measures in this study could not actually measure 

perceived closeness. In order to study perceived closeness, one 

would have to look at more subjective measures. For example, one 

might interview administrators, students and or faculty about their 

conceptions of the closeness to the market of particular 

departments. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to analyze patterns of resource 

allocations across different academic divisions within a major 

reasearch university. In order to achieve this purpose, three 

research questions were pursued: 1) What are the patterns of 

resource allocation among academic divisions within a public 

Research I institution during times of fiscal distress? Findings 

indicated that departments with more faculty and more dollars in 

grants/contracts were favored in terms of resource allocation. 

Departments with a higher percentage of female faculty, higher 

percentage of minority faculty, and higher average student exit 
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salary were disfavored in terms of state dollar allocations. 

The second research question was 2) To what extent do these 

allocation patterns conform to the theoretical frameworks 

explaining resource allocation? Findings indicated that 

rational/political theory does an adequate job of explaining 

resources allocated for graduate education but not for undergraduate 

education. The critical/pOlitical theory more clearly explains 

resource allocation for undergraduate education. 

The third research question was: If the fit between the patterns 

of resource allocation and theory is not close, then how should the 

theory be modified? Each theory, albeit inadequate, explained 

portions of the resource allocation process. However, modifications 

in theory may need to occur pertaining to the mission of the 

university and labor market issues. 



APPENDIX A 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Graduate Degrees 

Undergraduate Degrees 

Full Professor Average Salary 

Associate Professor Average Salary 

Assistant Professor Average Salary 

Number of Male Faculty 

Number of Female Faculty 

Percentage of Female Faculty 

Percentage of Female Students 

Percentage of Minority Faculty 

Percentage of Minority Students 

Number of White Faculty 

Number of Minority Faculty 

Centrality 

Quality 

Student Average Exit Salary 

Dollars in Grants and Contracts 
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Number of Male Students 

Number of Female Students 

Number of Minority Students 

Number of White Students 

Lower Division Student Credit Hours 

Upper Division Student Credit Hours 

Graduate Student Credit Hours 

Faculty Full Time Equivalents 

Student Full Time Equivalents 

Number of Patents 

Number of Filed Conflicts of interest 

Hard Sciences - Dummy Variable 

Applied Departments - Dummy Variable 
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Appendix B 

List of Departments 

Accounting 

Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering 

African American Studies 

Agricultural and Biological Engineering 

Agriculture Economics 

Agriculture Education 

American Indian Studies 

Animal Sciences 

Anthropology 

Architecture 

Arid Land Studies 

Art 

Astronomy 

Atmospheric Sciences 

Biochemistry 

Chemical Engineering 

Chemistry 

Civil Engineering 

Classics 
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College of Law 

Committee on Optical Sciences 

Communication 

Comparative Literature 

Computer Science 

East Asian Studies 

Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 

Economics 

Educational Foundations 

Electrical and Computer Engineering 

English 

Entomology 

Exercise and Sport Sciences 

Family and Consumer Resoures 

Finance and Real Estate 

French and Italian 

Geography and Regional Development 

Geosciences 

German 

Higher Education and Educational Administration 

History 
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Hydrology and Water 

Journalism 

Judaic Studies 

Language, Reading, and Culture 

Latin American Center 

Library Science 

Linguistics 

Management and Policy 

Management Information Systems 

Marketing 

Materials Science and Engineering 

Mathematics 

Media Arts 

Medial Technology 

Mexican American Studies 

Microbiology and Immunology 

Mining and Geological Engineering 

Molecular and Cellular Biology 

Music 

Neurosciences 

Nuclear and Energy Engineering 
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Nursing 

Nutrition and Food Sciences 

Oriental Studies/Near Eastern Studies 

Pharmaceutical Sciences 

Pharmacology and Toxicology 

Philosophy 

Physics 

Planetary Sciences 

Plant Pathology 

Plant Sciences 

Political Science 

Psychology 

Renewable Resources 

Russian Language 

Sociology 

Soil and Water Sciences 

Spanish and Portuguese 

School of Public Administration and Policy 

Special Education and Rehabilitation 

Speech and Hearing Sciences 

Statistics 
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Systems and Industrial Engineering 

Teaching and Teacher Education 

Theatre Arts 

Veterinary Science 

Women's Studies 

147 



APPENDIX C 

CATEGORIZATION OF HARD AND SOFT SCIENCE UNITS 

HARD SCIENCES DEPARTMENTS 

Agriculture and Biological Engineering 

Agricultural Economics 

Agriculture Education 

Renewable Resources 

Animal Sciences 

Arid Land Studies 

Entomology 

Nutrition and Food Sciences 

Plant Pathology 

Plant Sciences 

Soil and Water Sciences 

Veterinary Science 

Family and Consumer Resources 

Astronomy 

Atmospheric Sciences 

Biochemistry 

Chemistry 

Computer Science 
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Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 

Geosciences 

Microbiology and Immunology 

Molecular and Cellular Biology 

Physics 

Neurosciences 

Planetary Sciences 

Speech and Hearing Sciences 

Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering 

Chemical Engineering 

Civil Engineering 

Electrical and Computer Engineering 

Hydrology and Water 

Materials Science and Engineering 

Mining and Geological Engineering 

Nuclear and Energy Engineering 

Systems and Industrial Engineering 

Medical Technology 

Nursing 

Pharmaceutical Sciences 

Pharmacology and Toxicology 
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Committee on Optical Sciences 

SOFT SCIENCES DEPARTMENTS 

Architecture 

Art 

Media Arts 

Music 

Theatre Arts 

Classics 

East Asian Studies 

Comparative Literature 

English 

French and Italian 

German 

Russian Language 

Spanish and Portuguese 

Mathematics 

Statistics 

African American Studies 

150 



American Indian Studies 

Anthropology 

Communication 

Geography and Regional Development 

History 

Journalism 

Judaic Studies 

Latin American Studies 

Library Science 

Linguistics 

Mexican American Studies 

Oriental Studies/Near Eastern Studies 

Philosophy 

Political Science 

Psychology 

Sociology 

Women's Studies 

Accounting 

Economics 

Finance and Real Estate 

Management and Policy 
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Management Information Systems 

Marketing 

School of Public Administration and Policy 

Higher Education and Educational Administration 

Educational Foundations 

Language, Reading and Culture 

Special Education and Rehabilitation 

Teaching and Teacher Education 

Exercise and Sports Sciences 

College of Law 
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APPENDIX D 

CATEGORIZATION OF DEPARTMENTS 

APPLIED VS. PURE 

APPLIED DEPARTMENTS 

Agriculture and Biological Engineering 

Agriculture Economics 

Agriculture Education 

Renewable Resources 

Animal Sciences 

Arid Land Studies 

Entomology 

Nutrition and Food Sciences 

Plant Pathology 

Plant Sciences 

Soil and Water Sciences 

Veterinary Science 

Family and Consumer Resources 

Architecture 

Computer Science 

Mathematics 

Speech and Hearing Sciences 
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Library Science 

Accounting 

Finance and Real Estate 

Management and Policy 

Management Information Systems 

Marketing 

School of Public Administration and Policy 

Higher Education and Educational Administration 

Educational Foundations 

Language, Reading and Culture 

Special Education and Rehabilitation 

Teaching and Teacher Education 

Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering 

Chemical Engineering 

Civil Engineering 

Electrical and Computer Engineering 

Hydrology and Water 

Materials Science and Engineering 

Mining and Geological Engineering 

Nuclear and Energy Engineering 

Systems and Industrial Engineering 
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Medical Technology 

College of Law 

Nursing 

Pharmaceutical Sciences 

Pharmacology and Toxicology 

PURE DEPARTMENTS 

Art 

Media Arts 

Music 

Theatre Arts 

Classics 

East Asian Studies 

Comparative Literature 

English 

French and Italian 

German 

Russian Language 

Spanish and Portuguese 

Astronomy 

Atmospheric Sciences 
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Biochemistry 

Chemistry 

Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 

Geosciences 

Microbiology and Immunology 

Molecular and Cellular Biology 

Physics 

Neurosciences 

Planetary Sciences 

Statistics 

African American Studies 

American Indian Studies 

Anth ro pology 

Communication 

Geography and Regional Development 

History 

Journalism 

Judaic Studies 

Latin American Center 

Linguistics 

Mexican American Studies 

156 



Oriental Studies/Near Eastern Studies 

Philosophy 

Political Science 

Psychology 

Sociology 

Women's Studies 

Economics 

Exercise and Sports Sciences 

Committee on Optical Sciences 

157 
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