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INTRODUCTION

The LE Contract

In January 194k, the University of Chicago instituted a new type
of faculty contract, officially termed a "full-time appointmerft under
Statute 16 (C)¥, and usually known as the "LE contract.! It is a modie
-fication of the contract in effect in the School of Medicine since its
establishment in 1927, under which members of the medical school faculty
are expected to devote their full time to research and instruction. The
essential provisions of the LE contract are (1) that a member of the
faculty is appointed for the calendar year, rather than for the academic
year of 3 quarters, and (2) that he pays or credits his earnings (other
than his University salary) to the University.* He is entitled to at
least four weeks' vacation, and to reimbursement for expenses attribu-
table to professional services if the earnings accrue to the University,
and to a somewhat higher salary, The earnings provision originally
covered practically all professional earnings~-other than royalties on
books written before the contract tock effect--and also any earnings
from hobbies, such as writing novels, arts and crafts, etc., On July 1,
1948, non-recurring fees of $25.00 or less, up to a maximum of $250,00
per year, were exempted from the earnings provision on an experimental
basis in order to simplify the reporting of earnings and expenses.3

The LE contract is obligatory for persons newly appointed, or
‘promoted, to the rank of Assistant Professor or asbove. Other members
of the faculty have been able to transfer to a full-time appointment
with the approval of the Chancellor, On October 1, 1948, LL3 members
of the faculty held LE contracts, L2 members of the clinical faeulty
in the Division of Biological Sciences held comparable ("LS") contracts,
and 126 members of the faculty were on traditional (*3Q" or "LQ") appointe
ments.

*Statute 16 (C): "Full-time appointments, Each member of a Faculty shall
perform such service in instruction, research, administration, and other
activities as may be recommended by the appropriate Dean and arranged by
the President during each appointive year. Compensation for such service
is payable in twelve equal monthly installments anmually. All income
earned during the period of his full~time employment aside from University
salary shall be paid or credited to the University. Each member of a
Faculty shall be given at least four weeks' vacation annually. These
provisions shall apply to the following members of the staff: (1) to all
members appointed after January 13, 194k, with the rank of Assistant
Professor or above; (2) to all instructors promoted after January 13,
194L; (3) to such other members of the staff as may elect transfer to
full-time appointment with the approval of the Chancellor."

¥, non-recurring does not include fees of $25 or less for each of a

- series of lectures, installment payments for a single service or activity,
installment payments of royalties, and the like, In cases where a professor
retains the fee of $25 or under, he of course pays his own expenses."
Letter to Faculty Members on LE Appointment from Chancellor Hutchinse—-
August 10, 1548.




Previous Study of Faculty Opinion

The only data heretofore available on faculty-opinion of the LE
contract are in a report prepared by a subcommittee of the Committee
of the Council early in 19L7.% The 603 members of the faculty were
requested to write letters giving their views of the contract. After
sending out a second request where necessary, the subcommittee received
158 usable replies. The Report pointed out that voluntary responses of
this sort may not be representative of the opinion of the whole faculty.

"Is this a fair sample of the faculty? We do not know the
opinion of the LL5 members addressed who did not reply.
Presumably, many of them were indifferent to the problem or
were less interested in it than those who replied. It has
been argued on the one hand that objectors always are more
vocal, and that consequently a larger proportion of the
silent are not opposed to the LE contract. But on the other
hand, it has been. argued that prudence would tend to deter
expression of opposition to the administration's policy and
that consequently a larger proportion of the silent are not
favorable to the LE contract, Which of these considerations
was the more influential with the 75% of the faculty who did
not respond it is impossible to say,! %

The subcommittee reported that "of the purely academic staff who re-
sponded 91, or 65%, are unfavorable and 51, or 35%, favorable, 't

The Present Study

In November 1948, the Central Administration, on recommendation of
the Council of the Senate, asked the National Opinion Research Center to
make 2 survey of the opinions, attitudes and experiences of the faculty

- with reference to the LE contract. For purposes of this study, tHe
Administration defined the facully as members of the non~clinical staff
with rank of Assistant Professor or above, with the following exceptions:
full deans, lecturers, research associates and others with courtesy rank,
visiting professors, and anyone on part-time appointment or temporarily
out of the country,

#*The subcommittee consisted of Professors Quiney Wright (chairman),
Robert Redfield and Ronald S. Crane.

. 13
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The gquestionnaire method was adopted in order to secure data that
would be amenable to statistical analysis. In consultation with a number
of members of the faculty, a tentative questionnaire was prepared. It

- was tested on a small random sample of faculty members and discussed
critically with a number of others, of all shades of opinion, and then
revised. The revised draft was approved by the Administration with only
very minor changes. 7Two forms of the final questionnaire were used: a
shorter one for members of the faculty on traditional contracts and a
longer one for the faculty on full-time appointment. Copies of both
will be found in the Appendix, Since anonymous replies tend to be
franker, respondents were not asked to sign their questionnaires.,

Questionnaires were sent on February 17, 1949 to 238 members
of the faculty--that is, to a random half of the faculty as defined
above., The sample was drawn by taking every other name from an
alphabetical list. Within a month, 229 questionnaires had been re-
turned. One member of the sample expressed his views in a letter, and
three persons who dislike gquestionnaires were personally interviewed.
Thus data were obtained from 233 of the 238 members of the sample. It
is these questionnaires and interviews which provide the data for the
ensuing report.

The report consists essentially of a series of statistical tables,
and a series of gquotations from the supplementary comments that members
of the faculty made. The text serves two purposes: it summarizes the
main findings for readers who do not wish to examine the tables, and calls
attention to certzin limitations of the data that the casual reader might
otherwise overlock. The reliability of the statistics and the criteria
for selecting comments to be quoted are discussed briefly below.

Relisbility

Two types of errors can occur in a survey of this sort: sampling
errors and errors due to non~response, In the present study neither of
these types of error is serious, for reasons to be given.,

The sampling error

4 50% sample of the faculty rather than the whole faculty was
used primarily because the slightly greater precision that could
be obtained from a complete census would not be worth the addition-
al cost. With a random sample of 238 cases that includes half the
population being studied, a sample percentage is within L.5% of the
true percentage 19 times out of 20 on the average, even if the true
percentage is 50%.% Considering that responses inevitably depend
to some extent on the phrasing of the questions, the mood the re-
spondent happens to be in when he answers, and so forth, sampling
errors of this order may well be tolerated, The percentages which
are based on subgroups of the faculty are of course less reliable.™#

*The more the true percentage differs from 50%, the less the (absolute)
sampling &rror.

##fhen percentages are based on subsamples of spproximately 60--such as
the faculty on traditional contracts--the sampling error is approximately
doubled. '
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The error due to non-response

Thanks to the splendid cooperation of the faculty, the error of
non-respense is negligible. As stated above, usable data were ob-
tained from all bubt 5 of the sample members: Furthermore, late or
incomplete returns from 3 of the § "fionsrespondents! indicate that
one of them favors the LE contract, one opposes it, and one is more
or less indifferent. Even if the 5 non-respondents agreed, the
omission of their opinions would not appreciably affect the findings.

A Note on the Presentation of the Statistics

The tables are percentaged cn the basis of the total sample sought,
of 238, rather than the actual sample obtained of 233. They thus include
at least 2% in the "No Answer" category. In view of the reasons for think-
ing that the non-response may be ignored, this is probably an unnecessary
precaution, but it serves to remind the reader of a minor source of un-
reliability. The percentages in the text sometimes differ from the corres-
ponding percentages in the tables for two reasons. The textual percentages
are sometimes rounded; and they are based, where so indicated, on the number
of persons who answered a particular question, rather than the total sample
sought.,

The Criteria for the Selection of Comments to be Quoted

The comments supplement, but are no substitute for the statistical
data. They make clear the complexity of the problem, the various ways it
can be approached, and the differences among respondents in the emphasis
they give to its various facets. They also show that some questions can
be variously interpreted, and why some persons select a particular answer.
But the opinions expressed in the comments are not necessarily representa-
tive or typical. On some questions opinion is about equally divided, as
shown in the corresponding table, but the comments are almost all made by
persons who are critical of the full-time contract, Furthermore, some re-
spondents commented at length, and are quoted repeatedly in different con-
nections; others indicated their opinions without comment, by selecting
answers from the check lists, The reader must therefore not allow the
comments to color his impression of the distribution of oplnion on any
aspect of the subject; that can only be judged from the statistical data,

It would not be feasible, nor worthwhile, to quote every comment.
The reader is entitled to know the criteria of selection. The following
kinds of comments are not reported:

¥The more the true percentage differs from 50%, the less the (absolute)
sampling error,

*Mhen percentages are based on subsamples of approximately é0--such as
the faculty on traditional contracts--the sampling error is zpproximately
doubled,
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Those that add nothlng essentially new to the data as
reported in the. correspondlqg'table. A resp¢ndcnt may
have paraphrased on page 1 an answer that he had an

opportunity to make on one of the subsequent questions,

in which case it was taken into account in coding answers

to the latter question, Or, if several persons write in
essentially the same idea, that fact was similarily caught
in the coding and reported in the proper table. Comments
are omitted that give a specific illustration of the mean=~
ing of an answer, if that illustration would doubtless
occur to the reader anyway., For instamce, someone mentioned
that the elimination of the financial incentive to undertake
outside activities was "a relief from uncongenisl drains

o his time and energy" because he did not waste his energy
on outside lectures,

Zggue or ambiguous cemments. One person, for instance, said
that one of the proposals on page 10 was "just plain silly"
without further explanation.

Comments that are irrelevant to the purpose of the study.
For instance, all camments on page 13 of the questionnaire,
which is devoted to various administrative policies other
than faculty contracts, are omitted, The questions on
page 13 were included for a single reason: to provide an
index of satisfaction with the present administration aside
from the LE contract. For that purpose, the reasons for
satisfaction or dissatisfaction are irrelevant., Since the
scatiered comments may not be representative of faculty
opinion, they are omitted altogether. Likewise, where
Eersona Opinlons and Eersonal experiences are sought,
oglnlon on opinion, and opinions on "the faculty's"
experiences under LE, are irrelevant,

Comments that make a finer distinction than was called for.
For instance, if a question calls for a choice between "good',
"bad" and "negligible", there is no value in knowing that
someone thinks it--whatever it is--"bad but not very bad®
unless the other respondents answer with like precision,

Comments that state an implicit assumption that the reader
takes for granted; in particular, comments on opinion ques-
tions to the effect that "This is only an opinion; I don't
know all the facts”, or "I am perhaps not typical of the
faculty as a whole," etc.,

Comments on the questionnaire itself.

Other comments are either quoted, at least in part, in the report or sum=-
marized to avoid needless repetition, Even at the risk of some repetition
and of including some comments that are not very clearly stated, comments
that represent in the opinion of the respondent the most important aspect

of the LE ¢

contract are quoted at some 1ength.
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PART I--QPINION OF THE hE CONTRACT

1., OVERALL EVALUATION

Introduction

Four questions were asked that indicate, in one way or another,
the faculty's overall evaluation of the contract and the strength of
feeling pro and con: (1) a general question on approval or disapproval
of the contract, (2) a question on whether the contract should be con=
tinued, modified, or abandoned altogether, (3) whether the respondent
himself is more interested in offers from other institutions because
of the full~time contract here, and (L) how much of a salary reduction,
if any, a respondent on LE would be willing to accept, if it were pos-
sible te transfer to a traditional contract, with a correspending ques-
tion for the 3Q faculty.»

Summary

The faculty is about equally divided between those who approve
and those who disapprove of the LE contract, but those who disapprove
are more likely to feel strongly about it. (L6% approve; L3% disapprove;
8% are neutral and 3% of the sample did not answer, See Table 1,)

About 2/5 of the faculty hope that a full-time contract of some
kind will continue to be compulsory in new appointments and promotions,
but half this group thinks that the present LE eontract should be "sub=-
stantially" modified, A quarter of the faculty weuld prefer to have the
full~time contract optional, and a quarter would prefer to see it given
up altogether, in each case with the possible exception of the profession-
al schools. (7% do not give a definite answer. See Table 2.)

Half the respondents say that the LE contract makes no difference
in their interest in offers from other institutions. The great majority
of the others express more interest in outside offers as a result of the
LE contract here. The greater interest in outside offers does not neces=
sarily mean, however, that the respondent has any intention of leaving the
University of Chicago. (Table L)

LO% of the faculty on LE have no desire to change to a traditional
contract; L3% would prefer a traditienal contract but say they would re-
fuse any salary reduction for the sake of transferring to one, (Table 5)
Half the faculty on the traditional contract who answered the corresponding
question would want a salary increase of $5000 or more to change to a LE
contract, This includes some persons who say they would refuse a full~
time contract at any price. (Table 6)

*See Columns (i.e. questions) 63,6L,47 on either form of the questionnaire
and L5 on both the LE and 3Q forms in the 2ppendix.
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The faculty is about equally divided between those who approve and
‘those who disapprové of the LE contract. L6% of the sample approve of it;
L3% disapprove; and 8% are ihdifferent or neutral.* However, those who
disapprove are more likely to feel strongly sbout it., Half of them dise
approve "strongly" but only 13% of those who approve, feel strongly about
it, The distribution of responses to the approval question is shown in
Table 1, first for the total sample, and then for respondents en each
type of contract separately. As one would expect, the faculty members-
on traditional contracts are more critical of LE; half of them "strongly"
disapprove of it. ’

Table 1
DEGREE OF APPROVAL OF THE LE CONTRACT, BY RESPONDENT'S ’CWTRACT*

Respondentts Contract

Degree of Approval Both Types . Mil-Time Traditional
(N-2§8) (N=181)  (§=57)
(% (%) (%)
Total 100 100 100,

Strongly approve 6 7 | -2
Approve with reservations (2) Lo L7 17
Indifferent or neutral 8 6 16
Disspprove with reservations 21 2L 12
Strongly disapprove 22 1 L6

* No answer 3 2 7

TBased on Colum 63. See the Appendix.
(a) This category included two persons who approve neither "strongly"
nor “with reservations", :

¥% of the sample did not answer the question.
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Recommendations That the Contract be Continued, Modified or Abandoned

About cne person in five thinks the LE contract should be continued
“substantially as at present." Another fifth thinks it should be substanti~
ally medified but still compulsory in new appointments and promotions.

Thus L2% advocate a compulsory full-time contract, with or without substanti-
al modifications.#* Half the faculty thinks the contract should either be
made optional (25%) or given up (26%) except possibly in the professional
schools.#* Half the LE group, but only 7% of the respondents on traditional
contracts, approve of the compulsory feature of the contract. However, a
third of the staff on traditional appointments recommends that it be con-
tinued on an optional basis. The distribution of responses is given in

Table 2, for the whole sample, and for members of the faculty on each type

of contract separately,

Table 2
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE LE CONTRACT, BY RESPONDENT!'S conTrRaCT?

~Respondent's Contract

Recommendations Both Typse E\(ill-Tin)xe Traditignal
(N=238) =181 (y=57
IR S 5
Total 100 100 100
Continue LE, substantially as at present 21 26 2
Modify substantially, but keep compulsory 21 25 s
Make optional except in professional scheols 6 6 7
Make optional for every faculty member 19 16 26
Give up, except in professional schools 5 5 7
Give up altogether 21 17 37
Uncertain (modify or give up) (a) 2 2 2
No answer 5 3 1k

¥ Based on Column 6li. See the Appendix.
(8ot 11stea on the questionnaire.

F By "substantisl modificaticus® s Some.persons mean simply higher salaries
and others more fundamental changes. The latter are discussed in Part III.

¥* 1% are uncertain or did not answer the question.
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As might be expected, the recommendations for continuing or abandoning the
LE contract are closely associated with degree of approval of it. Most
of those who approve strongly of the contract, want to have the contract
maintained substantially as at present. Most of those who approve with
reservations, recommend that it be compulsory, either with or without
substantial modifications, The few who are neutral toward the contract
are likely to think it should be optional. Of those who disapprove with
reservations, half advise that it be made optional, and a third that it
be given up (ih each case with the possible exception of the professional
schools). The great majority of those who strongly disapprove of the
contract, reccmmend that it be given up, either altogether or with the
exception of the professional schools, The data are shown in Table 3.

Table 3
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO LE, BY DEGREE OF APPROVAL¥

Degree of Approval

Approve Disapprove
Recommendations Strongly with with Strongly
kpprove Reservatiens Neutral Reservations Disapprove
(NO.) (NO-) (NO-) (NO.) (N°->
Total with cpinions(a) 1 195 1k L7 51
. Continue LE 12 35 2 - -
Modify it - 10 1 8 -
Make it opticnal 1 19 9 23 7
Give it up 1 1 2 16 Lk

*Based on Columns 63 and 6. See the -Appendix.
(a)Excludes persons who omitted either question.



Relative Zmount of Interest in Other Offers

In order to get some idea of the effect of the contract on the respond-
ent's morale--his satisfaction with the University of Chicago-~the following
question was asked, "Are you personally either more interested or less inter-
ested in offers from other institutions because of the LE (or 4S) contract
here?" The comments on this question show that greater interest in outside
offers may mean either low morale--objection to the full-time contract in
principle or dissatisfaction with the present salary level--or simply that
the respondent wants to improve his bargaimng pesition at the University

of Chicago.

“Chicago is attractive enough to me, and I have sufficient

confidence that the next Chancellor will abolish LE, for me
to remain although I feel we are losing ground steadily in

the Humanities and an invitation from a University of high

standing, would possibly lead me to go. If I were required
to accept LE or leave, I would leave even for a pretty in-

ferior position."

‘"There is always the threat of a compulsory LE."

/I am somewhat more interested in offers/ but only because
the LE salary level is lower than levels elsewhere, "

= "/T am much mere interested in outside offers/ primarily be-
cause Chancellor Hutchins has informed the faculty that the
University's salary policy involves a minimum salary based
on need (presumsbly based on the LE contract) with everything
above that based on the faculty memberts ability to demonstrate
his value to the University by the offeérs he gets from outside
the University. I see no alternative in this situation, to
seeking anyoffer that may improve oneys bargainmg power with
the Central Administration,".

Half the respondents say the LJE contract makes no difference to them person-
ally in this respect. Almost all bhe others say they are more interested in
outside offers because of the LE contract here, See Table L.
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Table k

RELATIVE AMOUNT OF INTFRSST IN OFFERS PROM OTHER INSTITUTIONS AS A
RESULT OF LE CONTRACTS HERE, BY RESPONDENT'S CONTRACT

Respondent'!s Conbrast

Relative Amount of Both Types Full-Time Traditional
Interest in Offers - (N=238) (N=181) (N=57)
% %
Total 100 100 100
Much more interested 1k 16 9
Somewhat more interested 2L 29 10
LE Contract makes no difference to
me personglly in this respect 51 L7 60
Somewhat less interested 2 3 -
Much less interested 2 2 -
No answer 7 3 21

*Based on Column 47. See the Appendix.

Acceptable Salary Reduction in Lieu of a LE Contract

As an indication of the strength of dissatisfaction with the finan-
cial provisions of the full-time appointment, faculty members on such
appointments were asked the following question: "Approximately how much
of a reduction in salary would you now be willing to accept if it were
possible to transfer to a traditional centract?® There is of course
some doubt about the meaning of answers to a hypothetical question such
as this. It asks persons how they would behave under conjectural cire
cumstances, and the answers even though honestly given may not indicate
reliably how the respondent would actually behave. The comments on the
question are therefore reported rather fully.
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Of the l?é faculty members who answered the question, 1i2% have no
desire to transfer to a traditional contract. Only one of them commented
on the question: :

"Since my difficulty has consisted in making ends meet at
the present salary level, and since my outside interests
consist in more or less unremunerative enterprises, I
should have to refuse a reduction, and would give nothing
for a traditional contract,!

Approximately an equal number (L5% of those who answered) would refuse any
reduction whatsoever for the sake of a traditional contract, although they
would prefer one., Seven of them explained their refusal. Three of them
consider University of Chicago salaries lower than salaries at comparable
institutions with traditional centracts. The other four gave the foliow=
ing explanations:

"In justification for this aspparently unreasonable stand I

may say that, so far as can be determined, there appears to

be no overall difference in salary scale between the 3 and

i quarter contracts. Very many of us feel that 1) the

financial pressure and personal pressure resulting in making
application for the LE contract has been unfair, and 2) those

of us who have cooperated (for a variety of reasons) have been
sold out so to speak, and probably would be in a better position
at the present time had we not accepted this kind of contract.!

"If the University treated me justly and wisely, it would
give me a true increase in salary."

"T certainly couldn't accept willingly a reduction in salary,
since I have to go into debt every year to live in Chicago
on my present salary,"

"Because I should then be forced to do more than a desirable
amount of outside work, and to do it whether valuable to
others or not.®

22 persons, or 13% of those who answered the guestion, say they would be
willing to accept some reduction in salary, in order to transfer to a
traditional contract. 1k would accept a reduction of $500, & a reduction
of $1000, and the four others a larger amount. However, as one respondent
pointed out, they would not necessarily consider such reductions Just:

"But I would consider such a reduction most unfair since,
even on the LE contract, I am receiving a lower salary
than are other men with the same rank and standing at
other comparable institutions,”

The data are shown in Table 5.




Table 5

THE SALARY REDUCTION RESPONDENTS CON LE WOULD ACCEPT
IN LIEU OF A LE CONTRACT*

|

|

Type of Contract Preferred, and Percent

Salary Reduction Acceptable (N=181)
Totsl LE Sample 100
No desire for traditional contract 10
Prefer a traditional contract: 55
No reduction accepizble L3
$500 8
1000 2
1500 or more 2
No answer 5

"Based on Colum L5, of the LE form. See the Appendix.
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. Respondents on traditional appointments were asked a ¢orrespending
question: "#pproximately how much of an increase in salary would it take
to induce you to accept a LE contract? Of the L6 respondents who answered
the question, half would want "$5000 or more" or else would refuse to
consider a full-time appointment; and half make more moderate demands,
as shown in Table 6,

#

Tahle 6

THE SALARY INCREASE THAT WOULD INDUCE RESPCNDENTS
ON 3Q or L4Q CONTRACTS TO ACCEPT LE CONTRACTS#

Salary Increase Percent
(N=57)
Total 3Q/LQ Sample _ 100
#1000 or less 7
1500 5
2000 13
2500, 3000 . L
1000 (a) 12
5000 or more L0
No answer 19

*Based on Column 45, of the 3Q form. See Appendix.

(a)Includes some respondents who say they would
refuse a LE contract at any price.

The 10 persons who commented on this question would all demand at
least a $4000 increase, and thus are not representative of the 3Q faculty.
Three simply state that they would not accept a full-time contract under
any conditions. Two answer in terms of an adequate living standard.

"I have been told that a LE contract would increase
‘my present 3Q salary by spproximately one-third. A
one~third increase of my present salary would not
make it adequate.”

"/ $5000 or more, otherwise 7 I could not have lived
in our house and could not have sent three boys to
college."



Five say they object in prindiple.

“I simply would not go on the contract as a matter of prin-
ciple; it is not a question of money."

"Since I object to LE largely as a matter of principle, this
question is irrelevant. If forced, by acute financial need,
I would make the best bargain I could; otherwise, Itll stay
on 3Q... Will leave University for industry rather than low-
er my professional standards.n

"I could not accept a LE contract without surrendering my
self-respect, It is not fair to ask me how large a bribe
would tempt me to do that. I hope that I could not be
bribed, but perhaps extreme financial distress would make
it evident that I have only slightly meore back-bone than
some of my colleagues,®

"Too strong an individualist to compromise my freedom of
action at any cash figure,"

"I would not accept a LE coentract on any terms, I regard
it as deeply immoral., I remain at Chicago because I bew
lieve I can outlast this nefarious scheme,
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2. REASONS FOR APPROVING OR DISAPPROVING
OF THE LE CONTRACT.

Introduction

To find out why members of the faculty approve or disapprove of the
full-time contract, both direct and indirect guestions were used. Respond-
ents were asked (1) for their two strongest reasons for liking asd for dis-
liking it; (2) whether they thought the problems the contract was designed
to meet serious enocugh to require some sort of action; (3) whether they
accepted the economic provisions of the contract in principle; (4) how
they thought the contract had actually worked out for the faculty, and (5)
for their opinions of the salary level and salary policy under LE,#*

Summary

Mlmost half the faculty has Yne strong reason for liking the LE
contract.® The two most frequently mentioned reasons for liking it are:
®1% encourages wise use of time and energy", and "It's a satisfaction to
Imow that my professional decislons are not influenced by financial con=
siderations.”" (Table 7) :

80% of the faculty give at least one strong cbjection to the LE
contract. The two most frequently mentioned objections are, "It's all
right in principle but the University has failed to provide economic
security,” and "It's a threat to freedom of activity." (Table §)

To half the faculty members whe are willing to express an opinion,
neglect of university work is a serious enough problem under traditional
contracts to require some sort of Council action; a somewhat smaller
proportion thinks two other problems serious: the misuse of the Uni-
versity connection, and the neglect of bssic scientific problems for
the sake of personzl gain, (Table 11) Some of the opposition to the
contract is based on the opinion that these problems must be handled
on an individual basis rather than by any sort of "blanket ruling.”

Two thirds of the faculty who express an opinion accept the
principle that, if salaries are adequate, some part of professional
earnings should be paid to the University; but only about one third
accepts the principle that earmings from hobbies should be paid to
the University. (Table 13) Those persons who consider the above
mentioned problems serious are more likely than others to accept
the principle that some part of professional earnings should be paid
to the University. (Table 15)

*See Columns 6-95 LB-S0; 19, 20; 52-55; snd 10-16 of the questionnaire
in the Appendix.
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Half the faculty, that is, the great majority of those who expressed
an opinion, thinks that the LE contract has been detrimental to staff recruit-
ment, and to staff morale. Its effect on professional ethics and on freedom
of activity is judged good and bad by an equal number of respondents, and
neglipgible by a plurality of those who express an opinion. (Table 16)

Half the faculty thinks the present LE salary level unsatisfactory;
a quarter thinks it at least "reasonably satisfactory"; and 19% say they
are unable to form an impression of it, (Table 18) The two most frequent
criticisms of the salary level are that it compares unfavorably with salar-
ies at other universities, and that it is too rigid to meet the cost of
living (Table 20) The most frequent criticism. of the way salaries are
determined is that too much consideration is given to "bargaining sbility".
Li0% of the faculty have this impression. A quarter of the faculty thinks
too little weight is given to scholarly merit. (Table 21)

‘The supporters and critics of the full-time contract differ in
the reasons they give for liking and for disliking it in answer to a
direet question, and also in the way they answer the other questions dise
cussed in this section. (Tables 8, 10, 12, 1k, 17 and 19.) In this
sense, opinions on these questions may be considered "reasons® for
approving or disapproving of the contract, but it must be recognized
that conversely a2 person's basic attitude toward the contract may color
his observations of the extent of a problem or of the effect of the con~
tract, and his verbal reaction to a statement of principle.

Strongest Reasons for Liking the LUE Contract

Two parallel questions asked why the respondent liked, and disliked,
the LE contract, In each case, he was asked to give his strongest and his
next strongest reason, if he had any strong feeling on the subject.* A
number of persons give reasons both pro and con. In order to minimize
the zmount of personal judgment invelved in classifying the reasons, a
list of answers was provided in each c¢ase, These lists were drawn large-
ly from two sources: interviews with members of the faculty, and the

letters of 1947 to the subcommittee of the Committee of the Council.
Since no such list can be satisfactory to everyone concerned space
was also provided for persons to formulate their own answers.

*me limitation to two reasons is of course arbitrary. in alternative
would have been to ask persons to give all their "strong reasons" in
rank order. Since the main issues are covered elsewhere in the question-
naire, only the most important reasons were sought in these preliminary
questions, The interpretation in either case involves difficulties; for
it is impossible to reach a common definition of strong reason.
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Only half the faculty (L7%) state any "strong reason® for liking
the contract, Even among those who approve of it enly 80% give s streng
reason for liking it. This stands in contrast to the fact that almost
all of those who disapprove of the centract give some sirong objection
to it. Three persons explained why they have no strong reason for liking
it:

"] do not consider the somewhat higher salary I recelve
under the LE contract a strong reason for liking it.

The questions involved are of principle, not of temporary
and indeterminate economic advantage."

*The need for higher salary could be met, if the Adminis-
tration were willing, on a 3Q contract,"

"Z?ess red tape to get release from teaching, and the
poseibility of being assigned to other places in this
country or abroa§7ﬂwhich would seem to be the strongest
reasons for approving the LE contract, were possible be-
fore the LE contract, and still are for persons not under
iv."

Table 7 shows that persons support the contract for a variety of reasons.
The two most frequently mentioned are that full-time contracts encourage
wise use of time and energy, and the satisfaction of knowing that onefs
professional decisions are not influenced by financial considerations.
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Table 7
REASONS FOR LIKING THE LE CONTRACT#

Percent Who Select
a2 Reason as Their
Reasons for Liking LB

Second
Strongest Strongest

Total Sample (N=238) 100 100
No strong reason for liking it L7 67
Need more salary than 3Q contracts provide 9 1
Like to be able to dismiss hack work ' 5 3

Like to know that my professional decisions

are not influenced by financial considerations 10 8
LE encourages wise use of time and energy 16 L
LE will attract an outstanding faculty 1 3
Less red tape to be releassed from teaching 2 2
4E faculty can be assigned to other plac('esi 2 3

prevents neglect of University work ‘@ 2 1
It is good in principle (2) 2 1
Miscellaneous reasons 2 3
No answer 2 2

¥#Pased on Golumns § &nd 9. See the Appendix.
8) Not listed on the questionnaires
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The "imiscellaneous" reasons for liking the LE contract in Table 7 deal
with the prevention of abuses, economic security and the sense of com=
munity,

Prevention of Abuses

"The University of Chicago has embarked upon a uni-
que and courageous plan of financing its three new
institutes through industrial sponsors who are prom-
ised no concrete recompense. It would not be fair
to these-industrial sponsors if we, within the in=
stitutes, would use the experience gained therein
%0 act as consultants to their competitors. Their
knowledge that we will not do this makes them free
in discussing their technical problems. I believe
the public recognition that we will not engage oure
selves as technical consultants is necessary for
the continued financial support of these institutes.
In a'relaxation of the LE contracts it would, there=-
fore, be advisable to consider members of these in-
stitutes as special cases,!

" /Tt7 certainly avoids lots of trouble by preventing
faculty members in the physical sciences from give
ing themselves bonuses from their government cone
tracts M

%It discourages persons who would profit from the un=
iversity name but give nothing in the form of sound
" scholarship,"

n/Tt] likewise prevents dangers of exploitation of
others (e.ge students) for personal gaine!

Economic Security

LLIFPR R / might, under ideal conditions, more nearly equal-
ize incomes for equal scholarly effort.”

UEventually the 4E contract might be handled so as to
provide a living wage for every faculty member suitable
to his needs-~this could only come with a better finan-
cial condition on the part of the University, and a
high faculty morale."

"One is now paid for research work while formerly more
research was done in 'spare' time or on 'vacation.

"/Tﬁ7 holds before the academic and general American pube
1ic an ideal~=#Fran eschaccording to his ability to
each according to his needs®



The Sense of Community

"In some cases at least, the making over of personal
earnings to the university strengthens the sense of
participation in the commén enterprise.”

*Encouragenent of a centered community of interest by
reduction of centripetal pursuits.

"The LE principle can lead to a stronger more independ-
ent faculty capable of developing a greater University
Community. However, it is essential that an adequate
salary level be maintained to prevent the demoralization
of the staff and to attract good men,t

, Several persons supplemented the reasons they selected from the check
list with comments on the principle or the psychological effect of the full-
time contract.

/T like/ the principle of it: that my academic work
is my primary concern. I can put all my energies into
it .and the University assumes responsibility of my
living.,"

"It gives me a sense of integrity about all of my work:
2ll of my woerk is part of the same job."

"T like the LE idea and think that something like this
is absolutely essential in order to guarantee disinter-
ested devotion to scientific work and thinking,®

"If properly and flexibly administered, with an adequate
range of research opportunity, it has the virtue of fill-
ing one's life with the significant matters of academic
life«teaching, research and abiding interest in the wni-
versity community of students.”

"... I think LE gives a kind of dignity to academic ap-
pointments that is appropriate to a school like the Uni-
versity."

"If administrative difficulties could be met faculty
energies would be better directed, and a more wholesome
gbtitude could be built in the faculty toward outside
activities for monetary return."

"One step toward the ideal situation in which the Uni=-
versity is a group of scholars without financial worries."

"/UE promotes / greater mutval stimulation and interest
in a group all on the LE., It improves the quality of
and enjoyment of the work done,"
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"The theory is idealistic, that men in our calling should
have a fair living and security and net be influenced by

money in their choice of extra eurricular werk. It can-
not be completely carried out,"

“The gesture it represents that University faculty members
should be free to devote themselves to their professional
task without having to consider other material factors.

It is at present only a gesture, hewever,"

As might be expected, supporters and critics of the contract (those who
on the whole “"approve" and "disapprove" of it respectively) differ in the reas-
ons they give for liking it, insofar as the critics have a strong reason for
liking it. The supporters tend to think that it eneourages the wise use of
time and energy, and to take satisfaction in the fact that their own decisions
are not influenced by financial considerations. But the 27 critics who give
ey strong reason for liking it mention the higher salary as often as any other
reason. Table B shows the percentage of critics and of supperters who give
each reason either as their strangest or second strengest.
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Table 8
REASONS FOR LIKING THE LE CONTRACT, BY DEGREE OF APPROVAL#

Degree of Approval

' " Approve Disapprovw
Reasons for Liking UE Contracﬁs(a) (1%2110) (b) (Ne102) ?b)
(%) (%)
Need more salary than 3Q contracts provide 13 10
Like to be able to dismiss hack work 19 2

Like to know that my professional decislons
are not influenced by financial consid-

erations 3k 6
LF encourages wise use of time and energy 3k 9
LE will attract an outstanding faculty 8 -
YLess red tape to be released from teaching § 3
LE faculty can be assigned to other plages 7 3
LE prevents neglect of University work \C/ g 2
It is good in principle (€} g 1

. #Based on Columns 8, 9 and 63. See the Appendix

&) Either the strongest or second strongest reason,

b) In each column, N=zthe number of persons giving the indicated an-
swer to the approwal question, whether they had one or two strong
Teasons or none at all. If everyone had given two reasons, and
if the miscellaneous category were included, the column totals
would be 200%.

¢) Not listed on the questionnaire.
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Strongest Objections to the LE Contrast

A'parallel question asked for the respondent's two strongest ob-
Jections, if any, to the contract, . 80% of the faculty, including two
thirds of those who on the whole approve of LE, give at least one stromg
objections Table 9 shows that a guarter of the faculty select "It's
81l right in principle, but the University has failed to provide econow
mic security" as their chief objection. 14% give the "threat to freew
dom of activity" as their main objection and another 10% select this as
their second objection., Thus a quarter of the faculty feel strongly
sbout the "threat to freedom" 22% of the faculty mention the "adverse
effect on recruitment and retention of staff! as one of their two
strongest objections,

Table ©
OBJECTIONS TO THE LE CONTRACT#

Percent Who Select An
Objection as Their

Objections to the LE Contract

Second
Strongest Strongest

Total sample (N=238) 100 100

Ko strong objection to it 20 Lo
A)l right in principle but salaries too low 25 1l
The principle of limited earnings : 7 3
The implicit paternalism 8 7
The reduced incentive to professional effort 7 8
The threat to freedom of activity 1 10
The latitude in determining individual salaries - 3
The adverse effect on 3Q salaries 2 3
The adverse effect on recruitment of staff 7 15
Salaries too low (no comment on the principle)(a) 3 1
Miscellaneous objections s 7
No answer 2 2

#¥Based on Columns 6 and 7. 866 the Appendix,
a) Not listed on the questionnaire.
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Of the 28 "miscellaneous" objectionsin Table 9, 6 are objections in
principle. Five of these refer to the full-time contract as #falsely
idealistic", an "insult to the faculty®, "degrading®, a hyellow-dog
contract" or a "dishonest subterfuge,' The most specific of these
objections in principle is the following:

"The LE contract involves two assumptions that seem

to me untenable and detrimental to the proper function-
ing of the University: 1) That the Central Adminis-
tration is qualified to determine what activities the
faculty member ought to spend his time on; and 2) that
simple and abstract administrative rules rather than
custom, accomodation, and individual judgment are the
best means of determining the operation of a group of
individuals of vastly different interests, skills,
aims, ete.v

Three of the miscellaneous objections are that the contract has been
bad for faculty morale; and one that it enconrages evasion,

"ZTt has §7.very bad effect on faculty morale--particu-
larly in 2 time of inflation. #nd it may well build up
an apprehensive attitude on the part of LE faculty mem-
bers as the cycle swings downward in a deflation."

"/TIt/ divides the faculty into two groups~-makes for
inequities."

*It has introduced another morale-destroying factor
into a salary structure already full of inequities
because of differentials based on inaccurate as-
sumptions and conflicting principles (makes inequis _
table and unjustifiable differentials still greater)."

“[Thé? contract strongly encourages evasions. Such
evagions are currently practiced and have already
lowered the morality of the University. They threaten
to lower it further.t

Seven miscellaneous objections state that the eammings provision is too
restrictive, inflexible, etc:

"Not sufficiently flexible~-not adjusted to individual
conditions-~in some cases outside earnings are possible
without subtracting much time from academic duties.®

“It does not distinguish between extra income that is
compatible with fine scholarship, etc. and extra income
from gther activity."

"Too sweeping in restrictions on earnings. Tends to
make one feel that one has no time to do job as one
pleases.,”
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®A1) right in principle but too narrow."

"It is too restrictive; seme latitude should be
granted in outside earnings,"

"It limits one's ability to take care of emer-
gencies and to save against retirement.”

"It makes it exceedingly difficult to accumulate
sufficient funds for major but sporadic expenses
such as buying a home, a new car, sudden illness,
travel. This is especially true of the younger
staff members.“

Two persons object to the red tape, and four to specific administrative
practices: the present exemptions, the inadequate allowance for pro-
fessional expenses, and the difficulty of getting away from the Univer-
sity for more than four weeks a year. Two persons commented at some
length on the difficulty of administering the contract fairly.

"My statement that the LE is difficult to administer
with fairness to faculty members who honestly accept
it, needs amplification. 1) In one case, a faculty
member on 4E is able to 'retain' earnings from his

"~ outside work through the receipt of income by in-
creased stock-equity in the corporation for which
he renders service. There is no ‘salary' and no
dividends, but the equity investment increases from
retained corporate surplus and stock-issues. This
avoids the LE rule. I am told that this ‘'deal' was
made with the assent of the administrative officerss;
I doudt whether they knew then or lnow now, Jjust what
the situation is, Nevertheless, this faculty member
remains on LE in a high salary bracket.

2) In another situation, a faculty member was per-~
mitted to accept a visiting lectureship at another
institution for one quarter. He charged against the

. fee from this assignment his costs while awzgy from
campus here, Thus, though he did not receive the
fee, he did get the benefit of ‘textra income! through
charging costs against the outside income,

3) I have knowledge of other situations in which
gifts have been received by faculty members on LE
for services rendered off the campus. This is not
finceme! in eash, and hence was retained. However,
the spirit of the LE contract may be violated through
arrangements such as these."
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"LE salaries are now adjusted to compensate some indi-
viduals for demonstrated ability to aequire cutside ine
comes Sirce outside work is ne longer profitable and
will be mich reduced, new men will not have the oppor-
tunity to demonstrate earning ability, and cannot bar-
gain on that basis, More important is the fact that
men who, while on the 3Q contract, limited their oute
side work (because of a desire to devote all of their

time to scholarly efforts) derive no bargaining power
from their own ability to earn money "

& considerable number of respondents added comments to the objections
they picked from the check list. Four of these comments express the
conservative's dislike for imnovations,# but the great bulk of them
deal either with the threat to freedom or the inadequate provision for
economic security. Comments of the latter sort are reported at the
end of this section in conjunction with the relevant statistical data.
The comments on freedom are reported below. Since this is the crux of
the problem to some of the strongest opponents of the full=-time cone
tract, a number of these comments are queted at the risk of some repe~
tition. The more general ones are given first and then those referring
specifically to the "research quarter" and to the "2l hour" working day.

Freedom in General

#If faculty members do not have the moral fiber to give
their best effort to the University on a traditional cone
tract, then they are not worthy to be members of the fa=
culty of the University of Chicago, I see no reason why
the LE contract should have the effect of making a fa-
culty member contribute substantially more to the uniw
versity than he would otherwise, in spite of the added
salarys. Though I personally do not intend to write the
tgreat American novel! or to sell an invention for the
verfect mouse trap, nevertheless I have a slight feel=
ing of claustrophobia when I think of the LE contract
because it represents a potential limitation of my own
freedom of action®

"My reservation with respect to the contract is the dane
ger of the Central Administration really 'assigning! peow
ple to whatever work it wants done," :

¥or instance: "Too much time 1S taken up with reform projects. My
dearest wish is that the faculty could be let alone to do its work and
have the assurance that radical changes in teaching and administration
would not be introduced for some time; and "The greatest danger cone-
fronting university members is the recent tendency of all organization-
al matters to become so complicated that they require a disproportion~
~ ate amount of time of the faculty...Whatever measures are taken, let
them be simple; the changes in the rules be infrequent; and demands
on facultytime at absolute minimum, Let experimentation be limited to
nature, not the faculty~-if possible.
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“In former days faculty members were not tassigned!
by management; they considered themselves (more or
less) as men free to exercise their own good judgment.!

"[ 1 7 object to the business of [ veing 7 tassigned.!
The word has been prominent from the beginning of LE
contracts. Savors of loss of old University freedom.!

17t tends to put the faculty at the mercy of the ad-
ministration more than is compatible with the good of
the University."

"Morality is choice, and the LE contract removes choice
from the professor in an important area--how he uses

his surplus time and energy, how he manages his finances.
In other words, it seems to me to create an immoral situ=~
ation at the heart of the University; to be incompatible
with the dignity of a professor and the freedom of man."

"The Central Administration, in proposing the LE contract,
has clearly indicated its opinion that many university
teachers are worms. The shameful faect that it has been
as successful as it has been in obtaining acceptance of
such contracts proves that it is, to a conmderable ex~
tent, correct in its opinion.n

"As the LE contract applies to me, it is dishonest. It
amounts really to a salary boost, and the boost would
have come in any case; but when it comes in this form,
it does not come in recognition of need or of merit,
but as a payment for a restriction of liberty. My
liberty has not actually been restricted; but if it
should be, I have no right of legal protest."

“The sense of threatened peonage NOT ever actually

experienced, in having all onets time potentially at
the disposal of others."

The *'Regearch“ Quarter

"Wy distribution of effort would not be greatly altered,
/[ but 7 I like the possibility of choosing where and
when to spend my research quarter.,”

"It is the quarter off that causes my preference for
3Q contract. Some continue to retain the equivalent
of one quarter off and increased salary in addition,®

" (e of the principle atirasctions which teaching offers
is freedom of choice on the part of the individugl which
is given him by his quarter of non-residence. Implied
in the UE Contract is a threat to that freedom. Even
if not now jeopardized, there is an ever-present fear
that one cannot decide what is best for himself,."
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"Under 4E many men have had great freedem in the summers.

“But many have not. I know of great scholars who have had

to teach in the summers--one in alternate years--who should
be free of this hinderance to scholarship.”

“Under the LE plan, a man may have a quarter with no course
to teach, but since he is 'on duty' he can be, and is, inter-
rupted for innumerable services. Indeed he is more apt to
be interrupted in such a quarter because he is supposed to
have more time than his collesgues. There is no quarter

now for uninterrupted research and study, and there is no
quarter when he can depend upon being free to go elsewhere,
whether the trip be for study, research, general information
or merely vacation. It is in such completely free periods

- that ideas of importance are likely to arise."

8/ The_/ quarter out of residence resembles any other
quarter."

"4 productive scholar should have at least 3 months in
the year free from teaching and other duties for research,
meditation, and a change of scene. To obtain it under
the 4E he must have special favors from administrators.”

"It gives deans too much dlscretion in deciding who should

be held strictly to four quarters of teaching and who should
not}'

#Tt seems to me a threat to the liberty of the individual.
A man ought not to have to get approval for his use of the
fourth quarter. He ocught to be free to teach elsewhere,

to rest, to devote himself to scholarship or to write text-
books."

up LE faculty member has, in principle, only one month per
year instead of L months on 3Q in which he is free from
the necessity to humiliate himself periedically by request-~
ing some administrator to 'assign! him (as if this was an
army or a factory instead of a University) to travel, ex-
cursion into a new field of work, or anything else., Al~-
though in practice things are not so bad now, there is
nothing in LE to restrain a future unwise administration
from insisting on the letter of the contract. I have
called this the slavery contract long before similar
terminology was applied-~I think wrongly-~to the Taft-
Hartley law.“

“Among the primary purposes of a great University are the
advancement of knowledge and ideas in all fields in which
it is engaged. In my experience, a quarter of the year

in which efforts along these lines can be conducted freely
is none too much, The LE contract is in principle a deadly
blow to creative activity on the part of the faculty."
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The "2k Hour" Day

"The University has control of the individual 2L
hours a day, 52 weeks a year,!

"As a matter of principle /"I 7 dislike belonging
to employer 365 days a year 21 hours a day."

"1 recognize the advantages of guaranteed income
o cover expenses and time for needed research,
but object to the principle which places the pro-
fessorts full 2L hours a day to the Administra-
tion's credite!

"I believe the LE contract has curbed certain
mnisuses of freedom of activity and to that ex-
tent is tgood' but it goes too far in its curbs,
The LE contract is not, as it is claimed to be,
2 12 months contract in the ordinary sense, but
a 2k hour day=--12 months a year-~contracte Un=
like any other job, even a financially gainful
hobby may not be enjoyed because under LE it be-
comes work for the University.!

These comments suggest that it is the strongest opponents of
the full-time contract who are likely to see the issue as one of
freedom, This is borne out by the data in Table 10, which shows the
objections to LE selected by three groups of faculty members: Those
who approve of the contract (either strongly or with reservations);
those who disapprové but not strongly; and finally, those who strong-
1y disapprove of it. The table does not distinguish between the -
strongest and second strongest objection, but when this distinction
is preserved, it is found that supporters of the contract are most
likely to select "It is all right in principle but the University
has failed to provide economic security” as their strongest objec~
tion, ¥ and Ythe adverse effect on recruitment as their second ob-
Jection,

The respondents who mildly disapprove of the LE contract, also
tend to accept it in principle and to criticize the salary level, but
they give a greater variety of objections as their strongest. As
their second objection, they pick the Padverse effeect on recruitment
~three times &5 often as any other. The distribution of objections
(first and second combined) for this group is shown in the second

- eslum of Table 10, o

¥This 1s the only objection. made by any persons who strongly approve
of the contract, Four or them make this criticism of the salary
level, '
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The respondents who sirengly disapprove of the contract, as is
evident from their comments, tend to see the LE isstie as a moral one.
Almost two thirds of them consider the contract a threat to freedom,
Of the 52 members of the sample who strongly disapprove of LE, 21
give the threat to freedom as their strongest objection, and 12 as
their second,

The other objections frequently made by critics of the contract,
whether they feel strongly or not are the following: the principle of
limited earnings, the "implicit paternalism", the tendency to reduce
the incentives to professional effort.

Table 10
OBJECTIONS TO THE LE CONTRACT, BY DEGREE OF APPROVAL¥*

e D68TES_Of Approval

. ( Co Disapprove
Objections to the LE Contract (8) Approve with Disapprove
Reservation Strongl{

@=120)®)  (n=50)(®)  (n=s2)(®)
(%) (%) (%)
A1l right in principle but salaries low L0 24 L
The principle of limited earnings 2 18 23
_The implicit patemalism 9 26 21
The reduced incentive to professional effort 6 18 23
The threat to freedom of activity 9 22 63
The adverse effect on 3Q salaries 5 L 8
The adverse effect on recruitment of staff 19 50 12
Salaries too low (no comment on principle)() 2 L 12

*Based on Columns 6, 7 and 63. See the Appendix.
a)Either strongest or second objection.

b)In each column, N=the number of persons giving the indicated answer

to the approval guestion whether they had one or two strong objections
or none at all, If everyone had given two objections, and if the miscel-
laneous category were included, the column total would be 200%. .

c)th listed in the questionnaire.
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Recognition of the Problems

Some of the opposition to the fulletime appeintment is based
on the opinion that it is a drastic way to meet relatively miner
problems, To find out whether the faculty considered certain prob-
lems serious, the following question was asked:

UScme problems that have been attributed, in part, to
the traditional type of contract are listed below, If
all contracts were still of the traditional type, which
of these problems, if any, would you expect to be wide
spread enough to require action by the Council?

Neglect of University work for remunerative out-
side activities,

The misuse of the university connection for per-
sonal profite

The neglect of scientifically important problems
in favor of those that promise cutside remunera-
tion.t

Table 11 shows that between a Quarter and a third of the faculty thinks
each of these problems serious in the sense indicated. Opinion is how-
ever more nearly evenly divided than these figures indicate, since on=
1y about two thirds of the sample expressed an opinion. In particular
the neglect of university work is considered serious by half of those
who expressed an opinion.

Table 11

EVALUATION OF THREE PROBLEMS UNDERLYING LE CONTRAGTS#

TotaJ,Wh?a) Would Council Action Probably

Answered Be Necessary?
Problems (N=238) :
o . Yes No Can't Say
(3) (%) (%) (%)
Neglect of University work ol 3L 3k 26
Mﬂﬁéﬁéémgf‘ﬂhiversity connection 93 2k Lo 29
Neglect of basic scientific problems 93 26 a8 29

*Based on Columns L8, L9 and 50, See the Appendixe ,
a) The 6% or 7% not answering the question includes the 2% of the total sample

who did not return questionnaires and L% or 5% who skipped this particular
question,
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The comments on these problems were made almost without ex—
ception, by persons who are dissatisfied with the hE‘con’ora.ct. Two
persons consider the contract an inadequate solution; one of them
states that basic scientific work is neglected now, despite the fulle
time contract, in order to promote industrial support of research. Four
members of the faculty amplify their opinion that the problems are negli-
ble:

wMy guess is that the faculty has always acted pri-
"marily for the advancement of scholarship and teach-
ing. I believe the percentage that used their Uni-
versity position for financial advancement has been
exceedingly small, and that the number that capitalized
‘on their University position (for outside income) has
peen negligible. To most of my colleagues, the LE was

a raise in salary. T think most of them would have pre-
ferred the same raise on 2 3Q contract.”

"I have been on this staff for forty years. In the
period before the LE contract was instituted, I formed
the opinion that a very few people were devoting almost
a1l their energies to text-book writing for the income
they realized from it. But the mumber Was SO small in
proportion to the whole staff that in my opinion the
sbuse (as such) was pest disregarded., It must be
realized that the production of widely used,tex’o-books,

Iy

advertised the University in a really good way M

n] never met a professor who made real money--any pro=
fessor I have known who was eager for real money got
into some other occupation. The difficulty LUE is de~
signed to meet is largely illusory."

#The moment salaries are ample no sane professor would
waste his time with purely money=making enterprisese-
though of course, he will accept remuneration coming
from non-time-~consuming applications of his wits."

Thirty members of the faculty indicate that they recognize the
problems, but consider them administrative problems that must be handled
on an individual basis by the appropriate dean or department chairman,
rather than by any nplanket rulingh. OSome of them emphasize the need
for skillful sdministration and, in particular, for a discriminating
promotion policy; some resent the Administration's "lack of confidence"
in the faculty, and see the LE contract as a punitive measure that
penalizes the whole faculty in order to discipline a few individuals.
1f thirty persons take the trouble to express an idea not explicitly
covered in the questionnaire, it is safe to assume that a considerable
number of others would agree with it, if it were presented to them in
check list form. A number of these comments are accordingly quoted.



"Undoubtedly the problems have to be considered. Un=-
doubtedly individuals would have to be dealt with in

these connections: But appoint a good faculty and

pay good salaries and these problems will Ye minimized.

I am impressed by the devotion to duty and high ideals

of most academic persons. Why penalize a whole faculty
for the weaknesses of a few? These are matters for per-
suasion, skillful administration, not for law. Hire ad
promote mature, able and wise men; pay them a salary that
will ensble them to live comfortably in a difficult neigh-
borhood and to educate their children appropriately;“give
them time off from teaching at just or practical intervals.
Then trust these men to have the morality and common sense
and idealism to know how to manage their time to their owm
best advantage and to the best advantage of the University
and the nation. Democracy is based on such a trust; the
Christian's hope of heaven is based on such morality....
Why should an academic administration try te legislate
and enforce more virtue and wisdom than the democratic
state or Christian God have done? It runs counter to

the whole liberal traditien of western civilization

from Aristotle dowm., If administrators don't have the
judgment to appoint persons with the essential morality,
judgment and wisdom to manage themselves and their time
well, to serve welle--theén no legal contract is going to
correct the situation. If administrators do have such
judgment, then the contract is unnecessary and harmful.

If mistakes are made, if individuals abuse their freedom,
correct by persuasion, by conferences, and discussion.

I can't believe my large numbers would abuse the freedome-
better to have a few slip through than to remove freedom
of choice from a whole faculty.v

“The real issue is not the limitation of earnings to make
the faculty do what it ought to do. The leadership (ad-
ministration) of the University should be able to handle
the problems of outside activities by appropriate action,
and 'education' of the faculty. The use of financial
prohibitions is at best a crude way of getting the faculty
to take its responsibilities seriously-~the temptation
toward dishonesty is always involved, and in times like
the present becomes hard to resist, when the University
does not (or cannot) meet the finaneial needs of its
faculty."

At Columbia, you can walk into the Dean's office; a lot
of tension here arises because you can't get rid of your
troubles at that level; it is not directly due to LE.

At Columbia there is a fairly strong informal control.
You could, but it would be very unwise to, make arrange-
ments for outside work without consulting the head of
the Department; he would refer you to the dem. The
personal relationship is effective."




®If certain faculty members abuse the privilege of un-
dertaking outside activities, these cases should be
dealt with individually. The LE contract probably re=-
strains those who do not neglect their university due-
ties but does not affect those not oh UE who may do so.
I do not consider the present LE contract to be the
best means of preventing such abuses."

"The central problem is: Shall the administration trust
a faculty member and deal with individual defections in
a direct way, or shall the administration trust instead
a mechanical scheme which aims to be adequate in a great
variety of individual cases? I feel that the University
must trust the judgment and integrity of the faculty mem-
ber, No automatic scheme is fundamentally sound. If,

in the administration's opinion, a man has failed in hig
obligations, that fact can be expressed to the man die
rectly.t

"If the universities cannot trust implicitly the moral
integrity of the faculty to do the best work they can
and know how, they should publicly declare so-~but only
after they prove that they are unable to make a better
selection of the appointees by improved methodSleeesece
The best way to use most economically and usefully the
faculty is the selection of the faculty among the best
of the available candidates, giving them a salary at
least double of an average carpenter or plumber, and
stop treating them as high-school boysi

As long as there is no truly democratic way, open to the
public, in the selection, there is bound to be a pile of
dead wood accumulating in the so-called institutions of
higher learning. With this type of faculty it does not
matter what type of contract is used--the result will be
what we now havelt

"The issue is extremely simple. Appoint good men, make
them aware that their advancement depends on their devel=
opment (tested by scholars not by central administration)
and then let them have their head,!

“The routine textbook writer and those who spend their
time on potboilers should not be promoted to permanent
tenure !

"Unworthy men deserve the axe. Surely there is some more
direct way of giving them the axe than by seizure of their
ill-gotten gains, Most certainly there is a better way
than that of seizing the gains of worthy men, gaing which
are not ill-gotten," ‘
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The faéulty should be morally maturs--capable of resist-
ing financial temptations to dishonest or mercenary scholare
ship., If a member signalizes himself unfavorably, he should
be dropped. If he has attained tenure it is the fault of
the University--or its mistake~-for having falled to observe
that the man was not up to standard. It is wnfair to dimine
ish the liberty and self-respect of the rest--and the cour-
age and independence that go with such status--in order to
compel the few to behave,"

As ene would expect, persons who see the problems are more likely to
approve of the contract. Two thirds of the respondents who consider c¢ne or
more of the problems serious, approve of it; but only a fifth of the other
members of the faculty. This suggests that one reason for the difference
of opinion on the contract is that members of the faculty have different
impressions of the facts with regard to the extent of the underlying prob-
lems, (See Table 12)

Table 12

DEGREE OF APPROVAL, BY NUMBER OF PROBLEMS CCNSIDERED SERIOUSH

Number of Problems
Considered Serious-

None (ne or More

Degree of Approval fr=59) (N=99)

(%) (%)

Tot al 100 100

Strongly approve 3 8
Approve with reservations 19 - 62
Neutral or indifferent 10 5
Disapprove with reservations 7 16
Strongly disapprove 39 9
No onswer 2 -

*Based on Columns 63, L8, L9, and 50. See the Appendix.




Acceptance of the Comtract in Principle

Two questions deal with the economic piinciples of full-time apm
poiritment: Respondents were asked whether or not they agbeed in prine
ciplé thatt (1) "In return for an adequate salary, a member of the fa=
culty should be expected to pay some portion of his outside profession=
al earnings to the University," and (2) "In return for an adequate sale
ary, a member of the faculty should be expected to pay some porticn of
any earnings he derives from remunerative hobbies to the University."
The reader should notice that the question asks only whether some un-
Specified part of the earnings should be paid to the University.

Approximately two thirds of the faculty who answered the question
accept the principle with reference to professional earnings. It is in-
teresting that almost half of the faculty on traditional contracts whe
answered the question agree in principle (See Table 13). Although 30%
of the faculty reject the principle, the reader will recall from Table
9 that only 7% give the principle of a limitation on earnings as their
strongest objection to the contract.

Table 13

AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE THAT EARNINGS BE PAID TO THE UNIVERSITY FOR
TWO TYPES OF EARNINGS, BY RESPONDENT'S CONTRACT:

Respondent's Contract

Types of Barnings, and Both Types Full~-PTime Traditional

Agreement in Principle (N=238) (N=181) (N=57)
(%) (%) (%)

Outside professional earnings

Total W00 100 100
Agree in principle 61 68 Lo
Disagree in principle 30 25 bl
No answer g 7 16

Earnings .from hobbies

Total 100 100 100
Agree in principle 21 2k 12
Disagree in principle 69 67 h
No answer 10 9 1k

#Based on Columns 19 and 20, See the Appendix




Almost all the ccnments on this question express either qualified accep-
tance or flat rejection of the principle, However, cne member of the

- staff wrote:

*In return for an 'adequate! salary, the members of
a faculty should not engage in outside earnings ab
all."

A number of comments express qualified acceptance.

In view of the fact that the earning potential of mem-
bers of the faculty is unguestionably increased by the
prestige of the University, I see no reason against it.
On the other hand, I deny that faculty members, when=
ever they are cleared of paternal control, immediately
plunge into a scramble of funworthy! activities, A
community of scholars may be imagined in terms of the
medieval cloister or in the terms of a university. It
is an error of fact, I believe, to think of the Uni=-
versity of Chicago in terms of a cloister. Our voices
should be addressed, and are addressed, rather to man
than to God. The nature of the culture in which we
live will have to be radically altered before we can
think of successful scholarship in the image of the lo-
cal saint. Our successful scholar is and will continue
"~ to be a man who speaks truth to the society in which he
lives. Nor will the dignity of his utterance be greate
er for affectation of the tatiers of a begging friar.t

%1 approve of the LE contract as it stands insofar as
use of University time is concerned. However, it should
be possible for the faculty member to use non-university
time for his own financial benefit. If, for instance, a
faculty member had high expenses for medical care, dental
care, etc. it would be possible for him to earn addition-
al money by writing or spesking evenings or weekeends,"

"How is the money value of a man's work determined? If

his services are sufficiently in demand to produce re-
quests for them which are remunerative, a decision must

be reached as to whether they (the services) are a wise
use of his time, If the decision is that they are, and
he uses University time, return of fee to the University
is, of course, fair provided the fee offered is not in
excess of his salary for the time given., If the fee is
larger by a considerable amount, or if the service is not
given on funiversity time?!, why should the University sell
his services at a profit? Lebt study be given to better
means of determmng what is a wise use of time. If, then,
a man is using his time wisely let outsiders pay what they
think his service is worth, and let him keep anything over
and above what the Universn.ty would pay for the time.%



Several persons maintain that effort should be rewarded.

"I feel that there are arguments both for and against
the kE contract. I realize that there have been abuses
under the old system of permitting outside earmings.

In eliminating these abuses I think the LE contract
is good. However, I dislike the idea that if I were
to write a textbook, abstract journals, or make pro-
fessional speeches, I could not accept remuneration,
All these activities take extra effort, but are of
scholastic value, I think that the person making

such an effort should be rewarded,"

"A non-productive person can take refuge in the LE
contract in order to increase his salary, which is
a distinect disadvantage to the University.®

"Since all outside work is selected on the basis of
non-monetary values to University and enhancement
of the faculty member's contribution to teaching,
the faculty member who makes the extra effort to
produce, pays a price not exacted from the one who
assumes none of these responsibilities.®

"/ The LE contract_/ provides too much remuneration
for loafers."

Other persons who reject the principle commented as follows:

*The LE contract is unjust since it leaves men of
means at freedom to spend their time speculating on
the stock market or in real estate, but forbids the
poor to acquire any means with which to buy real es-
tate, etc.®

"In return for an adequate salary, s member of the
faculty should be expected to teach or to do his
university assignment adequately. That seems to me
all that can be expected.”

"The University could reasonably expect to be reime-
bursed for the use of facilities, (clerical help, etc.)
used by the faculty member in connection with remuner=
ative activities. Beyond this, the faculty member should
"be fiee to keep outside earnings so long as he does not
neglect his University obligations."

The principle of paying earnings frem hobbies to the University is
less widely accepted than the principle of paying over professional earnings.
Only a third of the staff members who expressed an opinion on hobby earnings
accept the principle. The data are shown in the lower part of Table 13,

e persen, however, goes further and maintains that income from property
and investments should be paid to the University, Several persons say
their answers would depend on the time involved, and a number point to
the difficulty of defining hobbies. For instance, one person who rejects

the principle, adds:
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"But I see administrative difficulties in distinguishe

ing such earnings from professional eamings, and believe
that this principle may have to give way to the more im=
portant principle with respect to professional earnings."

ind snother:

"I realize how difficult it is to draw the line between
earnings attributable to the University connection or to
scholarly ability and earnings completely unrelated to
the University. Still, I can't help feeling that if one
wrote a short story or an article while on vacation which
‘subsequently was sold to a periocdical, he should be per-
mitted to keep the money. This type of thing isn't like-
1y to come up very often; but if one is entitled to regard -
income from stocks and bonds as 'unearned' and therefore
not payable to the University, or the profit from the
sale of a piece of property, then one should be permitted
to keep the income from the sale of a published {non-
academic) mamuscript.t

Other comments were:

“In the law and medical schools, there may be good
reasons for forbidding teachers to practive privately.
But there is no excuse for forbidding any teacher to
earn money by engaging in non-professional activities
which do not interfere with his academic duties."

"/ 1t_7 should be no business of the University as long
as the work is well done,"

"I deubt if even the prisoners in Alcatraz are denied
this right.” :

And, in an interview:

"It's & question of the degree of control. A lawyer
sells his legal knowledge, 2 physician his medical
knowledge, and so forth. The University should buy
one's knowledge in some particular field, say for a
LO hour week or something like that. You should be
free to do something entireély different on your o
time.... People say 'If I should write a novel,...!'
but actually they dont't do it much."”

Other persons interviewed were somewhat smused at the ameunt of concern
expressed about earnings from still«to~be~written best-sellers.
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As would be expected, persens whe accept the economic princi~
ples are more likely than others to approve of the contract. The
extent of the relationship is shown in Table 1L. Three quarters of
the persons who accept both economic prineiples appreve of the con~
tract, but only 15% of those who reject both principles.

Table 14

DEGREE OF APPROVAL, BY ACCEPTANCE OF THE ECONCMIC
: PRINCIPLES*

Number of Economic
Principles Accepted

Degree of Approval Neither One Both
‘ (N=73) (NgY) §=51)

) &) &)
Total 100 100 100
Strongly approve - 5 16
Approve with reservations = 15 57  §7
. Neutral 7 11 2

Disapprove with reservations 26 17 21
Strongly disapprove 52 10 L

Based on Colums 63, 19 and 20. See the Appendix.
15 persans who omitted one of these questions, and
the 5 non-respondents are omitted from the table,

Table 12 showed that members of the staff who think at least
one of the underlying problems serious, are more likely than others
to approve of the LE contract. They are similarly more likely to
accept the principle that some part of professional outside earmings
should be paid to the University., This is shown in Table 15. #hout
80% of those who think any one of the problems sericus accept the
principle; but only about half those who do not think it serious,
aceept the principle.
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Table 15

ACCEPTANCE OF THE PROFESSIONAL EARNINGS PROVISION IN PRINCIPLE,
BY ESTIMATES OF THE EXTENT OF THREE PROBLEMB#

i ————— —— oot —— rv——
e T sy o omsiot o -

The Principle

The Problem, and Estimate

of Its Extent Number with ¥ Who ()
Opinions Accept

Neglect of University work ‘
Probably would require action 79 81

Can't say 59 69 ' ,

Probably would not 7 51 P
Misuse of University connections

Probably would require action 56 82

Can't say 65 71

Probably would not 89 55
Neglect of scientifically important problems

Probably would require action 59 83

Can't say 67 70

Probably would not 8l sh

¥Based on Columns LB-50 and 10, 366 The Appendix.
) The base of the % is shown in the first colum.

The Effect Of the Contract on the Faculty

Since persons who see the problems and accept the full-time ape
pointment in principle may nevertheless disapprove of it, if they think
it haz not worked cut satisfactorily, the following question wag asked:

“Insofar a5 you have been able to observe, do you think
that on the whole, LE contracts have had a good or a
-bad effect, if any, on the faculty concerned with ree
spect to the following: :

Freedom of activity

Faculty morale in genersl

Standards of professional ethies
Recruitment and retention of faculty.!

Many persons felt unable to give an opinion, Half the faculty,
which represents the great majority of those who did venture an opinion,
has the impression that recruitment of staff has become more difficult,
and that faculty morale has deteriorated under LE. On the other two ques-
tions the effect of LE appointments on freedom of activity and on profes-
sional ethics-~opinion is equally divided; in each case a plurality of thoss
with opinions considers any effects of the contract negligibles This confirms
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the impression that ene gets from the comments on the freedom issue, that
it is the "threat" to freedom rather than any actual restriction that
alarms some members of the faculty (See Table 16.)
Table 16

EVALUATION OF VARIOUS EFFECTS OF THE LE CONTRACT3*

Total Making

Bffect on: G2z coanggiggge Bad
(%) (%) (2) (%)
Recruitment and retention of staff 62 1 11 50
Faculty morale 73 5 17 51
Professional ethics 61 12 31 12
Freedom of activity : 67 19 28 20

¥Based on Columns 52-55, See Ghe Appendixe

The members of the faculty who are themselves ona full-time appoint-
ment have a more favorable impression of the effect of the contract than
do their colleagues on three quarter appointments. Almost all the fa=
vorable evaluations in Table 16 are made by persons on LE. In fact, the
majority of the LE faculty members who notice any appreciable effect on
freedom, thinks it a beneficial one.#* That few of them are worried about
freedom is not surprising in view of the data in Part II which show that
only 10% of them are dissatisfied with thelr own programs of service to
the University, Likewise, the majority of the LE faculty members who no=-
tice any appreciable effect on professional ethics, thinks it beneficial .
However, the data in Part II on personal experience with respect to temp=-
tations to lower ethical standards do not indicate that the contract has
had the desired effect in this respect.

®Of the LE faculty, L3 say "Goodh; 30 "BadW; 56 WNegligible," With 52
giving no opinion, - ’

## Of the LE faculty, 27 say "Good"; 13 "Bad"; 76 "Negligible," with
65 giving no opinion,
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It must be recognized that observations of the effect of the
contract may either be reasens for approving (or disapproving) of
the contract; or they may themselves be selective; influehcédd by
a predisposition to approve (or to disapprove) of the contract fer
one reason or ancther. In any case, if respondents are classified
according to their estimates of the effect of the contract, it can
be seen that these estimates are very closely related to overall
approval of the contract, The data are shown in Table 17.

Table 17

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTS OF THE LE CONTRACT, BY DEGREE OF APPROVAL#*

Evaluation of the Effects of LE (a)

Degree of Approval Good or Bad in Some Bad in Most

Negligible Respects Respects

(N=93) (n=89) - (v=45)
(%) (%) #)
Total 100 100 100
Strongly approve 13 2 -
Approve with reservations 6L 35 9
Neutral o 13 7 2
Disapprove with reservations 5 L1 18
Strongly disapprove 5 15 7

*Based on Colums 52-55 and 63. See the Appendix.

a)This is a rough classification based on the difference between the
number of good and bad effects mentioned in Columns 52-55, even though
these items are not really additive. "Good" includes those who men-
tioned more good effects than bad in Colums 52-55; *Negligible" in-
cludes those who mentioned the same number of good and bad effects,

including persons who gave no opinion on any of the four questions;
ete,
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Opinien &f the Salary Levél

Most of the dissatisfaction with the administration of full~time con-
tracts centers on salaries, About half the faculty thinks the salary level
‘unsatisfactory. However, a quarter thinks it at least reasonably satisfac-
tory, (20% of the faculty-~this is 13% of the LE faculty and LOZ of the N
faculty, say they are unable to form an impression of the salary level.) See
Table 18,

Table 18
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH THE LE SALARY LEVELs

- Degrge of Satisfaction fg:gggg
Total 100
Definitely satisfactory 2
Reasonably satisfactory 22
Definitely unsatisfactory - 53
No impression of salary level 19
No answer L

#Based on Column 10, See the Appendix.

A number of persons state matter-of-factly that the University cannot afford
to pay adequate full-time salaries; others who make the same point tonelude
from it that the University is failing ‘o meet 3 moral obligation implicit
in a compulsory full-time contracte ’

®I believe that the LE contract is desirable in prine
ciples It must be recognized, however, that the con-
tract costs the University and the Community something,
The hard question is whether it costs too much.!

Waoehetually, the LE contract has had the effect of re-
ducing our salary scale, relative to other institutions,
and has thereby increased financial problems and con=
siderably reduced the independence and financial secu-
rity of the members of the staff. The LE contract is

2 luxury which neither the University nor the members
of the staff can afford." e
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"The LE contract would be an honest undertaking only if
under it the University could afford to pay salaries at
least 25% higher than other leading Universities, Since
it was clear from its inception that the University bud-
get would not permit such a salary scale, the undertak—-
ing seems to me a fraud.,"

 #The University is apparently not in a position to car-
ry through the implied obligations of the contract;
therefore its moral position is extremely questionable,!

%I object in principle to the claims made by the Admin-
istration on behalf of the LE contrict. The University
pays the going rate and that is all."

“In principle, the UE contract is commendable. However,
in my own case and in that of my friends, the salary is
inadequate. I objeect to high-sounding principles which
are not put into practice,!

Two members of the faculty express the opinion that the basic salary scale
is a more fundamental problem than the type of faculty contract:

U,eethe outside earnings of most of the faculty wers
grossly exaggerateds All talk to the effect that the
LE contract will operate satisfactorily when salaries
are 'adequate' is silly...Difficulties with the LE
gontract are just one aspect of an underlying salary
structure that is unsound,"

",,ethe LE contracte.s8erves as a red herring in the
serious salary problem,”

The relationship between satisfaction with the salary level and
-approval of the 4E contract is shown in Table 19. More than half the
persons who are dissatisfied with the salary scale, disapprove of the
centract, but only a quarter of those who are more or less satisfied.

The relationship shown in the table is confirmed by some of the comments
that were added in explanation of, or as qualifications to, answers given
to the approval question or to the question on whether the full-time cone-
tract should be continued or not, To some persons the salary scale is of
course the most important aspect of the whole problem; for instance:

“The crux of the issue for me is not approval of the
principle of LE but considerable distress over the
salary pald. Without LE I would sacrifice my prefe-
erences and some responsibility to the University
to do outside work to support my family more ade=
guately.®
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Table 19 |
DEGREE OF APPROVAL; BY SATISFACTION WITH THE SALARY LEVEL#

Opinion of Salary Level

o Degree_of Approval Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

(H=57) (N=126)
(%) (%)
Total 100 100
Strongly approve 12 3
Approve with reservations 58 36
Neutral 5 5
Disapprove with resefvations 20 , 23
Strongly disapprove 5 32
No answer . - 1

¥Based on Columns b3 and 10. See the Appendixe

The question on salary level also asked persons who thought it unsat-
isfactory why they thought so, and provided three possible answers, “too
low in comparison with other leading universities", "too low in comparison
with 3Q salaries heret and "too rigid to meet the rising cost of livingt,
with space to write other criticisms. The two most frequent criticisms are
that salaries are (1) too low in comparison with those at other leading uni-
versities, and (2) too rigid to meet the rising cost of living., Each was
made by a third of the sample. (See Table 20)., The comments on salaries at
other universities emphasize that a full-time salary here should be compara-
ble with total earnings at other universities, if the University's competi~
tive position is to be maintained, The following comments were made on the
changing cost of living:

U)E is blamed, but unjustly--that salaries in situations like
ours have not kept pace with the cost of living, But they
didn't go down here during the depression, They ought to
respond somewhat both ways.!

Wl approve of the principles of the LE contract. Unfortu-
nately the times have caught up with it, so that the salary
scale, which looked satisfactory when the plan was first
propesed, no longer competes successfully with that of other
institutions and does not mateh the cost of living."
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#It is not flexible enough to meet and to provide for the
rising tide of inflation; if my present salary is computed
in terms of Hoover dollars 1 am about where I started when
I first came here, although in the meantime, I have been
married and have to support a young child."

#The old system had automatic inflation protection, ised
in times of inflation the faculty member could boost his
income by outside jobs, which have a tendency to appear
in times of inflation. Such job opportunities fall off
in depression but then the purchasing power of the basic
University salary increases."

“The LE contract implies the ethical presupposition of an
adequate remuneration. As long 2s this demand was met or -
could be met, I see no cbjections to this type of contract,
If this ethical demand cannot be met, the contract should

be abolished. It carries inequality, in that it deprives

the academic worker of the right which every non-academic
worker has, namely to use the time after working hours for
earning additional income. At present, the contract combined
with the post-war price inflation and the stagnation ¢f the
salary levels does more harm than goode Should the price in~-
flation continue without the salary level being raised, the
point will be reached quickly at which the quality of work
suffers, precisely because no outside earnings are possible.®

8% of the faculty think LE salaries are too low in comparison with 3Q sala-
ries at the University. One person, who has "no strong reason to dislike
the LE contract," nevertheless thinks:

/7Tt ] works a great hardship on those individuals who
change from a 3Q contract over to a LE contracteseIn
1946, I was an instructor with a salary of $3000, Through
outside teaching and other duties I earned an additional
$2000. I was offered promotion to the assistant professor
level, and my University salary inereased from $3000 to
$3750. For me, that was a cut of over $1000 in my annual
income. Now it is true that it saves a lot of time for
more worthwhile occupations...but I had just been married
and was establishing myself in the community...It forced
my wife to worke..These circumstances delayed our having
a child for two years, I think that many pecple changing
from the instructor to the assistant professor level are
in the same boat."

5% of the respondents made miscellaneous criticisms: that the ‘salary level
is inadequate to cover extraordinary expenses, or saving for old=-age Secu~
rity, or that it is inadequate for the younger men (see Table 20, )
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Table 20
CRITICISMS OF THE SALARY LEVEL#

A : Percent of

Criticisms Total Sample
(N=238)
Too rigid to meet cost of living 3L
Too low compared to other universities 32
Too low compared to 3Q salaries here (a) 8
Too law to provide an appropriate living standard i
Miscellaneous criticisms 5

*pased on Colum 10. See the Appendix.

a)Not listed on the questionnaire,

Trustees Attitudes Toward LE Salaries

A second question on the salary level was included at the request of
the Central Administration:

"Do you have an impression that the trustees have been
any more willing to grant cost of liwving raises because
of the LE contract than they would have been otherwise?"

If the trustees recognize a special responsibility to maintain the real in-
come of the faculty on full-time appointment, the faculty is not aware of
that fact. Only 9% gave an affirmative answer; 20% said "no"; more than
half the total sample (53%) said they had no impression either way, and
another 13% did not see that the contract was relevant.i

Two persons are concerned about the way the contract has been pre-
sented to the Trustees. One wrote:

"When the question of extra earnings is not involved,
the argument sounds to me as if it were: 'We are
fooling the Board of Trustees, by making them think
LE means more hours of service than 3Q, but addition-
al hours of work would be impossible or undesirable
and will not really be expected,t"

ﬂS% omitted the question, including non-respondents.
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And another in an interview began by saying:

"The goal of the contract is all right, but I do not
like the way it was presented to the Trustees--or the
way 1 think it was presented--as somewhat more expense
at first, but they would get four quarters of service
for it... I don't know what they said to the Trustees,
but I have a hunch That they sold it on the basis of
something different from the way they sold it to the
faculty, and I see no excuse for that way of doing
business."

Policy in Determining Individual Salaries

A third question on salaries gave respondents a chance to commend
or to criticlze administrative policies in determining individual salaries
under. bE: . R

"In determining individual salaries under the LE con~
tract, does the central administration, in your opin-
lon, give either too much or too little consideration
to any of the following? : ' .

Academic rank

Individual and family need

‘¥arket value! (potential earming power)
Bargaining ability

Scholarly merit."

About half the respondents felt they had too little information on the
subject to form a judgment., The most frequent criticism is that too
much consideration is given to “bargaining ability." LO% of the total
sample (that is, almost 80% of those who offered an opinion) make this
criticism, About a quarter of the respondents think that too little
consideration is given to scholarly merit, but 19% are satisfied in
this respect. A&Almost as many think that the Administration takes too
little account of need, but there is some division of opinion on this;.
5% think too much attention is given to need. A number of persons
raised questions about how need is to be determined. Opinion is also
divided on "market value" or potential earning power. A third of the
faculty is critical on this score-~the majority thinking it given too
much consideration., A few persons think salaries should correspond
more closely to academic rank but others dissent. The total number
of criticisms in this last case is no greater than the number of com-
mendations of administrative practice. (See Table 21.)

Space was provided for other complaints. A number of respondents
think teaching ability should be given more recognition; and a number
mentioned “"arbitrary subjective factors®, "favoritism", “"egreement with
the Administration's party line", etc; a few mentioned “showmanship*,
"bragen importunings", etc. The following factors were alsc mentiened,
each by one respendent: actual earning power, sogial status in the
community, sex, usefulness to the university. Another comment was:

“"The troudble is that salaries can't be reduced for
any reason; one might say 'too much comsiderationt
is given to what has beew paid the man,®
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A few persons noted that the Administration is forced to consider fac-
tors other than scholarship, and one person said:

"Since recommendations originate with the Departments,

one cannot blame the Central Administration for fagle
1y eriteria.t

Table 21

EVALUATION OF THE AMOUNT OF CONSIDERATION GIVEN TO VARIOUS FACTORS
IN DETERMINING INDIVIDUAL SALARIES UNDER THE LE CONTRACT*

Total Making BEvaluations
Factors an Bvaluation

N=238 , ;
(N=238) Too (;%Sch Too(% ttle About (%ght

(%)
Academic rank 36 5 12 19
Individual and family need 3 g 22 16
#Market value" Lk 21 11 12
Bargaining ability 51 4 2 9
Scholarly merit k6 1 26 19

#hased on Columns 12, 13, 1L, 15, and 15. Ses the Appendixs
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PART IT PERSONAL EXPERIENCE UNDER THE LE CONTRACT

Introduction

In contrast to the opinions that have been presented in Part I,
Part II presents personal experience under the full-time contract, and
reactions to this experlence, as reported by the staff members con-
cerned, The questions deal with (1) the distribution of the respon-
dent's time and energy under LE, (2) his reaction to the elimination
of the finaneial incentive to undertake outside activities, (3) the
extent to which he has been tempted to lower his ethical standards s
(k) his satisfaction with the service "assigned® him, and (5) with
the settlement of his claims to reimbursement of expenses, and (6)
any "pressure® he may have felt to increase his outside earnings to
the profit of the University.#

Summary

Half the full-time staff members have spent their time Just
abeut as wisely under LE as they would have dene under another cone
tract; and opinion is divided among those who notice a differencee
27% say the contract has led them to use their time more wisely, and
15% less wisely. (Table 22)

The LE contract has to some extent "encouraged" scholarship,
pure research and administrative work in the sense that the number
of persons spending more time on these activities as a result of the
contract exceeds the number who have spent less time on.theme In 2
similar sense, the contract has tended %o tdiscourage textw~book
writing, other forms of popularization of knowledge, consultation ser-
Vice and applied research, The teaching load is the same under both
types of contract, (Table 23)

There ig no single predeminant reaction to the elimination of
the financial incentive to undertake outside activities., Almost a
quarter of the faculty under LE has found that it makes no difference
to them. 247 say they have been tempted to neglect activities that
would be stimulating, and 27% to neglect obligations to the public;
26% have found it a relief from uncongenial drains on their time and
energy, and 28% take satisfaction in the knowledge that their deeisions

~ are not influenced by financial considerations. (Table 2L)

The contract has apparently had little effect on ethieal stand~
ards, For almost two thirds of the LE faculty, the temptations are
‘the same under either type of contract., 16% have been more tempted
under LE; and 6% less tempteds (Table 25)

#Golumnis 37, 26~3L, 307 307 107 107 L3 and [2; on The IE Form of Tho
Questiomnaire in the Appendix, e
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Almost 90% of the faculty on LE are satisfied with their owm
programs of service to the University; and some of the dissatisfaction
expressed by the other 10% is unrelated to the type of contract.
(Table 26)

Three quarters of the faculty members who have had occasion
to ¢laim reimbursement for expenses incurred in conmnection with re-
munerative outslde activities, are satisfied with the settlement they
cbtained. (Table 27)

Of the 172 persons who answered the question on "pressure" to
increase outside earnings, only a dozen have felt the slightest pressure.

The Use of Time and Energy under LE

Respondents on full-time appointment were asked whether on the
whole they thought they had made more valuable or less valuable use of
their time under LE than they would have done under a traditional con-
tract. Less than 10% think the contract has made much difference.
Less than half think it has made any appreciable difference. However,
the contract has apparently had the desired effect to a limited extent.
27% think they have spent their time more wisely, but only 15% less
wisely. See Table 22, ,

Table 22

EVALUATIONS OF THE EFFECT OF THE LE CONTRACT ON
RESPONDENTS' USE OF THEIR TIME AND ENERGY#

Evaluations Percent

(N=181)

Total 100

Much more vdluable under LE 7
Somewhat more valuable 20
The same on either type of contract 52
Somewhat loss vé.luablo uwnder LE 13

- Much less valushle 2
No answer ' -6

;Based on Columm 37 of the LE form, See the
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Members of the full-time staff were alsoc asked whether, as a re-
sult of the contract, they had spent either more time or less time on
oy of the activities listed in Table 23. In every case the majority
of those who answered had spent about the same amount of time as they
would have spent under another type of contract. This is notably true
of teaching. 126 of the 1LY persons who answered the question have
spent the same amount of time on it; about a dozen have spent more time,
and a like number have spent less time. Thus there is no evidence that
the LE faculty has been given a heavier teaching load. The activities
most affected by the full-time centract are apparently textbook writing
and other means of disseminating knowledge to the public.* Both have
been "discouraged" in the sense that about a fifth of the full-time
faculty is spending less time on them, and only a negligible number
is spending more time on them. In this sense, the contract has also
tended to discourage consultation service both to business and to other
agencies, and applied research; and to "encourage" scholarship, pure
research and administrative work.

Table 23
RELATIVE AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT UNDER LE ON VARIOUS ACTIVITIESH#

Total with Relative Amount of Time ')

Activities Opinions .
(N=181) More . Same Less

(%) (%) (%) (£)

Pure research

75 18 53 b
University administration 66 12 53 1
Scholarship 76 13 60 3
Teaching ' 83 6 70 7
Applied research 56 kL b1 11
Consultation service to business 52 2 38 12
Other consultation work 60 3 40 17
Dissemination of knowledge by means
other than teaching and textbooks 73 3 51 19
Textbook writing 68 1 L6 21

**Based on Columna 26~3h on the LE form. See the Appendix.

a)Tlma- comparison is with the time that the respendent probably would
have spent under a traditional contract.

*The difference between the number of persons saying 'More" and “Less®
is used here as a rough measure of the amount of influence, The activie
ties are listed in order of this difference in Table 23.
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Some members of the faculty are concerned about the time spent
on non-professional work when salary increases do not keep pace with
the cost of living and professional earnings revert to the University,
They are thinking of the time given to the management of investments
or real property, and of the time spent in producing income in kind
when members of the faculty do their own persenal or domestic service,
or paint their own houses to save cash outlay, Since it is difficult
to estimate the amount of time spent per year on such odd jobs, respon-
dents were asked simply whether or not they had spent "appreciably' more
time on each type of non-professional work.("Appreciably" was defined as
the equivalent of a half day per week or two days per month.) 6% of the
IE faculty have spent "appreciably" more time on non~professional work
producing income in cash; and 62% of non~professional work producing ine
come in kind. The following comments were made on this question:

“I do these things as necessary physical exercise,"

"No, I haven?t, but to provide adequately for my
family and for retirement I should ‘have,®

“No, unless you count the fact that I would have
hired services as my salary increased (as it has)
were it not that inflation has eaten up every in-
crease."

#If I were less strapped financially I would be
able to provide adequate domestic help which is
time-consuming"

"I interpret this to meant: doing tasks which ordinari-
1y I would pay others to do,” I would pay them withwe
this is an approximation--money I could earn in % the
time it takes me to do these tasks."

ﬁI painted the apartment and built furniture. Many
consecutive week~ends were so involvedlt

#The increased cost of living has forced my wife to
resume some of her former professional activity.!

®/“The_ 7 net effect has been t,o;"make me spend more
time producing income in kind than I gdve up in
producing outside earnings.".
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Reactions to the Elimination of the Financial Incentive to Undertake
Dutside Activities.

The assumption that financial incentives to undertake outside
activities tapd to work to the detriment of the best interests of the
University, is basic to the conception of the full-time appointment.
The members of the sample who are on LE were accordingly asked how
they felt, on the basis of their personal experience, about the elimi~
nation of that incentive. Several persons challenged the assumption
that the financial incentive has been eliminated:

"I don't believe the financial incentive has been
eliminated, I have a passion to earn more money
by outside activities--a passion I suspect that
only death will eliminate. And this passion is
by no means incompatible with an intellectual

and artistic temperament, or with great devotion
to the welfare of my students."

"I have not felt the elimination of the incentive
to undertake outside activities. I have wundertaken
them and scrimped on the allowance for (living away
frem home) expenses in order to pay off accumulated
debts and home expenses.”,

"My incentive to undertake outside responsibilities
has remained the same, My choice, however, may be
more objective, I recall only one instance on the
old eontract whem I frankly accepted an assignment.
(with full kmowledge of the Dean) because of the
high remuneration to make up for my then low salary
and to meet family medieal expenses,.®

iIn explanation of the complete absence of cutside
sarnings in my case 1 should like to state that I
avolded outside offers during the last years, not
for any reasons econnected with the LE, but because
of certain implications these offers would have
carried which seemed, in the long yun, potentially
detrimental to my seholarly independence,”

228 of Wi fulletime Lavedsy sey that the elimination ¢f finsneial in-
sentives makes no difference to them, Ameng those whe de netice a differ-
ence, there is no asingle predominant reaction, 24% of the sample are
tampted te neglect activities that would be stimulating, and a like
pumber to negleet obligations te the public or ¢o the pudlie relationa

of the University; approximately the same number fesl relieved from ome
emgenisl drains on their time and enargy, md 28% take satisfsstian in
Skt thelir Iwdpmnt is aet infivemend by their fisaneial inter~ * .
WS LI desoride Aha 241508 e Ssntinfasdiim® a9 “goeet® pather
thm "21d%, See Teble 2.

"These snswore are not mutually _exelusivfe.
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Table 24

REACTICNS TO THE ELIMINATION OF FINANCIAL INCENTIVES
TO UNDERTAKE OUTSIDE ACTIVITIES#*

Reactions Percent
(N=181)
(%)
Makes no difference ' 22
Temptation to neglect professionally stimulating activities 2
Temptation to neglect obligation to the public . 27
Mild relief from uncongenial drains on energy 21
Great relief from uncongenial drains on energy 5
Mild satisfaction not to be influenced by financial
considerations - 21
Great satisfaction not to be 1nf1uenced by financ1a1
considerations 7

% _
Based on Column 39 of the LE form. See the Appendix. The total
is greater than 100% because some persons gave more than one answer.
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Other comments on this question were:

"Clearly much of the expansion of knowledge--es-—
pecially in social studies--requires contact with

the world of action, Even a knowledge of the prob-
lems requires contacts with the world. Furthermore,
the persons thus engaged often can acquire knowledge
enly through the confidential relationships of special-
ist and c¢lient. I know this to be so in my own con~
siderable experience, But the older fieldsof Univer=-
sity activity do not recognize this; and they can
prevent it with damage to the University staff.”

“The LE results in a substantial amount of work done
gratuitously or for unwanted gifts in kind. One is
often reluctant (or too lazy) to charge for work done
for friends and relatives, who know about the LE,

The result is either a gratuity or a gift which is
often small in relation to the value of the pro-
fessional work," _

"A great nuisance adjusting income tax and income
after turning in outside earnings and filling in
the necessary comptroller forms,"

"Itd like to be able to teach in other summer schools
~-and also to write text books."

"A degree of frustration that a ceiling is set below
family needs.®

The following excerpt is from a letter, originally sent to the Sub=~
committee of the Committee of the Council in 1947, and enclosed by
the author with his questionnaire.
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"If it is the purpose of the LE contract to curtail
outside activities, this purpose has, in my case,
been achieved. It would, hewever, be erroneous to
conclude from the fact that outside activities were
given up to a considerable extent, that they were
of no importance either for the faculty member or
for the University. The main bulk of activities
given up consists of lectures and literary activi-
ties such as articles for newspapers and magazines,
advice to publishers, and the like, While these
activities are not among the most important ones

a scholar has to perform, they are, however, part
of the traditional services which a scholar, es-
pecially one concerned with political affairs, is
expected to render to the community., It is not

by accident that the community does not expect
those services free of charge. On the one hand,
the intellectual stimulation resulting from these
activities is not great enough to induce a scholar
to undertake them; on the other hand, the material
reward, together with the intellectual experience
they provide, makes them attractive to scholars,

The LE contract destroys the incentive for such
activities, By doing so, it impoverishes the
community, which thus is deprived of the services
of a number of scholars which it would otherwise
enjoy. The LE contract impoverishes also the
faculty member both materially and ideally. As
long as salaries are not raised to the Utopian level
where his mind is freed from material considerations,
it will make a difference whether he earns some
thouSand dollars more or less a year. The life of
a scholar is, furthermore, essentially a contempla=-
tive one, cut off from the main endeavors of an
active life., The outside activities mentioned
above not only provide a pleasant counterweight
to the one-sidedness of a contemplative life.

It might easily be, if my own experience does

not decéive me, that such outside activities

are the very precoendition for the greatest possi~
ble achievement in the field of scholarship; for

it is from periodical contacts with the active
world that the scholar seems to receive that stimu-
lation which makes his scholarly work most fruitful.

While the LE contract impoverishes the commmity
and the faculty member, it impoverishes also the
University itself, Whatever impoverishes the
faculty member as a scholar, impoverishes the
University too; for the University is nothing but
the sum total of its scholars, Beyond this, how-
ever, the University suffers as an active agent
within the community; for it is exactly in those
outside activities of its members curtailed by
the LE contract that the University influences
the day by day intellectual life of the community." -
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Temptations 4o Lower Ethical Standards

It was hoped that the full=time contract would encourage high
standards of professional ethics through the elimination of the fi-
nancial inducement to undertake certain kinds of activities, On the
other hand, some provisions of the contract itself are relatively
easy to evade, and the net effect on ethical standards has been a
matter of controversy., The questionnaire called attention to this
lssue, and asked the respondent whether he had found the tempta-
tions greater or less under LE. The majority of the LE faculty
thinks the contract has made no difference either way in this re-
spect; 16% say the temptations are increased under LE, and 6% find
them decreaseds To say that the temptations are greater doés not
of course necessarily mean that ethical standards are lower. One
person for instance added:

4But I have nobly resisted f%he temptations "

Others point out that the temptations increase when salaries lag bee
hind the cost of livings One person went so far as to say:

/"The LE contract_/ has lowered my opinion of profes-
gional ethics as a guide to conduct.”

The data are shown in Table 25.

Table 25

EFFECT OF THE LE CONTRACT ON TEMPTATIONS
TO LOWER ETHICAL STANDARDS#

fe e e e e e

, _ Percent

. Effect (N<181)
. Total . 100
Increased the temptations 16
No effect either way (33
- Decreased the temptations 6

- Can't say 8

No answey 6

FBased on Golum LU of the LE Torms See
the Appendixe
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Satisfaction with Program of Service to the University

More than half the faculty members on LE are "well satisfied®
with their programs of service, and 31% are "satisfied with reserva-
tions." 10% are more or less dissatisfied; however 13 persons indi-
cated in comments that their reservations or dissatisfactions had
nothing to do with the type of contract, and this may be true of
others who did not give specific reasons. Several persons complain
of the amount of work in general, and of administrative work In
particular; a few mention the teaching load, and interruptions in ‘
the quarter out of residence, Each of the following was also mene
tioned: "the special disabilities of the 'second class! college fa=-

culty", the need to get specisl permission for longer vacations, and
administrative redtape.

Table 26
SATISFACTION WITH OWN PROGRAM OF SERVICE#

Degree of Satisfaetion Percent
(N=181)
Total 100
Well satisfied 56
Satisfied with reservations 31
Dissaiisfied with reservations 8
Huch disgatisfied 2
No answer , 3

¥Based on Columnh LI of the LE Forms 366 The
Appendix,
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The Reimbursement Policy

Only about a third of the faculty under LE has had experience
in claiming reimbursement for expenses atiributazble to remunerative
outside activities. The majority of this group thinks the University's
policy at least reasonable or fair., A few consider it liberal, and a
like number are critical.* Most of the complaints deal with inadequate
secretarial assistarce, or inadequate travel allowances for wives, or
red tape. Three other comments are:

"There is wear and tear in travelling and hidden
expenses which cannot be filled., I always spend
more than I submit on =n expense account."

"The payment of earnings plus withheld tax in-
volves 'loaning money to the University for a
period,”

*One feature of the LE contract which has im-
pressed me as unfair is the following. If I
am asked to give a lecture and am given an
honorarium for doing so, I have to give the
meney to the University. n the other hand,
if I am asked to give the same lecture, but
am not reimbursed by the organization before
which I lecture, then I must bear the expenses
myself, In other words, the profits are the
University's; the costs are my own."

*

Comments to the effect that inadequate provision is made for other
professional expenses (not directly attributable to remunerative
outside interests) are reported in Part III.
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Table 27
OPINIONS OF POLICY ON REIMBURSING EXPENSES#

~—
-

Opinien Percent !
I ) {N=181) s
Total 100

No experience ‘ 63

Liberal - 8

Reasonable or fair (a) 18

Tlliberal k

Miscellaneous criticisms k4

No answer 3

*Based on Column L3 of the LE form, See
the Appendix.

8')Z[m:ludes "Reasonable but not liberal” as
printed on the gquestionnaire, and also com=-
ments to the effect that the policy is fair
and the question of liberality irrelevant.
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UPressure! to Increase Earningg

The fear has been expressed that full-time appointees would be
subjected to pressure to increase their earnings to the profit of the
University. It seems to be largely groundless. Only a dozen persons,
out of 172 who answered a direct question on this, have felt the slight-
est pressure, and 8 of the dozen have felt only "a little" pressure. One
person mentions pressure to decrease his ocutside earnings, Two persons
who said they had not felt the slightest pressure; qualified their an~
swerst

"An administrator once told me, however, that if I made
mach money by outside activities, I would be in a good
position to bargain for a higher salary under LE. Pere
heps my answer then should be 'a little'! or even ta lott,
- It depends on how sound you belleve the advice to bed"

"Though one is uncertain as to worth of such earnings in
obtaining future salary increases,! _

One who has felt Ya lot of pressure" made a similar comment:

iNot difectly.- The pressure arises from the fact that
there is no other evidence of earning power except oute
side offers.!"

One respondent who has felt considerable pressure gave the following
explanation: '

% ,esvarious department heads feel that their department's
record with the central administration is enhanced by
large contributions."
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PART III  THE FACULTY'S RECOMMENDATICNS

1. OPINIONS OF SIX PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS OF THE
 FULL-TIME APPOINTMENT

Introduction

Respondents were asked for their opinions of six modifications of
the full-time contract, that have been proposed at one time or mother
by various members of the faculty.* The proposals were stated in general
terms, and respondents asked to indicate whether they approved or dise = - -
approved of the principle, or thought it worth considering. The details
of any modification that might be adopted would have to be worked out
after careful consideration. .

Summggz

411 these proposals are popular. In each case a majority of the
faculty either approves of the proposal or thinks it worth considering.
In particular, almost half the faculty approves of a higher annual ex-
emption and also of a flat exemption not limited to non<recurring fees.
About a third of the faculty approves of two other proposals; that
royalties be exempt from the earnings provisions, and that contracts
state the faculty members' rights and duties more explicitly. The other
two proposals are (1) that a graduated portion of outside earnings be
paid to the University, and (2) that salaries be adjusted to the cost
of living. A quarter of the faculty approves of the former and 18%
of the latter; but in each case more than half the faculty at least
thinks the proposal worthy of consideration., (Table 28)

Since persens may disapprove of a particular proposal either be-
cause they think it tooc much of a cempromise with the full~time service
principle, or because they think it does not go far enough, opinion of
each proposal is shown separately for four segments of the faculty:
those who think the contract should be continued, modified, made optional,
and abandoned (Table 29.) Persons who think the full-time contract should
be given up altogether are more likely to approve of higher exemptions

than of the principle of a graduated scale for payment of earnings or of
a cost of living salary adjustment.

Higher Annual Exemption and Exemption of Recurring Fees

The exemption for small earnings wp to some fixed amount per
Yyear was recommended by the Committee of the Council in 1947. The
present experiment with such exemptions is described in the following
letter:

¥olums 57 to 62 of the questionnaire, See the Appendix.



. nlfm (copy)
TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE FACULTY ON LE APPOINTMENT & August 10, 1918

Discussion of the faculty full~time appointment during the past yesar has been di-
rected to three issues: (1) the amount of compensation received by the individu~
al from the University; (2) the amount of outside earnings which may be retained
by the faculty member under a full-time appointment; and (3) a statement by the
administration of each individual’s responsibilities’ to the University under the
full-time appointment, On the first of these issues, the Committee of the Coun-
cil) is preparing a report for submission to the Councils

At the meeting of the Board of Trustees on Januery 8, 1948, it was voted to inter-
pret Statute 16 (c) to permit a member of the staff on full-itime appointment to
retain earnings from a nonw-recurring activity outside the scope of his regularly
assigned University duties (or regularly understood University cbligations) when.
the fee for such activity is not in excess of $25 and further provided that not
more than a total of $250 may be so retained in any fiscal year, and to review the
matter after a trial of one year,

The Board agreed that since the purpose of this action was to eliminate nuisances,
the professor would not need to report the items of $25 or less to the Comptroller
until he had exceeded the exemption of $250.

It was further agreed that the effective date for this modification in procedure
would be July 1, 1948,

Your atfention is called to the fact that (a) the zmount of the fee for a non-
recurring sctivity must be $25 or less to be retained, and (b) that the word
non~recurring does not include fees of $25 or less for each of a series of lece
tures, Ensiélmen’o payments for a single service or activity, installment payments
of royalties, and the like., In cases where a professor retains the fee of $25 or
under, he of course pays his own expenses,

An activity for which the fee mey be retained is one which would fall outside re-
gularly asgsigned University duties. It is understood, for example, that a doctor
in the School of Medicine does not practice medicine for his own individual gain
outslde of his duties in the School and University Clinics.

For years the 3tatutes have contained the statement that Yeach member of a faculty
Bhall perform service in instruction, research, and administration as may be re~
¢ormended by the appropriate dean and arranged by the Presidente! Thus en indivi=-
dual will undertake research, meet classes, counsel students, grade papers, attend
committee meetings, discuss common problems with members of his staff and other
members of the University, and the like, Such duties will vary from department to
department, from school to school, from division to College, and from subject
matter diseipline to subject matter discipline. It has always been true that a
teacher of English Composition will have different instructional duties from a
teacher of Zoologys :

What is true of instruction is equally true of research. The amount of time that
an individual may give to his research will vary. When ‘the University appeints a
professor it takes these things into consideration, It will, where the occasion

~ requires, state these matters explicitly,

Full~-time eppointment does not establish a universal rule of four quarters' resi-
dence and teachings. It provides flexibility in faculty programming,

{signed) ROBERT M. HUTCHINS
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L6% of the faculty approve of a higher annual exemption; 26%
think the idea worth censidering, and 21% disapprove of it. The dis-
tribution is similar for the proposal dealing with the exemption of
recurring fees, US% of the faculty approve; 22% think it worth cen-
sidering, and 25% disapprove of it., Most of the comments on these
exemptions either suggest an appropriate level, or stress the im-
portance of distinguishing between different kinds of eamings.,

Half a dozen persons suggest an annual exemption of $500 or $600;
three suggest $1000; and one person, who thinks that the underlying
roblems enly become acute in the higher income ranges, proposes s
EZOOO exemption., The only specific suggestion on the level of ex~
_emption for single fees, was $100 coupled with an amnual exemption

of $500. Other comments en this question were:

"Various possible sources of earnings should be
“classified, and the exemption should be arranged
8o as to discourage activities not beneficial to
the community and to encourage income from edu~

cational activities."

"e..jobs too big to be dme for $25 may actually

be desirable professional work, but may be turned
down because of the net limit on the fee that may

be kept. Thus, the jobs that are taken are those
vwhich will yield a return, even though they are
really undesirable from the viewpeint of professton=~
al standards, The problem is an administrative ome,
that cannot be solved through the mechanism of finan-
cial rule,”

“Certain kinds of recurring income represent services
of great professional and social value--e, g., a series
of lectures such as the Colver or Messenger Lectures
at Brown and Cornell. The present plan for handling
the $250 'exemption' is niggardly and invidieus; it
seems to me to have been formulated in order to be of
maximum assistance to the comptroller and of maximum
annoyance to the faculty,®

“The present arrangement (as I understand it) that a
faculty member mezy keep $25.00 but must turn over all
- of $25,01, seems highly unreasonable and illogical.”

"The University would profit more if we were allowed

$250 from outside sources without needing to limit it
to $25 from one engagement, When people ask us what

fee we expect invariably we say $25, when many times

our serwices are worth more than that."



Exemption of quties

A number of members of the faculty have proposed that royalties
be exempted from the earnings provision of the contrecte The proposal
was stated as follows: "Royalties on books should be exempted from the
provisions for outside earnings.! '

36% of the faculty approve of the proposal, 34% think it worth
considering and 23% disapprove of it. Most of the persons who commented
on this proposdl though it worth considering. They support it either as
a matter of justice, or as a matter of expediency to encourage scholar—
ship and the dissemination of knowledge. Several persons mention in
particular royalties accruing after retirement. A number of persons
think the exemption should apply only to scholarly books a few suggest
partial exemptions for royalties from any source, One man in an interw
view argued that it is unjust for the Univers;ty to claim royalties:

"I'm perfectly sure that there are people I could name who
have gotten increases through the plan /[ LE 7 and accepted
them because they had no possibility of making anything out-
sides Others have been precluded from the raise for that
reasone I have had a book on the fire for a long time.

- Could anything be more inequitable? They say the salary in-
crease is 2/9, Fellows who have something in prospect and
won't give up, can't get a raise., Besides, I think the
whole thing misconceives the kind of people who go into ac~
ademic workss..Some have gotten increases under the condi-
tion I indicateds They get the same amount of time off ’
that I do, but they have no research. My book will not
bring in much money, but if it were only a nickel, I would
not give it to the University...It's utterly unfair. The
book is being written because I work harder than most of
my colleagues,...Suppose a man were in & private office, and
in his leisure time wrote a book. No office would think of
claiming the proceeds, if any, Suppose I did decide to sell
the prospect for the 2/9 raise, then if I had any sense, I
would immediately quit writing the book. I would have no
motive, It is hard work." :

Other comments on the inequity of the present arrangement were:
"The present LE policy tends to penalize authors unjustly."

"I have written a text which represents the fruits of work
in years prior to my joining the U. of C. I don't consider
it Just to relinquish all finaneial rights to a work which
was apparently performed under the LE contract but the
foundation of which was laid in previous years," ‘

"A book (or other work) written by a member of the faculty

represents the result of many years of preparation; ususlly
only some of these years have been spent at, and paid for,

by this University."

¥I strongly favor exemption of royalties, This is quite ire
‘rational, I only know that of all my earnings I would resist
paying over royalties for writing., Perhaps this is because
what writing I have done has been in spite of great oddse=
at cost of considerable blood, sweat and tears, The fruits
of these labors seem to belong to the creater,® ‘
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Arguments based en expediency:

/[ Royalties should be exempted 7 as an inducement to write -
books for a wider audience, Academic pecple should be en-
couraged to do so~~this is a national interest."

"Royalties on. scholarly bocks should be exempted from the pro-
visions for outside earnings. 117 approve in the University's
interest; they are the best publicity for the institution.”

"Textbooks strike me as a worthwhile educaiional endeavor and
good publicity for the University."

Qualified approval of the exemption:

"But this depends on the kind of book... Certain kinds of
books~~e,g, best-selling novels written by professors of
biophysics, hack textbooks, etc,--would clearly come under
such a prohibition, But if a book ef real scholarly er
educational substance reaches the royalty-producing level
‘of sales, I think the author might be permitted to enjoy
the windfall, especially since the chances of royalties
would probably not have been great enough to make this

the reason for undertaking the project in the first place,"

"I consider that the University has a moral right to a part
of the royalties on any book written on the University's
time and with the use of the University's facilities."

"Royalties on books should be partially exempted from the
provisions for outside earnings.®

"/ Royalties should be exempt 7 up to an amount which, with
other earnings from any source, équals the total exemptionm
if LE is kept.® ,

"There are a good many expenses about writing and getting

& book published, The university should let these be well~
covered before it starts taking the royalties. /It 7 might
also consider some provision for letting widows have royalties
if a man dies in service; perhaps also let a man have royalties
paid after he retires.%

Two persons expressed at least qualified approval of the present arrangement:
"If books, why not patents-~or the sale of any creative work?"

"In the case of royalties on books, it is my conviction that
such income should not be exempted from the provision for
outside earnings, if the book was written by a faculty
member assigned time under the LE contract for the specific
task of writing the bool.! ‘
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More Explicit Centracts

The idea that the LE contract should be more explicit about the
faculty member'!s rights and duties, like the exemption for small fees,
was oxi':e of the recommendations made by the Cormittee of the Council
in 1947.

32% of the faculty approve of the proposal, 27% think it worth
considering and 3L% disapprove of it. Some respondents think that
all that is needed is a general statement of policy; others stress
-a contractual guarantee that one quarter of the year will be free
for research.

“J believe at least a public administrative state-
ment should be written to be available for all LE
members, so that they would know whabt benefits the
system is supposed to confer. I myself do not know
of benefits that any other great university doesn't
also confer.”

¥Deang and Departments should make more explicit
statements about principles which are operative

in determining assignment of time for research,
teaching, etc. These principles can be discussed,
and, of course, application of them in individual
cases still left in part to decisions of admin~
istrative officers and the faculty members. There
is too great uncertainty as to what the University
intends with respect to faculty member'!s programs.
[/ In particular / the question of teaching at
other institutes, its values and disvalues; needs
discussion as to the principles involved, and the
University policy thereon."

"I have no complaint about the duties to which

- I have been assigned, but I object to the lack
of any contractual limitation on each assignment,
and to my dependence on the good will and good
patience of the Administration and its deans
and chairmen for permitting them to interpret
the vague provisions of Statute 16 satisfactorily."

t*Instead of full-time phrasing, with its compli«
cations of administrative power to dispose of the
fourth quarter, why not a form of contract which
retains the present financial aspect of the LE
(payment of profits, from use of one's time, to
the University, over and above scme fixed amount
or sliding percentage of salary) but remove the
University's power to judge and dispose of cne's
fourth quarter.®
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Graduated Percentage of Earnings to be Paid to the University

The proposal that a graduated percentage of outside eamings be paid
to the University--a small percentage of smzll earnings and a progressively
larger percentage of larger earnings--is comparsble with the principle of the
graduated income tax.¥# It would leave some financial incentive but discourage
extensive outside activity purely for the monetary gain.

18% of the faculty approve of this proposal; 38% think it worth con-
sidering, and 37% disapprove of it. One person suggests a scale to be
applied to net ocubtside earnings:

"X heartily approve. Within such a scheme the spirit of the
LE could be maintained, and most of the difficulties would be
removed. I would suggest that all ocutside income above ex~
penses be reported quarterly and that the following scale be
adopted:

0-$500 (per year).. .Exempt
$500-$1000..+.......5 Of all over $500 to University
$1000 and up........3/L of all over $1000 to University"

Another comments favorsbly on the proposal:

"I believe that the method of the graduated income tax
ecould be used so as to encourage certain desirable oube
side activities while discouraging undesirsble ones, and
at the same time to add to the University'!s income. How-
ever, faculty members should not be forced to lock for
outside income by inadequate salaries.”

One member of the faculty suggested that outside earnings should be.
shared with the University on a 50-50 basis.

A And another favors some division of earnings:

HIf members of the faculty have abused their academic
position for the purpose of financial gain, ways ought
to be devised of doing away with such abuses without
creating others and making them more widespread. This
purpose might be achieved by making the University a
participant in outside earnings of faculty members
rather than the sole beneficiary. Such an arrangement
-would take into account the fact that most members of
the faculty owe their opportunity for outside earnings
not only to their own ability but also to their member-
ship in the University. Such an arrangement would also
take into account the fact that no man is always, and
most men are not at all motivated by mere ideal consider=~
ations. A piece of legislation, however noble the ideal
by which it is inspired, which refuses to take cogni-
zance of the shortcomings of human nature, will simply
drive underground what it is powerless to change, and
will make things worse rather than better,"

1The opposite principle has also been defended by one staff member-~that only
the largest earnings be exempte--on the ground that in no other way will the
University be able to recruit outstanding scholars with large supplementary

eamings,



Two types of criticisms were made of this proposal: 1) that the
graduated scale would involve too much administrative detail to be practi-
"cal and 2) that no blanket ruling is satisfactory.

n/"It_7 would create endless argument over itemization
of earnings."

"] personally wouldn't want to be troubled by all the
red tape."

. "The administration should be simple, Too much time
is wasted by us all in trivial paper work."

*The agsumption seems to be that the larger the earn=
ings, the larger the likelihood that the faculty member
has been doing something detrimentsl to his own profes-
sional standing or to the University. I think this
assumption is wmsound in a good many cases, This pro=
posal hag the same disadvantages as the present LB
contract: it seeks to solve by abstract principle

what is in reality a highly varied complex of individu-
al cases which cannot be handled equitably and with bene~
£it to faculty and University except on a largely individu-
al basis. We are substituting administrative simplicity
and convenience for the more cumbersome, but in the leng
run more efficient, judgments necessary to individual

" freedom and productive effort."

1t seems to me to be unwise to have a blanket ruling
regarding outside earnings of faculty members, since

no two cases are exactly alike. Some outside activities
(e.g., bar-tending at night, writing grammar~-school text-
beoks for the sole purpose of getting the royalties, etc.)
are undesirable and should be discouraged., Others (e.g.
writing scholarly books, acting as visiting professor, ete.)
are valuable both to the faculty member and to the University,
and should be encouraged. To treat both types of activity
in the same way is illogical and harmful, I would gprove
of an arrangement in which each instance is treated as an
individual case, and on its own merits; the fraction .of

the proceeds to be kept by the facully member would then
doubtless vary, with the nature of the work from O to

100 per cent." : '
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tIf the teacher contracts to do ocutside work in the

course of .which he expects to use the University facil-
ities (stenographic service; heat, light, rent, janitor
service, laborabory apparatus, unpaid assistamce from
studente, etc.) *hen the University is entitled to a part
of the fee which he is to collect. The ratio of this part
to *he whole fee vaviss widely from case to case. In some
instances, the University may justly claim almost the whole
of the feej in other instances, the part which it mav jJustly
claim is negligible; and there is a great variety of inter-
mediate instances., I do not believe that any preciss rule
for handling such cases can be fixed in advance, My sug-
gestion is that a board (on which the faculty and the ad~.
ministration should have equal representation) be set up
to consider each case 3s it arises and on the basis of

its individual merits, I would approve of a regulation
which would forbid any teacher, on pain of immediate dis-
missal, to make any contract for outside services, until
the board so constituted had passed upon the proposed
contract and had fixed the portion of the expected fee
which must be paid to the University if permission to

do the proposed outside work is granted.”

",,.persons accepting / LE should 7 be allowed to keep

~ a share of their earnings commensurate with overtime
spent, and Tigured with reference to tat home' responsi-
bilities which they continue to carry, If they carry
a light regular load, they should owe the University
more than if they carry a full-time program exclusive
of the extra responsibility.t

Cost of Living:&djustinent

The final proposal was that the University should pay salaries com-
mensurate with an appropriate cost of living index insofar as it could;
with the provision that if it were unable to do so in a given year, members
of the faculty could keep any outside earnings up to the difference between
the salaries they actually received and the salaries they Were entitled to
on the cost of living principle, Thus, if salaries were ooly 90% of the
theoretical salary scale, the exemption would be 10%; so that those members
of the faculty who had opportunities for remunerative outside activities,
could, if they chose, maintain their real income. The suggestion is based
on two assumptions: that economic security means little unless account is
taken of changes in the cost of living, and that if the University is unable
to provide =n agreed upon degree of economic security, full~time appoint-
ees should not be penalized more than their colleagues on traditional
contracts.

: 25% of the faculty approve of this proposal; 38% think it worth
considering and 31% disapprove of it., Three persons commented favorshly:
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"I appreve of this er some variant thereof, It seems to
me no accident that the LE contract should appear as a
negative factor in faculty morale during an inflationary
period. It seems desirable to make some portion of each
faculty salary vary with cost of living indieces."

YT strongly approve of the arrangement, It would elimi-
nate the serious objection to the LE contract and retain
its basic advantages.!

/I have_/ no opinion / on these proposals_] but I be-
lieve faculiy salaries should fluctuate with a cost of
1living index."

One person points out that changes in the cost of living also
affect the value of mnuities:

“"The tinflation escape clause' should take into consider~
ation not merely the relation of salary to cost of living
when the latter exceeds the former, but also the effect

of inflation on the value of the annuity., In the later:
years of service, even if the salary rate were to keep
pace with s increased cost of living, the effect of that
inflation in reducing the security provided by the annuity
ought to bring the escape clause into operation. It need
not do so for a man who is more than twelve or fifteen
years from retirement."

Seven persons indicated that they thought the proposal too complicated
to be workable. .One respondent points out that members of the staff might
feel it expedient to maintain outside contacts in case the escape clause
should be invoked at some future date, and thus never be relieved from the
sense of needing to do a certain amount of hack work:

"It would be dangerous. After a man has been encouraged
to allow earnings from outside work to diminish or dis~-
appear, he is not in a good position to make new con~
tacts——especially in a time of depression, when the
University might be most apt to demand that he support
himself."

Other unfavorable comments were also directed toward the principle
(as ‘the writers understood it).

tThis relieves the University of the obligation to pay
salaries which will maintain its leadership in education
and research. It involves a principle 'cost of living!
impossible to determine equitably. 4nd it obliges the
faculty to undertake any form of ocutside activity, with-
out regard to its social or professional value.

*This would give the University an ‘out!' with respect to
the principle of living cost as a basis of remmeration."

ould mean abi'ogation of the idea of LE, The University
should not have LE if it cannot afford it."
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"This would favor only certain faculty members whose
work has a commercial value cutside of the campus..
It would not help others who cannot pick up outside
work so easily."

"It is too controlling of the personal affairs of the
individual, cenducive to a paternalistic relationship,
It also fixes the salary according to an established
level outside of the individual's influence, allowing
no room for incentive ner opportunity to improve his
financial situation,."

"The cost of living principle is too paternalistic;
who is to say how much a person needs? The point is,
he should have a feeling of abundance, over and be~
yond his needs.”

"This would depend on the kind of living the cost of
living index refers to., I can't imagine an adminis-
trator believing that I ought to live as comfortably
or freely as I desire to live., Living of any sort is
a dreadful problem in South Chicago.”

#This is difficult to score~-who can bring any of our

salaries up to the right relation with the cosi of
living?"

.

The distribution of opinion on a1l six preposals is summarised in
Table 28, ' _

Table 28
OPINION OF SIX PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS OF THE FULL-TIME CONTRACT*

Total with __Opinion
g Opinion ' Worth
Proposed Modification (N=238)  Approve Considering. Disapprove
L (%) (%) (%) %)
Higher annual exemption 93 46 | 26 21
Exemption of recurring fees 92 Ls 22 5
Exemption of royalties 93 36 3k 23
More explicit contract 93 32 27 34
Cost of living adjustment oL 25 38 31
Graduated rate of payment

of earnings 93 18 38 37

:Baﬂdzx Columns 57~62. See the Appendix.



76

Approval of the Six Prepesals According to the Respondent's Overall
Recamendation on the Contract

Table 29 shows how opinion of the six proposals varies accord-
ing to the respondent's overall recommendation with respect to the '
contract, The first column shows the opinions of the L9 faculty
members who think the contract should be maintained "substantially
as it is.® Even in this group, roughly half the respondents are
at least willing to consider each of the proposals. The second and
third columns show the opinions of the 108 members of the staff who
want either s modified but compulsory full-time contract, or an
optional full-time contract. A&s might be expected, a large pro=-
portion of the support for the proposals comes from these two groups.
The strongest opponents of the LE contract, the 6L persons who would
like to see it given up altogether, tend to have more definite opin-
ions on these proposals, and to differentiate more between various
kinds of proposals, than do other members of the faculty. This
group tends to favor more generous exemptions--a higher annual ex-
emption not limited to non-recurring fees, and also the exemption
of royalties; but a considerable number of them disapprove of the
other proposals. These other proposals--for a more explicit cen=-
tract, a salary adjusted to the cost of living, and a graduated
scale of payment of earnings, would not satisfy the opposition to
the same extent that higher exemptions would, -
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Table 29

OPINION OF SIX PROPOSALS, BY THE RESPONDENT'S RECOMMENDATION
WITH RESPECT TO LE*

Recommendation

Proposal, and Continue Modify Make It Give It

LB Optional Up

Opinion of It (=y9)(2) (n=lg)(a)(n=so)(a) (m=6l)(2)

(No.) {No,) (No.) {No.)
. Higher annual exemption
Approve _ 8 27 37 33
Worth considering 20 1k 16 10
Disapprove 21 6 b 17
Exemption of recurring fees
Approve 10 2k 38 32
Worth considering 13 13 13 9
Disapprove 26 11 5 17
Exemption of royalties
Approve 7 18 26 31
Worth donsidering 21 20 22 15
' Disapprove - 21 9 8 14
More explicit contract
Approve ‘ 15 .18 19 21
Worth considering 12 17 20 13
Disapprove 22 13 19 27
Cost of living adjustment
Approve 8 17 22 11
Worth considering 21 23 22 19
Disapprove 20 9 13 30
Graduated rate of payment
of earnings

Approve 2 19 12 8
Worth considering 22 17 3k 13
Disapprove 25 12 11 38

*Based on Columns 6l and 57-62. See the Appendix.

(a) The N in each column is the number of persons who made the indi-
cated recommendation, whether or not they gave an opinion on the 6
proposals. Only persoens who answered both questions are shown in

the body of the table.



2, MISCELLANEOUS RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY STAFF MEMBERS

‘ A number of respendents offered suggestions, most of them modi~-
fications of the full~time principle; a few deal with general adminisg~

trative matters, not directly related to the type of faculty contract.

One member of the faculty suggests that the full-time service principle
be extended: :

"The principles of the LE contract (with some
modifications) might be applied to a 3Q contract
when the employee was in residence. The employee
would then have the option (1) of using his vacation
quarter for research or other kinds of professional
activity, the proceeds of which might be shared with

~ the University and might procure for him advancement
or some other form of recognitien by the University,
or (2) of using the vacation quarter for relaxation
or for private study or for indulgence in his hobbies
or for the special needs of himself and his family
without detriment to his standing in the University.
Under (2) he would expect no advance in rank or
salary unless he could produce some tangible con~-
tribution of value t0 the University.t

- Three persons suggest that the full-time contract should sply
only to staff members who are on permanent tenure:

"Would it be desirable to start the LE contract and
tenure simultaneously? A man who publishes a book
can more reasonably be asked to turn over immediate
royalties to the University if there is reason to
believe that his relation to the University is more
or less permanent,"

"Why not defer LE until one is on permanent tenure?
Then make the salary increase sufficiently substantial
to win acceptance from most of the faculty. It would
be an added means to discriminate those who really
want to become a part of a !'permanent' comunity of
scholars from the ones who are looking for profits,"



"I approve of the LE in principle but the problem
is one of how to operate a salary scale based on
Justice in an economic gystem based on bargaining
power, The plan as operated at present seeks to
follow two irreconcilable principles. For one
thing it is wholly unjustified to restrict in any
way the total earaing powers of faculty members
not on permanent tenure., For another the college.
now talks of having expanded too rapidly and of
having to restrict promotions severely. This
would be an act of gross injustice to college
faculty who have served faithfully and even
brilliantly in developing the new program at

the cost of their own professional developmentw
whose outside income has been held down by LE
~-who have resisted outside offers--who would
now be ruthlessly dropped as part of a post-waxr
centraction, A LE Asst. Professor on 3 year
tenure earmning $L000 after L years of service

3s in effect on a lower salary level than a 3Q
instructor just out of the graduate school,
earning $3000 without restriction on his out-
side activities. We need a competitive basic
salary scale., LE could then be superimposed on
it after tenure is granted.”

Several persons recommend more liberal exemptions of one kind
or another,

"I think fees from lectureships which are really
prizes should not be returned to University, but
should be regarded as unearned income to be used
in furthering the professional status of the faeule
ty nember.®

In my opinion it would be wise for the University
to encourage faculty members teo address civic groups
by allowing the faculty member to retain fees there=-
from up to specified limit (even thouwgh they might

be considered as recurring fees.) Such faculty
appearances have a salutary effect on the citizenry."

Miodified LE would work. Most people would be pleased
with LE if they could occasionally earmn outside with
the approval of the Dean, say, in some crisis.

"Faculty should be permitted to retain ocecasional
windfalls of money limited to expenses plus about
$500 per year. The esgential point is discourage
deliberate enterprise to supplement salary income.”
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"The question here is: who shoeuld decide and in
what proportion sheuld menies be returned to the
University? Presumably some decent categories
could be worked out; however, some judgment ought
to be reserved {o the faculty member involved.

It might be determined on a 'time! basis--allow
each faculty member the equivalent of 6 weeks per
yearts time as an ‘'increment! of his own--or per-
haps 8 weeks, including his ‘vacation' of ore
month,.”

Several members of the staff say they would like to he able to-
accumulate longer periods free from teaching responsibility, or to
eam sabbat*cals,

One respondent thinks that the Annual Salary Plan at the Massa-
chusetts Tnstiitute of Technology avoids the disadvantage of both types
of ¢ontract in use at the University of Chicago. On this plan faculty
members glve, on the average, two and a half terms of service per year;
that is, 74 wecks in the summer in addition to the academic year of
approximately nine months. If they work in the Institute's Division
of Industrial Cooperation on research sponsored by industry or governe
ment, the normal arrangement is that their deparitmental duties are
correspondingly reduced, and no extra compensation paid, A normal
load is considered to be five days a week; so a staff member has one
day per week besides Sunday for his personal affairs or private cone-
sultative practice, etc. In a few exceptional cases, where the work
of the Division of Industrial Cooperatlon requires 2 man's services
for more than 5 days per week, he is compensated at a higher overtime
rate.¥#

A number of members of the faculty stated that the University,
if it claims earnings, has an obligation to pay certain professional
expenses, which may be financed out of supplementary earnings on a
traditional contract, but which are not d:.rectly attributable to
income-producing activities, This point of v1ew is illustrated by
the two following comments:

*The plan was adopted in 1945, and has the following cbjectives:
"To insure to each participating staff member a total annual in-
¢ome greater than the total that could be assured on the academie
year bagis; To avoid paying the staff ‘by the inch' for extra
duties, a procedure undignified and embarassing to staff members
and to the administration; to insure an equitable distribution

of teaching duties among the staff." U"Except in special circum-
stances all new appointments to the ranks of instructor and above
are on an annual basis." Other members of the staff have had the
opportunity tc remain on an academic year basis or to aceept
additiocnal salary and additional responsibilities under the Annual
Salary Plan. This information is taken from three sources:
Policies and Procedures: A Statement for the Information a.nd
£33 of Staff Members, ¥.i. T. Revised to November 1, 19473
letter from Malecolm G, Kisbert, Assistant to the President, March
10, 1949; and a letter to members of the M,I.T. staff from the
then President Compton, of April 2L, 1945,
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¥...I should like to peint out that, if the individual
could spend income turned over to the University from
outside professional activities, on furtherance of his
ovn. professional activities on-a drawing account on the
Comptroller, the atmosphere would be considerably more
wholesome. Thus, if the University is to accept the
tprofitst of such activities, it should be willing to
plow these back into those activities in the form of
paying dues to professional societies, subscriptions
to scientific meetings, etec. Practically this would
be relatively simple and not a source of expense to
~the University if the individual could draw only on
the fund accruing from his own activities, minus a
Thandling charge.! It should be self-evident that

a very considerable degree of dissatisfaction results
when the individual is subject to a substantial drain
of such purely professional expenses, and at the same
time sees excess earnings taken away from him. I
should like to urge very serious consgideration of
this matter.® '

#If the LE plan is to be retained, I suggest that a
faculty member be allowed to use at least as much
outside income as is needed to defray professional
expenses--whether or not incurred in the same year
in which earnings are received. (These amount, in
my case, to over 5% of my income, and the University
offers no contribution.) Examples are travel to
national and international meetings; books, and
office equipment either for use in a University
office or at home where some men work and study
best. Equipment might include, typewriters, calocu~
lators, dictation records, basic furniture, etc.

At present I must restrict purchase of books I need
and the preparation of drawings and slides, for scien~
tific papers, because I cannot afford them, It is
very wasteful of my time and energy to prepare those
I must make myself,"
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Feur persons suggested ways, not related to contracts, in
which the University Administration might improve faculty morale:

#The University might encoursge public relations
for many of its members, and particularly work
through alumni groups. If the University took
the initiative in extending such contacts, the
faculty members might have more significant con~
tacts in many cases than the chance relation to
an individual.®

"One of the ways the Central Administration could
act in broadening the freedom of activity of fac-
ulty members iIs to acquaint them with the provisions
of the Fullbright Bill and other agencies that can
be exploited for faculty study abroad at govemment
expense, etc.'.

"It seems to me that University policy is notably
inefficient in the use of its human faculty re-~
sources and should be altered in the following ree
spects among others: a) Positive efforts should
be made to keep faculty members and their families
in good physical health; this would yield increased
ocutput of better work; periodic physical examinations
and Yreatment when needed should be encouraged and
facilitated. b) There should be a definite and
known policy on salaries and promotions, so that
each faculty member will know positively that his
performance is reviewed at regular intervals, and
so that he will know that, if promotion and salary
advances lag, this means that his services are
4deemed unsatisfactory or inadequate, and not leave
him in torturing doubts as to whether he is con=-
sidered unsatisfactory, or is merely being forgotten
due to lack of system, or due to his failure to pro=
test, and as to what he ought to do about it. e¢)
Faculty travel, both to professional meetings, and
to visit colleagues in other institutions, also
travel of cultural value, should be positively
encourgged, with at least partial payment of ex- .
penses for travel to meetings and to visit col=~
leagues. d) Faculty members should be encouraged
t0 tell administration (if they wish) of their
problems, including amount of time spent on low-
grade domestic service., In these and other ways,
mental health (morale) of faculty members would be
kept at a higher level, and efficiency thereby im=-
proved. (Of course, the University should expect
services conmensura.ﬁg in quality plus quantity

to salary.)®
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".../ The University / might endeaver to develop a
cooperative purchasing service which would enable
faculty members and their families to make savingse=
perhaps of apprecisble amounts, Even some local
labor unions render this service to their members.

I suspect that considerable savings could be made
if the discounts available to the University thru
its great purchasing facilities were passed on to
the families of faculties in their purchases.

2) Another thought which I have is that the attract-
ion of the University to the faculty and the families
of the faculty could be increased by the development
of a summer colony plan which would enable faculty
families to have the opportunity of having summer
vacations in desirable resort surroundings at low
cost. Perhaps such a colony operated by the Uni-
versity for faculty families on a no cost basis
might not, over time, require expenditures by

the University, yet might contribute considersbly
to the satisfaction of families whose budgets do
not sllow for such swmer vacations."
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APPENDIX

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

Relati onship of Approval of LE to Approval of Other Administrative
Policies

Some members of the fa.culty attribute part of the opposition
to the LE contract to general dissatisfaction with the Administration
rather than to the provisions of the contract itself. For instace:

#An issue like LE can serve as a focal point for
the expression of discontents attributable to many
other and different factors."

"My impression~-drawn from the AAUP Chapter report=-
~1s that the whole issue is a 'tempest in a teapot.'!
Unfortunately our campus was for a time divided into

anti and pro administration parties, the influence
-of which is still felt., For the 'antis! mything

the Administration did or proposed was ipso facto
bad, The major part of the opposition %o the
contract is; to my observation, nothing more than

this irrational prejudice against the Administration,!

In order to find out how closely approval of LE is associated
with enthusiasm for the Administration on other grounds, a set of §
guestions on administrative policies unrelated to faculty contracts
was included in the questionnaire.* Since the response rate might
be reduced if persons thought the questions irrelevant, and since
some members of the staff would undoudbtedly guess the hypothesis
in &y case, the set of questions was introduced with an explanatory
clause: "Since opinions on the UE contract cannot be entirely di-
vorced from attitudes toward other aspects of the Central Adminis~
tration..." In one case at least, a respondent who is critical
both of the contract and the Administration answered this set of
questions not without guile, that is, as if he were in sympathy
with every administrative policy except the contract., The motive
apparently was to make it less likely that the hypothesis would
be confirmed, and hence less likely that the opposition to the
contract would be "discounted", But doubtless such calculated
answers were few and any limitation of the data on this account
of negligible proportions. Two comments illustrate the fact that
some of the criticism of the contract comes from persons who are
erithusiastic about the Administration in other respects. For
instance:

oy

*‘I‘hey cover academie freedom, the distribution of research funds,
faculty participation in educational and administrative policy
making, the promotion poliey, opportunities to communicate with
the Administration, the Chicago College Plan, the proposed re-
duction in the amount of formal lecturing, and the Great Books
Program. See page 13 of the gquestionnaire in the Appendix.
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] am ene of the many members of this faculty whe
place great confidence in the University adminis-
tration, who feel for it, in fact, genuine ad-
miration and pride, The one jarring note in the
entire affair seems to me to be this odd fiscal
arrangement, by which, in effect, the adminis-
tration withholds from me the confidence which I
place in them.,®

In another case, a member of the faculty who is critical of
the contract when asked in an interview how he felt about the Central
Administration, said:

“T have a great deal of respect for Mr., Hutchins,
I have not the slightest doubt that he is the
ablest college president in the game and has been
for a number of years. I do not mean by that that
I agree with everything he does or proposes."

The data in Table 30 show a rather marked relationship between
approval of the contract and sympathy with the other policies of the
Central Administration.

Table 30

APPROVAL OF LE CONTRACT, BY NUMBER OF OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE
POLICIES CRITICIZED%*

Number of Policiyes Criticized

Approval of LE One or Three or
None Two More
(NO-) (NO.) (NO()

Totd 68 85 75
Strongly approve _ 6 6 2
Approve with reservations 3L L3 19
Neutral 7 5 7
Disapprove with reservetions 15 15 20

Strongly disapprove 6 16 27

*Based on Columns 63 and 66 to 69.
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Opinion _Differences Among Varieus Segments of the Faculty

Table 31 shows that the proportion of the facully approving of
the LB contract is relatively low in the Divisions of Humanities and
Social Science; and among the full professors; and relatively high
among those with less than 10 years of professional experience; and
who have been at the University less than § years; and who had small
outside earnings in 1948,

Table 31

PERCENTAGE APPROVING OF THE LE CONTRACT FOR VARIOUS SECTI(NS
OF THE FACULTY3*

Total Percent

Section of the Faculty ~ Number Approving(a)
Division

Natural Sciences 86 L8

Humanities and Social Science (b) 70 L0

Others (College & Prof. schools) 72 o3
Academic Rank

Assistant professor 70 51

Associate professor 68 50

Professor (full) _ 91 L3
Length of Professional Experience

Less than 10 years 55 6l

10 to 19 years 77 48

20 years or more 93 Lo
Length of Time at the University .
' Five years or less 89 56

More than 5 years - 139 L2
Net Outside Earnings in 1948

Approximately $250 or less 142 52

Approximately $500 or more 77 L3

¥pagsed on Columns 63 and 71, 72, 7h, 76 and 79.

(2)The base of the percentage is shown in the first column.
’(b)Other than the Medical School.
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Wives' Opiniens of the LE Contract

Each married respondent was asked to indicate his wife's (or
her husband's) opinion of the contract. The spouses are more criti-
cal of it than the respondents. In 3L4% of the cases, the wife (husband)
is more critical, and in only 12% less critical,

*In the remaining SL% of the cases, husband and wife agree. 186
married members of the faculty answered this question, Colum 65.
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A Note on the Questionnaire

All members of the sample were sent
pages 1 to 4 and 9 to 15 of the question=~
naire. Respondents on full=~time appointment
received four additional pages numbered 5SE,
6E, 7E and 8E; respondents on the traditional
type of contract received only two additional
pages which are numbered 5Q and 6Q.




Survey No. S=95
Pebruary, 1949

THE NATIONMAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
Lh901 Ellis Avenue,
Chicago 15, I1l.

QUESTICNNAIRE ON LE CONTRACTS
at the University of Chicago

To save you time in filling out this questionnaire, we have
listed a number of possible answers to each question; so

that, in general, you need only circle a code number to in-

dicate your amswer. You wiil find the éode numbers immediate—
1y to the left of the answers, unless otherwise indicated, If
none of the suggested answers is satisfactory to you, please
either qualify the answer that comes cleosest to expressing
your opinion, or else formulate your own answer, You can use
the back Qf the page if necessary for extended comments. We

want to know your opinion on any aspect of the problem that

is important to you. We shall appreciate it, if you do not

write in the left-hand margin, except to circle the appropri-

ate code numbers.



Column Code

WHAT IS YOUR STRONCEST SINGLE REASON, IF ANY, FOR DISLIKING THE
LE CONTRACT? (If you have no strong reason to dislike it, cir-
cle O below, and skip the rest of this page. If you do have
one or more Strong reasons, indicate your strongest one, either
by circling a code number, or by writing your reason in the
space provided.)

6 O---No strong reason to dislike it

1---A11 right in principle but the university has failed to pro-
vide economic security

2---Object in principle to the limitation on earnings
Jw-=Cbject to the implicit paternalism

hi--~The LB Contract reduces the incentives to professional effort.

5-w-It is a threat to the freedom of activity of individval mem=-
bers of the faculty.

6---It gives the Administration tco much latitude in determining
individuay salaries.

7--=It tends to make it difficult for faculty members on 3Q Con-
tracts to get normal increases in salary.

BewwIt has an adverse effect on recruitment and retention of fa-
culty members.

-~-Write your strongest reason here, if it is not listed:

WHAT IS YOUR NEXT STRONGEST REASON, IF ANY, FOR DISLIKING THE
WE CONTRACT? (If you have no other strong reason, circle O
below. If your next strongest reason is listed above, vlease
underline it instead of circling the code. If it is not
Iisted, write it below.)

7 0---No other strong reason to dislike it
---Nrite your next strongest reason here, if it is not listed:




Column

Code

WHLT IS YOUR STRONGEST SINGLE REASON, IF /NY, FOR LIKING THE
IR CONTRLCT? (If you have no strong reason to like it, cir-
cle O below, and skip the rest of this page. If you do have
one or more strong reasons, indicate your strongest one,
elither by cireling a code number, or by writing your reason
in the space provided.,)

O~-=No strong reason to like it
1---Need more salary than 3@ Contracts provide

P2--~Like to be able to dismiss hack work
Je-=) satisfaction to know that my professional decisions are not
influenced by financial considerations

}j~-=hE Contracts encourage wise decisions on the usc of time and
eNergy.

See-In the long run, LE Contracts will attract an outstanding fa-
culty.

b6-~~Less red tape under LE to get released from teaching.
7---Faculty members under IF can be assigned to other places, in
this country or abroad.

-—-Write your strongest reason here, if 1t is not listed.

WHAT IS YOUR NEXT STRONGRST KEASON, IF ANY, FOR LIKING THE LE
CONTRLCT? {If you have no other strong reason, circle O be-
low, If your second strongest reason is listed above, please
uvnderline it instead of circling the code. If not, write it
belOW' ) ‘

O~~-No other strong reason to like it
—--~Write your second strongest reason here, if it is not listed:




Column Code
WEAT IS YOUR IMPRESSION, OR OPINION, OF THE LE SALARY LEVEL
AS & WHOLE?

10 X~--Unable to form any impression
‘ J~---Definitely satisfactory

2---Reasonably satisflactory
R--=Definitely unsatisfactory

Ir UNSATiSF[CTORY, WEY? (Circle more then one, if you wish)

3~-=Too low in comparison with other lcading universities
lim==Too low in comparison with 3Q salaries here

Se-~Too rigid to meet the rising cost of living
~--1f definitely unsatisfactory for some other reason, write the
reason here:

DO YOU HLVE AN IMPRESSION THAT THE TRUSTEES EfVE REEN ANY MORE
WILLING TO GRINT COST OF LIVING RATSES BRC/USE OF THE LE CON-
TRACT THAN THEY WOULD K/ VE BEEN OTHERWISE?

11 1---Yes
2==~No
X--~No impression either way
3--~Type of contract is irrelevant

IN DETERFINING INDIVIDUAL S/LARIES UNDER THE LE CONTRMCT, DORS
THE CENTR!L /DVINISTR:. TION, IN YOUR OPINION, GIVE EITEER TOO
MUCE OR TOO LITTLE CONSIDERATION TO ANY OF THT FOLLOWING?
(Here the code is at the right.)

TOO TOO ABOUT CLN'T
MUCH LITTLE RIGHT SLY
12 Leademic rank o o o 4 o 4 . ¢ . o 1 2 3 X
13 Individual and family need. . . . 1 2 3 X
1k Warket valuet (Potentizl earn-
INE DOWET) W o « v @ o 0 o 4 o 2
15 Bargeining ability. . . . . « . . 2
16 Scholarly merit o o 4 o v v « + &

Other factors?(Specify)

e i
N

wWoWw W W

LS S A R




LColumn Code ,
PLESSE INDICATE WHETHER YOU ARF INCLINED TO AGREE OR TO DIS=-
AGREE IN PRINCIPLE WITH EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ST/ TEX™NTS:
In return for an adequate salary, a member of the faculty
should be cxpected to pay some portion of his outside pro-
fessional earnings to the University.
19 l-~~fgree in principle
2-~-Disagree in principle
In retorn for an adequate salary, a member of the faculty
should be expected to pay some portion of any carnings he
derives from remuncrative hobbies to the University.
20 l~--figree in principle
2=-~--Disagree in principle
LPPROXTHMLTELY HOW MUCE TIME DID YOU GIVE IN 1948 TO PRO-
FESSION.L LCTIVITIES OUISIDE THE UNIVE&SITY THAT PLID ANYw~
THING OVER EXPENSES? (PLEASE ESTIMATE, WELL /S YOU CaN,
THE EQUIVALENT AMOUNT OF FULL TIME WORK WFET}“R OR NOT YOU
KEPT THE ELRNINGS. )
22 O---Negligible amount of time (If so, skip to column 26)
1l---£bout the equivalent of 6 weeks of full time work
2~-=Lbout 1 quartcr
3=—-fbout 13 guarters
‘h—~—About 2 quarters {(or half time)
S——=llore than half time
Y---If you changed from a 3Q or L@ to a LE Contract during 1948,
or if you were not here throughout the year, clrcle Y, and
skip to colum 26,
OF TUE TIME THAT YOU SPENT IN 1948 ON PROFESSIONLL ACTIVITIES
" OUTSIDE THE UNIVERSITY THLT PAID ANYTHING OVER EXPENSES, WEAT
Pr OPOniION'WOULD YOU CONSIDER VALUSBLE IN THE FOLLOWING RE-
SPECTS
: ' EBOUT  LESS THEN
Valuable _ ALL MOST HALE HALF
23 To your professional development? 1 2 3 b
2).!. TQSOCi@tY?Qo‘yocnootqglr 2 3 3-|-
25 To the University? « ¢ » ¢ o ¢« o 1 2 3 i
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Column
INSOFAR AS YOU CAN JUDGE, DID YOU, AS £ RESULT OF BEING ON LB
(OR LS) IN 19,8, SPEND EITHER MORE TIME OR LESS TIME THAN YOU
WOULD HAVE SPENT UNDER A& TR.IDITIONAL CONTRACT ON AWY OF THE
FOLLOWING? (The code is at the right)
CAN'T
MORE IESS  SILME SAY
26 Textbook Writing « o o o » 1 T2 3 X
27 Teaching o « 5 a o & » o 1 2 3 X
20 Dissemination of lknowledge
by other means « « + » 1 2 3 X
29 Sﬁholal'ship ¢ 5 v 2 e . 1 4 3 X
30 Pure rescarch o « o« « + o 1 2 3 X
31 Applied ressarch « + + o I 2 3 X
32 Consultation service to .
DUSINESS o o« o« o » o # & -1 Y 3 X
33 Other consultation work
(government, etCa) « « o I 2 3 X
3h University administration 1 2 3 X
Other professional work
(specify)
I 2 3 - X
36 PLEASE UNDERLINE THE LREL OF LREAS, IN THE ABOVE LIST IN WHICH
YOU FOEL QULLIFIED TO MAKE YOUR GREATEST PROFESSIONLL CONTRIBU~
TION. R
Column Code
' ON THE WHOLE, DO YOU THINK YOU HALVE MADE MORE VALUABLE OR LE3S
VALULBLE USE OF YOUR TIME 4D ENBRGY UNDER LE (OR LS) THAN YOU
WOULD HLVE DONE UMDER A TRADITIONLL CONTRACT?
37 le==Much more valuable under LE

2we-Somewhat more valuable under LE

3-w-The same on either type of contract
li~-~Somewhat less valuable under LE

Se--linch less valuable under LE
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Column .
IF YOUR 19L8 FARNINGS HAD BEEN LIMITED BY A LE CONTRACT, DO
YOU THINK YOU WOULD HAVE SPENT ZSITUER MORE T13E CR LESS TIIE
ON ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: {Thé code hore is at the right)
T CAN'T
. MORE LESS  SAME SLY
26 Textbook writing e« « o o » 4 o 1 2 3 X
27 TQ&Ching b 2 s s &« & e @ - 1 2 3 X
28 Dissemination of knowledge by
OLheY 12805 o s o o » o o 8 L 2 3 X
29 Scholarship P § 2 3 X
30 PUI‘@ I‘esearch « s 2 s %+ s 1 2 3 X
31 Lpplied research o o o o & o & 1 2 3 X
32 Consultation service to
busSiness o s & o« ¢ o o« o s L 2 3 X
33 Other consultation work
(government, €tCe) o o o « o 1 2 3 X
3k University administration . . 1 2 3 X
Other professional work
(specify)
1 2 3 X
36 PIELSE UNDERLINE THE ~AREL, On JR,AD IN THE ABOVE LIST IN
WHICH YOU ¥OEL QUALIFIED TO YOUh GRELTEST PROFESSIOHAL
CONTRIBUTIOR.
Golumn Code
HAS THE INFLATION FORCED YOU TO SPEND “APPRECILABLY" MNORE TIME
ON ANY OF TEE FOLLOWING: ("APPRECI/DLY" HERE MELNS THI EQUIVA-
LENT OF / HALLF DAY PER UEEK, OR 2 DAYS PER FOWTH, OR 25 PER
YELR)
Non-professional work producing cash income (management of
real property, investments,etc.)?
38 a~~-Yes
~==No

Non=-professional work producing income in kind (upkeep of
home, your own personal cor domestic service, etee)?

R ]
d——~N0

Remunerative professiodal work that you would prefer not to
undertake?

ge-=Yes
femNo
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Column Code
HAS THE INFL; TION FORCED YOU TO SPEND YAPPRECIABLY"™ MORE TIME
ON EITHER OF THE FOLLOWING: ("APPRECIABLY" HERE MEANS THE
EQUIVALENT OF £ HALF DAY P TR WEEK, OR 2 DAYS PER HONTH, OR
25 PER YE/R)
Hon-professional work producing cash income (management of
: real proberty, investments, etc.)?
38 a---Yes
beawilo
Non-professional work producing income in kind (upkeep of home,
your own personal or domestic service, etc.)?
gm-~yes
dme=hNo
ON THZ BASIS OF YOUE OWN EXPTRICNCE, EOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT
THE ELIMINLTION OF THE FINANCIAL INCENTIVE TO UNDERTLKE OUT~
SIDE ACTIVITIES? (CIRCLE MOKE THAN ONE ANSWER IF YOU WISH)
39 Qm-elfakes no difference to me
l--=A temptetion to neglect activities that are professionally
stimulating v
2--=} temptation to neglect obligations to the public and to
the public relations of the university
3~~wd mild relief from uncongenial drains on time and energy
lm—=t great relief from uncongenisl drains on time and energy
Se--A mild satisfaction to know that one's judgment is not in-
- flucnced by financial interssts
b~--t great satisfaction to know that one's judgment is not
influenced by {inancial interests
-=-(ther comments?
IT HAS BEEN SLID THAT LE CONTRACTS TEND TO RAISE THE STANDw
LRD OF FROFESSIONAL ETHICS, AND L1SO THAT THEY BNCOURLGE
EVASION. IN YOUR OWN CI/SE, HtS THE LE (OR LS) CONTRLCT ON
THE WHOLE INCRELSED OR DECREASED THE TEMPTATIONS TO LOWER
ETHICAL STANDARDS?
4o l--~Increased the temptations

. 2-~-Had no effect either way

3--=Decreased the temptations
Zomalon't say

e



Column
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Code

LS

L7

APPROXIMATELY HOW MUCH OF AN INCREASE IN SALARY WOULD IT TAKE
TO INDUCE YOU TO ACCEPT A LE CONTRACT?

Y---No increase at all

1---$500

2--~$1000
3=—~$1500

}mends 2000
Seme$2500

G 3000
T=~-$1,000

~-w$5000 or more

ARE YOU PERSCNALLY EITHER MORE INTERESTED OR LESS INTERESTED
T .OFFERS FROM OTHER INSTITUTIONS BECAUSE OF THE LE (OR LS)
CONTRACT HERE?

le--Much more interested
2«-~Somewhat more interested

3=~-LE Contract makes no difference to me personally in this
respect
}j~—=Somewhat less interested

B-Juch less interested
Comments?
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Column Code
~ HOW WELL SATISFIED HAVE YOU BEEN UNDER LE WITH YOUR OWN PRO-
GRAM OF SERVICE TO THE UNIVERSITY (THAT IS, THE DUTIES YOU
HLVE HED)?
i Lee-fell satisfied
2-—--Satisfied with rescrvations
3---Dissatisfied with reservations
lj——~ifuch dissatisfied
SPECIFIC RESERV.TIONS QOF COMENTS?
HAVE YOU FELT ANY PRESSURE FRQ: THE ADEINISTRLTION TO IN=
CREASE YOUR EARNINGS? '
L2  1~=~Not the slightest
Z===h little
3—¥~Considerable
Lwm~id 1ot
ON THE B.LSIS OF YOUR OWN EXPERIVNCE, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT
THE UNIVERSITY'S POLICY OF REIMBURSING HEXPENSES ATTRIBUTA-
BLE TO QUTSIDE EARNINGS?
L3 X~-~No cxperience

lww~Liberal

2--~Reasonable but not liberal
3=—=I1liberal

Jymm=Unpredictable
~~=Other comments?
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Column Code
APPROXTMATELY HOW MUCH OF AN INCREASE IK SALARY DID YOU GET
WHEN YOU CHANGED FROM A 30 TO A LE CONTRACT, (IF YOU DID),
ASTDE FROM ANY INCREASE YOU PROBAELY WOULD HAVE GOTTEN AT
THAT TIME UNDER £ TRADITIONAL CONTRACT?
Lk f---Question not applicable; did not change from 3Q to LE.
1~~=$500
2=---$1000
3~--$15C0
h~~—%2000
5-==$2500
H--~83000
T-—=$4000
8~=~=%5000 or more
'RP?loX VATELY HOW UCH OF & REDUCTION IN SALARY WOULD YOU
NOW BE WILLING TO ACCEPT IF IT WERE POSSIBLE TO TRANSFER
TO A TRADITIONAL CONTRACT?
L5 1-—-§500
2=-e$1000
3~»~$1500
e G2000
e $2500
6~~~$3000
7-~~$h000
B-=-H5000 or more
9e~=lo desire to transfer to a traditional contract
O---Would prefer a traditional contract but would refuse any re-
duction whatsoever.
ARE YOU PERSONALLY RITHER MORE INTERESTED OR LESS INTERESTED
TN OFFERS FROM OTHER INSTITJITIONS BECMUSE OF THE LE (OR LS)
CONTRLCT IIERE?
L7 1---Much more intercsted

2 ~==3omowhat more interested

J=~-LE Contract makes no difference to me personally in this respect -

li-—~Somewhat lcss interested

B-—=luch less interested
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Code

L8

L

50

52
53

54
55

SOME PROBLEIS THALT HAVE BEEN ATTRIBUTED, IN PART, TO THE TRADI-
TIONAL TYPE OF CONTRLCT ARE LISTED BELOW. IF ALL CONTRACTS WERE
STILL OF THE TRADITIONLL TYPE, WHICH (OF TESSE PROBLEMS, IF ANY,
WOULD YOU EXPECT TO BE WIDESPREAD ENOUGH TO REQUIRE ACTION BY
THE COUNCIL?

Meglect of university work for remunerative outside activities

l~=~Probably would require action
- 2-==Probably would not
Xer-Cantt say

The misuse of the university connection for personal profit

le=-Probably would require action
2-~-Probably would not
X-=~Cantt say

The neglect of scientifically imporitant problems in faver of
those that promise outside remuneration

l===Probhably would require action
2==~Probably would not
Xw==Can't say

INSOFAR 2S5 YOU HAVE BEZN LPLE TO OBSERVE, DO YOU TPRINK THAT
Ol THE WHOLE LE CONTR.LCTS HZVE HAD [ GOOD OR A BLD EFFECT,

IF LNY, OF THE ¥LCULTY CONCERNED, WITH RESPECT TO THE FOL=-

LOWING?

GOOD  BAD  NEGLIGIBLE CLN'T SAY

Freedom of activity « + » 1 2 3 . X
Faculty morale in general » I 2 3 X

.

tandards of professiocnal

ethiCS.Qoo.- oool 2 3 X
Reeruitment and rstention

of faculty 2 e 2 % & o l 2 3 X
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Column Code

THE FOLLOWING PROPOSALS AMONG OTHERS HAVE BFEN MADE, PUBLICLY
OR PRIVATELY, BY VARIOUS IBMBERS OF THF FACULTY. PLEASE IN-
DICLTE, IN E/CH CiSE, WHETHER YOU APPROVE, OR DISAPPROVE, OR
THINK IT WORTH SERIOUS CONSIDERMTION:

LE Contracts should explicitly state the faculty member's
rights and duties,
57 l-==fpprove
2~~-Worth considering .
3---Disapprove (not important, not practical, etc.)

The present annual exemption of sarnings up to $250 should
be raised.
58 l-—=fvprove
2=—-¥orth considering
3=l sapprove

The exemption should not be limited to small, non=-recurring
fees. -
59 l~~-Approve
2---Worth considering
3=~=Disapprove

Royalties on books should be exempted from the provision for
outside earnings.
&0 1~--l.pprove
2=-~~tlorth considering
3~~~Digapprove

“A graduated percentage of outside ecarnings should be paid
to the University: a small vercentage of small earnings,
and a progressively larger proportion of larger earnings.

61 1--—Avprove
' 2=~=Yorth considering
3~~-Disapprove

The university should pay sslaries comensurate with an appro-
priate cost of living index in so far as it could; with the
provision that if it were unable to do so, a member of the
faculty could koep any outside earnings up to the difference
between the salary he actually received and the salary he
was entitled to on the cost of living principle.
62 . le—-fipprove ,
2-=-¥orth considering
J-=~Disanprove



11

PLELSE ST.TE BELOW (1) ANY COLRENTS YOU WISH TO MAKE
ON THE PROPOSALS ON THE PRECEDING PAGE OR (2) ANY
OTFER SUGGESTIONS YOU H.VE FOR ENCOURAGING THE WISE
USE OF F.CULTY TIME AND ENERGY, WITH THE .RGUMENTS
FOR THEM.
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12

éode

63

6l

65

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWINC PHRASES BEST DESCRIBES ¥OUR OVER=-
ALL EVALUATION OF THE LE CONTRACT?

14s-Strongly approve
Z2ws-ppprove with reservations

Jw——Indifferent or neutral
li~~~Disapprove with reservations

SewwStrongly disapprove
YOUR RESERVATIONS, CR COMITNTS?

WOULD YOU PREFER TO HAVT THE LE CONTRACT CONTINUED, MODIFIED,
OR ABANDONED?

l-—-Continued, substantially as at present
2um-=Substentially modified, but still compulsory in new appointe-
ments and promotions

3-=--Optional except in the professional schools
lj==-Opticnal for every member of the faculty

S--~Given up, except in the professional schools
6mw-CGiven up 2ltorether

COMHENTS OR QUALIFICATIONS?

HOW DOXS YOUR WIFE (OR HUSRAND) FEZL ABOUT THE LE CONTRACTS?

le-~3trongly approves
2==-pApproves with reservations

Jwe-=Indifferent or neutral
Jj=e-Question not spplicable

Se--Disapproves with reservations
6--=Strongly disapproves
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13

Lode

67

69

SINCE OPINIOHNS ON THE LE CONTRACT CANNOT BE EHTIRELY DIVORCED
FROM ATTITUDES TGWAP O”ﬁ:h ASPICTS OF T2 CENTHRAL ADMINISTRA-
TION, PLiASE IHDICATD WHIATIER YOU ARD S?*IS *IED O DISSATIS-
FIED WITH ZACKH OF l}‘ FOLLOVING:

The policy of the Administration on academic frecdom
le=-Sztisficd
2-==Dissatisiicd
Xm-=o oninion

The distribution of tho Lniversity's research funds anong the
members ol the faculty :
hm—-Satisficd
Sw--Dissatisfied
Yew=ilo opinion

The extent to which the faculty controls educational policy
7--=Satisfied '
Bw=-=Digsatisfied
O--=lfo opinion

The extent to which the faculty is consulted on administra-
tive policy

lem=Satisfied

2---Dissatisfied

X=-==No opinion

Administrative policy on nromotions
JjwweSatisfied ‘
Se--Dissatisfied
Y~=~-lo oninion

"The ovportunities to communicate with the Central Administra=
tion that are zvailsble to individual members of the faculty
Tm—Satisfied
Bemwissatisiiad
Qmm=lic opinion

ON THE WHOLE DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE OF THE FOLLOWING?

The Chicago College Flan
Lm==fpnrove
el SELTYOVE
Jemwilou tral
X===Can't say

The proveosed reduction in the amount of formal lecturing
JjmmmADDOTOVE
Sw-=Disavnrove
bwm-Neutral
Ywe=Can't say

The University's sponsorshlp of the Great Books Program
Tremse OOTOVE
8w==Disapnrove
Gwwmlioutral
Cwewlantt say




1h

Column Code

THE POLLOWING ITELS OF INFORILTTION “RE WS3FNTIAL, BEITHER TO AN
ADEQULTE STATISTICLL [N/LYSIS OF FLCULTY ODIATOA, Ok Lg CHECKS
ON THE RUPRESENTATIVENESS OF THS SAHPLE.

. YOUR DRIVISION OR SCHOOL:
T 1——-Blologlcal Scicnce
Z~—~Physical Sclence

3=—=lhunas

nities
h==-~Social Sci

ience

Se—-College
~=~Law or Business

T=—-Divinity or FIF
Buwwm3SA or GLS

YOUR TNK:
72 l--=fssistant orofessor

2~-~f.35ccizate profassor
F~-Profossor (full) -

: YOUR CONTEACT @
73 1---L% by applicetion
2=~=lE or LS, without choice

3===3Q or LQ becansze you nover spplied for LE
=30 or 1Q beoceuse apnlication was not Zrentod

WIMBER OF YTES OF PROFESSIONAL TYPTRITNCE (EXCLUDE PART TIME WORK):
h le—lnder va“ YEars
2-~~Five to nine years

3-—-~Ten to nineteen years
L~--Twenty to twenty four yasars

S-—=Twenty five or more

I OUNIVERSITY OF CHICMGO

-~
ON

3~—~Luxv than fiva years
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" NUMBER OF PIRSONS DEPTHDANT ON YOUR BARNINGS. (IN CASE OF
PLRTIAL SUPPORT , PLELSE ISTIMLTE)

O--=None (private income)
1--=5elf only

2=—=Two persons
3-=~Three persons

Li=—~Four persons
Hew--B'ive or more

YOUR UNIVERSITY SAL{RY BRACKET

3---Under $3500

584500 - BYL9Y
6--~$5500 - §6199

Te==$6500 ~ 37499
887500 ~ $81L99

9——— 8500 - £9L99

Vee=39500 or more

YOUR 7 PPROXIMATE NET QUTSIDE ELRNINGS IN 1948 (WHETHER OR
HOT YOU KEPT r%nzj"

Column Code
77
p
78
79

O=-=~Under $100
Yee$100 to $250

Y E 500

3-=~51500
Ji=-~$2000

5-—-=$2500
6=—=43000

7===$L000
B8~==$5000 or more

Please state, on the back of this page, anything that you want
to add, or to gmphasize, on any aspect of the problem. Don't

forget tc sign and mail. the postcard; so that we do not bother
you with further requests for cooperation.

Clydet () fda it~

Director
hatlonul Opinion Resesarch Center

We appreciate your cooperation,




