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An Empirical Study on Factors Influencing Faculty Professional

Moral Anomie from the Perspective of Academic Ecology
ZHANG Ying-li
(School o f Education & Teacher Development, Henan Normal University, Xinziang 453007, China)

Abstract: What were the influence of academic ecology for the faculty professional moral
anomie Investigating 3021 teachers from 62 colleges and universities, it showed that col-
leagues’ anomie behavior, university tolerance and degree of colleague agreement were posi-
tively correlated with the anomie, influencing significantly; norm education, management
and supervision, social environment, academic atmosphere, possibility of accusation, as well
internal environment were negatively correlated with the anomie, also influencing significant-
ly; severity of punishment was negatively correlated with the anomie, with indistinctive im-
pact. Therefore, it should take such effective measures to prevent the faculty professional
moral anomie, as absorbing faculty participation, strengthening norm education and supervi-

sion, and improving academic environment, more than aggravation of punishment.
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