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Abstract:
The purpose of this study was to examine the role orientations of. higher education faculty and the
relationship between their professional activities and attempted institutional reinforcers. The academic
role was delineated into seven major categories of professional activities: (1) teaching/advising, (2)
research/creative work, (3) writing/scholarly presentations, (4) governance, (5) professional
development, (6) extension/public service, and (7) paid consulting.

In order to determine the role orientations of faculty, four perspectives were examined: (1) the faculty's
preferred professional activities, (2) the faculty's actual professional activities performed, (3) perceived
department head preference for faculty activities, and (4) the department head's preference for faculty
activities of the departmental faculty. Two measures were developed for studying the institutional
reward/incentive structure: (1) the faculty's preferred incentives/rewards and (2) the attempted
institutional reinforcers utilized by the department head.

Two self-report instruments were developed, tested for reliability, and administered to the faculty and
department heads in thirty Montana State University academic departments in which there had been no
change in the headship during the previous year.

Significant differences were found between: (1) faculty ratings of preferred and actual effort devoted to
each of the categories of professional activities except extension/public service; (2) faculty ratings of
actual and perceived department head preferences for all categories except paid consulting; (3) faculty
ratings of preferred and perceived department head preferences for governance, professional
development, extension/public service, and paid consulting; and (4) faculty ratings of actual activities
and department head ratings of preferred faculty activities for all categories of activities except
extension/public service and paid consulting.

College affiliation was found to be a consistently discriminating variable in examining differences in
the attitudes and activities of faculty, although academic rank exhibited little utility as a discriminating
variable.

Significant relationships were found between incentive/reward discrepancies and the difference
between a faculty member's preferred and actual effort devoted to teaching/advising, research/creative
activity, and professional development.

Recommendations were made for state policy makers, institutional level administrators, college and
departmental adminstra-tors, faculty members, and for further research. 
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the role orientations 
of. higher education faculty and the relationship between their profes
sional activities and attempted institutional reinforcers. The 
academic role was delineated into seven major categories of profes
sional activities: (I) teaching/advising, (2) research/creative
work, (3) writing/scholarly presentations, (4) governance, (5) pro
fessional development, (6) extension/public service, and (7) paid 
consulting.

In order to determine the role orientations of faculty, four 
perspectives were examined: (I) the faculty's preferred professional
activities, (2) the faculty's actual professional activities per
formed, (3) perceived department head preference for faculty activi
ties, and (4) the department head's preference for faculty activities 
of the departmental faculty. Two measures were developed for study
ing the institutional reward/incentive structure: (I.) the faculty's
preferred incjentives/rewards and (2) the attempted institutional 
reinforcers utilized by the department head.

Two self-report instruments were developed, tested for reli
ability, and administered to the faculty and department heads in 
thirty Montana State University academic departments in which there 
had been no change in the headship during the previous year.

Significant differences were found between: (I) faculty ratings 
of preferred and actual effort devoted to each of the categories of 
professional activities except extension/public service; (2) faculty 
ratings of actual and perceived department head preferences for all 
categories except paid consulting; (3) faculty ratings of preferred 
and perceived department head preferences for governance, profes
sional development, extension/public service, and paid consulting; 
and (4) faculty ratings of actual activities and department head 
ratings of preferred faculty activities for all categories of activi
ties except extension/public service and paid consulting.

College affiliation was found to be a consistently discriminat
ing variable in examining differences in the attitudes and activities 
of faculty, although academic rank exhibited little utility as a dis
criminating variable.

Significant relationships were found between incentive/reward 
discrepancies and the difference between a faculty member's preferred 
and actual effort devoted to teaching/advising, research/creative 
activity, and professional development.

Recommendations were made for state policy makers, insti
tutional level administrators, college and departmental adminstra- 
tors, faculty members, and for further research.



Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Higher education in the 1970's was beset by a variety of pres

sures: declining or steady-state enrollments, scarcity of financial

resources, limited faculty mobility, and a questioning attitude by 

the general public.

Faced with a dramatic change from the growth period of the late 

1950's and 1960's when higher education enjoyed its fiscal golden 

period, the past decade has been one of continuous demand for 

accountability. The public as well as legislative and statewide 

coordinating bodies are calling for in-depth examinations of the 

institutional missions, evidence of quality performance, and 

long-range plans for greater productivity at a decreasing cost 

(Buelman, 1977; Ikenberry, 1972; Pfnister, 1976).

In light of future environmental uncertainties and their poten

tially detrimental effects on higher education, the Carnegie Council 

(1980:118) has urged higher education institutions to focus attention 

on policies that will result, among other effects, in the:

-Improvement of the quality of teaching, research and service
-The preservation of an essential balance among the main

intellectual streams of academic endeavors against the 
pulls of the market

-Effective adaptations that do least damage to the internal 
life of the campus
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-The more effective use of resources and their better alloca
tion internally

-The enhancement of the research capabilities of higher 
education

Conceived by the interactive effects of the accountability 

movement and the limited mobility of faculty, a growth in faculty and 

instructional development programs has occurred during the past 

decade (Bergquist and Phillips, 1975). In a study of faculty develop

ment practices in U. S. Colleges and Universities, Centra (1977) 

estimates that half or slightly more of the postsecondary insti

tutions provide some aspects of or systematic programs for faculty 

development. The improvement of teaching quality is a major goal 

identified throughout the literature of faculty development (Eenker, 

1977; Bergquist and Phillips, 1975). Centra clusters the existing 

faculty development practices identified by 1044 responding insti

tutions into four general categories: (I) traditional practices such

as sabbaticals arid load reductions, (2) programs utilizing identified 

master or expert faculty members to assist others, (3) specific 

institutional units or centers for faculty development utilizing 

specialists, and (4) programs focusing on assessment techniques for 

performance evaluation.

Fenker (1977) contends that while faculty development programs 

are expected to improve the quality of instruction, little actual
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attention has been given to university policies or guidelines sup

porting instructional improvement or the incentives utilized for 

supporting high quality teaching performance. Furthermore, the 

contingencies affecting continuous growth and effectiveness of faculty 

members appear to be used inconsistently or haphazardly.

From their study of the relationship between instructional 

development and faculty rewards, Jabker and Halinski (1978) conclude 

that "the effect of faculty efforts to improve instruction on the 

formal reward structure at Illinois State University is generally 

nonexistent, minimally positive at best, and even punitive in some 

instances."

Based on behavioral or operant learning theory, organizational 

behavior modification looks at the contingencies through systematic 

examination of the effect of the organizational environment on the 

behavior of the employees. The underlying assumption is that organi

zational behavior is dependent upon the consequences (Luthans and 

Kreitner, 1975). However, behavioral analysis and the study of 

reinforcing stimuli has met with little favor when applied to uni

versity professionals. Many faculty members Contend that profes

sionalism and scholarly dedication are far more important motives for 

work performance than external reinforcers even though most faculty 

agree that some tangible rewards from the institution are desirable
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and play a contributory part in personal motivation (Fenker, 1977; 

Shapiro, 1978).

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was four-fold:

(1) to determine if a significant difference exists between 

faculty ratings of preferred or actual professional activities per

formed and department head reported preferences for faculty pro

fessional activities.

(2) to determine if a significant difference exists between 

faculty ratings of preferred or actual professional activities per

formed and their perception of department head preferences for 

faculty professional activities.

(3) to determine if a significant difference exists between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred institutional incentive's/rewards for 

professional activities and the ratings by department heads of 

attempted reinforCers utilized for faculty performance.

(4) to determine if a significant relationship exists between 

(a) the discrepancies between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 

activities and (b) the discrepancies between ratings of faculty
X

preferred institutional incentives/rewards and attempted reinforcers 

utilized by department heads for faculty performance.



Significance of the Study

During the current era of environmental uncertainties,,uni

versity and college administrators are faced with hard decisions 

concerning programming and staffing needs. The evaluation and moti

vation of faculty in the face of public demands, faculty unionization 

and collectivization trends, a typically static job market, and 

scarce financial resources continues to be a complex problem.

While there is an unstated assumption in higher education sug

gesting that continued growth is a professional responsibility inde

pendent of external rewards or incentives, Jabker and Halinski, 

(1978:326) note from their study that "when there is an increased 

tendency to grant across-the-board raises then the costs of innova

tion (or other changes) quickly exceed the rewards thus reducing the 

inclination of faculty to initiate innovations . . . unless other 

benefits are made available."

As Fenker (1977:454) states:

The system of formal and informal rewards adopted by 
an institution, its incentive structure, represent a 
dynamic yet measurable statement of its goals and policies.
These institutional goals are operationalized or translated 
through the media of the university's incentive structure 
into work expectations that can influence faculty behavior.

When university or college policy changes are made which alter

the behavior or performance expectations of faculty members without .
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attention to the incentives or reinforcers for changed behaviors, 

difficulties in implementing the changes may'be expected. Therefore, 

knowledge of faculty professional activities and reinforcement pre

ferences are an important factor in achieving quality performance and. 

the implementation of change strategies. If there is a discrepancy 

between attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads for faculty 

performance and institutional incentives/rewards important to faculty, 

the intended outcomes of department and/or university programs or 

policies likely will not be achieved.

There is need for the development of a model of the faculty 

development process within the context of the larger institutional 

system and taking into account the complex and interactive components 

of the total system as they impinge upon faculty development and 

performance.

Questions to be Answered

The study was directed to the following questions:

(l) What are the professional activities faculty members say 

they prefer?

(2.) What professional activities do faculty members report 

performing?

(3) What professional activities of faculty members do depart

ment heads prefer?



7

(4) What institutional incentives/rewards do faculty report 

preferring and how do they compare to the attempted faculty rein

forcers utilized by department heads?

(5) How do faculty perceptions of department head preferences 

for faculty professional activities compare to the professional 

activities faculty say they prefer?

(6) Is there a relationship between institutional incentive/ 

reward preferences of faculty and the choices of professional 

activities in which they engage?

General Procedures

Two forms of a questionnaire were constructed to investigate 

faculty professional activities and the institutional reinforcers 

utilized and preferred. One questionnaire was designed for academic 

faculty to determine preferred professional activities, professional 

activities performed, preferred reinforcers, and perceived department 

head preferences for professional activities of the department.

A modified version of the instrument was designed for department 

heads to determine the faculty professional activities they prefer 

for their department and the attempted reinforcers utilized for 

faculty performance.

The questionnaires were distributed through campus mail to 

.full-time faculty with a portion of their assignment directed to
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instruction and to academic department heads employed at Montana 

State University during winter quarter, 1979.

Delimitations

From a strictly technical standpoint, empirical investigations 

of positive reinforcers involve measuring the actual effect of 

managed contingencies of behavior. However, due to the time and 

economic requirements for analyzing histories of reinforcement, self 

report techniques have been developed and are generally relied upon 

in organizational behavior modification (Luthans and Kreitner, 1975) 

This study is limited to self-report data.

The data for the study was drawn from faculty and department 

heads employed at Montana State University during winter quarter, 

1979. It cannot be assumed that the institution is typical of all 

other Land Grant institutions nor that it is representative of all 

other institutions in the Rocky Mountain region.

Even though department heads may carry instructional/research 

assignments, for purposes of this study, department head attitudes 

and attempted reinforcement practices were investigated only in 

respect.to their management function. Administrators, other than 

department heads, who held part-time instructional/research assign

ments were not included in the study.
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The professional activities and institutional incentives/rewards 

studied were limited to the major categories of faculty activities 

and institutional incentives/rewards identified through the review of 

literature and from recommendations by a panel of experts. Nb attempt 

was made to justify or evaluate the relative merits of the profes

sional activities or incentives/rewards studied.

Definition of Terms

. The following terms are defined to insure clarity of their use 

in this study:

Faculty development is defined as a systematic institutional (or 

organizational) process designed to "modify the attitudes, skills, 

and behaviors of faculty members toward greater competence and ef

fectiveness in meeting student needs, their own needs and the needs 

of the institution" (Francis, 1975:720). Included in the process are 

the institutional policies and practices which support continued 

improvement in faculty performance.

Professional activities will be defined as those behaviors which 

are generally accepted as meeting the missions of the profession and 

institution and include such activities as teaching/advising, research, 

seeking research funding, writing for professional publications,
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community service, university governance and committee work, present

ing papers at professional conferences and other professional develop

ment activities.

Behavior is "any observable and measurable response or act of an 

individual" (Kazdin, 1975:251).

A reinfprcer is "an event, stimulus, or state of affairs that 

changes subsequent behavior when it temporally follows an instance of 

that behavior" (Glaser, 1971:1).

A positive reinforcer is "a consequence which when presented 

strengthens or increases the preceding behavior" (Luthans and 

Kreitner, 1975:86).

A negative reinforcer is "an aversive event or stimulus which 

when terminated increases the frequency of the preceding response" 

(Kazdin, 1975:256).

A contingency is "the relationship between a behavior (the 

response to be changed) and the events (consequences) which follow 

behavior. Sometimes events which precede the behavior are also 

specified by a contingency" (Kazdin, 1975:252).

An attempted reinforcer is defined as the reward or consequence 

utilized by a superior or supervisor in an attempt to control or 

induce subordinate behavior but which has not been proven to have a 

contingency relationship between behavioral response and consequence.
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Rewards are something given or received in return for service, 

merit, or achievement (Random House Dictionary, 1968).

Incentive is defined as "the expectation that rewafd and punish

ment will follow a response, based on previous experience of these 

events being associated with that response" (Logan and Wagner, 

1965:31).

Paradigmatic disciplines are those disciplines characterized by 

a "body of theory that is subscribed to by all members of a field" 

and, thus, provides a common framework of appropriate problems to be 

studied and appropriate methods to be used '(Biglan, 1973:210). Dis

ciplines classified by Biglan as paradigmatic include the physical 

sciences, mathematics, engineering, and agriculture.

Institutional differentiation is a two-pronged construct de

veloped by Parsons and Platt (1968) and referring to (I) the degree 

of independence and autonomy experienced by sub-units within the uni

versity and (2) the extent of integrative mechanisms within the insti

tution; thus providing for a stable internal environment for faculty. 

Rankings of size, quality, and research orientation along with the 

relative consistency of the rankings provide the basis for the index 

of institutional differentiation.



Summary

The environmental pressures facing higher education systems 

represent both a threat and challenge to institutional vitality and 

academic excellence. As colleges and universities strive to reduce 

uncertainty in a volatile economy, focus must be directed to the 

functions of the total system— including effective utilization of the 

human resources.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the professional

role orientations of faculty and the. relationship between institu-
■

tional incentives/rewards used as attempted reihforcers and faculty 

performance. The study also examined differences in the professional 

role orientations and incentive/reward preferences of faculty by 

academic rank and college affiliation.

Gaining a better understanding of faculty role orientations and 

motivation is one facet in the design and modeling of systematic 

faculty development/renewal programs for the improvement of the 

quality of teaching, research and service in higher education.



Chapter II,

REVIEW OE RELATED LITERATURE AKD RESEARCH

A review of the literature on higher education depicts it at a 

crossroads in development between the leveling period following major 

growth and a predicted "demographic depression" in a basically 

enrollment-driven system. The literature is replete with discussions 

of a shrinking financial base; adjustments to the steady-state; an 

aging, immobile faculty; the prospects of retrenchment; and increas

ing demands for quality and accountability (Carnegie Council, 1980; 

Popovich, 1979; Uehling, 1979; George and Braskamp, 1978; Bowen,

1974). Of critical concern are the potentially detrimental effects 

of these environmental pressures on academic excellence and the 

continuing production of scientific knowledge (Carnegie Council,

1980; Smith and Karlesky, 1977; Dresch, 1974; Pelz and Andrews,

1966).

Thus, conditions facilitating or inhibiting the performance of 

faculty in all realms of professional activity are a continuing 

concern as higher education institutions seek to secure a more advan

tageous bargaining position within their environment in order to 

obtain scarce and valued resources.
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This chapter will be divided into two sections. The first 

section will focus on a summary review of theory and research related 

to organizational behavior and human performance. The second section 

will be directed to the research findings relative to the performance 

of higher education faculty.

Theory and Research Related to Organization 
and Performance

Although organizational effectiveness is a term used frequently 

in the literature on organizations and human performance, no crystal

lized standard exists for measuring this complex, construct. Indeed, 

the literature shows a variety of approaches to examining effective

ness including productivity, job satisfaction, adaptability/ 

flexibility, ability to acquire resources, profitability, efficiency, 

and stability. Steers (1977) observes in his analysis of the evalu

ation criteria utilized in seventeen models of organizational effec

tiveness that the lack of concensus on useful criteria as indicators 

of effectiveness is the most striking finding. He notes, however, 

that the extent to which an organization achieves its stated goals is 

included in most definitions of organizational effectiveness.

Based on Lewin-s work (1938), employee behavior in organizations 

is recognized as a function of the interaction between the individual
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and his or her work environment. This section of the chapter focuses 

on three dimensions of the work situation as it impinges upon employee 

behavior: (I) organizational structure, (2) organizational climate, 

and (3) motivation and reinforcement theory.

Organizational Structure

The structure of an organization refers to the way in which its 

human resources are arranged into relationships that pattern their 

interaction, coordination and goal-directed behavior (Thompson,

1967). Parsons (1958:67) points out that

The main point of reference for analyzing the structure 
of any social system is it's value, pattern. This defines the 
basic orientation of the system ...to the situation in which 
it operates, hence it guides the activities of participant 
individuals.

Parsons (I960) visualizes complex organizations as composed of 

three distinct levels of responsibility and control: institutional-,

managerial, and technical. An application of Parson's organizational 

typology may be made in the university setting. The technical level 

or the university faculty is responsible for actual performance of 

the three primary institutional missions: teaching, research, and

service. The second level or managerial level has the prime responsi

bility, on the one hand, of obtaining resources for the faculty in 

order to carry out their responsibilities and buffering them from
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external pressures and constraints, and, on the other hand, managing 

the resources of the technical level to meet needs of the institu

tional level. Responsibilities of the institutional level or higher 

level administration are focused on articulation of the activities of 

the university to its environment as well as guiding the institution's 

response and adaptation to environmental pressures and constraints.

In a review of organizational structure studies, Steers (1977) 

identified six structural variables which have been found to be 

related to some facet of organizational effectiveness: degree of 

decentralization, specialization, and formalization; span of control; 

and organization and work unit size. The findings of the studies 

show both positive and negative relationships between these structural 

variables and organizational effectiveness contingent upon the measure 

used to assess organizational effectiveness. When attitudinal and 

employee attachment measures are used as the assessment criteria, 

negative relationships are observed between organizational effective

ness and centralization, specialization, formalization, organization 

size and work unit size. However, when the criterion measures are 

efficiency and productivity, specialization and organizational size 

generally show a positive relationship to organizational effective

ness. The degree of formalization ahd its relationship to produc

tivity appears to also be related to the stability of the task
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environment. In more stable environments, more formalized rules and 

regulations for work behavior may be preferred, however, in unstable 

or uncertain environments or when innovative or adaptive behavior is 

desired, greater flexibility is more functional. Thus, the criterion 

measures to be used in assessing organizational effectiveness and the 

stability of the task environment are critical elements of the organ

izational structure/work performance relationship.

The problem of organizational effectiveness criteria in higher 

education places higher education institutions into an extremely 

vulnerable position. While the productivity of the faculty has not 

been rising appreciably, the cost of financing has been rising because 

it is primarily a labor-intensive, service industry. Legislators 

responsible for funding decisions often tend to.place emphasis on 

productivity and efficiency as a means for assessing organizational 

effectiveness (Parsons and Platt, 1973; Smith and Karlesky, 1977).

Organizational Climate

Organizational climate remains a controversial construct even 

though it has drawn increasing attention in organizational studies 

during the past ten to fifteen years. While there is no general 

agreement on what constitutes organizational climate and, therefore, 

how it should be measured, it is generally viewed as the perceived
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characteristics of the work environment; job satisfaction, a related 

dimension, is evaluative in its characteristic, describing how one 

feels about the work environment.

Following a review of thirty-one studies employing 

organizational climate as a major variable, Hellfiegel and Slocum 

(1974) concluded that while a significant .relationship between job 

performance and organizational climate has been found in many studies, 

the nature of the relationship is somewhat contradictory with climate 

influenced by other variables■such as technology, structure, manage

ment policies and practices, and the nature of the task environment. 

Steers (1977) supports the view that variations in climate are depend

ent upon other organizational and environmental variables. Of partic

ular interest in higher education today, is his belief that when 

economic conditions are strained, the perceived work environment 

tends to be seen as a threatening one, thus, inhibiting innovative 

and risk-taking behavior. Furthermore, Litwen and Stringer's (1968) 

findings show that authoritative climates with centralized decision 

making and formalization of rules lead to lower productivity, crea

tivity, and satisfaction while affiliative climates where good inter

personal relations are stressed generally lead to high job satis

faction and moderate creativity although performance remains low. In 

achievement-oriented climates with emphasis on goal attainment crea

tivity and productivity are high.



Implications of the weakening and uncertain financial conditions 

in higher education threaten the organizational climate and the 

resulting creativity and productivity of the faculty. Smith and 

Karlesky (1977) the Carnegie Commission (1980), Dresch (1974), and 

others point out the potential threat to scientific advancement and 

faculty development during the years ahead.

Motivation and Reinforcement
Theories

Miskel (1979) identifies the inclusion of three elements in most 

definitions of motivation: (I) a force or needs within individuals

that activate their behavior, (2) a directional or goal-oriented 

component, and (3) outcomes which provide feedback, thus, modifying 

the original energizing force or internal state. He further classi

fies the motivation theories into two categories: (I) the content 

theories or those attempting to identify the internal forces which 

activate or energize behavior and (2) the process theories which 

attempt to explain how behavior is activated and directed.

Content theories. A view of the individual as "wanting" charac

terizes the content theories. Maslow (1954) categorized the needs of 

an individual into a hierarchy (physiological, security, social, 

esteem, self-actualization) suggesting that lower level needs must be
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satisfied before man can progress to the higher levels. Once satis

fied, lower level needs cease to be a motivator and needs at the 

upper levels will be the focus of the individual.

Herzberg (1968) hypothesized in his two factor theory of moti

vation, that some work factors serve as satisfiers (motivators) when 

present but are not dissatisfiers when absent; and conversely, other 

factors while serving as dissatisfiers (hygiene factors) do not 

result in positive motivation when absent. He noted, in twelve 

different investigations of a variety of occupations, the presence of 

intrinsic motivators related to the work itself (achievement, recog

nition, responsibility, and growth or advancement). Negative events 

or dissatisfiers were dominated by extrinsic factors such as salary, 

possibility for growth, job environment, supervision, status and 

security, promotion, company policy, and administration.

Although there is little empirical evidence available concerning 

Maslow1s theory and the research on Herzberg's theory is contro

versial, both theories continue in popularity as explanations of 

motivation and work performance.

In a study replicating Herzberg's work in an educational setting 

at the public school level, Sergiovanni (1967) concluded that factors 

accounting for satisfaction and the factors accounting for dissatis

faction tend to be mutually exclusive. Specifically, the intrinsic
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factors of achievement, recognition, and responsibility contributed 

predominantly to teacher satisfaction and extrinsic factors such as 

interpersonal relations, school policy, and administration were 

predominant causes of dissatisfaction.

Process theories. The process theories stress the interactive 

elements of the environment and the individual to explain how behavior 

is energized. McGregor (1960) emphasized the importance of environ

mental conditions in determining the behavior of employees with his 

Theory X/Theory Y approach. He visualized employee behavior as a 

consequence of organizational factors influenced by the strategies of 

management. Theory X management had an almost self-fulfilling 

prophecy effect on subordinates while theory Y management emphasized 

the importance of proper cbnditions (stimuli) and immediate feedback 

for changing behavior.

Vroom (1964) utilized the concepts of valence and expectancy to 

help explain the process of voluntarily determining choices among 

alternative activities. He used valence in referring to the antici

pated satisfaction associated with a specific outcome. Expectancy 

refers to the probability perceived by the individual that his 

behavior will lead to attainment of a specific outcome or reward. He 

contends that motivation is related to productivity when the desired 

rewards are contingent upon the individual's productivity and not as
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a result of other factors. An important aspect of Vroom1s model is 

its ability to explain individual differences in motivation, thus, 

making it useful in analyzing the relationship between motivation and 

accomplishment of specific organizational goals.

In his comprehensive review of the research relating motivation 

to work performance, Vroom concluded that the level of ability of the 

worker and his motivation have an interactive effect on performance. 

He further noted.the considerable evidence indicating that increases 

in performance occur with increases in the magnitude of rewards 

offered for successful performance, however, contradictory findings 

in a few of the research studies show lowered performance with very 

high levels of motivation.

Katz and Kahn (1966:402) identify the role of rewards based on 

individual effort and performance in motivating employees to meet 

and/or exceed the perceived expectations of their role performance. 

They hypothesize that in order to be effective, individual rewards 

must meet three conditions: .

(I) They must be clearly perceived as large enough 
■in amount to justify the additional effort required to 
obtain them. (2) They must be perceived as directly re
lated to the required performance and follow directly on 
its accomplishment. (3) They must be perceived as equit
able by the majority of system members, many of whom will 
not receive them.
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Adams (1963) further theorizes that the perception of equity or 

inequity.in employee work exchange is a pervasive motivator resulting 

in an attempt by the employee to reduce the inequity by either 

increasing or decreasing his/her effort relative to his/her percep

tion of the output/reinforcement of others.

While operant conditioning has received minimal attention in 

management theory, the role of reinforcement theory (based on operant 

conditioning) in changing organizational behavior provides an impor

tant theoretical and research base for understanding and influencing 

employee performance (Luthans and Kreitner, 1975; Mord, 1969; Cohen, 

et al., 1976). As Nord (1969:398) says

. . .people's behavior is largely determined by its 
outcomes. It is an empirical fact rather than a moral 
question. If you want a certain response and it does not 
occur, you had better change the reinforcement contingen
cies to increase its probable occurrence.

Nord suggests that the first step in applying the principles of 

reinforcement theory to organizational management involves defining 

explicitly the behaviors desired and the potential reinforcers which 

can be . used.

luthans and Kreitner (1975) suggest three major methods for 

identifying positive reinforcers: (I) an analysis of reinforcement

histories in which actual behavioral observations are made, (2) the 

use of self-report techniques, and (3) systematic trial and error to



24

identify on-the-job positive reinforcers. Empirical measurement of 

the reinforcers which actually work in altering behavior is the most 

accurate method and takes into account the idiosyncratic nature of 

reinforcers. However, from a practical standpoint in organizations, 

due to time and economic constraints, reinforcement history assess

ment may be impossible. The self-report instrument is not as pre

cise, however Blood (1973) and Luthans and Kreitner (1975) report 

that valid and useful data can be obtained from the self-report 

approach. The trial and error method is the least precise and effi

cient of the three approaches.

Research Findings Related to Academic 
Faculty Performance

Although much has been written regarding inducement/contri

butions theories in industrial and business settings, the application 

of reinforcement and motivational theory in higher education faculty 

performance has received minimal attention. However, a number of 

studies on the effects of faculty and instructional development 

programs stress the need for greater attention to the relationship 

between specific behaviors of faculty and the incentive structure of 

the institution.

Existing research on faculty behavior may be divided into three 

major areas. The first deals with the types of professional
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activities performed by faculty and their educational/goal orien

tations. The second area of research deals with the assessment of 

faculty performance and the search for effective measures of per

formance. The third, and more limited area of research, examines the 

climate, incentives, and/or reinforcers important to the motivation 

of faculty productivity and continuing professional growth.

The remainder of this chapter focuses on the research findings 

relative to the performance of higher education faculty. It is 

divided into three parts: (I) the.organization of and professional

activities of higher education faculty, (2) discipline differences 

among higher education faculty, and (3) higher education faculty 

reinforcement/incentive studies. '

Organization of and Professional 
Activities of Higher 
Education Faculty

In the university setting, the faculty division of labor is 

arranged around discipline concerns and it is within the academic 

department that the daily activities of the faculty are largely 

determined (Blau, 1973; Parsons and Platt, 1973; Wilson, 1942).

The professional behavior of faculty members has been the sub

ject of numerous studies. There are a variety of work-related be

haviors expected by higher education faculties which set them apart 

from other professionals holding similar disciplinary background.



The research suggests the following major categories of professional 

activities: teaching and advising both undergraduate and graduate

students; research, writing, and other creative and scholarly work; 

university governance and committee work; professional development; 

public service; and consulting.

In an early investigation, Wilson (1942) utilized a sociological 

perspective to examine the typical activity pattern of faculty in 

thirty leading university centers and how they were rewarded or 

penalized for success or failure. He found from reviewing a number 

of studies that teaching accounted for the major time commitment of 

faculty with research and writing ranked next in the time budgets of 

faculty from the major universities. He further concluded that while 

teaching, research, administration, and public service are accepted 

as essential functions, the institution normally quantifies only the 

teaching load requirements which has the effect of insuring a minimum 

amount of teaching.

Parsons and Platt (1968) developed an index of institutional 

differentiation in their extensive pilot study of faculty in eight 

institutions as the forerunner of a major investigation into higher 

education and the academic profession. Internal differentiation was 

described "as the degree to which the sub-units within each school 

had boundaries, interests, and functions separate from the other

26
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units in the institution" (196.8: IV-2). Specifically, they were 

concerned with the degree of independence and autonomy of the units. 

However, they also recognized the necessity for the units, although 

differentiated, to be integrated into the whole institution, thus, 

producing a more stable internal environment for the faculty. Nominal 

and numerical measures of size, quality, and research orientation 

were used as the indicators of internal differentiation. The assump

tion was made that schools higher on dimensions of size, quality, and 

orientation to research were more differentiated. In addition, it 

was assumed that institutions which demonstrated relative consistency 

among each of the dimensions were more highly integrated. Finally, 

institutions characterized as highly differentiated as well as highly 

integrated were believed to represent "stable conditions of organic 

solidarity." (Parsons and Platt, 1968:IV-5) compared to the mechani

cal solidarity type resulting from consistently low measures of dif

ferentiation.

It was hypothesized that institutions in the process of up

grading would be characterized by inconsistency among the three 

dimensions of size, quality, and research orientations and, thus, 

lacking the integrative mechanisms for a stable internal environment.

Self-report data collected via a mail questionnaire was utilized 

by Parsons and Platt to analyze the percentage of actual and ideal
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time allocations devoted to.five categories of professional activi

ties: (I) undergraduate teaching, (2) graduate teaching, (3) research

and scholarship, (4) consultation, and (5) administration. Findings 

show that most faculty actually devote more time to teaching than 

research and prefer to do so; however, faculty at all three levels of 

institutional differentiation (high, medium, and low) would prefer to 

devote more time to research and graduate teaching than they cur

rently do, less time to undergraduate teaching, and about one-half 

their current effort to governance. While at each of the three 

levels, the faculty would prefer to devote more time to graduate 

teaching, the preference is more pronounced among faculty located at 

low and medium differentiated schools. The investigators suggest the 

modeling of ideals toward a perceived picture of faculty behavior at 

highly differentiated schools as a possible explanation of the pre

ference reported by the faculty at the low and medium differentiated 

institutions. Furthermore, the investigators concluded that most 

faculty prefer a balance in their role expectations rather than 

specialization in any one role component.

Personal interviews to supplement the questionnaire data were 

used to examine the extent and severity to which the faculty ex

perienced conflict between teaching and research. While all levels 

experienced some role conflict and the role conflict was somewhat
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greater among faculty at highly differentiated institutions than low, 

it was at the middle differentiated institutions where faculty experi

enced the most frequent and severe conflict between the teaching and 

research roles. The medium differentiated institution faculty 

reported pressure from their colleagues and administrators to be 

involved in research activities while remaining overburdened with 

heavy teaching loads. Furthermore, the faculty in medium differenti

ated schools where efforts were being made to upgrade research and 

quality, experienced the greatest role conflict between research and 

teaching. Parsons and Platt concluded that it was the incongruent 

demands of the upgrading institution which were responsible for the 

severity of the conflict felt by the faculty.

The Carnegie Commission (19.72) reported on the Bowen and 

Douglass study of the percentage of time the University of California 

faculty devoted to four categories of activity: (I) instruction,

preparation, and advising; (2.) administrative activities; (3) 

research,/activities; and (4) other activities including student
L/

affairs and public service. Fifty percent of the typical work week 

was devoted to instruction, 32 percent to research activities, 12 

percent to administrative activities, and 7 percent to other activi

ties.

The Maryland Council for High Education (1974) examined over 

four thousand full-time faculty questionnaire returns in an activity



survey of faculty throughout the Maryland Higher Education System.

Four categories of professional activities were examined: (I)

teaching/advising; (2) research, scholarship and creative work activi

ties; (3) internal service; and (4) public service. Response of the 

faculty employed at the University of Maryland revealed that within 

all academic ranks faculty devoted the greatest percentage of their 

time per week to teaching/advising, followed by research, internal 

service, and finally, other activities. There was a systematic 

tendency for the amount of time devoted to teaching to decrease as 

academic rank increased, however, the opposite tendency was true for 

each of the remaining activity categories. As academic rank increased, 

there was a systematic tendency for faculty to report more time 

devoted to research, internal service, and all other activities.

Campbell and Newell (1973) surveyed nearly 2,000 educational 

administration professors throughout the United States and Canada. 

Forty-six percent of the professors spent over one-half of their time 

teaching and advising graduate students. One-third had some re

sponsibilities for teaching undergraduates. While scholarly research 

and writing varied widely, the mean investment in such activities was 

only about 10 percent, however, the amount of time they reported they 

would like to spend in scholarly research and writing was signifi

cantly higher than their current reported effort. One-half of the

30
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professors had written between one and six articles during the pre

vious five years; 30 percent had written seven or more articles.

Only 23 percent reported they had release time arrangements or 

received special funds to support their research activities.

Concerning field work, over one-half of the professors reported 

some involvement in field studies or field service. While nearly 

one-third reported spending more than ten hours a month in private 

consulting, only 18 percent reported no private consulting.

Analyzing data from a 1975 survey of higher education faculty 

conducted by the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Educa

tion, Patton and Marver (1979) found that 19 percent of the faculty 

respondents engaged in paid and free consulting more than one-half 

day per week while 6 percent consulted more than one day per week.

The researchers examined the data from three perspectives: (I) a

comparison of faculty according to the percentage of time devoted to 

consulting in a typical work-week, (2) a comparison of non-consulting 

faculty to consulting faculty, and (3) a comparison of faculty who 

engage in paid consulting as opposed to those who do not. The data 

were controlled for type and quality of institution as well as aca

demic rank. No significant differences were found between faculty 

consultants and non-consultants in regard to time devoted to under

graduate instruction, research and scholarly activities leading to
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publication, or university governance activities; however, academic 

consultants tended to devote more time to graduate instruction, 

slightly more time to scheduled office hours, and had published more 

books.

When faculty who engaged in any paid consulting were compared to 

those who did no paid consulting, the paid consultants spent more 

time teaching graduate students, conducting research, and they had 

published more books and articles than their counterparts.

A Carnegie Commission survey of students and faculty (1972) also 

examined the issue of consulting activities of faculty members, how

ever, the data was not separated according to paid or non^paid con

sulting. Over one-half of the faculty members reported some con

sulting either paid or non-paid; however, 73 percent of the con

sultants spent less than ten hours per week so engaged, 20 percent 

spent between eleven and twenty hours per week consulting, and 7 

percent devoted more than twenty hours to consulting.

Both studies of consulting activities emphasized the potentially 

beneficial aspects of paid and unpaid consulting activities for both 

the institution and individual, while also urging caution and 

restraint in the extent of permissabie consulting.
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Discipline Differences Among
Higher Education Faculty

The growing research based literature on higher education faculty 

suggests the existence of faculty subcultures related to discipline 

differences and accounting for differing socio-political attitudes, 

educational views, and professional output (Ladd and Lipset, 1975; 

and Biglan, 1973).

Biglan (1973) studied the influence of subject matter charac

teristics on the professional activities preferred and actually 

performed by faculty at the University of Illinois. Subject matter 

characteristics were classified on the basis of three dimensions: (I) 

the extent to which a single paradigm existed (hard-soft), (2) the 

degree of concern with application (pure-applied), and (3) the focus 

on life systems (life-non life). The subject matter areas were 

classified according to their position on the three dimensions and 

clustered into one of eight categories (I) hard, applied, life.sys

tems; (2) hard, pure, life systems; (3) hard, applied, non-life 

systems; (4) hard, pure, non-life systems; (5) soft, applied, life 

systems; (6) soft, pure, life systems; (7) soft, applied, non-life 

systems; and (8) soft, pure, non-life systems. A number of sources 

of data including questionnaire and archial records were used in 

analyzing departmental structure and output. A three-way analysis of 

variance was used for the data analysis.
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Significant differences, at the .01 level, toward teaching and 

research were found among faculty oh the paradigmatic dimension. 

Faculty in subject matter disciplines characterized by the absence of 

a single paradigm (soft) had a greater preference for and actually 

devoted more time to teaching than did faculty in hard areas; however 

the reverse was true for research. Faculty in hard areas preferred 

research and spent more time on it than did faculty in soft areas. 

Interaction among the three dimensions was observed. The differences 

on orientation to and time devoted to research between hard and soft 

disciplines occurred between agriculture and education for the 

applied, life systems fields and between the physical sciences and 

humanities for the pure, non-life system areas. The faculty in the 

hard areas produced more journal articles and fewer monographs than 

did faculty in the nonparadigmatic disciplines. However, Biglan 

notes the greater tendency for joint authorship among faculty in the 

hard areas which influences the greater incidence of journal articles 

On the degree of practical application dimension, faculty in 

pure areas had a significantly greater preference for research activi 

ties than did faculty in applied areas, however, no significant 

differences were found in actual time spent on research. Furthermore, 

significant differences were found in the preference and actual time 

devoted to service activities by faculty in applied areas as compared



35

to faculty in pure areas. Faculty in education (soft, applied., life 

systems) and engineering (hard, applied, non-life systems) had a 

higher preference for service activities. On the measure of scholarly 

output, faculty in the applied fields published significantly more 

technical reports than did the faculty in pure fields.

On the basis of the life-systems dimension, significant dif

ferences were found only for commitment to teaching. Interestingly, 

faculty in non-life system areas preferred and devoted more time to 

teaching than did their counterparts in life-system areas.. Time 

devoted to teaching by faculty in agriculture (hard, applied, life 

systems) was particularly low, thus, skewing the mean for all life- 

system disciplines. The life-system dimension did not produce sig

nificant differences on the measures of scholarly output.

Smart and Elton (1975) utilized Biglan1s classification of 

academic disciplines for a nationwide study to examine differences in 

the goal orientation of academic departments. The data base for the 

study consisted of responses by department heads to a survey instru

ment listing eleven general departmental goals. The findings revealed 

greater emphasis on research interests, according to the department 

heads, in the pure discipline departments as compared to greater 

emphasis on vocationally oriented departmental goals and service 

activities by faculty in applied discipline departments.

i
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On the paradigmatic dimension, the findings suggested greater 

effort toward both research and instruction by the paradigmatic 

discipline departments than the nonpafadigmatic discipline depart

ments .

The life system departments tended to place greater emphasis on 

the service and research related goals compared to greater emphasis 

by the non-life systems departments on instruction related goals.

The heterogeneous nature of faculty views related to discipline 

affiliation was further supported by Stark and Morstain (1978) in 

their study of liberal arts college faculty.

Smart and McLaughlin (1974) and Morstain and Smart (1976) based 

their studies of the academic orientations of faculty on Holland's 

vocational and personality choice model. For the Morstain and Smart 

study, full-time faculty employed at a large public university in the 

East were surveyed to determine faculty educational attitudes. The 

faculty were grouped by discipline using Holland’s personality class

ification (realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, 

and conventional). Results of the analysis of variance suggested the 

existence of three general categories of faculty according to their 

educational orientations. Response by faculty in the artistic (art, 

theatre, English, music, philosophy) and social (nursing, home eco

nomics, education, history, psychology, sociology, languages) class

ifications revealed one general grouping of attitudes; faculty in the
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realistic (agricultural sciences and engineering) and investigative 

(physical sciences and mathematics) disciplines produced a second 

general group; and the enterprising (business administration, eco

nomics, and political science) disciplines produced a third distinct 

grouping. The conventional category was not used due to the small 

sample of faculty within the category.

Faculty in the realistic and investigative categories revealed a 

greater tendency than other faculty toward more structure, lecture- 

type teaching, and formal evaluation methods while faculty in the 

social categories were more oriented toward individualized instruc

tion and shared educational decision-making with students. The artis

tic disciplines faculty were also more individual student oriented.

Smart and McLaughlin (1974) surveyed over 1,500 department heads 

in large public universities offering the doctorate to determine 

their departmental goal priorities. Using Holland's hexagonal per

sonality model, they found a tendency for the realistic and investi

gative disciplines to attach significantly greater importance to 

research and graduate education, followed by the social disciplines, 

and finally the artistic, conventional (accounting, finance, and 

business education), and enterprising disciplines. Furthermore, 

greater importance was attached by the artistic, social, and conven

tional disciplines to goals related to a supportive work environment.
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Higher Education Faculty Motivation.
and Reinforcement Studies

The importance of the.incentive structure in attempting to 

reinforce work performance and produce greater job satisfaction has 

historically received minimal attention in higher education, however, 

the literature of the Ihte seventies indicates increasing attention 

to and concern for the relationship rewards/incentives may play in 

motivating faculty during the current period of restricted resources.

Utilizing data from an American Council on Education survey of 

higher education faculty, Smart (1978) investigated diversity and its 

relationship to faculty incentives.

Smart concluded that there are six basic types of incentives 

within academic institutions: (I) family oriented incentives, (2)

research incentives, (3) administration advancement incentives, (4) 

interpersonal incentives, (5) academic recognition incentives, and 

(6) teaching incentives. He further suggested that variations in the 

incentive structure are related to both the type of institution and 

discipline orientation. Using the Carnegie Commission typology of 

institutions, no pattern of incentive preferences was found for 

faculty at Doctoral-Granting Institutions I (receiving at least 

$3,000,000 in federal support and awarding at least forty Ph.D.s
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annually) and the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I (enroll

ing at least 2,000 students and offering comprehensive programs 

including at least two professional or occupational programs) and the 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II (enrolling between 1,000 

and 2,000 students and offering comprehensive programs including at 

least one professional program). However, responses from faculty at 

Doctoral-Granting Institutions II (awarding at least ten Ph.D.s 

annually) revealed greater interest in research incentives (reduced 

teaching loads, time for research, and better facilities), admini

strative advancement incentives (higher rank and more administrative 

responsibilities), and academic recognition incentives (tenure, 

higher salaries, and higher academic rank) while showing less interest 

in teaching incentives (more teaching opportunities, less pressure to 

publish, and reduced administrative responsibilities).

Fenker (1977) reported on a faculty senate study of a uni

versity's incentive structure. The purpose of the study was to 

identify and determine the relative importance of incentives oper

ating within the University and to determine the relationship between 

performance of expected job behaviors and reception, of incentives.

The relationship between performance and incentives was examined at 

three levels: actual, perceived, and ideal. The data was further

analyzed according to college and academic rank. The major findings
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of the study include the following: (I) a wide variety of incentives

of at least moderate importance to faculty were in existence. Some 

form of sabbatical or merit leave of absence, promotions, tenure, 

salary increases and a non-monetary incentive (outstanding teaching 

recognition) were identified as important incentives. (2) Differ

ences in importance of various incentives existed among colleges and 

academic ranks, however, the low return made it impossible to gener

alize across groups. (3) There was a wide discrepancy between faculty 

perceptions of the current relationship between work behaviors and 

reception of incentives and the ideal relationships.desired by 

faculty. While the findings were limited by a small sample size, the 

findings suggest important considerations and need for institutional 

research for the development of university implemented incentive./ 

reinforcement systems.

Jabker and Halinski (1978) examined the extent to which faculty 

at Illinois State University who engaged in instructional development 

efforts were rewarded. less than 15 percent of the faculty felt that 

instructional development was an important factor in salary, promo

tion, and tenure decision; however, about 50 percent felt it should 

be.

Discrepancy scores were determined to measure the extent to 

which the faculty perceived the institutional reward system as con

sistent with their preferred reward system. Larger values indicated
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greater dissatisfaction. Faculty who had been involved in the in

structional development program had significantly higher discrepancy 

scores than did non-participants. Furthermore, faculty at the assis

tant and associate professor ranks also had significantly higher 

discrepancy scores than did full professors.

Based on their findings, Jabker and Halinski expressed concern 

that as long as the "publish or perish" policies exist, faculty 

especially in the lower ranks, will devote more effort to research 

and scholarly output than to instructional improvement. And, further

more, the investigators suggest the need for reexamination of the 

value of instructional development efforts in the institutional 

incentive structure.

Much of the research attention concerning faculty activities has 

been directed at the question of a complimentary or incompatible 

relationship between teaching and research, however some of the data 

helps to provide a picture of the reinforcement systems employed, 

particularly the extrinsic reinforcers.

Faii (1976) analyzed data gathered by the American Council on 

Education to determine the relationship between teaching proficiency 

and research productivity. The respective measures utilized were 

awards for outstanding teaching and the number of professional 

writings published or accepted for publication during the previous
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two years. Assuming publication as a factor in professional recogni

tion, both measures may be analyzed as indicators of intrinsic rein

forcers. The findings indicate that in institutions where research 

is not strongly emphasized faculty members who publish extensively 

are nearly twice as likely as non-publishing faculty to receive 

teaching awards. In institutions which are more research oriented, 

there was only a slight edge for the receipt of teaching awards by 

faculty who publish extensively.

Tuckman and Tuckman (1976) also analyzed data gathered from a 

1972-73 ACE study to determine factors influencing salary and promo

tion in the disciplines of economics and education. Findings indicate 

differential effects of the influencing factors between the two 

disciplines. The probability of promotion to associate professor 

based on article publication, for example, was greater for economics 

than for the education faculty. Publication appeared to be highly 

rewarded while there was an absence of rewards for teaching. Age and 

experience were reported by Turkman and Hageman (1976) as significant 

influences on salary levels across all disciplines for full profes

sors. The number of publications affected salary with the greatest 

effect occurring at the full professor level.

Hoyt (1974) measured teaching effectiveness, scholarly pro

duction and average salary adjustments for a sample of twenty-two
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experienced faculty at Kansas State University. The teaching effec

tiveness measure was based on an average of student ratings of pro

gress on class objectives and a normalized measure of the student 

ratings. Scholarly productivity was assessed by a publication score 

weighted by type of publication. Salary increases were adjusted for 

university fluctuation in salaries. Findings indicated no statis

tically significant relationship between teaching effectiveness and 

publication record. While no significant relationship between publi

cation record and salary adjustments or teaching effectiveness and 

salary was found, the author reported that publication record appeared 

to carry more weight than did teaching effectiveness. Goldstein and 

Anderson (1977) in their study of faculty activity preferences arid 

reinforcement perceptions, found that faculty believed research was 

currently the most important criteria for promotion.

Bess (1977) contends that increasing external incentives is not 

enough and suggests that faculty members must perceive intrinsic 

satisfactions from their teaching roles or they will turn to other 

activities and create reward structures for other achievements.

Summary

This chapter developed a picture of the critical environmental 

pressures impacting higher education institutions in the eighties.
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A summary review of pertinent theoretical and research based organ

izational literature was presented as a background for understanding 

faculty behavior within the university setting. Parsons' organiza

tional typology was applied to show that universities are composed of 

three distinct levels of responsibility and control with faculty 

responsible for the three primary institutional missions: teaching,

research, and service. In addition, the research findings from 

studies of organizational structure and climate as they relate to job 

satisfaction and performance were reviewed.

There followed a review of the content and process motivation 

theories and identification of the basic elements involved in the 

motivation construct. The process theories of motivation focused 

upon reinforcement, expectancy, and inequity theories.

Finally, the current research on faculty behavior and the insti

tutional incentives within higher education was examined. While 

somewhat different classifications of professional activities were 

used, the research suggests that faculty prefer to and actually 

devote their greatest effort to teaching, however, there appeared to 

be a preference for a balance of activities rather than special

ization in any one role.

The heterogeneous nature of higher education faculty toward 

their role orientations, educational attitudes, and incentive pre-



ferences was supported by the research findings of faculty grouped 

according to a number of conceptual models.
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Chapter III

PROCEDURES

As higher education administrators respond to the continuing 

demand for accountability in the use of public funds and the pres

sure for increased productivity at a decreasing cost, utilization 

of the human resources of the institution require careful examina- 

^ t i o n . Although increasing attention to the utilization of faculty 

resources is evidenced by a growth in faculty development programs 

throughout the United States during the past decade, there appears 

to be little systematic attention to the practices which influence 

and support high quality performance by faculty.

This study focused on the relationship between faculty pro

fessional activities and attempted institutional reinforcers of 

those activities.

' Population Description

The population surveyed consisted of full-time faculty with a 

portion Of their assignment directed to instruction and to academic 

department heads employed at Montana State University during winter 

quarter, 1979. Department heads newly-emplOyed in the fall of 1978 

were excluded from the study as were the faculty in those depart

ments. In addition, the departments of Psychology and Business
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Management were excluded from the study because the respective 

department heads were consulted in the design of the study.

The population list was compiled from a personnel services 

computer print-out of faculty drawn the first week of January, 

1979.

Institutional Description

According to the Role and Scope document for the Montana 

University System (1977:12-13):

Montana State University is a comprehensive, multi
purpose institution maintaining, in the land-grant tra
dition, , programs of instruction, research and public 
service . . .

Instruction is offered through the colleges of agri
culture, arts and architecture, education, engineering, 
and letters and science, and the schools of business and 
nursing. Instruction leading to the bachelor's degree is 
offered in 45 fields, with graduate instruction in 34 
fields at the master's level and in 19 fields at the 
doctoral level.

The research programs of the University serve the 
dual functions of supporting the instructional program 
and also of contributing to the solution of important 
problems of the state and nation. Major research areas 
include agriculture, engineering, and the biomedical and 
physical sciences with large programs in land reclamation 
and magnetohydrodynamics.

The public service function of the University had 
its origin in the establishment of the Cooperative Exten
sion Service in 1914. County agents and specialists are 
an integral part of the University and channel informa
tion to all Montanans to aid in solving home, farm and 
community programs. The Continuing Education Program
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extends the educational facilties of the University to 
the citizens of the state by providing off-campus instruc
tion in the form of courses, institutes and conferences 
for individuals not regularly enrolled at Montana State 
University. (1979:12-13)

The largest of six units comprising the Montana University 

System, Montana State University has an enrollment of approximately 

ten thousand students and five hundred faculty members whose prime 

assignments are within an instructional department. Sixty-three 

percent of the faculty hold a doctoral degree. Thirty-four percent 

of the faculty hold the rank of professor, 31 percent are associate 

professors, 28 percent are assistant professors, and 7 percent hold 

the rank of instructors. The average years of service at Montana 

State University for faculty in all ranks Was 4.67 years in 1978 

(Hample, 1978).

Financial support for the institution comes" from biennial . 

state legislature appropriations, student fees, federal land-grant 

income, and from private and other grants. For 1978-79, budgeted 

salaries at Montana State University were 2 percent below the level 

authorized by the Montana Legislature and some 10 to 15 percent 

below the national average for comparable institutions (Montana 

State University, 1978).

■ Among 319 higher education institutions with doctoral programs 

in the sciences and/or engineering, Montana State University was
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ranked one-hundred fourth in 1978 for total research and develop

ment funds (National Science Foundation, 1978).

An average of fifteen to twenty doctoral degrees are awarded 

annually (Dulniak, 1980).

Variables Investigated

It was assumed that the perception of .a department head's 

preference for faculty professional activities and the attempted 

reinforcers utilized by the department head for faculty profes

sional activities are important influences in the activities en

gaged in by most faculty. The above assumption underlying the 

study served to delineate the major variables investigated. The 

major variables were: (I) faculty preferred professional activi

ties, (2) reported actual professional activities engaged in by 

faculty, (3) faculty perceived department head preferences for 

faculty professional activities, (4).faculty professional activi

ties preferred by department heads, (5) faculty preferred rein

forcers for professional activites, and (6) attempted reinforcers 

reported as utilized by department heads for faculty professional 

activities.

Parsons and Platt (1968:VI-1) delineated the academic role 

obligations into four functional categories: teaching undergraduate
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and graduate students, research, administration, and consultation. 

Their functional categorization served as a basis for delimiting 

fourteen specific professional activities identified in this study 

into a framework for the interpretative statistical analyses; 

however some modifications were made resulting in seven categories 

of professional activities.

Although the teaching function could also include extension 

and continuing education, activities they were divided into two 

separate components: (a) teaching/advising —  the primarily on-

campus teaching/advising function directed to matriculated under

graduate and graduate students and (b) extension/public service —  

the primarily off-campus transmission of knowledge and skills to a 

general public including extension work, continuing education 

classes and public service.

The category of research was also divided into two components 

(a) research/creative work —  those activities designed to produce 

new or novel interpretations of knowledge or other creative works 

and (b) writing/scholarly presentations —  the dissemination of 

research findings and field studies through the writing for publi

cation and presentations of scholarly works.

Even though paid consulting may include such activities as

teaching, conducting or directing research, it was separated into



51

an individual function to account for those professional activities 

which are paid for and processed through or by entities other than 

the employing higher education institution.

Because of the current focus in higher education on faculty 

development, an additional category was added to include the con

tinued professional development activities of faculty.

The final category of governance or administration includes 

those activities "designed to promote or maintain'the functioning 

of the social organizations connected with the academic role and to 

provide means and resources for the performance of the role" 

(Parsons and Platt, 1968:VI-3).

.The Questionnaire

Development

Although a self-report instrument is not as precise as an 

observational study of organizational behavior, the population size 

and resources led to the use of a questionnaire as the research 

instrument with which to collect data for the study.

The instrument consisted of two distinct parts, each deriving 

different kinds of information. The first part contained the 

fourteen items describing specific activities engaged in by uni

versity faculty. The fourteen items related to the general areas 

of teaching, advising, research, professional writing, university
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governance and committee work, professional development, public 

service, extension^ and paid consulting. The second section of the 

questionnaire identified fourteen attempted university reinforcers. 

The activity and reinforcer items on the instrument were selected 

following a review of the literature and the faculty handbook for 

the institution.

Content validity of the instrument was established through the 

input of a panel of experts representing faculty and the admini

strative hierarchy of the university. The panel of experts in

cluded the President; the Vice-Presidents for Academic Affairs, 

Research, and University Extension; an academic dean, one academic 

department head; three faculty members, and a Deputy Commissioner 

in the Office of the State Commissioner of Higher Education.

The questionnaire response mode was based on a fund ipsative 

measure (Blood, 1973). The respondents were given a maximum of 

fifty points to distribute among the fourteen items for each of the 

two lists, activities and incentive/attempted reinforcers. The 

instructions specified a maximum of twenty points to be assigned to 

any one item. The twenty point maximum was given to prevent the 

concentration of points on one or two items, thereby forcing out 

secondary activities and incentives/attempted reinforcers.
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Two slightly different versions of the instrument were con

structed to gather data from faculty (Appendix A) and department 

heads (Appendix B).

Pretesting for Clarity and
Reliability

The instrument was pre-tested for clarity and potential error 

rate with a sample of twenty-three faculty and department heads 

from institutions throughout the nation attending the National 

Conference of Professors of Educational Administration in August, 

1978. Slight modifications in the instrument were made following 

the initial pretest and a tolerance for computational errors of one 

point above or below the fifty point total was established.

The refined questionnaire was pretested for reliability on a 

random sample of twenty-three faculty and all department heads in 

the College of Agriculture at a neighboring state Land Grant Insti

tution. A test/retest,procedure was used to determine the sta

bility of responses over time. Responses given at the first ad

ministration were correlated with the responses given one month 

later at a second administration of the instrument, producing an 

overall reliability coefficient of .87. It was inferred from the 

test/retest procedure that the instrument was reliable.
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Data Collection

The questionnaires were distributed through campus mail during 

the third week of January, 1979 to the faculty and department head, 

population. In addition to the instrument, each faculty member arid 

department head was sent a letter of endorsement from the Vice- 

President for Academic Affairs, a cover letter explaining the 

research study, and a self-addressed return envelope (Appendix C 

and D). The questionnaire and return envelope were coded for the 

purpose of identifying non-respondents for necessary follow-up.

A second letter (Appendix E) and instrument were mailed to 

non-respondents during the fourth and fifth weeks following the 

initial distribution of the questionnaire to solicit additional 

response. A telephone follow-up was made to non-respondents as a 

final measure to seek participation in the study.. In addition, a 

request for an interview was made to those members of the popu

lation who registered an objection to the questionnaire data col

lection procedure and/or who indicated an interest in providing 

additional input beyond that required through the questionnaire.

y
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Statistical Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were tested:

1. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and the 

actual professional activities engaged in for each of the seven 

categories of activities.

2. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings' by faculty of actual professional activities engaged in and 

the ratings by faculty of perceived department head preferences for 

faculty activities in each of the seven categories of professional 

activities.
I

3. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and their 

ratings of perceived department head preferences for faculty pro

fessional activities in each of the seven categories of professional 

activities.

4. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings by faculty of actual professional activities engaged in and 

the ratings by department heads of preferred faculty activities for 

their department in each of the seven categories of professional

activities.
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5. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and the 

ratings by department heads of preferred faculty professional 

activities for their department in each of the seven categories of 

professional activities.

6. (Hq) There are no significant differences between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred incentives/rewards and the ratings 

by department heads of attempted reinforcers utilized.

7. (Hq) There are no significant differences by academic 

rank in faculty ratings of preferred professional activities.

8. (Hq) There are no significant differences by academic 

rank in faculty ratings of actual professional activities per

formed.

9. (Hq) There are no significant differences by academic 

rank in faculty ratings of perceived department head preferences 

for faculty profesional activities.

10. (Hq) There are no significant differences by academic 

rank in faculty ratings of preferred institutional incentive/ 

rewards for professional activites.

11. (Hq) There are no significant differences by college 

affiliation in faculty ratings of preferred professional activities.
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12. (Hq) There are no significant differences by college 

affiliation in faculty ratings of actual professional activities 

performed.

13. (Hq) There are no significant differences by college 

affiliation in faculty ratings of perceived department head prefer

ences for faculty professional activities.

14. (Hq) There are no significant diffez^c^s by college 

affiliation in faculty ratings of preferred institutional incentive/ 

rewards for professional activities.

15. (Hq) There are no significant differences by college 

affiliation in department head ratings of preferred faculty pro

fessional activities.

16. (Hq) There are no significant differences by college 

affiliation in department head ratings of attempted reinforcers 

utilized for faculty professional activities.

17. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancies between faculty ratings of preferred and.actual 

effort devoted to teaching and advising, and (b) the discrepancies 

between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and ratings 

of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads.

18. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual
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effort devoted to research/creative activity and (b) the discrep

ancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and 

ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads.

19. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 

effort devoted to writing and presenting scholarly papers and (b) 

the discrepancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/ 

rewards and ratings of the attempted reihforcers utilized by depart 

meat heads.

20. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 

effort devoted to governance activities and (b) the discrepancies 

between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and ratings 

of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads.

21. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 

effort devoted to professional development activities and (b) the 

discrepancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/ 

rewards and ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by de

partment heads.

22. (H) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual
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effort devoted to extension/public service and (b) the discrepan

cies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and 

ratings of the attempted reinforces utilized by department heads.

23. (Hq) There is no significant relationship between (a) 

the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 

effort devoted to paid consulting and (b) the discrepancies between 

ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and ratings of the 

attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads.

Treatment of Data

All responses to the questionnaire were checked by the in

vestigator to insure that there were no mathematical errors or 

responses which deviated from the instructions. Where errors or 

deviations in response were found, the instrument and a letter 

stating the problem with the response and requesting correction of 

the instrument were returned to the respondent. Responses contain

ing fractions of a number were rounded off for ease of processing.

Data extracted from the questionnaire were transferred to IBM 

coding forms and double checked for accuracy by the investigator 

prior to cards being keypunched and verified. In addition, a 

computer print-out of the raw data was checked against the original 

questionnaires prior to statistical processing.'
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The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks statistical test was 

used to test for significant differences between each pair of 

faculty ratings of professional activities (Hypotheses one, two and 

three).

The Mann-Whitney U statistic was used to determine significant 

differences between the ratings of professional activities made by 

faculty and the ratings made by department heads (Hypotheses four, 

five and six). In addition, the U statistic was used to test for 

significant differences between early and late respondents and 

between respondents whose initial response was usable and those 

whose response required correction.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks was 

used in the analysis of hypotheses seven through sixteen.

In order to determine if the discrepancies between faculty 

preferred incentives/rewards and the attempted institutional re- • 

inforcers utilized by department heads were significantly related 

to the discrepancies between the faculty ratings for each of the 

seven categories of preferred and actual professional activities 

(Hypotheses seventeen through twenty-three), multiple regression 

analysis was used.

The region of rejection employed in the study was set at the 

.05 level. The .05 level was chosen to balance the possibility of 

committing a type I or type II error.
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All statistical tests were performed on the Sigma Seven com

puter at Montana State University using the SPSS (Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences) and the BioMed statistical 

packages.

Summary

The study attempted to determine the relationship between 

faculty professional activities and the institutional incentives/ 

rewards used as attempted reinforcers for professional output. A 

valid and reliable self-report instrument was developed and dis

tributed to a population of full-time faculty With a portion of 

their assignment directed to instruction and to thirty academic 

department heads employed at Montana State University. The instru

ment was designed to measure the professional role Orientations of 

faculty members and their department heads as well as the institu

tional incentive structure. ^

Using data collected via the mail questionnaire, statistical 

hypotheses, stated in the null form, were tested at the .05 level 

of significance with the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, 

the Mann-Whitney U test, the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of 

variance and multiple regression analysis.



Chapter IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of this study was to examine the role orientations 

of higher education faculty and the relationship between their profes 

sional activities and attempted institutional reinforcers. In order 

to determine the role orientations of faculty, four perspectives were 

examined: (I) the faculty's preferred professional activities, (2) 

the faculty's reported actual professional activities performed, (3) 

perceived department head preference for faculty activities, and (4) 

the department head's preference for faculty activities of the depart 

mental faculty. Two measures were developed for studying the insti

tutional incentive/reward structure: (I) the faculty's preferred

institutional incentives/rewards, and (2) the institutional 

incentives/rewards utilized by the department head as attempted 

reinforcers. Each of the six measures was based upon self-report. , 

data.

The academic role was delineated into seven major categories of 

professional activities: (I) teaching and advising undergraduate and

graduate students; (2) research and other creative work; (3) writing 

for publication and scholarly presentations; (4) governance; (5) pro

fessional development; (6) extension, continuing education, and
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public service; and (7) paid consulting. Fourteen institutional 

incentives/rewards were identified for the study. The major vari

ables of the study were tested for significant differences by aca

demic rank and college affiliation.

The instrument, a cover letter, a letter of endorsement from the 

Vice-President for Academic Affairs, and a selfraddressed return 

envelope were distributed through campus mail during the third week 

of January, .1979. A follow-up letter and a copy of the instrument 

were mailed to non-respondents during the fourth and fifth week 

following the initial distribution of the questionnaire (Appendices 

A, B, C, and D).

The remainder of this chapter will be organized as follows:

1. Population description

2. Descriptive statistics 

Characteristics of the respondents

Faculty professional activities: preferred and actual

Faculty preferences.for institutional incentives/rewards

3. Inferential statistics

Comparison of related faculty ratings 

Department head ratings compared to faculty ratings 

Analysis of variance among ratings by rank and college 

Multiple regression analyses

4. Summary
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Population Description

The population surveyed consisted of 332 full-time faculty with 

at least a portion of their assignment directed to instruction and 

thirty academic department heads employed winter quarter, 1979 at 

Montana State University. Faculty and department heads in the twelve 

departments in which new department heads were employed within the 

previous year were excluded from the study as were the departments of 

psychology and business management due to consultation with the 

respective department heads on the design of the study. While the 

School of Mursing is not officially departmentalized, according to 

the Assistant Dean of Mursing the supervisors of the off-campus 

clinical centers and the Assistant Dean for the on-campus program 

carry out the functions of department heads and, thus, were treated 

as department heads in this study. Although nursing and business are 

designated as independent schools rather, than colleges, they were 

treated as colleges for the statistical analyses (See Appendix F for 

a list of colleges and departments included in the study).

The response statistics are provided in table I. Of the total 

population surveyed, 289 responses were received. Sixty-four ques

tionnaires contained either mathematical errors or errors in fol

lowing the directions and, thus, were returned with a letter to the 

respondent describing the error and requesting correction (Appendix 

G).
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Thirty-eight of the questionnaires were subsequently corrected and 

included in the statistical analyses.

Table.I

Summary of Questionnaire Response

Faculty Dept. Reads Total

Total population 332 30 362

Total number of responses received 261 28 289

Percentage of responses received 78.6 93.3 79.8

Number of questionnaires returned 
to respondent for correction 59 . 5 64

Number of questionnaires corrected . 34 4 38

Total number of unusable responses 47 I .48

Total number of usable question
naires 214 27 241

Percentage of usable question
naires 64.5 90 66.6

Responses received which did not meet the constraints of the 

study were reviewed to check for bias. Some respondents wrote let

ters or notes, added comments on the .questionnaire, and/or offered to 

provide additional input if so desired. The telephone follow-up to 

non-respondents, written comments, and unusable questionnaires did



not reveal any substantial differences in the role orientations or 

the attitudes toward institutional incentives/rewards; however, they 

did reveal philosophic objections by some faculty to a questionnaire 

study as well as the response mode utilized in the instrument. Of 

particular concern to a number of faculty was the restriction of a 

twenty point maximum for actual effort devoted to'teaching under

graduate and graduate students. Other faculty objected to the time 

required for response, saying they were "too busy" or "too involved 

in their own research" and creative activities to respond to the 

questionnaire. A few faculty expressed concern over the way the data 

might be used by the university administration.

Descriptive Statistics

Characteristics of Respondents

The characteristics of the respondents according to college 

affiliation and academic rank are displayed in table 2. Although the 

letters and science disciplines are grouped into a single College of 

Letters and Science at Montana State University, for purposes of this 

investigation they have been divided into two categories: (I) letters 

and (2) physical sciences including mathematics.



Table 2

Distribution of Respondents by College Affiliation and Academic Rank

College Instr.
Asst.
Prof.

Assoc.
Prof. Prof.

Dept.
Heads

Percent 
Total of Total

Agriculture 3 7 7 16 4 37 15.35

Arts and 
Architecture 0 16 5 8 4 33 13.69

Business 2 3 I 0 I 7 2.90

Education .4 10 7 6 3 30 12.45

Engineering ' 4 4 ' 11 13 4 36 14.94

Nursing I 8 5 I 3 18 7.47

Letters I 6 10 5 4 26 10.79

Sciences 0 10 15 25 4 54 22.41

Total 15 64 61 74 27 241 100.00

Percent of Total 
Respondents 6.22 26.56 25.31 30.71 11.20 100

Percent of Total Faculty 
Respondents by Rank 7 29.91 28.50 34.58
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As can be seen in table 3, the faculty and department heads were 

predominantly male with females accounting for only 14.5 percent of 

the total group surveyed. The three female department heads and 47 

percent of the female respondents were from the nursing curriculum.

Table 3

Distribution of Respondents by Sex

Faculty Department Heads Total
Sex ■No. Percent No. Percent ■ No. Percent

Male 182 85.05 24 8 8 . 8 9 206 95.58

Female 32 14.95 3 11.11 35 . 14.52

Faculty professional activities

The orientation of faculty toward the seven categories of profes 

sional activities was examined from four perspectives: preferred

effort, actual effort, perceived department head preference for 

faculty effort, and the department head's preference for faculty 

effort.

Respondents were given a maximum of fifty points to distribute 

among the fourteen professional activity items and fifty points to 

distribute among the fourteen incentives/rewards listed on the ques

tionnaire, however, respondents were limited to a maximum of twenty
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points which could be assigned to any one item. The fourteen specific 

professional activities identified on the questionnaire were grouped 

for the statistical analyses into seven categories of professional 

activities. Table 4 displays the maximum number of points possible, 

the mean rating, percentage of possible points allocated, and the 

rank order of responses by college affiliation for the faculty's 

preferred effort devoted to each of the seven categories of faculty 

professional activities. The activities were ranked on the basis of 

the percentage of possible points allocated to each professional 

activity category.

The consistency of responses for the activities ranked first and 

second by faculty when partitioned by college affiliation is apparent. 

Teaching and advising of undergraduate and graduate students was 

ranked first by faculty in all colleges. Research and other activi

ties resulting in new or novel interpretations of knowledge or other 

creative works was ranked as the second most desired activity of 

faculty in all disciplines with the exception of business and letters. 

It should be noted, however, that the distribution between the 

research category and the information dissemination category, writing 

and scholarly presentation, was difficult to make according to many 

of the letters' faculty, hence, there may be little actual discrep

ancy between their ranking of research and its ranking by faculty in 

all Other colleges except business.



Table 4

Faculty Ratings.by College Affiliation for Preferred Effort 
Devoted to Professional Activities

Agriculture 
(N = 33)

Arts Se Arch. 
(N = 27)

Business 
(N = 6)

Max, % of % of _ % of
Points X Max. Rank X Max. Rank X Max. Rank

Teaching/Advising 50 17.606 35.2 I 22.931 45.9 I 21.000 42.0 I

Research/Creative
Activity

40 13.636 34.1 2 11.897 29.7 2 4.167 10.4 5

Writing/Scholarly 40 6 . 8 7 9 17.2 3 2.310 5.8 6 3.833 9 . 6 6°
Presentations

Governance 40 2.515 6 . 3 6 4.172 10.4 4 4.833 12.1 4

Professional
Development

40 4.606 11.5 4 4.655 1 1 . 6 3 8 . 6 6 7 21.7 2

Extension/Public 40 .3.758 9.4 5 2.172 5.4 7 6.167 15.4 3
Service

Paid Consulting 20 .970 4.9 7 1.828 9.1 5 1.333 6.7 7



Table 4 (continued)

Education Engineering Eursing
CE = 27) - (E = 32) (E =15)

Max. % of % of % of
Points X Max. Rank X Max. Rank X Max. Rank

Teaching/Advising ' 50 20.630 41.2 I 21.625 43.3 I 24.733 49.5 I

Research/Creative
Activity

' 40 8.000 20.0 2 12.000 30.0 2 6.667 16.7 2

Writing/Scholarly 40 5.185 13.0 5 5.250 13.1 3 3.667 5.5 .6
Presentations

Governance 40 2.963 7.4 6 1.938 4.8 7 5.133 12.8 3.5 S

Professional
Development

40 6.296 15.7 3 4.156 10.4 4 5.133 12.8 3.5

Extension/Public 40 5.222 13.1 4 2.469 6.2 6 3.333 8.3 4
Service

Paid Consulting 20 1.667 8.3 6 2.594 13.0 5 1.200 6.0 5



Table 4 (continued)

Max.
Points X

Letters 
'CU = 22) 

% of 
Max. Rank X

Sciences 
(N = 50)
% of
Max. Rank -

T eaching/Advising 50 19.864 39.7 I 20.420 •40.8 I

Research/Creative
Activity

40 8 . 6 3 6 21.6 3 12.280 30.7 2

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 9.591 24.0 2 8.240 20.6 3

Governance 40 3.182 7.1 6 2.120 5.3 6

Professional
Development

40 3.455 8 . 6 5 3.360 8.4 4

Extension/Public
Service

40 4.455 11.1 4 2.540 6.4 5

Paid Consulting 20 .818 4.1 7 1.080 5.4 7
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There was, on the other hand, a marked diversity of rankings by 

faculty according to college affiliation for the remaining categories 

of activities.

A breakdown of the faculty responses partitioned by college 

affiliation for preferred and actual effort devoted to each of the 

fourteen individual professional activities is presented in Appendix

H.
The mean rating, percentage of possible points allocated, and 

rank order of responses separated by college affiliation for actual 

faculty effort devoted to the seven categories of faculty profes

sional activities are displayed in table 5. When partitioned by 

college affiliation, there were numerous differences in the rankings 

of actual effort devoted to all categories of activities with the 

exception of teaching/advising and paid consulting.

Appendix I depicts the mean rating, percentage of possible 

points allocated, and rank order of faculty responses divided by 

academic rank for preferred and actual effort devoted to the seven 

categories of professional activities.



Table 5

Faculty Ratings by College Affiliation for Reported Actual Effort 
Devoted to Professional Activities

Agriculture Arts & Arch.. Business
(N = 33) (N = 29) ' (N = 6)

Max. % of _ % of % of
Points X Max. Rank • X Max. Rank X Max. Rank

Teaching/Advising 50 18.333 36.7 I 25.897 51.8 I 25.333 50.7 I

Research/Creative 40 14.606 36.5 2 8.448 21.1 2 1.500 3 . 8 7
Activity

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 5.970 14.9 3 2.000 5.0 6 2.000 5.0 5

Governance 40 3.424 8 . 6 5 7.862 19.7 3 4_500 11.3 4

Professional 40 3.364 8.4 6 2.552 6.4 4 10.000 25.0 2
Development

Extension/Public 40 4.152 10.4 4 2.310 5.8 5 5 . 8 3 3 14.6 3
Service

Paid Consulting 20 .212 1.1 7 .931 4.7 7 .833 4.2 6



Table 5 (continued)

Education Engineering Nursing
(N = 26) CS = 31) (N = 14)

Max.
Points X

% of 
Max. Rank X

% of 
Max. Rank X

% of
Max. Rank

Teaching/Advising 50 24.962 49.9 I 2 6 . 6 4 5 53.3 I 26.500 53.0 I

Research/Creative
Activity

40 4.462 11.2 4 9.935 24.3 2 1.500 3 . 8 5

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 2.308 5.8 6 3.194 8 . 0 4 1.071 2.7 6

Governance 40 8.538 21.3 .2. 4.387 11.0 3 10.571 26.4 2

Professional
Development

40 2 . 8 8 5 7 . 2 5 2.387 6.0 5 5,714 14.3 3

Extension/Public
Service

40 6.000 15.0 3 2.065 5.2 6 4.286 10.7 4

Paid Consulting 20 .808 4.0 7 1.387 6 . 9 7 .357 1.2 7



Table 5 (continued)

Letters Sciences
(N - 21) (N = 50)

Max.
Points X

I of 
Max. Rank X

% of 
Max. Rank

Teaching/Advising 50 21.143 42.3 I 24.898 49.8 I

Research/Creating 40 5.857 14.6 4 9.408 23.5 . 2
Activity

Writing/S cholarly 40 6.952 17.4 3 5.959 14.9 3
Presentations

Governance 40 8.048 20.1 2 5.041 12.6 4

Professional 40 2.857 7.1 6 2.082 5.2 6
Development

Extension/Publie 40 4.667 . 11.7 5 .2.204 5.5 5
Service

Paid Consulting 20 .476 2.4 7 .3 67 1.8 7
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Faculty preferences for institutional 
incentives/rewards

The matter of institutional contingencies for professional 

output of the faculty was examined from two perspectives: the

incentive's/rewards faculty reported preferring and the attempted 

reinforcers department heads reported utilizing for their faculty.

Table 6 depicts the mean rating, standard deviation and ranking 

of faculty responses according to college affiliation for each of the 

fourteen incentives/rewards. The tendency for consistency among the 

high and low rankings by college was evident in the ratings .for the 

incentives/rewards as it was for the ratings of professional activi

ties . Merit salary increase was ranked first by faculty in all col

leges except the education faculty which ranked it second following 

promotion in rank. Instructional load reduction, sabbatical leave 

opportunities, tenure, and funds for professional travel were ranked 

next highest following merit salary increase and promotion; however, 

there was little consistency in their ranking according to college 

affiliation.

• The incentives/rewards receiving the most consistent low rankings 

from the total list were institutional recognition, formal acknow

ledgement of achievement, and informal compliments.
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Table 6

Ratings by Faculty for Preferred Incentives/Rewards

Item

Agriculture Arts & Arch.
(N = 33) (N = 29)

■Max. _ _
Points X SD Rank X SD Rank

Sabbatical .leave 20 3.848 3.650 5

Promotion in Rank 20 6.303 4.747 2

Tenure 20 . 2^606 3.526 8

Two-week leave for 
prof, development

20 1.485 1.986 11

Instructional load 
reduction

20 2.424 2.359 9

Travel funds 20 3.667 3.139 6

Merit salary 
increase

20 11.818 5.865 I

Innovative teaching 
project grant

20 1.121 1.728 12

Formal acknowledg
ment of achievement

20 .788 1.139 14

Institutional
recognition

20 .939 1.836 13

Compliment 20 1.576 2.047 10

Monetary award 20 3.545 4.803 7

University purchased 
reference materials

20 4.697 4.455 4

Assistance with 20 5.212 4.768 3
prof, activities

8.103 6.321 2

6.897 5.640 3

3.448 4,556 6

2.138 2.460 7

5.069 4.017 4

4.621 3.830 5

10.759 6.988 I

1.448 2.399 10

.793 1.292 13

.517 1.122 14

1.000 1.648 12

2.000 2.535 8

1.897 2.980 9

1.345 2.12.6 11
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Table 6 (continued)

Business Education
. (N = 6) (N = 27)

Max.
Item Points X SD Rank X SD Rank

Sabbatical leave 20 2.000 2.280 9 4.556 4.466 4

Promotion in rank 20 9.333 6.055 2 7.000 3.902 I

Tenure 20 6.000 5.293 5 4.-185 3 . 7 3 2 5.5

Two-week leave for 
prof, deveIopment

20 2.333 2.582 8 3.370 2.776 7

Instructional load 
reduction

20 3.000 3.464 6 6.333 3.595 3

Travel funds 20 7.000 6 . 6 3 3 3 4.185 3.294 5.5

Merit salary 
increase

20 10.833 1 0 . 2 0 6 I 6.370 4.853 2

Innovative teaching 
project grant

20 .667 1 . 6 3 3 11 2.074 3.912 10

Formal acknowledg
ment of achievement

20 .333 .816 13 1.370 2.151 13

Institutional
recognition

20 . 166 .408 14 1.148 1.433 14

Compliment 20 .500 1.225 12 1.963 2.244 11

Monetary award 20 5.333 5.164 4 2.889 3.030 8

University purchased 
reference materials

20 .8 3 3 2.041 10 1.741 2.001 12

Assistance with 20 2 . 8 3 3 4.021 7 2.778 2 . 6 3 6 9
prof, activities
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Table 6 (continued)

Engineering' Nursing
(N = 32) (N = 15)

Max. _ _
Item Points X ' SD Rank X SB Rank

Sabbatical leave 20; 3.594 3.281 5 3.400 3.419 6

Promotion in rank 20 7.625 4.976 2 5.067 3.240 3

Tenure 20 2.875 3.748 8 3.200 2.426 7

Two-week leave for 
prof, development

20 1.188 2 .2 7 8 11 2 .9 3 3 2.187 9.5

Instructional load 
reduction

20 6.750 5.174 3 7.400 6.311 .2

Travel funds 20 4.000 3.059 4 3.133 2.825 8

Merit salary 
increase

.20 11.469 6.206 I 8.400 5.369 I

Innovative teaching 
project grant

20 .719 1.464 12 2.267 2 .0 8 6 11

Eormal acknowledg
ment of achievement

20 .65.6 1 .0 9 6 13 1.000 1.464 14

Institutional
recognition

20 .531 1.164 14 1.467 1.767 13

Compliment 20 1.844 2.451 10. 3.533 2.973 5

Monetary award 20 2.625 4.078 9 1.533 2.696 12

University purchased 
reference materials

20 3.188 2.967 6 3.800 5.722 4

Assistance with 20 3.031 2.967 7 2.933 2.915 9.5
prof, activities

2.915 9.5
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Table 6 (continued)

Letters Sciences

Item
Max.
Points X

(N = 22)

SD’ Rank X

(I = 50)

SD Rank

Sabbatical leave 20 7.773 3 .3 6 6 2 3.520 2 .9 4 3 8

Promotion in rank 20 5.136 3.241 4 4.900 4.555 3

Tenure 20 5.000 4.152 5 3.760 4.118 7

Two-week leave for 20 1.364 2.937 11 1.500 2.628 11
prof, development

Instructional load 
reduction

20 5.409 5.198 3 5.400 5 .1 8 6 .2

Travel funds 20 3.727 3.042 6 3.900 2.501 . 6

Merit salary 20 • 11.182 7 .2 8 8 I 11.380 6 .2 9 5 I

Innovative teaching 20 1.227 1 .5 7 2 12 .,980 1 .6 7 2 12
project grant

Formal acknowledg- 20 . 636 1.217 14 .560 1.091 14
ment of achievement

Institutional
recognition

20 .727 1.486 13 . .600 1.010 13

Compliment 20 1.818 3.319 10 2.500 3.872 9

Monetary award 20 2.000 2 .6 1 9 8 2.280 3 .8 3 3 10

University purchased 
reference materials

20 2.045 2.193 7 4 .4 2 0 4.436 4

Assistance with 20 1.955 2.278 9 4.280 3,654 5
prof, activities
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Inferential Statistics

Comparison .of Related Faculty Ratings

Each of the three tables depicting the data analyzed by the

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs, Signed Ranks statistical test (Siegel, 1956.) ̂*
includes one set of two related measures for the seven categories of 

faculty professional activities (ex: [1] preferred effort and actual 

effort; [2] actual effort and perceived department head preferences; 

and [3] preferred effort and perceived department head preferences). 

All difference scores for the matched measures of the professional 

activity categories were calculated by consistently subtracting the 

score for the rating listed second from the score for the first 1 

rating. After ranking the difference scores according to absolute 

value, the sign of the original difference score was assigned to its 

rank. Ranks having a minus sign and those having a plus sign were 

totaled. Under the null hypothesis, the two sums would be expected 

to be about equal. The T statistic is the sum of the negative or 

positive ranks, whichever is of smaller magnitude. All T values were 

tested at the .05 level of significance for a two-tailed test.

Each of the following three tables reports the total number of 

matched pairs minus the number of pairs whose difference equals zero 

(N), the T statistic and its associated level of significance. In
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addition for descriptive purposes the mean rating for each profes

sional activity category is included. The tables are followed by an 

analysis of each hypothesis tested by the Wilcoxon Matched-Pair, 

Signed-Ranks test.

Preferred professional activities of faculty compared to reported 

actual activities.

Hq I. There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and 
actual professional activities engaged in for each of the seven 
categories of activities.

Analysis of the data in table 7 reveals the probability level 

associated with the T statistic for the following categories of pre

ferred versus actual activities to be less than .05: teaching/

advising; research/creative activity; writing/scholarly presenta

tions; governance; professional development; and paid consulting. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference is re

jected for all categories of preferred versus actual activities with 

the one exception of extension/public service work. The mean ratings 

show that the faculty would prefer to devote greater effort to the 

categories of research, writing/scholarly presentations, professional 

development-, and paid consulting than their reported actual effort. 

However, for the teaching/advising and governance categories the 

faculty reportedly would prefer to devote less effort than they 

currently do.



Preferred Professional Activities, of Faculty Compared to Reported Actual Activities

Table 7

Variable
Mean Rating of 
Preferred Effort

Mean Rating of 
Actual Effort

N
Used

T
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising 20.7013 24.0043 154 2161.5 .0000*

Research/Creative Activity 10.8585 8.2525 156 1954.0 .0000*

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations 6.1515 4.2373 146 1497.0 .0000*

Governance 2.8232 6.1666 149 912.0 .0000*

Professional Development 4.5000 3.1060 133 1444.0 .0000*

Extension/Public Service 3.4596 3.5505 117 3275.5 .6322

Paid Consulting 1.4899 .6717 88 446.0 .0000*

''Significant at the .05 level
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Reported actual faculty effort devoted to professional activities 

compared to perceived department head preference for faculty- 

performance.

Ho2. There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of actual professional activities engaged 
in and the ratings by faculty of perceived department head pre
ferences for faculty activities in each of the seven categories 
of professional activities.

For each of the categories of professional activities with the 

one exception of paid consulting, the probability level of the T 

statistic displayed in table 8 is less than .05, thus, the null 

hypothesis is rejected for all categories of activities with the 

exception of paid consulting. Analysis of the mean ratings for each 

variable reveals that for the categories of research/creative activ

ity, writing/scholarly presentations, and professional development, 

faculty members perceive their department head to place greater 

importance on the activity than the faculty's reported actual effort. 

On the other hand, faculty.members perceive their department head to 

place significantly less importance on teaching/advising, governance, 

and extension/public service activities as part of their total effort 

than they are currently doing.



Table 8

Reported Actual Faculty Effort Devoted to Professional Activities Compared to 
Perceived Department Head Preference for Faculty Activities

Mean Rating of 
Variable Actual Effort

Mean Rating of 
Perceived Dept. 
Read Preference

Used
T

Value
Level of 

Significance

Teaching/Advising 24.0043 20.8024 150 2385.0 .0000*

Research/Creative Activity 8.2525 10.9343 158 2604.0 .0000*

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations 4.2373 6.8888 149 1802.0 .0000*

Governance 6.1666 5.1515 155 4188.5 .0009*

Professional Development 3.1060 3.3939 141 3935.5 .0277*

Extension/Public Service 3.5505 2.2272 132 1954.5 .0000*

Paid Consulting .6717 .6162 70 1176.5 .6993

^Significant at the .05 level
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Preferred professional activities compared to perceived depart

ment head preference for faculty activities.

HqS. There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and 
their ratings of perceived department head preferences for 
faculty professional activities in each of the seven categories 
of professional activities.

For the third hypothesis, the calculated value of T was signif

icant at the .05 level for four of the seven categories of activities 

as shown in table 9. Hence, the null hypothesis is rejected for the 

following categories of activities: governance, professional devel

opment , extension/public service, and paid consulting. Furthermore, 

the mean ratings show that faculty perceive their department heads to 

place greater importance on governance activities than their pre

ferred effort. However, the mean ratings show that faculty perceive 

their department heads to place less importance on professional 

development, extension/public service, and paid consulting as 

departmental activities than their preferred effort.



Table 9

Preferred Professional Activities of Jaculty Compared to Perceived 
Department Head Preference for Faculty Activities

Variable
Mean Rating of 
Preferred Effort

Mean Rating of 
Perceived Dept. 
Head Preference

N
Used

T
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising 20.7013 20.8024 157 5805.5 .4877

Research/Creative Activity 10.8585 10.9343 156 6065.0 .9183

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations 6.1515 6.8888 148 4709.5 .1240

Governance 2.8232 5.1515 154 2125.5 .0000*

Professional Development 4.5000 3.3939 142 2612.0 .0000*

Extension/Public Service 3.4596 2.2272 133 3275.5 .0000*

Paid Consulting 1.4899 . 6162 94 555.5 .0000*

^Significant at the .05 level
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Discussion of. the analysis of related faculty measures. The 

statistical analysis revealed that faculty reportedly are 

devoting significantly .greater effort than they would prefer to 

teaching/advising and governance activities. However, they report

edly would prefer to devote significantly more effort than they are 

actually doing to research and other creative work, writing and 

presenting scholarly works, professional development, and paid con

sulting.

In comparing faculty ratings of actual effort devoted to the 

seven categories of professional activities and their perception of 

the departmental activities preferred by their department heads, the 

faculty report devoting greater effort to teaching, advising, gover

nance, and extension/public service than they believe their depart

ment heads prefer. They perceive, however, greater importance placed 

by their department heads on research/creative activities, writing/ 

scholarly presentations, and professional development as departmental 

activities than their actual effort.

Faculty perceived their department heads to place significantly 

less importance than their preferred effort on professional develop

ment, extension/public service, and paid consulting; however, they 

perceived their department heads to place significantly greater 

importance than their preferred effort on governance activities.
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Department Head Ratings Compared
to Faculty Datings

The Mann-Whitney U test (Siegel, 1956) was used to test whether 

ratings by the two independent groups, faculty and department heads, 

represented significant population differences. The ratings from the 

combined groups were ranked in order of increasing size and the sum 

of the ranks for the two groups was determined. The U value was 

determined according to the following formula given in Siegel 

(1956:120):

U = II1II2 U 1 Gi1 + I) 
2 Rl

where R1 = the sum of the ranks of the department head ratings G11). 

Since the number of faculty cases (n^) exceeded 20, the significance 

of the observed value of the U was determined by computing the cor

responding z value (Siegel, 1956.) and determining its associated 

probability level.

Faculty preferred professional activities compared to department 

head preferences for departmental activities.

H 4. There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of preferred professional activities and the 
ratings by department heads of preferred faculty professional 
activities for their department in each of the seven categories 
of professional activities.
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In table 10 the U value shown for each of the seven categories 

of professional activities is greater than .05; therefore, the null 

hypothesis of no significant differences between the faculty profes

sional activities preferred by faculty and their department heads is 

retained.

Actual faculty activities compared to department head preferences

HqS . There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of actual professional activities and the 
ratings by department heads of preferred faculty professional . 
activities for their department in each of the seven categories 
of professional activities.

Analysis of the data in table 11 reveals five significant dif

ferences between the ratings by department heads for preferred faculty 

professional activities in their department and the ratings by faculty 

for actual effort devoted to the seven categories of professional 

activities. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant dif

ferences is rejected for the activity categories of teaching/advising; 

research/creative activity; writing/scholarly presentations; govern

ance; and professional development. The null hypothesis of ho signif

icant differences is retained for extension/ public service and paid 

consulting. Analysis of the mean of the ranks for those activities 

where significant differences exist reveals that department heads 

place greater importance on each of the activities as a departmental 

function than that shown by the faculty ratings for actual effort.



Table 10

Faculty Preferred Professional Activities Compared to Department Head Preferences

Variable Group Frequency Rank Sum
Mean of 
the Ranks

U
Value

level of 
Significance

Teaching/ Dept. Heads 27 3 3 6 6 .0 124.67 2988 .7719
Advising Faculty 214 5795.0 27.08

Research/ Dept. Heads 27 3315.0 122.78 2937 .8884
Activity

Writing/ Dept. Heads 27 3332.0 123.41 2954 .8497
Scholarly Faculty 214 5829.0 27.24
Presentations

Governance Dept. Heads 27 3452.0 1 2 7 .8 5 3074 .5 8 3 3
Faculty 214 5709.0 2 6 .6 8

Professional Dept. Heads 27 3213.5 119.02 2835 .8757
Development Faculty 214 5 9 4 7 .5 27.79

Extension/ Dept. Heads .27 3699.5 137.02 3321 .2 0 0 0
Public Serv. Faculty 214 5461.5 25.52

Paid Dept. Heads - 27 2963.5 109.76 2585 .3406
Consulting Faculty 214 6197.5 2 8 .9 6

‘'Significant at the .05 level



Table 11

Reported Actual Faculty Activities Compared to Department Head Preferences

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Hean of 
the Ranks

U
Value

Level of 
Significance

Tea ching/Advis ing Dept. Heads 27 2470.5 91.50 2092 .0287*
Faculty 209 6685.5 31.99

Research/Creative Dept. Heads 27 3975.5 147.24 3597 .0197*
Activity Faculty 209 5180.5 24.79

Writing/Scholarly Dept. Heads 27 4154.5 153.87 3776 .0040*
Presentations Faculty 209 5001.5 23.93

Governance Dept. Heads 27 2105.0 77.96 1727 .0010*
Faculty 209 7051.0 33.74

Professional Dept. Heads 27 4033.0 149.37 3655 .0116*
Development Faculty 209 . 5123.0 24.51

Extension/Public Dept. Heads 27 3571.5 132.28 3193 .2586
Service Faculty 209 5584.5 26.72

Paid Consulting Dept. Heads 27 3626.0 134.30 3248 . 1209
Faculty 209 5530.0 2 6 .4 6

-'Significant at the .05 level
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Faculty preferred incentives/rewards compared to attempted 

reinforcers utilized by department heads.

H 6. There are no significant differences between the 
ratings by faculty of preferred incentives/rewards and the 
ratings by department heads of attempted reinforcers utilized.

The U values and their associated levels of significance 

depicted in table .12 show only two of the 14 items with probability 

levels less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis of no signifi

cant differences is rejected for the attempted reinforcers, promotion 

in-rank and tenure. The null hypothesis is retained for each of the 

remaining attempted reinforcers. According to the mean of the ranks, 

department heads apparently utilize promotion and tenure as attempted 

reinforcers to a greater extent than preferred by the faculty. An 

important consideration in interpreting the data is, however, the 

number of faculty already tenured and having attained the full pro

fessor rank.



Table 12

Faculty Preferred Incentives/Rewards Compared to Attempted Reinforcers
Utilized by Department Heads

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

U
Value

Level of 
Significance

Sabbatical leave Dept. Heads 26 2728.0 104.92 2377 .2186
Faculty 214 6192.0 2 8 .9 3

Promotion Dept. Heads 26 4133.0 158.96 3782 .0024*
Faculty 214 4787.0 2 2 .3 7

Tenure Dept. Heads 26 3792.0 145.85 3441 .0433*
Faculty 214 5128.0 2 3 .9 6

Two-Week Leave for Dept. Heads 26 2640.0 101.54 2289 .1077
Prof. Development Faculty 214 6280.0 29.35

Instructional Load Dept. Heads 26 2708.5 104.17 2357 .1996
Reduction Faculty 214 6211.5 2 9 .0 3

Travel Funds Dept. Heads 26 3091.0 118.88 2740 .9004
Faculty 214 5829.0 27.24

Merit Salary Dept. Heads 26 3367.5 129.52 3016 .4769
Increase Faculty . 214 5552.5 25.95

Innovative Teach- Dept. Heads 26 2724.0 104.77 2373 .1716
ing Project Grant Faculty 214 6196.0 28.95



Table 12 (continued)

Rank Mean.of U Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Formal Acknowledg- Dept. Heads 26 3408.5 131.00 3057 .4391
ment of Achieve
ment'

Faculty 214 5511.5 25.75

Institutional Dept. Heads 26 3678.5 141.48 3327 .0630
Recognition Faculty 214 5241.5 24.49

Compliment Dept. Heads 26 3560.5 136.94 3209 .1841
Faculty 214 5359.5 25.04

Monetary Award Dept. Heads 26 2908.0 111.85 2557 .4809
Faculty 214 6012.0 28.09

University Purch. Dept. Heads 26 2797.5 107.60 2446 .3031
Reference
Material

Faculty 214 6122.5 28.61

Assistance with Dept. Heads 26 2735.5 105.21 2384 .2233
Prof. Activities Faculty 214 6184.5 28.90

'‘Significant at the .05 level
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Analysis of Variance Amoiig Ratings Partitioned by Rank and College 

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (Siegel, 1956) 

was used to determine if the differences observed in ratings by 

faculty partitioned into groups by either academic rank or college 

affiliation signified genuine population differences or whether the 

ratings represented merely chance variations from the same popu

lation. To compute the Kruskal-Wallis test all of the scores for the 

faculty were separated into groups, the scores were ranked in a 

single series, and the sum of the ranks for each group was deter

mined. The formula (Siegel, 1956:188) for computing the H statistic 

used in the Kruskal-Wallis test and corrected for ties is as follows

- 3 (N + I)
N (N + I)

I Z T
1 cSKd E

the region of rejection employed in the test analyses consisted of 

all values of H so large that the probability associated with their 

occurrence Under Hq for df - 7 (k-1) was equal to or less than oC -

.05.
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The tables displaying the data analyzed by the Kruskal-Wallis 

test provide the frequency for each group, the rank sum of the group, 

the computed H value and its associated level of significance. For 

further interpretation, the mean of the ranks for each group is also 

displayed.

Preferred professional activities of faculty by academic rank.

Hq?. There are ho significant differences by academic 
rank in faculty ratings of preferred professional activities.

Analysis of the data in table 13 reveals the probability level 

associated with the H value for all categories of preferred activi

ties with the exception of the extension/public service category to 

be greater than .05; thus, the null hypotheses is retained with the 

exception of the extension/public service category. There is a sig

nificant difference by academic rank in faculty ratings of preferred 

effort devoted to extension/public service activities. The mean of 

the ranks for preferred effort devoted to extension/public service 

work shows a strong consistency among all academic ranks with the 

exception of the instructor rank where the mean of the rank indicates 

a much higher priority for involvement in extension, continuing 

education, and other public service activites.

■r>



Table 13

Preferred Professional Activities of Faculty by Academic Rank

Rank Mean of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Teaching/Advising Professor 74 7791.5 105.19 .18972 .9792
Assoc. Prof. 61 6700.0 109.84
Asst. Prof. 64 6879.0 107.48
Instructor 15 1634.5 108.97

Research/Creative Professor 74 8416.0 113.73 3.0104 .3900
Activity Assoc. Prof. 61 6174.0 101.21

Asst- Prof. 64 7089.5 110.77
Instructor 15 1325.5 8 8 .3 7

Writing/Scholarly Professor 74 8225.0 111.15 7.6483 .0539
Presentations Assoc. Prof. 61 7275.0 119.26

AsSt. Prof. 64 6378.5 99.66
Instructor 15 1126.5 75.10

Governance Professor 74 7659.0 103.50 2 .6 3 8 0 1 .4509
Assoc. Prof. 61 6473.5 106.12
Asst. Prof. 64 7474.0 116.78
Instructor 15 1398.5 93.23

Professional Professor 74 7423.0 100.31 7.03671 .0707
Development Assoc. Prof. 61 6234.5 102.20

Asst. Prof. 64 7193.5 112.40
Instructor 15 2154.0 143.6



Table .13 (continued)

Rank Mean of H level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Extension/ Professor 74 7509.0 101.47 7.87845 .0486*
Public Serv. Assoc. Prof. 61 6425.0 105.33

Asst. Prof. 64 6828.5 106.70
instructor 15 2242.5 149.50

Paid Con- Professor 74 7 8 1 6 .5 105.63 3.33234 .3432
suiting Assoc. Prof. 61 6123.5 100.39

Asst. Prof. 64 7555.5 118.05
Instructor 15 1509.5 100.63

^'Significant at the .05 level
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rank.

HqS. There are no significant differences by academic rank 
in faculty ratings of actual professional activities performed.

When grouped by academic rank only one variable, writing/

scholarly presentations, revealed a significant difference on the

basis of reported actual effort; therefore, the null hypothesis is

retained with the exception of the variable, writing/scholarly presen- .

tations. There is a significant difference by academic rank in

faculty ratings of actual effort devoted to writing and presenting

scholarly papers.

Analysis of the mean of the ranks in table 14 shows a trend for 

greater effort devoted to the scholarly activity of writing for 

publication and presenting scholarly works as academic rank increases.

Reported Actual professional activities of faculty by academic



Table 14

Reported Actual Professional Activities of Faculty by Academic Rank

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising .Professor 67 6669.0 99.54 .34755 .9509
Assoc. Prof, 56 5425.0 9 6 .8 8
Asst. Prof. 61 6113.5 100.22
Instructor 14 1493.5 10.6.68

Research/Creative Professor 67 7345.5 109.63 3.5403 .3156
Activity Assoc. Prof.. 56 5091.5 90.92

Asst. Prof. 61 5890.0 96.56
Instructor .14 1374.0 9 8 .1 4

Writing/Scholarly Professor 67 7079.5 105.66 11.3275

£Or-4O

Presentations Assoc. Prof,. 56 5865.0 104.73
Asst. Prof. 61 6038.5 98.99
Instructor 14 718.0 51.29

Governance Professor 67 6977.0 104.13 4.7234 .1932
Assoc. Prof 56 5835.5 104.21
Asst. Prof. 61 5910.5 96.89
Instructor 14 978.0 6 9 .8 6

Professional Professor 67 6202.5 97.57 1.53810 .6735
Development Assoc. Prof 56 5744.5 102.58

Asst. Prof. 61 6279.5 102.94
Instructor 14 1474.5 105.32
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Table 14 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

level of 
Significance

Extension/Public Professor 67 6156.5 91.89 1.92517 .5881
Service Assoc. Prof. ,56 5811.0 103.77

Asst. Prof. 61 6233.5 102.19
Instructor 14 1500.0 107,14

Paid Professor 67 6572.5 98.10 .74924 . .8614
Consulting Assoc. Prof. 56 5398.0 96.39

Asst. Prof. 61 6304.0 103.34
Instructor 14 1426.0 101.86

^Significant at the .05 level
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Faculty ratings by academic rank for perceived department head 

preferences of faculty professional activities.

H 9. There are no significant differences by academic 
rank in faculty ratings of perceived department head prefer
ences for faculty professional activities.

The research/creative activity variable is the only variable, as 

may be seen in table 15, which shows a significant difference in the 

ratings of actual effort when tested by academic rank. Hence, the 

null hypothesis is retained with the exception of the research/ 

creative activity variable. There is a significant difference in 

faculty ratings of perceived department head preferences for faculty 

effort devoted to research and other creative activities.



Table .15

Faculty Ratings by Academic Rank for Perceived Department Head Preferences
of Faculty Professional Activities

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising Professor 67 5958.5 88.93 4.38498 .2228
Assoc. Prof. 56 5724.0 102.21
Asst. Prof. 61 6359.0 104.25
Instructor 14 1659.5 118.54

Research/Creative Professor 67 8055.5 120.23 14.58926 .0022*
Activity Assoc. Prof. 56 4856.5 86.72

Asst. Prof. 61 5725.0 93.85
Instructor 14 1064.0 76.00

Writing/Scholarly Professor 67 7232.0 107.94 6.50312 .0 8 9 5
Presentations Assoc. Prof. 56 5688.5 101.58

Asst. Prof. . 61 5852.5 95.94
Instructor 14 928.0 86.29

Governance Professor 67 5920.5 88.37 4.21858 .2 3 8 8
Assoc. Prof. 56 5711.5 101.99
Asst. Prof. 61 6521.0 106.90
Instructor 14 1548.0 110.57
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Table 15 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank 
Sum'

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Professional Professor 67 6239.0 93.12 3.17736 .3651
Development Assoc. Prof. 56 5551.5 99.13

Asst. Prof. 61 6199.5 101.63
Instructor 14 1711.0 122.21

Extension/Public Professor 67 5978.5 89.23 4.14004 .2467
Services Assoc. Prof. .56 5724.5 . 102.22

Asst. Prof. 61 6374.5 104.50
instructor 14 1623.5 115-96

Paid Consulting Professor 67 6544.4 97.68 6-36746 .0950
Assoc. Prof. 56 5000.0 89.29
Asst. Prof. 61 6773.5 111.04
Instructor 14 1383.0 98.79

''Significant at the .05 level
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Faculty preferences by academic rank for institutional incentives/ 

rewards.

H 10. There are no significant differences by academic rank 
in the faculty ratings of preferred institutional incentives/ 
rewards for professional activities.

Analysis of the data presented in table 16 reveals no signifi

cant differences in the ratings of preferred institutional incentives/ 

rewards for professional activities; thus, the null hypothesis is 

retained.

Discussion of the academic rank analyses. Academic rank appears 

to have little value as a discriminating factor in understanding the 

orientation of faculty members toward their professional activities 

and preferred incentives/rewards. In the three instances where 

significant differences were found, no single category of activities 

was singled out from the others. However, analysis of the mean of 

the ranks does indicate that full professors perceive significantly 

greater importance placed on research/creative activity by their 

department heads than do the other academic ranks. There was also a 

systematic tendency for faculty to report devoting more actual effort 

to the writing and presenting of scholarly works as academic rank 

increased. And, finally in regard to academic rank, faculty at the 

instructor rank appear to have a significant preference for extension/ 

public service activities over faculty in all other academic ranks.



Table 16

Faculty Preferences by Academic Rank for Institutional 
Incentive s/Rewa rds

Variable Group

Sabbatical
Leave

Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Instructor

Promotion Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Instructor

Tenure Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Instructor

Two-Week Leave 
for Prof. 
Development

Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Instructor

Instructional 
Load Reduc
tion

Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Asst. Prof. 
Instructor

Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

74 7814.0 105.59
61 6752.0 110.69
64 7117.5 111.21
15 1321.5 88.10

74 7036.5 95.09
61 7066.5 115.84
64 6929.5 108.27
15 1972.5 131.50

74 7611.5 102.86
61 5967.0 97.82
64 7721.5 120.65,
15 1705.0 113.67

74 7400.5 100.01
61 6216.5 101.91
64 7669.0 119.83
15 1719.0 114.60

74 8007.0 108.20
61 6732.0 110.36
64 .6766.5 105.73
15 1499.5 99.97

H Level of
Value Significance

1.99053 .5744

6.53044 .0885

5.23174 .1556

5.08876 .1654

.42213 .9356
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Table 16 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

level of 
Significance

Travel Funds Professor 74 7839.5 105.94 .51914 .9147
Assoc. Prof. 61 6372.0 104.46
Asst. Prof. 64 7146.0 111.66
Instructor 15 1647.5 109.83

Merit Salary Professor 74 7905.5 106.82 2.72412 .4361
Increase Assoc. Prof. 61 7126.5 116.83

Asst. Prof. 64 6590.5 102.98
Instructor 15 1383.0 92.20

Innovative Professor 74 7261.5 98.13 4.48310 .2138
Teaching Project Assoc. Prof. 61 6624.5 108.60
Grant Asst. Prof. 64 7217.5 112.77

Instructor 15 1901.5 126.77

Formal Acknow- Professor 74 8527.0 115.23 3.52730 .3172
ledgement of Assoc. Prof. 61 6.160.5 100.99
Achievement Asst. Prof. 64 6550.5 102.35

Instructor 15 1767.5 117.83

Institutional Professor 74 8585.5 116.02 3.49052 .3220
Recognition Assoc. Prof. 61 6248.5 102.43

Asst. Prof. 64 6765.5 105.71
Instructor 15 1405.5 93.70

60
1



Table 16 (continued)

Rank Mean of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Compliment Professor 74 8054.0 108.84 1.28228 .7333
Assoc. Prof. 61 6128.5 100.47
Asst. Prof. 64 7153.5 111.77
Instructor 15 1669.0 111.27

Monetary Award Professor 74 8223.5 111.13 .47390 .9246
Assoc. Prof. 61 6480.0 106.23
Asst. Prof. 64 6765.5 105.71
Instructor 15 1536.0 102.40

University Professor 74 8258.0 111.59 .99605 .8022
Purchased Assoc. Prof. 61 6363.0 104.31
Reference Asst. Prof. 64 ' 6932.5 . 108.32
Materials Instructor 15 1451.5 96.77

Assistance with Professor 74 "8288.5 112.01 .75622 .8599
Professional Assoc. Prof. 61 6539.5 107.20
Activities Asst. Prof. 64 6622.0 103.47

Instructor 15 1555.0 103.67

^Significant at the .05 level
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Preferred professional activities of faculty by college 

affiliation.

Hq II. There are no■significant differences by college 
affiliation in faculty ratings of preferred professional activi
ties.

The level of significance associated with the H value for each 

category of preferred activities by faculty when grouped according to 

college affiliation is less than .05 as shown in table 17. Hence, 

the null hypothesis is rejected. College affiliation is a discrimi

nating variable for all categories of preferred professional activi

ties of faculty.

Analysis of the mean of the ranks for each variable by college 

grouping reveals the nature of the differences among faculty in terms 

of their preference for each of the seven categories of activities.

The teaching/advising category ranks highest as a preferred activity 

for faculty in the professional areas of nursing, arts and archi

tecture, engineering and business. Faculty in the letters' disci

plines and agriculture ranked it lowest in relation to all other 

faculty.

The mean of the ranks shows a wide range for the two scholarly 

categories: research/creative activity and writing/presenting papers.

Research/creative activities were highly preferred by the faculties 

in agriculture, sciences, arts, architecture, and engineering as



Table 17

Preferred Professional Activities of Faculty by College Affiliation

Variable .Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising Agriculture 33 2624.0 79.52 17.88072 .0125*
Arts & Arch. 29 3665.5 126.40
Business 6 679.0 113.17
Education 27 2381.5 106.72
Engineering 32 3717.5 116.17
Nursing 15 2231.0 •148.73
Letters 22 2185.5 99.34
Sciences 50 5021.0 100.42

Research/Creative Agriculture 33 4350.0 131.94 36.25591 .0000*
Activity Arts &.Arch. 29 3551.0 122.45

Business 6 262.5 43.75
Education 27 2028.0 75.11
Engineering 32 . 3771.5 117.86
Nursing 15 919.5 61.30
Letters 22 1905.5 86.61
Sciences 50 6213.0 124.26

Writing/Scholarly Agriculture 33 4058.5 122.98 60.37663 .0000*
Presentations Arts Sc Arch. 29 1419.5 48.95

Business 6 456.5 76.08
Education 27 2596.0 96.15
Engineering 32 3126.0 97.69
Nursing 15 ,1072.5 71.50
Letters 22 3271.0 148.68
Sciences 50 7005.0 140.10
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Table 17 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Governance Agriculture 33 3163.0 95.85 25.61726 .0006*
Arts & Arch. 29 3701.5 127.64
Business 6 897.5 149.58
Education 27 3000.5 111.13
Engineering 3.2 2771.0 86.59
Nursing 15 2391.5 159.43
Letters 22 2514.5 114.30
Sciences 50 4565.5 91.31

Professional Agriculture 33 3807.0 115.36 25.27734 .0007*
Development Arts Sc Arch. 29 3171.5 109.36

Business 6 948.0 158.00
Education 27 3870.5 143.35
Engineering 32 3233.5 101.05
Nursing 15 1873.5 124.90
Letters 22 1930.0 87.73
Sciences 50 4171.0 83.42

Extension/Public Agriculture 33 3946.0 119.58 30.39383 .0001*
Service Arts & Arch. 29 2479.5 85.50

Business 6 979.5 163.25
Education 2 1 3876.0 143.56
Engineering 32 2892.5 90.39
Nursing 15 1760.5 117.37
Letters 22 2767.0 125.77
Sciences 50 4304.4 86.08
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Table 17 (continued)

Rank Means of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Siim the Ranks Value Significance

Paid Consulting Agriculture 33 3114.0 94.36 14.29507 .0462*
Arts Sc Arch. 29 3472.0 119.72
Business 6 582.0 97.00
Education 27 3163.0 117.15
Engineering 32 4301.0 134.41
Nursing 15 1510.0 100.67
Letters 22 2039.0 92.68
Sciences 50 4824.0 96.48

^Significant at the .05 level 114
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compared to the faculties of letters, education, nursing and business. 

However, the dissemination of scholarly works through writing and 

presentations was rated highest by the letters, sciences, and agri

culture faculties with moderately high ratings given .by the faculties 

in engineering and education and the lowest ratings by the arts and 

architecture, nursing, and business faculties.

The governance function drew higher ratings as a preferred 

activity by nursing, business, arts and architecture while the 

engineering, sciences, and agriculture faculty gave the lowest ratings 

for governance activities.

With the current emphasis on faculty development in higher edu

cation it is interesting to compare preferred involvement in profes

sional development activities by discipline. The faculties in busi

ness, education, nursing, and agriculture rated it highest compared 

to moderate ratings by the arts and architecture and engineering 

faculties, and the lowest ratings by the letters and science 

faculties.

The professional function of extension activities and public 

service drew the highest ratings by the business and education 

faculties, moderately high ratings by the letters, agriculture and 

nursing faculties, and the lowest ratings by the engineering, 

sciences, arts and architecture faculties. The mean of the ranks for
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the alternate off-campus function of paid consulting shows the nar

rowest range among all professional activity categories with the 

engineering faculty rating it highest. It should be noted that a 

number of the engineering faculty commented that "getting out in the 

field" through paid consulting opportunities is their form of con- . 

tinuous professional development. Slightly behind the engineering 

faculty in their rating of paid consulting as a preferred activity 

were the faculties in arts and architecture, education and nursing. 

The lowest ratings were given by the faculties in business, sciences, 

agriculture and letters.

Reported actual professional activities of faculty by college 

affiliation.

H 12. There are no significant differences by college 
affiliation in faculty ratings of actual professional activities 
performed.

.When grouped according to college affiliation, the level of 

significance shown in table 18 is less than .05 for ratings of actual 

effort on all variables except paid consulting. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis is rejected for the following variables: teaching/

advising, research/creative activity, writing/scholarly presen

tations, governance, professional development, and extension/public

service.



Table 18 C,

Reported Actual Professional Activities of Faculty 
by College Affiliation

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Teaching/Advising Agriculture 30 1904.5 63.48 23.9726 . .0012*
Arts & Arch. 27 3089.5 114.42
Business 6 650.0 108.33
Education 26 .2816.0 108.31
Engineering 27 3327.0 123.22
Nursing 13 1454.0 111.85
Letters 21 1557.5 74.17
Sciences 48 4902.0 102.13

Research/Creative Agriculture 30 4512.5 150.42 68.67586 .0000*
Activity Arts Sc Arch. 27 2752.0 101:93

Business 6 171.5 28.58
Education 26 1662.5 63.94
Engineering 27 2984.0 110.52
Nursing 13 397.5 30.58
Letters 21 1709.5 81.40
Sciences 48 5511.5 114.82

Writing/Scholarly Agriculture 30 3807.5 126.92 59.77127 .0000*
Presentations Arts Sc Arch. 27 1649.0 61.07

Business 6 354.0 59.00
Education 26 1814.5 69.79
Engineering 27 2530.5 93.72
■Nursing 13 615.0 47.31
Letters 21 2719.0 129.48
Sciences 48 6211.5 129.41
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Table 18 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Rank

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

-Governance Agriculture 30 1928.5 64.28 31.81955 .0000*
Arts & Arch. 27 3032.0 112.30
Business 6 538.0 89.67
Education 26 3391.5 130.44
Engineering 27 2305.5 85.39
Nursing 13 1787.0 137.46
Letters 21 2466.5 117.45
Sciences 48 4252.0 88.58

Professional Agriculture 30 3234.0 107.80 25.90308 .0005*
Development Arts & Arch. 27 2580.5 . 95.57

Business 6 1015.0 169.17
Education 26 2532.0 97.38
Engineering 27 2436.5 90.24
Nursing 13 1916.0 147.38
Letters 21 2167.5 103.21
Sciences 48 3819.5 79.57

Extension/Public Agriculture 30 3520.0 117.33 31.49071 .0001*
Service Arts & Arch. 27 2015.5 74.65

Business 6 799.0 133.17
Education 26 3416.5 131.40
Engineering 27 2093.0 77.52
Nursing 13 1423.0 109.46
letters 21 2553.0 121.57
Sciences 48 3881.0 80.85
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Table 18 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
. Rank 
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
.Significance

Paid Consulting Agriculture 30 2566.0 85.53 10.17401 .1789
Arts & Arch, 27 3119.5 115.54
Business 6 537.0 . 89.50
Education 26 2857.0 109.88
Engineering 27 2947.5 109.17
Nursing 13 1183.5 91.04
Letters 21 2080.5 99.07
Sciences 48 4410.0 91.88

"'Significant at the .05 level
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Further analysis of the data reveals the highest ratings for 

actual effort devoted to teaching/advising are from faculty in the 

professional areas of engineering, arts and architecture, nursing, 

education and business. Faculty who gave lower ratings for actual 

effort devoted to teaching/advising activities were in agriculture, 

letters, and science. *

The, greatest range in the mean of the ranks for actual effort 

occurred for the variable, research/creative activity, with the 

highest rating given by the agriculture faculty followed by the 

faculties of science, engineering, arts and architecture, letters, 

and education. Business and nursing faculty ratings for research/ 

creative activity were at the low end of the continuum.

Ratings on the research dissemination variable., writing/ 

scholarly presentations, are characterized by a wide division 

according to college affiliation. Faculty in the letters, sciences, 

and agriculture rate actual effort to the variable highest while 

faculty in education, business, arts and architecture, and nursing 

are on the lower end of the continuum.

The extent of actual involvement in university governance 

activities as revealed by the mean of the ranks shows the faculty in 

nursing, education, letters, and arts and architecture reporting the 

greatest effort devoted to governance. In the middle of the con
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tinuum are the faculties in science, business, and engineering with 

agriculture reporting the least effort.devoted to governance among 

all the faculties.

Actual effort devoted to professional development as reflected 

by the mean of the ranks shows a much higher effort by the faculty in 

business and nursing in comparison to the agriculture, letters, 

education, arts and architecture, and engineering faculty which 

reported the next highest effort and the lowest effort reported by 

the faculty in science.

The final variable with a significant difference by college for 

actual effort was extension/public service. The faculty in business, 

education, and letters gave the highest ratings for actual effort de

voted to extension/public service activities. At the lowest end of 

the ratings for actual effort were the faculties in science, engi

neering, arts and architecture.

Faculty ratings by academic rank for perceived department head 

preferences of faculty, professional activities.

H 13. There are no significant differences by college 
affiliation in faculty ratings of perceived department head 
preferences for faculty professional activities.

Faculty ratings of perceived department head preferences 

for the seven categories of professional activities are presented in 

table 19. When partitioned by college affiliation, significant



Table 19

Faculty Ratings by College Affiliation for Perceived Department Head 
Preferences of Faculty Professional Activities

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Tea ching/Advising Agriculture 30 2199.0 73.30 39.04391 .0000*
Arts Se Arch. 27 3585.5 132.80
Business 6 760.0 126.67
Education 26 2841.0 109.27
Engineering 27 3630.0 134.44
Nursing 13 1365.0 105.00
Letters 21 1437.0 68.43
Sciences 48 3883.5 80.91

Research/Creative Agriculture 30 4335.5 144.52 . 60.97054 .0000*
Activity Arts & Arch. 27 2171.0 80.41

Business 6 148.5 24.75
Education 26 1648.0 63.38
Engineering 27 2637.0 97.67
Nursing 13 1060.0 81.54
Letters 21 1519.5 72.36
Sciences 48 6181.5 128.78

Writing/Scholarly Agriculture 30 3490.5 116.35 71.22861 .0000*
Presentations Arts Sc Arch. 27 1015.0 37.59

Business 6 453.0 75.50
Education 26 2280.0 87.69
Engineering 27 1928.5 71.43
Nursing 13 1199.0 92.23
Letters 21 3054.0 145.43
Sciences 48 6281.0 130.85
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Table 19 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Bank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Governance Agriculture 30 1884.0 62.80 49.62093 .0000*
Arts & Arch. 27 3499.0 129.59
Business 6 895.5 149.25
Education 26 3206.5 123.33
Engineering 27 1898.0 70.30
Nursing 13 1798.0 138.31
Letters 21 2557.0 121.76
Sciences 48 3963.0 82.56

Professional Agriculture 30 2607.0 86.90 17.26852 .0157*
Development Arts & Arch. 27 2896.5 107.28

Business 6 955.5 159.25
Education 26 3267.0 125.65
Engineering 27 2520.0 93.33
Nursing 13 1323.0 101.77
Letters 21 1994.5 94.98
Sciences 48 4137.5 86.20

Extension/Public Agriculture 30 3360.0 112.00 27.17981 .0003*
Service Arts & Arch. 27 2583.5 95.69

Business 6 919.5 153.25
Education 26 3307.5 127.21
Engineering 27 2231.5 82.65
Nursing 13 1517.0 116.69
Letters 21 2197.5 104.64
Sciences 48 3584.5 74.68



Table 19 (continued)

Rank Mean of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum . the Ranks Value Significance

Paid Consulting Agriculture 30 2628.5 87.62 9.27104 .2338
Arts & Arch. 27 3066.5 113.57
Business 6 636.0 106.00
Education 26 2968.0 114.15
Engineering 27 2706.0 100.22
Eursing 13 1311.5 100.88
Letters 21 1778.5 84.69
Sciences 48 4606.0 95.96

''Significant at the . 05 level 124
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differences were found on all variables with the exception of the 

variable, paid consulting; thus, the null hypothesis was rejected for 

the following variables: teaching/advising, research/creative

activity, writing/scholarly presentations, governance, professional 

development, and extension/public service.

Examination of the mean of the .ranks illustrates the nature of 

the differences according to college affiliation. Faculty in the 

professional areas of engineering, arts and architecture, business, 

education, and nursing gave higher ratings to perceived department 

head preferences for teaching/advising activities within their depart

ment than did the remainder of the respondents. The lowest ratings 

for teaching/advising were given by the faculty in agriculture, 

letters, and science.

A wide range in the mean of the ranks is noted bn the dimension, 

research/creative activity, with faculty in business at the low 

extreme and faculty in agriculture and science at the high end of the 

continuum.

The faculty perception of department head preferences for the 

dissemination function, scholarly writing and presentation's, shows 

wide variation among the college faculty. The faculty in letters, 

science, and agriculture apparently perceive the most importance 

placed on scholarly writing and presentations by their department
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heads while faculty in arts and architecture report the lowest per

ceived department head preference for the function.

The faculty in business, nursing, arts and architecture, educa

tion, and letters reportedly perceive the greatest importance placed 

on university governance activities by their department head compared 

to lower ratings by faculty in science, engineering, and agriculture.

Faculty in business, education, arts and architecture, nursing 

and engineering perceive greater importance placed on professional 

development by their department heads in contrast to the faculties in 

letters, agriculture and science.

The mean of the ranks reveal greater perceived department head 

preference for extension/public service activities by the faculty in 

business, education, nursing, and agriculture while less importance 

is perceived by the faculties, in arts and architecture, engineering 

and science.

Faculty preferences by college affiliation for institutional 

incentives/rewards.

H 14. There are no significant differences by college 
affiliation in the faculty ratings of preferred institutional 
incentives/rewards for professional activities.

When grouped by college affiliation, significant differences

were found on nine of the fourteen institutional incentives/rewards

as displayed in table 20. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected



Table 20

Faculty PreFerenees by College Affiliation for Institutional
Incentives/Rewards

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Sabbatical Leave Agriculture 33 3166.6 95.95 34.10089 .0000*
Arts & Arch. 29 4109.5 141.71
Business 6 385.5 64.25
Education 27 2854.0 105.70
Engineering 32 2963.5 92.61
Nursing 15 1372.0 91.47
Letters 22 3480.5 158.20
Sciences 50 4673.5 93.47

Promotion Agriculture 33 3587.0 108.70 14.29644 .0462*
Arts & Arch. 29 3320.5 114.50
Business 6 869.0 144.83
Education 27 3373.5 124.94
Engineering 32 3977.5 124.30
Nursing 15 1384.0 92.27
Letters 22 2114.5 96.11
Science's 50 4379.0 87.58

Tenure Agriculture 33 3019.0 91.48 8.58340 .2840
Arts Sc Arch. 29 2975.5 102.60
Business 6 697.5 116.25
Education 27 3214.5 119.06
Engineering 32 3062.5 95.70
Nursing 15 1636.0 109.07
Letters 22 2901.0 131.86
Sciences 50 5499.0 109.98
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Table 20 (continued)

Rank Mean of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Two-Week Leave Agriculture 33 3374.0 102.24 22.22472 .0023*
for Professional Arts & Arch. 29 3323.5 114.60
Development Business 6 709.5 118.25

Education 27 3819.0 141.44
Engineering 32 2849.0 89.03
Nursing ■ 15 2083.0 138.87
letters 22 1950.0 88.64
Sciences 50 4897.0 97.94

Merit Salary Agriculture 33 3990.0 120.91 16.96544 .0176*
Increase Arts & Arch. 29 3129.0 107.90

Business 6 632.0 105.33
Education 27 1849.5 68.50
Engineering 32 3834.5 119.83
Nursing 15 1287.0 85.80
Letters 22 2473.0 112.41
Sciences 50 5810.0 116.20

Innovative Agriculture 33 3554.0 107.70 14.39038 .0447*
Teaching Arts Se Arch. 29 3146.0 108.48
Project Business 6 495.0 82.50
Grant Education 27 3385.0 125.37

Engineering 32 2851.0 89.09
Nursing 15 2102.5 140.17
Letters 22 2543.0 115.59
Sciences 50 4928.5 98.57
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Table 20 (continued)

Rank Mean of H Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks Value Significance

Instructional Agriculture 33 2243.5 67.98 22.86861 .0018*
Load Reduction Arts & Arch. .29 3173.0 109.41

Business 6 467.5 77.92
Education 27 3486.5 129.13
Engineering 32 4039.5 126.23
Nursing 15 1889.0 125.93
Letters 22 2381.0 108.23
Sciences 50 5325.0 106.50

Travel Funds Agriculture 33 3307.0 100.21 3.37292 .8485
Arts & Arch. 29 3396.5 117.12
Business 6 797.0 132.83
Education 2-7 2904.0 107.56
Engineering 32 3473.0 108.53
Nursing 15 1381.0 92.07
Letters 22 2267.5 103.07
Sciences 50 5479.0 109.58

Formal Acknow- Agriculture 33 3735.5 113.20 7.87796 .3435
lodgement of Arts & Arch. 29 3173.0 109.41
Achievement Business 6 513.5 85.58

Education 27 3433.0 127.15
Engineering 32 3304.5 103.27
Nursing 15 1762.5 117.50
Letters 22 2249.0 .102.23
Sciences 50 4834.0 96,68
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Table 20 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Institutional Agriculture 33 3789.5 114.83 13.65221 .0577
Recognition Arts & Arch. 29 . 2783.0 95.97

Business 6 491.5 81.92
Education 27 3505.0 129.81
Engineering 32 3032.5 94.77
Nursing 15 1987.5 132.50
Letters 22 2232.0 101.45
Sciences 50. 5184.0 103.68

Compliment Agriculture 33 3558.0 107.82 15.67619 .0282*
Arts & Arch. 29 2429.0 83.78
Business 6 382.0 63.67
Education 27 3193.5 118.28
Engineering 32 3404.0 106.38
Nursing 15 2183.0 145.53
Letters . 22 2206.0 100.27
Sciences 50 5649.0 112.98

Monetary Award Agriculture 33 3892.5 117.95 7.37335 .3911
Arts & Arch. 29 3003.0 103.55
Business 6 826.0 137.67
Education 27 3305.5 122.43
Engineering 32 3434.0 107.31
Nursing 15 1291.5 86.10
Letters 22 2269.0 103.14
Sciences 50 4983.0 99.66
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Table 20 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

level of 
Significance

University Agriculture 33 4334.5 131.35 23.16574 .0016*
Purchased Arts & Arch. 29 2433.0 83.90
Reference Business 6 351.5 58.58
Materials Education 27 2314.5 85.72

Engineering 32 3712.5 116.02
Nursing 15 1531.5 102.10
Letters .22 2069.5 94.07
Sciences 50 6258.0 125.16

Assistance with Agriculture 33 4387.0 132.94 24:69716 .0009*
Professional Arts & Arch. 29 2049.5 70.67
Activities Business 6 562.0 93.67

Education 27 2808.0 104.00
Engineering 32 3411.5 106.61
Nursing 15 1595.0 106.33
letters 22 1881.5 85.52
Sciences 50 6310.5 126.21

■^Significant at the .05 level
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for the following variables: sabbatical leave, promotion-in-rank,

two-week leave for professional development, instructional load 

reduction, merit salary increase, innovative teaching .project mini

grant, informal compliments, university purchased reference materials 

and assistance with professional activities.

The preference of faculty for sabbatical leave as ah institu

tional reinforcer shows much divergence when examined according to 

college affiliation. The faculty in the letters and arts and archi

tecture disciplines gave much higher ratings to sabbatical leave than 

did any of the other respondents. The business faculty rated sab

batical leave the lowest of all faculty. In contrast, the more 

limited opportunity for a two-week leave for professional development 

was rated highest by the faculty in education and nursing while it 

was given the lowest marks by the faculty in engineering and the 

letters disciplines.

Promotion in rank was given the highest ratings by the business 

faculty in contrast to moderately high ratings by the engineering, 

education, arts and architecture faculty and the lowest ratings by 

faculty in nursing and the science.

The ratings for merit salary increase showed little divergence 

by the faculty except for the comparatively low rankings, by the 

faculty in education and nursing.
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The mean of the ranks shows that the highest ratings for instruc 

tional load reduction as an institutional incentive/reward were given 

by the faculty in education, engineering, and nursing while the 

lowest ratings were given by the faculty in business and agriculture.

The opportunity for an institutional innovative teaching project 

grant, an option at MSU which did not exist at the time of the survey 

drew the highest ratings by the nursing, education, and letters 

faculty. The lowest ratings were given by the faculty in business, 

engineering and the sciences.

Informal compliments for professional activities was given the 

highest ratings by the nursing faculty in contrast to moderately high 

ratings by the education arid science faculty and low ratings by the 

business faculty.

University purchased reference materials were most important to 

the faculty in agriculture, science, and engineering and least 

important to the faculty in business.

Assistance with professional activities such as secretarial/ 

clerical help or student assistance was rated the highest by the 

agriculture and science faculty and the lowest by the arts and archi

tecture faculty.
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HqIS. There are no significant differences by college 
affiliation in department head ratings or preferred faculty 
professional activities.

The data displayed in table 21 reveals no significant differ

ences in the ratings Dy department heads when partitioned by college 

affiliation for preferred faculty professional activities; hence, the 

null hypothesis is retained.

Attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads for faculty 

activities.

H 16. There are no significant differences by college 
affiliation in department head ratings of attempted reinfdrcers 
utilized for faculty professional activities.

Table .22 shows that monetary awards is the only attempted rein- 

forcer reportedly utilized by department heads which shows a signifi

cant difference when department heads are partitioned by college 

affiliation. Therefore, the null hypothesis is retained with the one 

exception of monetary awards.

The highest ratings for monetary awards as an attempted 

reinforcer were given by the department heads in business, arts and 

architecture, education, and letters while the lowest ratings were 

given by department heads in engineering and science.

Department head preferences for faculty professional activities



Table 21

Department Head Preferences for Faculty Professional Activities

Variable
Rank

Group -Frequency Sum
Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Tea ching/Advising Agriculture 4 33.5 8.38 7.56053 .3729
Arts Se Arch. 4 49.0 • 12.25 '
Business I 13.0 13.00
Education* 3 40.5 13.50
Engineering 4 68.0 17.00
Nursing 3 71.0 23.67
Letters 4 48.5 12.13
Sciences 4 54.5 13.63

Research/Creative Agriculture 4 73.5 18.38 8.94377 .2567
Activity Arts & Arch. 4 65.0 16.38

Business I 1.0 1.00
Education 3 34.0 11.33
Engineering 4 68.5 17.13
Nursing 3 19.0 6.33
Letters 4 50.0 12.50
Sciences - 4 67.0 16.75

Writing/Scholarly Agriculture 4 62.5 15.63 7.61174 .3681
Presentations Arts Sc Arch. 4 39.0 9.75

Business I 2.0 2.00
Education 3 49.0 16.33
Engineering 4 51.0 12.75
Nursing 3 27.5. 9.17
Letters 4 72.5 18.13
Sciences 4 74.5 18.63
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Table 21 (continued)

Variable
Rank

Group Frequency Sum
Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Governance Agriculture 4 44.5 11.13 9.33566 .2294
Arts & Arch. 4 71.0 17.75
Business I 25.5 25.50
Education 3 34.5 11.50
Engineering 4 31.5 7.88
Nursing 3 59.5 19.83
Letters 4 66.5 16.63
Sciences 4 45.0 11.25

Professional Agriculture 4 74.0 . 18.50 9.34879 .2286
Development Arts & Arch. 4 64.0 16.00

Business I 26.5 26.50
Education 3 36.0 12.00
Engineering • 4 41.5 10.38
Nursing 3 16.0 5.33
Letters 4 67.5 16:88
Sciences 4 52.5 13.13

Extension/Public Agriculture 4 86.5 21.63 12.13297 .0963
Service Arts Sc Arch. 4 64.5 16.13

Business I 21.0 21.0
Education 3 52.5 17.50
Engineering 4 43.5 10.88
Nursing 3 41.5 13.83
letters 4 50.5 12.63
Sciences 4 28.0 4.50
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Table 21 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank 
Sum -

Mean of 
the Ranks

H
Value

Level of 
Significance

Paid Consulting Agriculture 4 46.5 11.63 8.94327 .2568
Arts Sc Arch. 4 56.0 14.00
Business I 26.0 26.00
Education 3 48.0 16.00
Engineering 4 51.0 12.75
Nursing 3 24.0 8.00
Letters 4 80.0 20.00
Sciences 4 46.5 11.63

■^Significant at the .05 level. 137



Table; 22

Attempted Reinforcers Utilized by Department Heads for Faculty Activities

Rank Mean of Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks H Value Significance

Sabbatical Agriculture 4 . 32.6 8.00 . 10.14201 .1807
Arts & Arch. . 4 83.0 20.75
■Business I 4.5 4.50
Education 3 28.0 9.33
Engineering 4 57.5 14.38
Nursing 3 38.0 12.67
Letters 4 51.0 12.75
Sciences 3 57.0 19.00

Promotion Agriculture 4 33.5 8.38 6.74503 .4559
Arts Sc Arch. 4 52.0 13.00
Business I 16.5 .16.50
Education 3 42.0 5.51
Engineering 4 81.0 20.25
Nursing 3 38.5 12.83
Sciences 3 27.0 9.00

Tenure Agriculture 4 54.5 13.63 3.85672 .7961
Arts & Arch. 4 63.0 15.75
Business I 5.0 5.00
Education 3 26.0 8.67
Engineering 4 50.5 12.63
Nursing 3 38.5 12.83
Letters 4 66.0 16.50
Sciences 3 47.5 15.83
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Table 22 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of 
the Ranks H Value

Level of 
Significance

Twoi-Week Leave Agriculture 4 44.5 11.13 5.52268 .5965
for Professional Arts & Arch. 4 69.0 17.25
Development Business I 8.5 8.50

Education 3 42.5 14.17 '
Engineering 4 44.5 11.13
Nursing 3 58.0 19.33
Letters 4 48.0 16.00
Sciences 3 36.0 12.00

Instructional Agriculture 4 55.5 13.88 5.19586 .6361
Load Reduction Arts & Arch. 4 38.0 9.50

Business I 15.0 15.00
Education 3 43.5 10.88
Engineering 4 39.0 9.75
Nursing 3 47.0 15.67
Letters 4 51.0 21.75
Sciences 3 62.0 20.67

Travel Funds Agriculture 4 87.0 21.75 7.56871 .3722 '
Arts S e Arch. 4 45.5 11.38
Business I 6.5 6.50
Education 3 38.5 12.83
Engineering 4 60.5 15.13
Nursing 3 31.0 10.33
Letters 4 49.6 12.25
Sciences 3 33.0 11.00
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Table 22 (continued)

Rank Mean of Level of
Variable Group Frequency Sum the Ranks H Value Significance

Merit Salary Agriculture 4 . 71.0 17.75 5.79056 .5644
Increase Arts S e Arch. 4 35.5 8.88

Business I 13.0 13.00
Education 3 31.0 10.33
Engineering 4 75.0 18.75
Nursing 3 32.0 • 10.67
Letters 4 52.0 13.00
Sciences 3 41.5 13.83

Innovative Agriculture 4 48.0 12.00 6.60407 .4712
Teaching Project Arts & Arch. 4 72.0 18.00
Grant Business I ' 9.0 9.00

Education 3 43.0 14.33
Engineering 4 48.00 12.00
Nursing 3 27.00 9.00
Letters 4 48.0 12.00
Sciences . 3 56.0 18.67

Formal Acknow- Agriculture 4 49.0 12.25 10.62387 .1559
ledgment of Arts & Arch. 4 81.0 20.25
Achievement Business I 7.0 7.00

Education 3 38.0 12.67
Engineering 4 38.5 9.63
Nursing . 3 42.0 14.00
Letters 4 74.5 18.63
Sciences 3 21.0 7.00
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Table 22 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank Mean of 
Sum the Ranks H Value

Level of 
Significance

Institutional Agriculture 4 33.5 8 .3 8 13.65929 .0576
Recognition Arts & Arch. 4 6 8 .0 17.00

Business I 15.5 15.50
Education 3 49.0 16.33
Engineering 4 33.5 8 .3 8
Nursing 3 65.5 21.83
Letters 4 6 8 .0 17.00
Sciences 3 18.0 6 . do

Compliment Agriculture 4 54.0 13.50 8 .28800 .3078
Arts & Arch. 4 59.0 14.75
Business I 11.5 11.50
Education 3 41.0 13.67
Engineering 4 40.5 10.13
Nursing 3 6 8 .0 22.67
Letters 4 57.5 14.38
Sciences 3 19.5 6.50

Monetary Award Agriculture 4 45.5 11.30 14.17200 .0482*
Arts S e Arch. 4 80.0 2 0 .0 0
Business I 2 6 .0 26.00
Education 3 51.5 17.17
Engineering 4 30.0 7.50
Nursing 3 31.0 10.33
Letters 4 64.5 16.13
Sciences 3 22.5 7.50
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Table 22 (continued)

Variable Group Frequency
Rank
Sum

Mean of Level of
the Ranks H Value Significance

University Pur- Agriculture 4 61.0 15.25 5.60880 .5861
chased Reference Arts & Arch. ■ 4 67.5 16.88
Materials Business I 13.5 13.50

Education 3 52.0 17.33
Engineering 4 30.0 7.50
Nursing 3 32.5 10.83
Letters 4 46.0 11.50
Sciences 3 48.5 16.17

Assistance with Agriculture 4 55.0 13.75 .39988 .9997
Professional Arts & Arch. 4 59.0 14.75
Activities Business I 12.5 12.50

Education 3 43.0 ■ 14.33
Engineering 4 49.0 12.25
Nursing 3 36.5 12.17
letters 4 54.0 13.50
Sciences 3 42.0 14.00

^'Significant at the .05 level.
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Discussion of the college affiliation analyses. College affili

ation was a consistently valuable variable in discriminating differ

ences among faculty in their orientation toward their professional 

activities and preferred incentives/rewards; however, it appears to 

have little value as a discriminating factor for academic department 

heads.

For the two major functions of higher education, teaching and 

research, the statistical analyses revealed a marked consistency in 

the professional activities orientation of faculty in the applied 

professional disciplines of nursing, education, and business as 

opposed to the paradigmatic disciplines of agriculture and science.

The nursing, education and business disciplines, tended to rate both 

the on-campus teaching/advising function and the off-campus trans

mission of knowledge and skills (extension/public service work) 

highest in contrast to the agriculture and science faculty who rated 

teaching/advising lowest among all faculty and the science faculty 

who rated extension/public service low in comparison to other faculty. 

On the other hand, there was a tendency for the applied professional 

disciplines to rate the research function the lowest of all faculty 

while science and agriculture rated the research and dissemination 

function highest. The education faculty was much more positive 

toward writing and scholarly presentations than the nursing and
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The engineering, arts and architecture faculty responded more 

like the applied professional disciplines of education, nursing, and 

business in regard to on-campus teaching/advising and more like the 

paradigmatic disciplines of agriculture and science in regard to 

research activities and extension/public service work. The faculty 

in the letters’ disciplines tended to respond similarly to the agri

culture and science faculty with the exception of extension/public 

service work which they rated much higher as both a preferred and 

actual activity. It is interesting to note, however, that the let

ters' faculty did not perceive extension/public service work to be 

a preferred departmental activity by their department heads.

On the governance dimension a similar schism appears to exist in 

the orientation between the applied professional disciplines of 

nursing, business, education and the paradigmatic disciplines of 

agriculture, sciences, and engineering with the former disciplines 

rating governance higher and the latter paradigmatic disciplines 

rating it lower. The arts, architecture, and letters' faculty also 

had a more positive orientation toward governance activities than did 

the agriculture, science and engineering faculties.

business faculty, however, nursing did perceive scholarly writing and

presentations to be a preferred departmental activity by their depart

ment heads.



While the agriculture and science faculty appear to hold some

what similar orientations toward the categories of professional 

activities, the agriculture faculty did have a more positive orien

tation toward professional development and extension/public service 

activities than did the faculty in the sciences.

Professional development was rated highest by business, edu

cation and nursing with the lowest ratings given consistently by the 

sciences: Although the letters' faculty gave moderate ratings for 

actual effort to professional development in relation to the other 

faculty, they rated it among the lowest as both a preferred activity 

and as a departmental activity they perceived their department heads 

to prefer.

The engineering faculty reflected the greatest importance placed 

on paid consulting as a preferred activity followed by the arts, and 

architecture, and education faculty. Again, it is important to note 

that a number of the engineering faculty stated their belief that 

paid consulting constitutes professional development in their field.

The statistical analyses of significant differences among faculty 

ratings for preferred incentives/rewards revealed little specific 

pattern in the responses by college. While there were significant 

differences in the response for nine of the fourteen items, apparently 

preferred incentives/rewards are idiosyncratic to the faculty within



146

a college and the current state of availability/deprivation for the 

particular incentive/reward.

From an examination of the mean of the ranks it does appear that 

the paradigmatic disciplines of agriculture, sciences, and engi

neering responded similarly on five items: sabbatical leave, merit

salary increase, institutional purchase of professional materials, 

assistance for professional activities, and informal compliments.

The faculty in letters and arts and architecture responded similarly 

on five items: sabbatical leave, merit salary increase, instruc

tional load reduction, institutional purchase of professional 

materials, and assistance with professional activities. Furthermore, 

the applied professions of education and nursing responded similarly 

to the items, two week leave for professional development, merit 

salary increase, instructional load reduction, assistance with pro

fessional activities, and informal compliments.

Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was used to determine if there was 

a significant relationship between (a) the discrepancies between 

ratings of faculty preferred institutional rewards/incentives and 

attempted reinforcers utilized by department heads for faculty per

formance and (b) the discrepancies between faculty ratings of actual
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and preferred effort devoted to each of the professional activity 

categories.

The dependent variable for each regression was the discrepancy 

score between the ratings of a faculty member's preferred and actual 

effort devoted to one of the seven categories of professional activi 

ties. The fourteen independent variables consisted of the faculty's 

rating for each of the fourteen institutional incentives/rewards 

identified on the instrument minus his/her department head's rating 

of utilization of the incentive/reward as an attempted reinforcer. 

The fourteen institutional incentive/reward discrepancy scores used 

as independent variables were:

1. Assistant in professional activities

2. Sabbatical leave

3. Promotion in rank

4. Tenure

5. Two-week leave for professional development

6. Instructional load reduction for a specific purpose

7. Travel funds for professional conferences

8. Merit salary increase

9. Innovative teaching project grant

10. Formal acknowledgment of achievement

11. Institutional recognition for outstanding performance
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12. Compliment on work progress

13. Monetary award for outstanding teaching, research, or 

service

14. University purchased references or professional materials.

Results of the overall F test are displayed at the bottom of

each of the follow tables.. The F value tests the probability that 

the Value of the observed multiple correlation occurred other than by 

chance alone. The R .square shows the percentage of variability in 

the dependent variable which can be accounted for by knowledge of all 

fourteen independent variables.

In addition each table lists the fourteen independent variables 

and the following statistics used in analyzing their separate contri

butions: the multiple R, R square, R square change (percentage of 

variability in the dependent variable accounted for by the inclusion 

of an independent variable), simple R (correlation with the dependent 

variable), B, calculated F, a notation if the F ratio was significant 

at the .05 level, the critical value of each F ratio, and the regres

sion constant. The individual F ratio tests the incremental contri

butions of each of the fourteen independent variables; and thus, 

whether the B differs significantly from zero.
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To obtain the critical value of each F ratio = 3.91, df was 

taken as 2, 166. To obtain the critical value of the overall F = 

1.74, df was taken as 14, 166.

Relationship between the fourteen independent variables and the 

teaching/advising discrepancy score.

H 17. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of actual and preferred 
effort devoted to teaching/advising and (b) the discrepancies 
between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and 
ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department 
heads.

The calculated F value in the overall test shown in table 23 is 

greater than 1.74; hence, the null hypothesis of no significant rela

tionship is rejected. The discrepancies between faculty ratings of 

preference for each of the fourteen incentives/rewards and department 

head ratings of utilization of each of the incentives/rewards as 

attempted.reinforcers relate significantly to the discrepancy between 

a faculty member's preferred and actual effort devoted to teaching/ 

advising. The R square shows that 15 percent of the variability in 

the discrepancy score between preferred and actual effort devoted.to 

teaching/advising can be accounted for by knowledge of the fourteen 

independent variables.



Table 23

Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Teaching/Advising Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R.

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F Signif 
at .05 
level

I .0233 .0005 .0005 -.0233 1.6348 5.9542 -k

2 .0237 .0006 .0000 -.0038 1.6041 5.9503 *
3 .2436 .0593 .0588 .2423 1.8387 7.8494 *
4 .2647 .0701 .0107 -.0445 1.5131 4.8085 *
5 .2901 .0842 .0141 .0670 1.8342 7.4956 *
6 .3067 .0941 .0099 -.1923 1.4568 5.1411 *
7 .3078 .0947 .0007 -.1087 1.5362 5.5468 *
8 .3096 .0959 .0011 .0455 1.6100 5.7028 *
9 .3282 .1077 .0118 .0891 1.9664 7.8108 *
10 .3282 .1077 .0000 .0047 1.6718 4 .5 9 8 3 *
11 .3285 .1079 .0002 .0233 1.3667 3.9511 *
12 .3356 .1127 .0047 .0198 1.7079 6 .6298 *
13 .3593 .1291 .0164 .1018 1.6416 6.4408 *
14 .3916 .1534 .0243 -.1646 1.4086 4.7599 *

Constant -3.208196

At .05 level, critical value of each.F ratio := 3.91.
At .05, level, critical value of overall F = I .74
Multiple R = .39162 R Square - .15337 S est = 6..07110

Calculated F = 2.1479*

150



151

The individual F ratios in table 23 show that each of the inde

pendent variables are making significant, unique contributions to the 

discrepancy between preferred and actual effort devoted to teaching/ 

advising; however the R square change shows that the percentage of 

variability accounted for by each independent variable is small. The 

sign of the simple R shown for each of the independent variables 

indicates the direction of the contributions. Thus, those indepen

dent variables with a minus sign have a negative contribution to the 

actual discrepancy between preferred and actual effort devoted to 

teaching/advising; the remaining independent variables have a posi

tive contribution to the actual discrepancy between preferred and 

actual effort devoted to teaching/advising.

Relationship between the fourteen independent variables and the 

research/creative activity discrepancy score.

H 18. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of actual and preferred 
effort devoted to research/creative activity and (b) the dis
crepancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/ 
rewards and ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by 
department heads.

The calculated E value for the overall test shown in table 24 is 

greater than the critical value of F and, thus, leads to the rejection 

of the null hypothesis. The discrepancies between faculty ratings of 

preference for each of the fourteen incentives/rewards and department 

head ratings of utilization of each of the incentives/rewards as



Table 24

, Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Research/Creative Activity Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F Signif. 
at .05 
level

I .0912 .0083 .0083 -i0912 - .99315 3.8869
2 .0938 .0088 .0005 .0253 - .89371 3.2670
3 .2368 .0561 .0473 -.1988 -1.1145 5.1007 *
4 .2430 .0590 .0030 - .0 8 1 3 - .99883 3.7061
5 .2513 .0631 .0041 -.0282 -1.0012 3.9501 *
6 .2665 .0710 .0079 .1917 -.83117 2.9599
7 .2665 .0710 .0000 .0328 - .95458 3.7881
8 .3792 .1438 .0728 .2112 - .82057 2.6201
9 .3905 .1525 .0087 -.0902 -1.2676 5.7402 *
10 .3934 .. 1548 .0022 -.0377 - .88096 2.2584
11 .3937 .1550 .0003 -.1188 - .88860 2.9541
12 .3967 .1574 .0024 -.1379 -1.0814 4.7011 *
13 .4238 .1796 .0222 -.1324 -1.0847 4.9502 *

' 14 .4417 .1951 .0155 .0613 - .86701 3.1898
Constant 2.470565

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio = 3.91.
At .05 level, critical value of overall F = 1.74.
Multiple R = .44168 R Square = .19508 S est = 4.56494

Calculated F = 2.8737*
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attempted reinforcers relate significantly to the discrepancy between 

a faculty member's preferred and actual effort devoted to research 

and other creative activities. Twenty percent of the variability in 

the discrepancy scores between preferred and actual effort devoted to 

research/creative activity is accounted for by knowledge of the inde

pendent variables.

The individual F ratios show that the following five independent 

variables are making significant, unique negative contributions to 

the discrepancy between preferred and actual effort devoted to 

research/creative activity: promotion in rank discrepancy, two-week

leave for professional development discrepancy, innovative teaching 

project mini-grant discrepancy, informal compliment discrepancy, and 

monetary award discrepancy.

Relationship between the fourteen independent variables and the 

writing/scholarly presentation discrepancy score.

H 19. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 
effort devoted to writing and presenting scholarly works and 
(b) the discrepancies between ratings of faculty preferred 
incentives/rewards and ratings of the attempted reinforcers 
utilized by department heads.

The calculated F value for the overall test shown in table 25 is 

less than the critical value of F thus, the null hypothesis is 

retained.



Table 25

Relationship Between, the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Writing/Scholarly Presentation Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F

I .0284 .0008 .0008 .0284 -.54884 1.0871
2 .0526 .0028 .0020 .0432 -.53340 1.0657
3 .1546 .0239 .0211 -.1510 -.61845 1.4383
4 . .1828 .0334 .0095 .0582 -.46970 .7505
5 .2077 .0431 .0097 -.0647 -.65368 1.5420
6 .2327 .0541 .0110 .1604 -.44344 .7715
7 .2328 .0542 .0000 .0582 - .5 3 6 3 2 1.0950
8 .2442 .0596 .0055 -.1343 -.57408 1.1744
.9 .2443 .0597 .0000 .0285 -.53701 .9435
10 .2465 .0608 .0011 .0477 -.42288 .4765
11 .2465 .0608 .0000 .0053 -.53497 .9805
12 .2493 .0622 .0014 .0641 -.45450 .7604
13 .2680 .0718 .0096 -.1169 -.59207 1.3507
14 .2760 .0762 .0044 .1189 -.44988 .7865

Constant 1.922526

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio = 3.91.
At .05 level, critical value of overall F = 1.74.
Multiple R = .27601 R Square = .07618 S est = 4.77031

Calculated F = .9778

Signif. 
at .05 
level
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Hq20. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 
effort devoted to governance activities and (b) the discrepancies 
between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and 
ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department 
heads.

Relationship between the fourteen indpendent variables and the

governance discrepancy score. .

The calculated F value for the overall test shown in table 26 is 

less than the critical value of F ; hence, the null hypothesis is 

retained.

■Relationship between the fourteen Independent variables and the 

professional development discrepancy score.

H 21. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 
effort devoted to professional development activities and (b) 
the discrepancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/ 
rewards and ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by 
department heads.

The calculated F value in the overall test shown in table 27 is 

greater than 1.74; thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. The dis

crepancies between faculty ratings of preference for each of the 

fourteen incentives/rewards and department head ratings of utiliza

tion of each of the incentives/rewafds as attempted reinforcers 

relate significantly to the discrepancy between a faculty member's 

preferred and actual effort devoted to professional development. 

Fifteen percent of the variability in the professional development



Table 26

Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Governance Discrepancy Score

Multiple R R-Square Simple B F Sighif. 
independent R Square Change R at .05 
Variable level

I .0927 .0086 .0086 . 0927 .60312 1.1503
2 .0928 .0086 .0000 -.0065 .62319 1.2744
3 .1248 .0156 .0070 .0657 .61390 1.2416

. 4 .1352 .0183 .0027 .0505 .64190 1.2279
5 .1390 .0193 .0010 .0201 .56595 1.0126
6 .2295 .0527 .0334 -.2068 .40902 .5750
7 .2330 .0543 .0016 -.0416 .59828 1.1938
8 .2725 . .0742 .0199 -.0943 .55196 .9511
9 .2796 .0782 .0039 -.0430 .58558 .9828
10 .2941 .0865 .0083 -.0218 .33985 .2696
11 .2997 . 0898 .0034 .1511 .89971 2.4296
12 .3024 .0914 .0016 .0986 .59129 1.1275
13 .3024 .0914 .0000 ,0919 .67202 1.5244
14 .3168 .1004 .0089 .0753 .69605 , 1.6493

Constant -3.294130

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio = 3.91.
At .05 level, critical value of overall F = 1.74.
Multiple R = .31684 R Square = .10039 S est = 5.09660

Calculated F = 1.3231

156



Table 27

Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Professional Development Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F Signif. 
at .05 
levpl

I '.0453 .0021 .0021 .0453 -1.0014 9.9455 *
2 .1051 .0111 .0090 -.0965 -1.0582 11.5263 *
3 .1118 .0125 .0014 .0364 - .98717 10.0705 •k
4 .1906 .0363 .0238 .1478 - .97837 8.9482 *
5 .2218 .0492 .0129 -.1076 -1.1109 12.2379 *
6 .2329 .0542 .0050 .0242 - .95055 9.7419 *
7 .2698 .0728 .0185 .1726 - .87839 8.0717 k
8 .2698 .0728 .0000 -.0542 -1.0505 10.8054 k
9 .2715 .0737 .0009 -.0165 - .99091 8 .8 2 7 8 k
10 .2833 .0802 .0066 -.0924 -1.3382 13.1140 *
11 .2968 .0881 .0078 .0258 - .77944 5.7198 *
12 .2983 .0890 .0009 .0170 -1.0317 10.7670 k
13 .2983 .0890 .0000 -.1156 - .99491 10.4809 *
14 .3818 . 1458 .0568 -.0644 -1.0166 11.0354 k

Constant 1.810872

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio ■= 3.91
At .05 level, critical value of overall F = 1.74
Multiple R .= .38183 R Square = .14579 S est = 2.87765

Calculated F = 2.0237*
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discrepancy score can be accounted for by knowledge of the indepen

dent variables.

The individual F ratios show that each of the independent vari

ables are making significant, unique.contributions to the discrepancy 

between preferred and actual effort devoted to professional develop

ment; although the percentage of variability accounted for by each 

independent variable is small.

Relationship between the fourteen independent variables and the

extension/public service discrepancy score.

H 22. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 
effort devoted to extension/public service and (b) the dis
crepancies between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/ 
rewards and ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by 
department heads.

The calculated F value for the overall test shown in table 28 is 

less than the critical value of F; hence the null hypothesis is

retained.



Table 28

Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Extension/Public ,Service Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F

I .1009 .0102 .0102 . -.1009 .32876 .9517
2 .1039 .0108 .0006 .0285 .33150 1.0043
3 .1039 .0108 .0000 .0194 .38879 1.3869
4 .1081 .0117 .0009 -.0095 .36667 1.1159
5 .1192 .0142 .0025 .0471 .42617 1.5992
6 . 1664 .0277 .0135 .0987 .39915 1.5252
7 .1669 .0278 .0001 -.0312 .29852 .8277
8 .1717 .0295 .0016 -.0245 .33986 1.0043
9 .1760 .0310 .0015 .0401 .37407 1.1170
10 . 1801 .0324 .0015 .0410 .58306 2.2104
11 .2486 .0618 .0294 -.1641 -3.83213 .0123
12 .2546 .0648 .0030 -.0479 .42006 1.5848
13 .2612 .0682 .0034 .0487 .37635 1.3316
14 .2717 .0738 .0056 -.0063 .32569 1.0057

Constant -.4016288

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio ;= 3 .9 1 .
At .05 level, critical value of overall F =  I.74.
Hultiple R = .27172 R Square = .07383 S est = 3.05392

Calculated F = .9453

Signif. 
at .05 
level
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H 23. There is no significant relationship between (a) 
the discrepancy between faculty ratings of preferred and actual 
effort devoted to paid consulting and (b) the discrepancies 
between ratings of faculty preferred incentives/rewards and 
ratings of the attempted reinforcers utilized by department 
heads.

The calculated F value for the overall test shown in table 29 is 

less than the critical value of F, thus leading to the retention of 

the null hypothesis.

Discussion of the multiple regression analyses. Significant 

relationships were found between the fourteen incentive/reward 

discrepancy scores and the aggregate of the actual discrepancy scores 

between a faculty member's preferred and actual effort devoted to the 

three professional activity categories: teaching/advising, research/

creative activity, and professional development; however, the per

centage of the variability accounted for by each of the significant 

independent variables was small. Table 30 summarizes the significant 

positive or negative contributions of the independent variables to 

the actual discrepancy between preferred and actual effort devoted to 

the professional activity categories.

Relationship between the fourteen independent variables and the

paid consulting discrepancy score,



Table 29

Relationship Between the Fourteen Independent Variables and the
Paid Consulting Discrepancy Score

Independent
Variable

Multiple
R

R
Square

R-Square
Change

Simple
R

B F Signif. 
at .05 
level

I .0697 .0049 .0049 .0697 -4.60348 . 0664
2 .0842 .0071 . 0022 -.0497 -8.90186 .2577
3 .2007 .0403 .0332 -.1875 - .11907 .4629
4 .2170 .0471 .0068 -.1303 -8.04193 .1910
5 .2232 .0498 .0027 .0768 -5.24296 .0861
6 .2336 .0546 .0048 .1307 -4.35815 .0647
7 .2339 .0547 .0001 .0304 -7.20961 .1718 .
8 .2342 .0548 .0001 -.0073 -7.34500 .1669
9 .2468 .0609 .0060 -.0600 - .12811 .4662
10 .2680 .0718 .0109 .1161 2.34498 .0127
11 .2681 .0719 .0001 .0429 -2.96860 .0262
12 .2951 .0871 .0152 -.0742 - .14392 . 6620 •
13 .3224 .. 1039 .0168 .1493 -3.17047 .0336
14 .3254 .1059 .0019 -.0032 - .10327 .3598

Constant ,68486

At .05 level, critical value of each F ratio- = 3.91.
At .05 level, critical value of overall F = 1.74.
Multiple R - .32535 R Square = .10585 S est = 1.61895

Calculated F = 1.4037
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Table 30

Contributions of the Independent Variables to the Actual Discrepancy Between 
Ratings of Preferred and Actual Effort Devoted to 
Each of the Professional Activity Categories

Independent Teaching/ Research/ Writing/ Governance Prdfes./ Ext./ Paid
Variable ..Advising Creativity Present. Discrepancy Develop. Service Consult.

Discrep. Discrep. Discrep, Discrep. Discrep. Discrep.

I - +
2 - - -

3 + - +
4 +
5 + - -

6 - +
7 - +
8 + -
9 +
10 + -
11 ■+ +
12 + - +
13 + - -
14 - -

162



163

Summary

From a population of 332 faculty with instructional assign

ment and thirty academic department heads, 214 faculty and twenty- 

seven department heads returned usable questionnaires, thus producing 

the data base for this study.

Four measures were developed to examine the role orientations of 

faculty members and their department heads: (I) the faculty's pre

ferred professional activities, (2) the faculty's reported actual 

professional activities performed, (3) perceived department head 

preferences for faculty activities, and (4) the department head's 

preference for professional activities of his/her departmental 

faculty. Two measures were developed for studying the institutional 

incentive structure: (I.) the faculty's preferred incentives/rewards

and (2) the incentives/rewards utilized by the department head as 

attempted institutional reinforcers.

Significant differences were found between faculty ratings of 

preferred versus actual effort devoted to all categories of profes

sional activities with the exception of extension/public service 

work. Thus, the null hypothesis for six of the seven professional 

activity categories was rejected. Faculty reportedly would prefer to 

devote significantly more effort to research and other creative
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activities, writing and scholarly presentations, professional develop 

ment, and paid consulting than they currently do. However, they 

reportedly devote more actual effort to teaching/advising and govern

ance activities than they would prefer.

There were significant differences between faculty ratings of 

actual effort compared to the importance they perceived their depart

ment head to place on all categories of professional activities 

except paid consulting. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

for all activity categories except paid consulting. For the cate

gories, teaching/advising; governance; and extension/public service, 

faculty reportedly devote significantly greater effort than they 

perceived their department head to prefer as a departmental activity. 

In contrast, the faculty reportedly devote significantly less effort 

to research/creative activities, writing/scholarly presentations, and 

professional development than what they perceive their department 

head to prefer.

Faculty perceived their department heads to place significantly 

less importance on professional development, extension/public service 

and paid consulting and greater importance on governance activities 

than their preferred effort. Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected 

for the items: governance, professional development, extension/

public service, and paid consulting.
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No significant differences were found between the faculty ratings 

for preferred activities and the ratings by department heads for 

importance as departmental professional activities; hence, the null 

hypothesis was retained.

Department heads placed significantly greater importance on five 

Of the seven categories of activities as departmental activities than 

the actual effort reported by faculty. Thus, the null hypothesis of 

no significant differences was rejected for teaching/advising, 

research/creative activity, writing/scholarly presentations, govern

ance, and professional development.

College affiliation was found to be a consistently discrimi

nating variable in examining differences in the attitudes and activi

ties of faculty, although academic rank exhibited little utility as a 

discriminating variable.

Significant relationships were found between incentive/reward 

discrepancies and the difference between a faculty member's preferred 

and actual effort devoted to teaching/advising, research/creative 

activity, and professional development.



Chapter V.

SUMMARY, .CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At a time when higher education is caught in an economic squeeze 

resulting not ohly in a shrinking financial base but also a restric

tion in the flow of new faculty talent, academic excellence and the 

continuing production of scientific knowledge are critical concerns. 

As noted in a Carnegie Council report (1980:117),

A downward drift in quality, balance, integrity, dynamism, 
diversity, private initiative, research capability is not 
only possible— it is quite likely. But it is not required 
by external events. It is a matter of choice and not just 
fate. The emphasis should be on "managing for excellence."

While the literature suggests that employee behavior in organi

zations is recognized as a function of the interaction between the 

individual and the environment, relatively little research has 

been directed over the years to higher education faculty performance 

factors. Recent studies, however, are beginning to emphasize the 

need for greater attention to the university’s incentive structure as 

an influence on faculty behavior.

The problem of this study was four-fold:

(I.) to determine if a significant difference exists between 

faculty ratings of preferred or actual professional activities per

formed, and department head reported preferences for faculty profes

sional activities.
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(2) to determine if a significant difference exists between 

faculty ratings of preferred or actual professional activities per

formed and their perception of department head preferences for faculty 

professional activities.

(3) to determine if a significant difference exists, between the 

ratings by faculty of preferred institutional incentives/rewards for 

professional activities and the ratings by department heads of 

attempted reinforcers utilized for faculty performance.

(4) to determine if a significant relationship exists between 

(a) the discrepancies between faculty ratings of preferred and 

reported actual activities and (b) the discrepancies between ratings 

of faculty preferred institutional incentives/rewards and attempted 

reinforcers utilized by department heads for faculty performance.

In addition, the extent of diversity among faculty based on 

academic rank and cpllege affiliation was examined.

TO make the determinations, it Was necessary to gain an under

standing of the role orientations of faculty members and their depart

ment heads as well as the incentive structure (attempted reinforcers) 

in operation at the institution.

A valid and reliable self-report instrument was developed and 

distributed to a population of full-time faculty and academic depart

ment heads employed at Montana State University during winter quarter, 

1979. The instrument was designed to measure the professional role
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orientations of faculty members and their department heads as well as 

the institutional incentive structure and preferences. Twenty-three 

statistical hypotheses, stated in the null form, were tested at the 

.05 level of significance. The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks 

test, the Hann Whitney U test, the Kruskal Wallis one-way analysis of 

variance, and multiple regression analysis were used to analyze the 

data.

The remainder of this chapter will be divided into three sec- 

tions. The first section will consist of a summary of the findings 

for (a) each of the seven professional activity categories, (b) the 

institutional incentives/rewards, (c) the influence of academic rank, 

(d) the influence of college affiliation, (e) the relationships 

between incentive/reward discrepancies and role discrepancies, (f) 

the relationship among the seven activity categories, and (g) faculty 

effort directed to the institutional missions. The final two sec

tions will consist of (I) conclusions and discussion and (2) recom

mendations.

Summary of Findings

Fourteen specific professional activities of higher education 

faculty were identified for the data collection; however, the activi

ties were delimited to the. following seven major categories for the 

statistical analysis: (I) teaching and advising; (2) research and

other creative activity; (3) writing for publication and presenting
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scholarly works; (4) governance; (5) professional development;

(6) extension activities, continuing education, and unpaid public 

service; and (7) paid consulting.

Professional Activity Categories

Teaching/Advising: While teaching and advising undergraduate

and graduate students was ranked by faculty in all colleges as the 

professional activity most preferred and to which the greatest effort 

is actually devoted, significant differences were observed between 

paired ratings of the four role orientation measures. Faculty re

ported devoting significantly greater effort to teaching/advising 

than (I) they would prefer, (2) they perceive their department heads 

to prefer, and (3) department heads reported preferring (tables 4, 5, 

7, 8, and 11).

There were significant differences among faculty ratings of 

preferred effort, actual effort, and perceived department head pre

ferences for teaching/advising when partitioned by college affiliation 

(tables 17, 18, and 19). The mean ratings by college show the faculty 

in nursing and arts and architecture with somewhat higher ratings and 

the faculty in agriculture with somewhat lower ratings than the other 

faculty for preferred effort to teaching/advising. Most faculty gave 

high ratings to actual effort devoted to teaching/advising with the
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lowest ratings given by the faculty in letters and agriculture (tables 

4 and 5).

The college affiliation analysis revealed no significant differ

ences among department head ratings of preferred faculty effort de

voted to teaching/advising (table 21).

Research/creatiye activity: Although research and other crea

tive work was ranked second by the total faculty for both preferred 

and actual effort, significant differences were revealed in the 

paired ratings analysis. Faculty reported devoting significantly 

less actual effort to research/creative activity than (I) they would 

prefer, (2) they perceive their department head to prefer, and (3) 

department heads reported preferring (tables 7, 8, and 11).

Significant differences were also observed among faculty ratings 

by college for preferred, actual, and perceived department head pre

ference for faculty effort devoted to research/creative activity 

(tables 17, 18, and 19). The highest mean ratings for research/ 

creative activity were given by the faculties in agriculture, science, 

engineering, arts and architecture with moderate ratings given by the 

letters and education faculty and the lowest ratings by the nursing 

and business faculty. The agriculture faculty gave a higher mean 

rating to actual effort devoted to research than their mean rating 

for preferred effort. The faculty in engineering, science, arts and
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architecture gave moderately high ratings compared to moderately low 

ratings by the letters and education faculty and low ratings by.the 

faculty in business and nursing for actual effort devoted to research/ 

creative activity (tables 4 and 5).

The ratings of perceived department head preferences for 

research/creative activity resulted in a significant difference when 

analyzed by academic rank with professors reporting the highest 

ratings for perceived department head preference (table 15).

Writing/scholarly presentations: The dissemination of research

findings and field studies through writing for publication and presen

tation of scholarly works was ranked third as a preferred activity by 

the total group, however it was ranked fourth among the seven activity 

categories for actual effort by faculty. Faculty members reported 

devoting significantly less actual effort to writing and presenting 

scholarly works than (I) they would prefer, (2) they perceive their 

department heads to prefer, and (3) department heads reported pre

ferring (tables 7, 8, and 11).

There was a systematic tendency for actual effort devoted to 

writing and presenting scholarly works to increase as academic rank 

increased, however, there were no other analyses of paired ratings in 

which academic rank produced significant differences for the dissemi

nation of scholarly works (tables 13, 14 and 15).
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Response to the writing/scholarly presentations role revealed 

significant differences for preferred, actual, and perceived depart

ment head preferences when partitioned by college affiliation (tables 

17, 18 and 19). For each of the three measures, the letters, science, 

and agriculture faculty rated the dissemination of scholarly works 

highest in relation to the ratings by faculty in the other disci

plines (tables 4 and 5). While the engineering faculty gave a moder

ate rating for preferred and actual effort in relation to other 

disciplines, they apparently perceive less pressure from their depart

ment heads to write and present scholarly works. On the other hand, 

the nursing faculty gave lower ratings to actual and preferred effort 

devoted to dissemination of scholarly Works but perceived it to be 

considered an important faculty activity by their department heads.

Governance: Although the governance category was ranked sixth

as a preferred activity by the faculty, it was ranked third in terms 

of actual effort reported by the faculty. The mean number of points 

allocated to governance as an actual activity was slightly more than 

twice as large as the mean number of points allocated to governance 

as a preferred activity. Faculty reported devoting significantly 

greater actual effort to the governance role than they would prefer 

and than they perceive their department heads to prefer (tables 7 and 

8). However, their department heads reported significantly greater
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preference for faculty effort devoted to governance than the faculty's 

reported actual effort (table 11). The faculty also perceive their 

department heads to prefer greater faculty effort devoted to govern

ance activities than their preferred contribution (table 9).

Significant differences were observed among faculty ratings by 

college for preferred, actual, and perceived department head prefer

ence for faculty effort devoted to governance activities (tables 17, 

18, and 19). No consistent pattern appears in the way college facul

ties reported allocating their actual and preferred effort to govern

ance activities. The governance activities function drew highest 

ratings as a preferred activity by faculty in nursing, business, arts 

and architecture while the engineering, science, and agriculture 

faculty gave the lowest ratings. For actual involvement in gover

nance activities, the higher ratings were given by faculty in nursing, 

education, letters, arts and architecture while the agriculture 

faculty gave the lowest rating (tables 4 and 5).

Professional development: Involvement in professional develop

ment was ranked fourth by the faculty as a preferred activity and 

sixth in terms of actual allocation of effort, however, there were 

significant differences in the paired ratings analyses. Faculty 

reported significantly less actual effort allocated to professional 

development than (I) they would prefer, (2) they perceive their de

partment heads to prefer, and (3) department heads reported actually
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preferring (tables- 7, 8, and 11). Furthermore, faculty reported 

preferring to devote,significantly greater effort to professional 

development than they believe their department head would like them 

to do (table 9). ■

Significant differences by college were observed in faculty 

ratings of preferred effort, actual effort, and perceived department 

head preference for professional deyelopment activities (tables 17,

18 and 19). The faculties in business, education, nursing, and 

agriculture gave the highest ratings to preferred professional 

development effort compared to the lowest ratings by the letters and. 

science faculties. Business and nursing also gave the highest rating 

to actual effort devoted to professional development while the mean 

ratings of the faculty in other units were quite consistent.

Extension/public service; Involvement in off-campus extension, 

continuing education, and public service activities was ranked fifth 

in priority as both a preferred and actual professional role. It was 

the single activity among the seven which revealed no significant 

differences between ratings of preferred and actual faculty effort 

(table 7)'. - However, the faculty gave ratings to extension/public 

service as a preferred and actual activity which were significantly 

higher than their ratings of perceived department head priority to 

extension/public service (tables 8 and 9).
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There were significant differences among the ratings for pre

ferred effort when analyzed by both academic rank and college affili

ation (tables 13 and 17). In addition, significant differences were 

revealed in ratings of the actual effort and perceived department 

head preference, when partitioned by college (tables 18 and 19). The 

highest mean ratings for both preferred and actual effort devoted to 

extension/public service were given by faculty in business and educa

tion; however the ratings suggest that the business faculty would 

prefer to devote slightly more effort to extension than they cur

rently do while education faculty members would prefer to devote 

slightly less than their current effort to extension. The mean 

ratings for faculty in science, engineering, arts and architecture 

place them on the low end of the continuum for both preferred and 

actual effort devoted to extension/public service in comparison to 

other faculty (tables 4 and 5).

Faculty at the instructor rank would prefer to devote signifi

cantly greater effort to extension/public service activities than 

would faculty at other rainks (table 13).

Paid consulting: Paid consulting was ranked seventh among the

seven categories of professional activities by the total faculty as 

both a preferred and actual activity, however, there were variations 

by college (tables 4, 5 and 7).
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The faculty reported preferring to devote significantly greater 

effort to paid consulting than they actually do and than they per

ceive their department heads to prefer (tables 7 and 9). A signifi

cant difference also occurred for preferred effort when analyzed by 

college affiliation (table 17). While the faculties in nursing, 

business, science, agriculture, and letters responded similarly with 

lower ratings, the faculty in engineering, arts, architecture, and 

education gave the highest ratings to paid consulting as a preferred 

professional activity (tables 4 and 5). In both oral and written 

comments many of the engineering faculty identified paid consulting 

as an important professional development activity for their field.

Institutional Incentives/Rewards

Two significant differences were observed between the ratings of 

faculty preferences for institutional incentives/rewards and depart

ment head ratings of the institutional incentives/rewards utilized as 

attempted reinforcers. Department heads reported utilizing promotion 

and tenure as attempted reinforcers to a greater extent than faculty 

reportedly prefer (table 12).

When the fourteen incentives/rewards were analyzed by academic 

rank, not even promotion in rank produced a significant difference 

(table 16). However, since some full professors assigned points to 

promotion and commented that promotion had been an important
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incentive/reward for them, the ratings for promotion may, in the case 

of full professors, be more accurate in reflecting past importance 

rather than current importance.

Table 20 shows that the ratings for the following nine 

incentives/rewards produced significant differences when analyzed by 

college affiliation: sabbatical leave, two-week leave for profes

sional development, merit salary increase, promotion, instructional 

load reduction, assistance with professional activities, university 

purchased reference or professional materials, innovative teaching 

project grants, and compliments. ■ In general, the faculty in educa

tion and nursing tended to respond similarly with ratings showing 

higher preference for the two-week leave, instructional load reduc

tion, and innovative teaching project mini-grant; and moderate pre

ference for assistance with professional activities. Education, 

engineering,. and business also revealed greater priority for pro

motion as an incentive than did the other faculties. The faculty in 

letters and arts and architecture responded similarly with higher 

ratings for sabbatical leave; moderate ratings for instructional load 

reduction and innovative teaching project grant; and lower ratings 

for assistance with professional activities and university purchased 

reference materials. The agriculture and science disciplines responded 

similarly with high ratings for merit salary increase, university
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purchased reference materials and assistance with professional activi 

ties and moderate ratings for sabbatical leave, two-week leave for 

professional development, and innovative teaching project grants.

Influence of academic rank: Results of the statistical analyses

to examine the influence of academic rank revealed little value for 

rank as a discriminating variable in understanding faculty differ

ences. Only three significant findings were observed. There was a 

systematic tendency for faculty to report devoting greater actual 

effort to writing and presenting scholarly works as academic rank 

increased (table .14). There was a significant difference among 

ratings for perceived department head preference for research/ 

creative activity with full professors perceiving it as a more highly 

preferred faculty activity by department heads than did the faculty 

at lower ranks (.table 15). A significant difference was also 

observed in the response of faculty to extension/public service as a 

preferred activity. Instructors reported a much stronger preference 

for extension/public service activities than did the remainder of the 

faculty (table 13).

Influence of college affiliation. Analysis of the faculty 

ratings by college affiliation produced twenty-eight significant 

differences. There were significant differences in faculty ratings 

by college for all seven categories of preferred activities and for
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all Categories of actual and perceived department head preferences 

with the one exception of paid consulting. Responses for nine of the 

fourteen incentive/reward preferences produced significant differ

ences when analyzed by college affiliation (tables..17, 18, 19, and 

20 ) .

Analysis of the department head ratings by college affiliation 

failed to produce any significant differences (tables 21 and 22).

Relationship between incentive/reward discrepancies and role

discrepancies: While significant differences were found between the

incentive/reward discrepancies and the preferred and actual effort
2devoted to three roles, the R was small and, thus, was of little 

practical value in increasing understanding of the relationship 

(tables 23 through 29).

Relationship among the academic role components: The mean

ratings shown in tables 7, 8, and 9 reveal teaching/advising con

sistently ranked by the faculty as the most important professional 

function followed by research and creative activity. Paid consulting 

was ranked lowest in priority by the faculty as a total group.

Writing and the presentation of scholarly works; governance; pro

fessional development; extension, continuing education, and public 

service produced variations in rankings according to the measure 

used: preferred effort, actual effort, or perceived department head
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preference. A summary of the relationship among the seven profes

sional activities is depicted in figure I.

Faculty Effort Directed to the
Institutional Missions .

By further combining the seven categories of activities, a pic

ture of the relative preference for and actual effort by faculty 

toward the three primary institutional missions can be seen. Table 31 

depicts the mean ratings for the three faculty orientation measures 

assigned to (I) teaching, (2) research (including the dissemination 

function of writing and presenting scholarly works), and (3) service 

([a] internal, consisting of institutional governance activities and 

[b] external,.consisting of off-campus extension, continuing educa

tion and public service as well as paid consulting). Note: Because

attention to professional development is receiving increasing atten

tion as a critical element in effective utilization of human resour

ces, it has been maintained as a separate function.
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Preferred

Actual

Perceived Dept.
Head Preference

A = Teaching/Advising 
B = Research/Creative Activity 
C = Writing/Scholarly Presentations 
D = Governance
E = Professional Development 
F = Extension/Public Service 
G = Paid Consulting

Figure I

Summary of Mean Ratings for Preferred, Actual, and 
Perceived Department Head Preference for each 

of the Seven Professional Activities
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Table 31

Mean Ratings of Faculty Toward the Primary Institutional 
Missions and Professional Development

Mean Faculty Rating for:
Mission Preferred

Effort
Actual
Effort

Perceived Dept. 
Head Preference

Teaching 20.7013 24.0043 20.8024

Research 17.0100 12.4899 17.8231

Service, External 4.9495 4.2222 2.8434

Service, Internal 2 .8 2 3 2 6.1666 5.1515

Professional
Development 4.5000 3.1060 3.3993
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The constraints of the research design restricted faculty from 

allocating more than twenty points to any one item in order to force 

out secondary activities and reinforcers. Thus, it is impossible to 

interpret the allocation of points as a representation of the per

centage of available effort or preferred effort. .Furthermore, because 

the number of activity items included in each category subtotal 

differs, the number of total points available for each category are 

unequal. However, since respondents were directed to consider twenty 

points as maximum effort or importance, it may be assumed that the 

allocation of 40 percent of the available points, to a category repre

sents a high priority effort.

Using an allocation of 40 percent of the available points as an 

indictation of high priority toward an academic role component, a 

comparison of the preferred and actual priority assigned to each role 

component is depicted in table 32.



Table 32

A Comparison of the Preferred and Actual Priority Assigned by 
Faculty to Teaching, Research, Service, and 

Professional Development

Preferred Effort: Actual Effort:
Role
Component

Possible
Points

Points
Allocated

Per
cent

Priority Points
Allocated

Per
cent

Priority

Teaching. 50 20.7 41.5 High 24.0 48.0 High

Research 50 17.0 34.0 High 12.5 25.0 Mod.
High

Service, 40 2.8 7.0 Low 6.2 15.5 Mod.
Internal

Service, 50 4.9 9.4 Low 4.2 8.4 Low
External

Professional
Development

40 4.5 11.3 Mod.
Low

3.1 7.8 Low
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Conclusions and Discussion

Teaching/Advising

Although the faculty in all colleges would prefer a slight re

duction in their teaching/advising load, the fact remains that faculty 

at Montana State University share with their counterparts throughout 

the nation, a basic commitment to and preference for the teaching 

rolb, The findings of the preference for and actual effort devoted 

to teaching are consistent with those of Parsons and Platt (1968), 

the Carnegie Commission (1972), the Maryland Council for High Educa

tion (1974), and other studies of the relative distribution of time 

to teaching.

Research/Creative Activities/Dissemination of Scholarly Works

The desire by faculty in all disciplines except agriculture to 

devote greater effort to research, creative activity, and the dis

semination of scholarly Works reflects the increasing institutional 

emphasis on the research and dissemination mission. The desire to 

increase effort devoted to research is consistent with the findings 

by Parsons and Platt (1968) and Campbell and Newell (1973).

Governance

Faculty in six of the eight college categories indicated a 

desire to reduce their current involvement in governance activities
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by one-third to two-thirds, a finding generally consistent with that 

of Parsons and Platt (1968).

Extension/Public Service

The general consistency in low faculty ratings of preferred and 

actual effort directed to extension/public service are apparent indi

cations of a general lack of commitment and attention to public ser

vice at both the institutional and faculty level. However, since 

only faculty included in academic departmental budgets were surveyed, 

the study may have been biased against the service function. Perhaps 

at a land Grant institution with specialists and field staff specifi

cally designated with an extension assignment, the resident faculty 

perceive little individual responsibility for performing the exten

sion, continuing education and public service function.

Paid Consulting

Although paid consulting by higher education faculty has been a 

controversial issue over the years, the extent of actual and preferred 

consulting activities reported by the Montana State University faculty 

appears to be small and, thus, does not suggest it detracts from 

faculty productivity in other roles.

Furthermore, the opportunity to engage in paid consulting may be 

an important and critical factor in holding faculty at Montana State 

University when (a) nationally salaries at comparable institutions
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exceed MSU's by some 10 to 15 .percent (Montana State University,

1978) and (b) the market value for professionals in many disciplines 

is substantially higher outside academia.

Relationship among the Seven Activity Categories

Although faculty would prefer to continue devoting more time to 

teaching than the other roles, the preferred and actual priority 

assigned by faculty to each of the role components indicates (I) a 

preference for a better balance between teaching and research effort 

and (2) increased opportunities for professional development and 

public service, particularly paid consulting. In order to devote 

increased effort to research, professional development and public 

service, the faculty apparently desire a slight reduction in the 

amount of effort expended to teaching and a reduction of approxi

mately half their actual effort devoted to governance.

Role Conflict

The discrepancy between preferred and actual effort devoted to 

research/creative activity and the desire for an instructional load 

reduction are indicators of the role conflict experienced among the 

college faculties. Faculty in all colleges except agriculture appar

ently experience considerable role conflict as they attempt to respond 

to the prevailing norms for research and dissemination efforts while 

remaining tied to heavy teaching responsibilities.
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This conclusion is consistent with the findings from Parson's 

and Platt's (1968) pilot study of the academic role.in medium differ

entiated institutions and is based on an adaptation of their institu

tional differentiation concept as it effects faculty performance. 

Applying the institutional differentiation concept to colleges and 

departments within an institution, it could be assumed that although 

an institution may have a. prevailing value system in terms of faculty 

roles and an institutional incentive structure, the colleges (and 

even departments) within the institution exist as sub-systems more or 

less differentiated internally with their own value system, interests 

and functions separate from other units. However, the stability of 

the subsystem and, thus, the degree to which the faculty is buffered 

from institutional and environmental pressures will be evidenced by 

the degree of compatability between actual and preferred professional 

roles of faculty as well as a degree of compatability between faculty 

preferred institutional incentives/rewards and the incentive structure 

in operation.

Continuing with Parson's and Platt's hypothesis, it could be 

assumed that colleges and/or departments which are in the process of 

changing or adapting to the institutional value system (characterized 

by the values of the "top" decision makers) will not have developed 

the integrative mechanism to create a stable environment for the
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faculty, thus being characterized by inconsistent demands and expec

tations and resulting potentially in dissatisfaction and friction 

among the faculty. On the other hand, colleges and/or departments 

which have achieved relatively stable faculty conditions and which 

are closely aligned with the institutional value systems will mani

fest more compatibility between actual and preferred faculty roles.

Influence.of Academic Rank

The use of academic rank as a discriminating variable is appar

ently of little value in explaining differences in the attitudes, 

values, and behavior of higher education faculty toward their aca

demic role.

While faculty at the instructor rank have apparently been social 

ized to the prevailing academic role norms within the discipline, 

their preference for extension/public service activities may reflect 

low expectancy for institutional incentives/rewards and, thus, a * 

desire for alternative incentives/rewards from the external community 

which may be seen as more readily available to them.

Influence of College Affiliation

College affiliation appears to be an important discriminating 

variable in explaining differences in the attitudes, values, and 

behavior of higher education faculty toward their academic role. A
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graphic summary of the influence of college affiliation on the pre

ferred and reported actual faculty behavior is depicted in figures 2 

and 3. In general, there was a tendency for the applied professional 

non-paradigmatic disciplines of nursing, education, and business to 

respond somewhat similarly. Likewise, the paradigmatic disciplines 

of agriculture and science revealed a similarity in response pattern 

as did the artistic disciplines of letters, arts and architecture.

The engineering faculty, representing both a paradigmatic and applied 

discipline, fluctuated between a response pattern for research and 

governance which was more similar to science and agriculture and a 

response pattern for teaching which was more similar to the other 

applied professions.

These findings lend general support to Biglan1s (1973) three- 

dimensional typology of academic discipline differences, however, the 

life systems dimension of his model was not examined in this study. 

Furthermore, they are generally consistent with findings from 

Morstain1s and Smart's (1976) study of the academic orientations of 

faculty in which they used Holland's vocational and personality 

choice model. The general grouping of response patterns fit Holland's 

categorization of artistic (letters, arts and architecture), social 

(nursing and education), conventional (business finance), investi

gative (science), and realistic (agriculture and engineering) although
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^■Agriculture 
AArts & Architecture 
A  Business 
A  Education
#  Engineering
# Nursing 
S Letters
# Science

A = Teaching/Advising 
B = Research/Creative Activity 
C = Writing/Scholarly Presentations 
D = Governance
E = Professional Development 
F = Extension/Public Service 
G = Paid Consulting

Figure 2

Summary of Mean Faculty Ratings by College 
for Preferred Effort



192

AAgriculture 
AArts & Architecture 
ABusiness 
AEducation 
# Engineering
• Nursing 
S Letters
• Science

A = Teaching/Advising 
B = Research/Creative Activity 
C = Writing/Scholarly Presentations 
D = Governance
E = Professional Development 
F = Extension/Public Service 
G = Paid Consulting

Figure 3

Summary of Mean Faculty Ratings by College 
for Actual Effort
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the ratings by faculty in science and agriculture exhibited more 

similarity than did the ratings by faculty in agriculture and engi

neering.

No significant differences occurred among department head ratings 

when analyzed by college affiliation suggesting that institutional 

norms supersede discipline norms when a faculty member assumes a 

department head role.

Incentive/Rewards

While, faculty indicate a preference for a diversity of institu

tional! incentives/rewards, department heads report significantly 

greater use of promotion and tenure as attempted reinforcers than 

faculty reportedly prefer, thus, it appears that department heads may 

be depending too heavily on promotion and tenure as attempted rein

forcers at a time when over one-third of the faculty have already 

attained the rank of full professor.

Changes in the assignment of effort to the role components might 

also be utilized in attempting to reinforce desirable faculty per

formance. For example, it appears that reducing committee assign

ments and/or teaching load might function for many faculty as a 

negative reinforcet for increased research and dissemination behavior. 

Greater opportunities for professional development might also be
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utilized for a large proportion of the faculty as a positive rein- 

forcer to increase desired distribution of effort among the role 

components.

Recommendations

The findings and conclusions from this study suggest a number of 

recommendations which are presented for several levels: the state

policy making level,the institutional level, the college and depart

ment level, and the faculty member level. In addition, recommenda

tions are presented for further research.

For State Policy Makers

Policy decisions made at the state (and federal) level obviously 

have far-reaching implications for both the short-range and long- 

range well-being of higher education in the state. The consequences 

of those decisions, including funding decisions may mean: (I) the

survival, (2) stability, and/or (3) excellence of the institution. 

There is a need for state policy makers and the public to decide 

which level of support they are willing to provide for higher edu

cation in Montana (or any state). To that end, the development of a 

computer system, model could be Useful in attempting to project alter

natives to the "what if" questions and, thus, attempt to lessen the 

uncertainties of longrrange planning.
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Dnless careful attention is directed to organizational struc

tures and the internal work environment, the pressures of the external 

environment may retard creative scientific advancement and faculty 

development due to excessive commitment to stability.

For the Institution

A computer simulation model at the institutional level could 

also be a useful tool in helping to examine alternatives for more 

effective utilization and revitalization of the faculty. An important 

aspect of the modeling process would be the determination, and expli

cation of the assumptions underlying the model, assignment of value 

to the various faculty activities in order,to assess their overall 

worth to the institution, and the arrangement of contingencies for 

faculty.

Whether a model for testing policy decisions results or not, 

there is need for greater definition of the value of the various 

faculty role components and their relationship to the institutional 

missions. Furthermore, if teaching, research, and service are all 

deemed important missions of the institution, (I) the incentive 

structure needs to be contingent to all three missions and (2) the 

concept of faculty development might need to be broadened to include 

development within all professional role components.
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At a time when public confidence in higher education has wavered 

and state funding levels are inadequate to maintain even the status 

quo, there appears to be a need for greater attention to the institu

tion's public service mission. Allocation of some of the faculty 

effort currently expended to internal service could be redirected to 

external service. However, in encouraging additional faculty effort 

toward public service, attention must be given by administrators to 

communicating to the faculty the institutional commitment to exten

sion, continuing education, and unpaid public service. Furthermore, 

the institutional commitment to the external service component must 

not only be verbalized but it must be expressed explicitly in the 

incentive/reward structure of the institution.

Considerable interest has been expressed by the faculty for a 

variety of professional development opportunities. However, profes

sional development programs and opportunities cost money and, if they 

are going to survive through the financially strained years, atten

tion needs to be given to the establishment of criteria and the 

collection of data to reflect overall worth of the institution's 

professional development programs.

For Colleges and Department

The faculty evidence considerable diversity by discipline. 

Assuming that diversity is important to universities and society,



there is need for recognition and protection of the inherent diver

sity within the faculty.

Colleges and departments heed to search for ways to reduce 

teaching loads and.routine committee work in order to facilitate the 

application of faculty effort to other role components. Although 

governance and committee work are necessary and crucial to institu

tional renewal efforts, the extent of effort currently devoted to 

governance activities reduces the opportunity for greater faculty 

productivity in other roles and may contribute to faculty dissatis

faction.

If department heads are going to provide effective leadership 

for their departments, there is apparently a need for communicating 

more clearly their expectations for the faculty. And, although there 

may be some difference between faculty reported preferences for 

incentive/rewards and those which actually function as effective 

reinforcers, department heads need to explore with the faculty the 

conditions and variety of incentives/rewards which facilitate produc

tivity and effectiveness.

For Faculty Members

Faculty do not have accurate perceptions of the value department 

heads place on the various professional activities. Neither have 

they apparently communicated to their department head, the diversity
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of incentives/rewards and conditions which are important to them.

The faculty need to assume some of the responsibility for bridging 

the communications gap with their department heads.

JFor further Reseach

This study focused on the academic role orientations and 

incentive/reward preferences of faculty within those departments in 

which the department head had not changed during the previous year. 

However, faculty in departments with new department heads should also 

be studied in an attempt to increase understanding of the department 

head's influence on faculty performance during periods of uncertainty 

or adjustments to new leadership norms. Questions which might be 

explored include: (I) Is the accuracy of the faculty's perception of

department head attitudes related to the department head's longevity?

(2) What norms does a faculty member operate under when there are 

changes in the formal department leadership?

This study considered the importance faculty say they attach to 

institutional incentives/rewards. Further exploration of (I) their 

perception of the contingency relationship between faculty performance 

and receipt of rewards and (2) their concept of the ideal contingency 

relationship between performance and receipt of institutional rewards 

would also be useful.
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Self-report data was used for this study. Observation and the 

analysis of written documents such as faculty activity reports and 

promotion records are alternative strategies which should be examined 

in accessing the actual.effort expended and the operational incentive 

structure.

In order to gain a better understanding of faculty attitudes, 

values, and behaviors, research should be directed to the signifi

cance of the following variables:

(1) amount and source of departmental budgets including research 

funds as a variable influencing faculty preferred and actual role 

discrepancies,

(2) years of employment at an institution as an indication of.an 

institution's faculty socialization process,

(3) part-time, adjunct, and visiting professor status compared 

to regular continuing faculty,

(4) amount of time devoted to and source of. paid consulting 

activities,

(5) the cosmopolitan compared to local orientation of faculty

(6) unionization and collective bargaining compared to absence 

of collectivization,

(7) institutional type based on the Carnegie Commission typology 

(Smart, 1978).



Higher education management in the critical years ahead requires 

attention to institutional policies and practices which affect faculty 

performance. Increasing the research base devoted to faculty behavior 

should be an important first step in responding to personnel policy
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issues.
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
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INSTRUCTIONS; The following list describes general faculty professional activities. 
Potential university rewards for performance of those activities are listed on page 3.

You have 50 points to distribute among the response options for each list. Please 
read each response option carefully and consider its importance. Distribute the points 
to each of the response options according to tHe priority or value you attach to paoh 
and according to the following requirements;

a, All 50 points must be used In each column.

b, £ maximum of twenty (20) points is allowed for any one response.

c. It is not necessary for every response option to be given points. Put a 
zero (0) on the line if you do not wish to assign a value to it,

d. After you have completed your rating, total the points to make sure you have 
used exactly 50 points.

Please follow the instructions exactly. Remember the potential resources (time 
and financial) are limited; therefore, it is essential to establish priorities.

FACULTY PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES; Of the following faculty professional activities,
please rate tho list according to the above instructions for each of the following;

Column Is Rate your preference for performing each activity.
Column H s  Rate each activity according to the effort you actually devote to it.
Column III: Rate each activity according to your perception of the value or Impor

tance placed on it by your department head as a departmental faculty 
activity. ___

PREFERRED ACTUAL PERCEIVED 
DEPT. HEAD

• preference
a. Teaching undergraduate and/or graduate courses ________ _ _ _ _ _  '

b. Advising undergraduate and/or graduate students ______ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _

c. Supervising student research, including serving on _______ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _
masters and/or doctoral committees

d. Conducting basic research, applied research (in- . _ _ _ _ _  ■
eluding instructional research),.and/or other
creative activity

e. Seeking and securing research support (i.e. identi- _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _
Tying grant opportunities, preparing and submitting
grant applications)

f. Writing for professional publication (i.e. articles, _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _
books, bulletins, eto.)

g. Serving on university-wide committees (i.e. goveiv . ______ _ _ _ _ _
nance, program review, curriculum, personnel selec
tion, etc.)

h. Serving on departmental committees (i.e. governance, . _ _ _ _ _
program review, curriculum, personnel selection, eto.)

I. Attending professional conferences, workshops

j. Presenting papers at professional meetings

k. Serving in leadership roles in professional associa
tions (i.e, hold office, serve on executive boards, 
edit journals, etc.)'

l . Participating in off-caijipua University extension/ 
continuing education activities

. m, Performing public or community service (non-paid 
consultant) ‘

n. Serving as a paid consultant (goverment, business, 
etc.)

PLEASE TOTAL THE POINTS ALLOCATED. THE TOTAL FOR' EACH
COLUMN MUST EQUAL 50.

(50 point (50 point (50 point 
total) total) totql)
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I1RgEliRED UEWAiIDS FOlt FACULTY ACTIVITIES: Of the following potential rewards for
faculty activities, please rate the Importance of each to you according to the 
previous procedure. Assume that each potential reward is contingent upon above 
average faculty performance and that there are means available for measuring perfor
mance,

a . Sabbatical leave _________

b. Promotion in rank

c. Tenure

d. Two-Voek leave with pay for professional development

e. Instructional load reduction for specific purpose (i.e. writing, 
unfunded research, etc,)

f. Travel funds for professional conferences

g. Merit salaiy increase (above cost-of-living increase)

h. Innovative teaching project mini-grant (given on competitive 
basis)

I. Foimal acknowledgement of achievement (plaque, news media 
publicity)

j, Recognition in faculty meetings, house organ (newsletter) for 
outstanding 'performance

k, Compliment on work progress (infonnal verbal or note)

l , Monetary award for outstanding teaching, research, or service

m, University purchased reference or professional materials (includ
ing research equipment)

n, Assistance in professional activities (i.e. work study aide, 
graduate assistant, etc,)

FLBASE TOTAL THE FOIMTS ALLOCATED. THE TOTAL MUST EQUAL j>0. _______
(50 point 
total)

Please list ary additional professional activities which were not included but are • 
important to you.

r

Please list ary additional institutional rewards or incentives which were not in
cluded but are important to you.

THAKK YOU FC-R YOUR COOPERATION IK RETURNING THE COMPLETED qUSGTIONN-URE IF THE ENCLOSED, 
ADDRESSED ENVELOPE TOi Jove Brown Kohl

c/o 250 Reid Hall 
Campus
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I!'3TRUCTIOF3: The followirg list describes general faculty professional activities.
Potential university rewards for performance of those activities are listed on page 3.

You have 50 points to distribute among the response options for each list. Please 
road each response option carefully and consider its importance. Distribute the points 
to each of the response options according to the priority or value you attach to each 
and according to the following requirements* . ^ <

a. AU. 55 points must Ga uaad in each column.
b. A maximum a£ twenty (20) points ig, allowed for any one response.

o. It is not necessary for every response option to be given points. Put a 
zero (0) on the line if you do not wish to assign a value to it.

d. After you have completed your rating, total the points to make sure you have 
used exactly jjO points.

Please follow the instructions exactly. Remember the potential resources (time 
and financial) are limited; therefore, it is essential to establish priorities.

PREFERRED FACULTY PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES* Of the follow!r% professional' activities, 
please rate, according to the instructions given above, your preference for the perv 
formanoe of each activity by members of your department,

a. Teaching undergraduate and/or graduate courses ______

b. Advising undergraduates and/or graduate students _______

c. Supervising student research, including serving on masters and/or _______
doctoral committees

d, Conducting basic research, applied research (including instruc
tional), and/or other creative activity

e, Seeking and securing research support (i.e, identifying grant . 
opportunities, preparing and submitting grant applications)

f , Writing for professional publication (i.e, articles, books, bulletins, 
etc.)

g, Serving on university-wide committees (i.e. governance, program review, 
curriculum, personnel selection, etc,)

h, Serving on departmental committees (I.e. governance, program review, 
curriculum, personnel selection, etc.)

i. Attending professional conferences, workshops

j. Presenting papers at professional meetings

k. Servlrig in leadership roles in professional associations (i.e, hold 
office, serve on executive boards, edit journals, etc.)

l . Participating in off-campus University extension/oontinuing education 
activities

m, Performing public or community service (non-paid consultant)

n. Serving as a paid consultant (government, buaineaa, etc,)

PLEASE TOTAL THE P O i m  ALLOCATED. HJfi TOTAL MUST EQUAL 52,
(50 point 

total)
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REWARDS UTILIZED FOU FACULTY ACTIVITIES: Of tiio following potential rewards for
faculty activities, please rate, according to the previous procedure, your use of each 
reward in attempting to reinforce faculty performance. Assume that each potential 
reward is continent upon above average faculty performance and that .there are means 
available for measuring performance. Respond according to your attempt to influence 
those rewards which are not under your control.

a. Sabbatical leave

b. Promotion in rank

c. Tenure

d. Two-week leave- with pay for professional development

e. Instructional load reduction for specific purpose (i'.e. writing, 
unfunded research, etc.)

f. Travel funds for professional conferences

g. Merit salary increase (above cost-of-living increase)

h. Innovative teaching project mini-grant (given on competitive 
basis)

i. Formal acknowledgement of achievement (plaque, news media 
publicity)

J . Recognition in faculty meetings, house organ (newsletter) for 
outstanding performance

k. Compliment on work progress (informal verbal or note)

l . Monetary award for outstanding teaching, research, or service

m. University purchased reference or professional materials (in
cluding research equipment)

n. Assistance in professional activities (i.e. work stucty aide, 
graduate.assistant, etc.)

PLEASE TOTAL THE POINTS ALLOCATED. THE TOTAL MUST EQUAL 50. _______
(50 point 
total)

Please list any additional professional activities which were not included but are ' 
important to you as faculty professional activities within your department.

List any additional rewards or incentives which were not included but which you utilize 
in attempting to reinforce faculty performance. - •

THANK YCU FOR YOUR COOPER TION IN RETURNING THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IT: THE ENCLOSED, 
ADDRESSED ENVELOPE TO: Jove Brown Kohl

c/o 250 Reid Hall 
Campus
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MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59717

Dear Faculty:

In recognition of the importance of faculty development during an 
era of scarce resources. President Tietz created a committee during 
the 1977-78 academic year to review faculty development at Montana 
State University.

Faculty development continues to be a major concern this year. In 
an attempt to gather data for developing a program with faculty in
put, I encourage and request your participation in the study of 
faculty professional activities and institutional rewards. The in
formation obtained will be carefully analyzed for its appropriateness 
in establishing a faculty development program at Montana State Univer
sity.

Sincerely,

Stuart E. Knapp
Vice President for Academic Affairs

SEK/bl

[ELtPHONE (4061 I 'M  4371
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5727 Blackwood R d .
Bozeman, MT 59715
January 12, 1979

Dear

Increasing attention to effective utilization of faculty resources is 
evidenced by a growth in faculty development programs throughout the 
United States during the past decade; however, there appears to be 
little systematic attention to the practices which influence and 
support high quality performance by faculty in the major categories 
of professional activities.

Your assistance is needed in responding to the enclosed instrument 
for a study of faculty development at Montana State University. The 
study, proposed for a doctoral dissertation in adult and higher 
education will examine the !relationship between faculty professional 
activities and attempted university reinforCers (rewards/incentives) 
for those activities. Obviously there are many rewards (intrinsic 
and extrinsic) which influence professional behavior, however, this 
investigation will attempt to examine institutional rewards which 
are desirable to faculty and play a contributory part in motivation.

The study has been approved by the President and Vice-President for 
Academic Affairs and a copy of the final report will be provided to 
both Dr. Teitz and Dr. Knapp. All individual responses will be held 
in strictest confidence. The coding.on the questionnaires will be 
used only for checking returns.

I would appreciate your cooperation in returning the completed 
questionnaire by January 24. A self-addressed return envelope is 
enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Joye B. Kohl

Enel.
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5727 Blackwood R d .
Bozeman, MT 59715
January 30, 1979-

Dear Professor:

This letter is a follow-up to a letter sent to you January 12 re
questing your cooperation in responding to an instrument for a study 
of faculty professional activities and attempted institutional rein
forcers (rewards/incentives) at Montana State University. Your re
sponse is important in providing a representative picture of preferred 
faculty professional activities and institutional rewards in both your 
college and the University as a whole. It also represents an oppor
tunity for you to make input into a potential faculty development 
program at MSU.

A number of the faculty who have already returned the instrument have 
noted that the instruction (a maximum value of 20 points assigned to 
any item) was difficult to adhere to. However, it is essential to 
the design of the study that you follow the instructions precisely.
The maximum value (range 0-20) assigned represents the maximum value, 
effort or importance you attach to any one item.

In case you have misplaced the questionnaire, a copy of the question
naire and a self-addressed return envelope are enclosed. I would 
appreciate your cooperation in.returning the completed questionnaire 
by February 12. I remind you that all individual responses will be 
held in strictest confidence. The coding on the questionnaires is 
being used only for checking returns. A copy of the final report 
will be sent to President Tietz and Vice-President Knapp.

If you would like an abstract of the findings, please sign and return 
the enclosed request form.

As a former faculty member, I understand the limitations on your 
time, but hope you will support this research effort. The time and 
attention you devote to the instrument is deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

Joye B. Kohl

Enel.
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Colleges and Departments Included in the Study-

College of Agriculture

College of Arts and Architecture

School of Business 

College of Education

College of Engineering

School of Nursing

College of Letters (& Science)

Collegh of (Letters &) Science

Agricultural and Industrial Educ. 
Plant Pathology 
Plant and Soil Science 
Veterinary Science

Art
Theatre Arts
Eilm and Television
Music

Accounting and Finance

Health, Physical Education and 
Recreation 

Elementary Education 
Secondary Education &.Foundations

Chemical Engineering 
Civil Engineering & Engineering 

Mechanics
Electrical Engineering 
Industrial Engineering & Computer 

Science
Agricultural Engineering

Butte Clinical Center
Campus Program
Great Falls Clinical Center

English
History and Philosophy .
Native American Studies 
Speech Communication

Biology
Chemistry
Earth Science
Mathematics
Microbiology
Physics
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5727 Blackwood R d .
Bozeman, MT 59715
February 21, 1979

Dear Professor,

Thank you for your assistance in completing and returning the instru
ment for my study of faculty professional activities and attempted 
university reinfbrcers. Your response is encouraging.

For research purposes, the design of the study requires a precise 
allocation of the available points, thus your response which exceeds 
the 20 point maximum in column two does not permit me to include the 
important data contained therein in my analyses. The maximum value 
(range 0-20) which you assign to any item represents the maximum 
value, effort, or importance you attach to any one item. Likewise, 
the minimum value you assign represents the minimum value, effort, or 
importance you attach to an item. If you would like to express your , 
concern for the item beyond the 20 point maximum, please so indicate 
in the comment section on the last page so that it may be treated 
descriptively in the report of the study.

I am sure you realize that your response is extremely important in 
providing a representative picture of preferred faculty professional 
activities and institutional reinforcers in both your college and the 
university as a whole, therefore, I hope you will take the time to 
redistribute the points in the columns indicated and return your 
questionnaire. A self-addressed return envelope is enclosed. I 
remind you that all individual responses will be held in strictest 
confidence. The coding on the questionnaires is being used only for 
checking returns.

If you would like an abstract of the findings, please sign and return 
the enclosed request form.

As a former faculty member, I understand the limitations of your time, 
but hope you will support this research effort. The time and atten
tion you devote to the instrument is deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

Enel.
Joye B. Kohl
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Table 33

Mean Ratings, Standard Deviations, and Rank Order of 
Faculty Responses by College for Preferred and 

Actual Effort Devoted to Fourteen 
Professional Activities

AGRICULTURE 
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max.
Item Points X

(N = 33)
SD Rank X

N = 33) 
SD Rank

Teaching 20 8.970 6.317 2 10.364 6 „264 2

Advising Students 20 4.606 3.041 4 4 .6 9 7 3.216 3

Supervising Stu- 20 4.030 2.325 5 3.273 2.613 ‘ 5
dent research

Conducting research 20 10.848 6.073 I 22.394 6.031 I

Securing research 20 2 .7 6 8 2.759 7 3.212 3.080 6
funding

Writing for 20 5.091 2.993 3 4.545 2.927 4
publication

Univ. Committees 20 1.303 2.651 11 1 .8 7 9 2.934 9.5

Dept. Committees 20 1.212 1.193 13 1.545 1.438 11

Attending confer- 20 3.152 2.093 6 2.121 2.043 8
ences/workshops

Presenting papers 20 1 .7 8 8 1.536 10 1.424 1.542 12

Prof, leadership 20 1.455 1.660 12 1.242 1.582 13

Partic. in ext/ 20 1.9091 2.363 8 1.879 2.103 9.5
cout. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 1.848 1.716 9 2.273 3.175 7

Paid consulting 20 .970 1.489 14 .212 .485 14
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Table 33 (continued)

ARTS & ARCHITECTURE 
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max.
Item Points X

(N = 27) 
SD Rank X '

o\
Q

Il

Rank

Teaching 20 16:241 4.307 I 17.586 4.355 I

Advising Students 20 4.207 4.515 3 6.138 3.701 3

Supervising Stu- 20 2.483 2 .8 4 9 5 2 .1 7 2 2.842 6
dent research

Conducting research 20 10.276 6.164 2 6 .8 6 2 5.712 2

Securing research 20 1.621 2 .3 3 6 10 1 .5 86 %.398 8
funding

Writing for 20 .1.345 2 .2 8 8 11 1.552 2.848 9.5
publication

Univ. Committees 20 2.034 2.982 7 3 . 7 2 4 4.342 5

Dfept. Committees 20 2.138 2.167 6 4.138 3.226 4

Attending confer- 
enceti/workshpps

20 3.448 2.544 4 1.552 1.723 9.5

Presenting papers 20 .966 1.523 13 .448 .870 13

Prof, leadership 20 1.207 2.569 12 1 . 0 0 0 1.909 11

Partic. in ext/ 20 .517 .829 14. .414 .825 14
cont. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 1.655 2 .3 1 9 9 1.897 2.554 7

Paid consulting .20 1.828 2.001 8 .931 1.307 12
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Table 33 (continued)

BUSINESS
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max.
Item Points X

(N = 6) 
SD Rank

(
X

;n = 6)
SD Rank

Teaching 20 18.000 4.000 I 19.667 .816 I

Advising Students 20 2.833 2.137 6.5 5.500 2.588 3

Supervising Stu- 20 1.667 .408 11 .167 .408 12
dent research'

Conducting research 20 3.167 3.601 5 1.500 2.345 8.5

Securing research 
funding

20 1.000 2.449 13.5 .000 .000 14

Writing for 20 2.833 2.787 6.5 1.500 2.739 8.5
publication

Univ. Committees 20 2.167 2.317 10 1.167 1.329 10

Dept. Committees 20 2.667 1.966 8 3.333 1.751 5.5
Attending confer
ences/workshops

20 4.667 3.670 2 6.667 6.919 2

Presenting papers 20 1.000 1.265 13.5 .500 .837 13

Prof, leadership 20 4.000 2.966 3 3.333 4.082 5.5

Partic. in ext/ 20 2.333 1.862 9 1.833 2.137 7
cont. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 3.833 1.941 4 4.000 3.742 4

Paid consulting 20 1.333 2.160 12 .833 2.041 11
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Table 33 (continued)

EDUCATION 
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max. (N = 27) (N = 26)
Item Points X SD Rank X SD Rank

Teaching 20 13.852 5.482 I 15.923 5.663 I

Advising Students 20 3.481 2.548 4.5 6.154 3.414 2

Supervising Stu
dent research

20 3.296 2.216 6 2.885 2.046 7

Conducting research 20 6.519 3.786 2 3.077 3.543 6

Securing research 
funding

20 1.481 1.827 13 1.385 2.334 10

Writing for 
publication

20 3.481 2.155 4.5 1.308 1.715 11.5

Univ. Committees . 20 1.370 1.363 14 3.846 3.221 4

Dept. Committees 20 1.593 1.309 12 4.692 2.695 3

Attending confer
ences/workshops

20 4.296 2.686 3 1.577 1.667 9

Presenting papers 20 1.704 1.660 10 1.000 1.523 13

Prof, leadership 20 2.000 1.617 9 1.308 1.871 11.5

Partic. in ext/ 
cont. education .

20 2.667 2.675 7 2,538 3.178 8

Perform pub. serv. 20 .2.556 2.118 8 3.462 3.153 5

Paid consulting 20 1.667 1.819 11 .808 1.201 14
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Table 33 (continued) f

ENGINEERING 
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max.
Item Points X

(N = 32) 
SD Rank X

N = 31) 
SD Rank

Teaching 20 13.875 5.441 I 17.516 4.516 I

Advising Students 20 3.313 2.375 4 5.419 3.775 3

Supervising Stu- 20 4.438 2.929 3 3.710 2.493 4
dent research

Conducting research 20 9.250 5.483 2 6.935 6.110 2

Securing research 
funding

20 2.750 2.712 6 3.000 2.978 5

Writing for 
publication

20 2.969 1.975 5 ; 1.968 1.402 7

Univ. Committees 20 .719 .924 14 1.903 1.938 8

Dept. Committees 20 .1.219 1.184 12.5 2.484 2.365 6

Attending confer- 20 2.531 1.586 8 1.258 1.032 11
ences/workshop s

Presenting papers 20 2.281 1.350 9 1.226 1.175 12

Prof, leadership 20 1.625 2.297 10 1.129 2.012 13

Partic. in ext/ 20 1.219 1.518 12.5 .742 1.264 14
cont. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 1.250 1.760 11 1.323 2.242 10

Paid consulting 20 .2.594 2.769 7 1.387 2.654 9
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Table 33 (continued)

NURSING
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max. (N = 15) _ (N =14)
Item Points X SD Rank X SD Rank

Teaching 20 .17,400 3.979 I 18.643 2.872 I

Advising Students 20 5.467 3.482 2 7.286 5.254 3

Supervising Stu- 20 1.867 1.922 8.5 .571 1.016 11
dent research

Conducting research 20 5.133 3.248 3 1.357 1.823 7

Securing research 
funding .

20 1.533 2.475 10 .143 .363 14

Writing for 20 2.733 1.870 6 .714 1.383 10
publication

Univ. Committees 20 1.467 1.685 11 1.214 2.260 8

Dept. Committees 20 3.667 1.676 4 9.357 6.320 2

Attending confer
ences/workshops

20 3.267 2.219 5 3.429 2.652 4

Presenting papers 20 .933 1.335 14 .357 1.336 12.5

Prof, leadership 20 1.867 1.885 8.5 2.286 2.199 6

Partic. in ext/ 20 1.267 1.580 12 1.071 2.056 9
cont. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 2.067 1.831 7 3.214 3.332 5

Paid consulting 20 1.200 1.781 13 .357 .745 12.5
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Table 33 (continued)

LETTERS
Preferred Effort Actual Effort

Max. (N = 22) (N= 21)
Item Points X SD Rank X SD Rank

Teaching 20 15.000 5.581 I 15.524 5.689 I

Advising Students 20 3.682 3.785 4 4.619 3.413 2.5

Supervising Stu
dent research

20 1.182 1.435 12 1.000 1.095 13

Conducting !research 20 6.773 3.766 2 3.524 2.040 5

Securing research .20 1.864 2.274 9 .2.333 2.394 9
funding

Writing for 
publication

20 6.727 4.803 3 4.095 4.265 4

Univ. Committees 20 1.455 1.565 11 3.429 3.710 6

Dept. Committees 20 1.727 1.453 10 4.619 4.975 2.5

Attending confer
ences/workshops

20 2.500 1.970 6 1.810 1.569 10

Presenting papers 20 2.864 2.731 5 2.857 4.304 8

Prof, leadership 20 .955 1.046 13 1.048 1.244 12

Partic. in ext/ 20 2.136 2.4,16 8 1.714 2.101 11
coht. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 2.318 2.378 7 2.952 2.655 7

Paid consulting 20 .818 1.259 14 .476 .750 14
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Table 33 (continued)

SCIENCES
—  Actual Effort

Max.
Item Points X

(N = 50) 
SD Rank

(X ;n = so)
SD Rank

Teaching 20 12.740 5.417 I 16.653 4.680 I
Advising Students .20 2.920 2.784 5 4.102 3.619 5

Supervising Stu
dent research

20 4.760 2.840 4 4.143 2.865 4

Conducting research 20 10.740 5.656 2 6.551 4.416 2

Securing research 20 1.540 1.581 8 2.857 3.069 7
funding

Writing for 20 6.100 3.247 3 4.551 3.380 3
publication

Univ. Committees 20 .860 1.143 14 1.633 2.243 9

Dept. Committees 20 1.260 1.175 10.5 3.408 2.872 6

Attending confer- 20 2.100 2.206 7 1.102 1.229 11
ences/works hops

Presenting papers 20 2.140 1.738 6 1.408 1.383 10

Prof, leadership 20 1.260 1.454 10.5 .980 1.689 12

Pa'rtic. in ext/ . 20 1.020 2.966 13 .490 1.570 13
cont. education

Perform pub. serv. 20 1,520 2.002 9 1.714 2.151 8

Paid consulting 20 1.080 1.589 12 .367 .698 14

.C
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Mean. Ratings, Percentage of Possible Points, and 
Rank Order of Faculty Responses by Academic 

Rank for Preferred and Actual 
Professional Activities

Table 34

Item
Max.
Points

PROFESSORS 
% of

X Max. Rank

ASSOC. PROFESSORS 
% of

X Max. Rank

Preferred Activities:
Teaching/Advising 50 20.595

Research/Creative
Activity

40 11.635

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 6.216

Governance 40 3.041

Prof. Development 40 4.081

Ext/Public Service 40 3.068
Paid Consulting 20 1.392

Actual Activities:

Tea ching/Advising 50 23.548

Research/Creative
Activity

40 9.753

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 4.356

Governance 40 6.205

Prof. Development 40 2.644

Ext/PubIic Service 40 2.863
Paid Consulting 20 .644

Off = 7 4 )  
4 1 . 4 I (N

2 1 . 0 1 6
= 61)  
4 2 . 0 I

2 9 . 1 2 1 0 . 2 3 0 2 5 . 6 2

1 5 . 5 3 7 . 0 1 6 1 7 . 5  ' 3

7 . 6 5 . 5 2 . 7 2 1 6.8 6

1 0 . 2 4 4 . 2 7 9 1 0 . 6 4

7 . 7 5.5 3 . 4 4 3 8.6 5

7 . 0 7 1 . 2 1 3 6 . 1 7

(N = 69) CN = 56)
4 7 . 1 I 23.864 4 7 . 7 I
2 4 . 3 2 7 . 1 0 2 1 7 . 8 2

1 0 . 8 4 4 . 8 8 1 1 2 . 2 4

1 5 . 5 3 7.068 1 7 . 7 3

6 . 6 6 3 . 0 0 0 7 . 5 6

7 . 2 5 3.610 9 . 0 5

3.2 7 . 4 5 8 2 . 3 7
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Table 34 (continued)

ASST. PROFESSORS INSTRUCTORS
Max. % of % of

Item Points X Max. Rank ' X Max. Rank

Preferred Activities 
Teaching/Advising 50 20.719

(N = 64) 
41.4 I

(N
21.200

= 15) 
42.4 I

Research/Creative
Activity

40 11.047 27.6 2 8.800 22.0 2

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 5.594 13.9 3 3.800 9.5 5

Governance 40 3.125 7.8 5 2.467 6.2 7

Prof. Development 40 4.734 11.3 4 6.467 16.2 3

Ext/Public Service 40 3.016 7.5 6 5.933 14.8 4

Paid Consulting 20 1.781 8.9 7 1.333 6.7 6

Actual Activities: (N = 61) (N = 14)

Teaching/Advising 50 24.419 48.8 I 25.133 50.2 I

Research/Creative
Activity

40 8.113 20.2 2 8.733 21.8 . 2

Writing/Scholarly
Presentations

40 3.935 9.8 4 1.933 4.8 7

Governance 40 5.952 14.9 3 3.400 8.5 5

Prof. Development 40, -3.210 8.0 6 4.467 11.2 4

Ext/Public Service 40 3.694 9.2 5 4.933 12.3 . 3

Paid Consulting 20 .677 3.3 7 1.333 6.7 6
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