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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF FACULTY RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY

Theresa G. Balley
University of Virginia

Major Advisor: Dr. Jay L. Chronister

The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between and among factors that have been
identitied in the literature to explain the variance
Iin taculty research performance--psychological-
individual tactors, cumulative advantage,
reinforcement, and disciplinary norms. No study had
previously incorporated the four explanations for
variance in taculty research productivity in a single
study.

In order to investigate this problem, fhe
researcher util}zed self-report data from the 1989
Carnegie Survey of faculty. Individual research
pertormance of 4380 full-time, tenured and non-tenured
faculty employed in ﬁesearch Universities, Doctorate
Granting Universities, Comprehensive Colleges and

Universities, and Liberal Arts Colleges was studied by




eight correlates of faculty research productivity.
These research correlates were institutional
attiliation, academic rank, discipline, tenure status,
gender, the number of hours per week spent on research
and-sor scholarly activities, current engagement in
scholarly work, and receipt of internal research
support in the past twelve months. Four types of
publication counts and the receipt of external
research support were used as measures of research
pecrformance, Data analysis relied on descriptive
statistics and stepwise multiiple regression
techniques.

Results of this study indicated rank and
institutional affillation were significant predictors
(pg.1l> for each of the five measures of faculty
research productivity. Current engagement in scholarly
work, tenure status, and the hours per week spent on
research andsor scholarly activities were significant
predictors (p<.l) for four of the five measures of
research productivity. Overall, levels of faculty
gcholarly productiviéy increased from Liberal Arts II

Col leges through Research [ Universities, the rank of

ii



instructor through the rank of professor, non-tenured
to tenured faculty, females to males, nonreceipt of
internal research support to receipt of such support,
no engagément in scholarly work to engagement in such
activity, and spending ten or less hours per week on
research/scholarly activities through spending forty
hours per week on such activities. Engineering faculty
were the most productive in four of the five measures
of research performance. Faculty in the Biological
Sclences ranked second on three of the five measures
of schoiarly performance and Fine Arts faculty ranked

last on three of the five research measures,
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Chapter 1

Introduction to the Study

Why some faculty maintain a high level of research
productivity vear after vear and others do not remains
an enigma in higher education (Cole & Zuckerman, 1984;
Long, 1978). Variation in faculty research performance
tends to be very high and the average rate of
individual faculty publication very low (Allison, 1980:
Fox, 1983; Robbins, Corcoran, Hepler, & Magner, 1986).
Wnile one commonly finds fouf explanétions in the
literature for this variance in faculty research
productivity-—-psychological-individual factors,
cumulative advantage, reinforcement, and disciplinary
norms—--no single study analyzes all four explanations
(Creswell, 1985%5a, p. 241; Wood, 1990, p. 83).

Psychological-individual factors include
intelligence scores (Cole, J. & Cole, S, 1973; Cox,
19807, motivation to éhgage in research/scholarly
activities (Cole, J. & Cole, 5. 1973; Merton, 1973;
Pelz & Andrews, 1966), personality characteristics
(Fox, 1983; Roe, 1953), stress (Horowitz, Blackburn, &

Edington, 19843, age (Reskin, 19807, and gender (Astin,
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1984; Cole, J. 1979; Cole & Zuckerman, 19843,
Cumuldtive advantage is based on Merton’s (1973)
"Matthew seffect" in sclence (i.e., when scientists
receive recognition or resources, they gain additional
advantagesy. ngglisive advantage factors include
prestige of the doctoral program, mentoring, prestige
of the employing institution, academic resources
(including internal research support?, and assignment
that allows time for research (Allison & Stewarﬁ, 1974
Cole, J. & Cole, 3. 1973; Merton, 1973). Based on the
Skinnerian principle that an activity which is rewarded
is more likely to be continued than an activity which
ls not rewarded, reinforcement refers to recognition by
colleagues (Gaston, 1978; Reskin, 1977), academic rank
(Reskin, 1977, tenure (Reskin, 1977), early
productivity (Blackburn, Behymer & Hall, 19783 Cole, J.
& Cole, 8. 1973; Lightfield, 1971, p. 133; Manis,
1951), and preference for research (Blackburn, Behymer
& Hall, 1978; Cresswell, Barnes & Wendel, 1982). The
norms of a discipline also explain part of the variance
in the research performance of faculty (Astin, 1978;

Blackburn, Behymer & Hal}, 1978; Cole, 8. 1979; Storer,

1973, p. xvii; Wannér, Lewis & Gregorio, 19815.
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Some studies of faculty research performance
CAllison & Stewart, 1974; Gaston, 1978) have discussed
as many as three ot the four explanations for the
variance in faculty research productivity--
psycnological-individual, cumulative advantage, and
reintorcement. A study of leading researchers in
nursing conducted by Megel, Langston, and Creswell in
1988 examined these three explanations and provided a
mode! for studyving factors influencing scientific
research productivity (p. 47).

The importance of high research performance is
widely accepted and understood by those working on
college and university campuses (Creswell, 1985, p. 1).
However, specific factors identified as correlates of
high research productivity are "fraught with
measurement problems, unclear causality, and
unspecified predictive power® (Creswell, iii>.

In spite of more than ninety studies of faculty
research productivity conducted since 1940 (Fox, 1983),
measures of research performance remain unclear and
problematic (Clemente, 1972; Creswell, 1985, 1ii>. Any

attempt to measure faculty research performance
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disturbé some who consider it to be unmeasureable
(Yuker, 1978>.

For this study, self-report data from the 1989
Carnegie Survey of the professoriate were utilized to
report faculty research productivity. The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching has
conducted a series of four surveys in 1969, 1975, 1984,
and 1989 to "clarify the status of the professoriate’
and ., . . provide a portraiﬁ of American higher
education® (Carnegle, 1989).

Many studies bf faculty research productivity are
limited by their fallure to account adequately for
factors such as instituticnal affiliation, academic
rank, discipline, tenure status, and gender (Creswell,
1985, viiJ. Fallure to control for such factors poses
limits to college and university administrators for
translating research findings into viable approaches to
faculty evaluation. Moreover, data reported from
national studies of fé&ulty research productivity that
do account for such factors are typically aggregated to
such an extent that subsequent use of the results by
college and university administrators is deemed

impractical (Gill, 1?91). In this study, the researcher



\

Faculty research productivity 5

disaggregated the data by institutional affiliation,
rank, discipline, tenure status, and gender in order to
facilitate use of the data by faculty and

administrators.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between and among psychological-individual
tactors, cumulative advantage, reinforcement, and
disciplinary norms--factors that account for variance
in research performance--and individual faculty
research productivity as measured by self-report data
on the 1989 Carnegie Survey of faculty. Studying
faculty research productivity in this manner
incorporated the four explanations for variance in
faculty research performance in a single study. In
order to investigate this problem, the individual
research performance of full-time faculty was studied
by instituticonal affiliation, academic rank,
discipline, tenure stétus, gender, the hours spent per
week on research and/or comparable scholarly

activities, current engagement in scholarly work, and

the receipt of internal research support in the past
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twelve months. Self-report data relative to publication
counts, which are commoniy used as measures of
individual research productivity (Creswell, 1985, p.
72, and external research support received by faculty
within the last twelve months (Megel et al., 1988, p.
47) were used as measures of research performance.

It i1s anticipated that the results of this study
will benefit scholars of higher education.by increasing
the undefstanding of individual faculty research
productivity. Because of the high degree of variance in
tfaculty research performance, it is anticipated that
the results of this study will be an important
information source for presidents, deans, chairs, and
personnel committees who review faculty credentials

from different departments and disciplines.
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Rationale for the Study

From the early 1980s, an aggressive movement to
"upgrade the importance of scholarly productivity as a
criterion for academic personnel decisions"™ has been
opserved in diverse colleges and universities
throughout the United States (Bowen & Schuster, 1985,
p. 14>, The "research surge" has not been limited to
“universities" but has been prevalent at other
1nstitutipns where research previously received lower
priority status (Bowen & Schuster, 1986, p. 147;
Seldin, 1984>. Findings from a study of fifty-nine
chairs of promotion and tenure committees in
ninety-three universities with accredited master of
socfal work programs indicated that research/scholarly
productivity was the central criterion for making
promotion and tenure declisions (Gibbs & Locke, 198%9).
Fifty-four percent of all faculty surveyed by the
Carnegie Foundation 16;1989 indicated that it was
difficult for one to achieve tenure if he or she did
not publish, and fifty-seven percent reported that the
number of publlcations was important (Carnegle, 1989,

pp.v48—49). However, sixty-elght percent of the faculty
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surveyed agreed that better ways, bésides publications,
were needed to evaluate the scholarly pertormance of
faculty <(Carnegie, p. 52).

Research productivity ot science and social
science faculty, the disciplinary groups that have been
studied most (Creswell, 1985, pp. 22-23), has
traditionally been measured by publication counts
(Caplow & McGee, 1958; Folger, Astin, & Bavyer, 19707,
citation counts (Baver & Folger, [966; Kroc, 1983;
Lindsey, 1978; Smith & Fielder, 1971), and/or peer or
colleague ratings (Centra, 1977; Cole, S. 1979; Folger,
Astin, & Baver, 1970; Pelz & Andrews, 1966; Seldln,
1984>. While these three measures of faculty research
performance are intercorrelated (Creswell, p. 73, few
writers consider alternative measures of scholarly
productivity (Finkelstein, 1984). Creswell suggests
empirical studies of faculty research productivity
shoulg include such measures as "grants obtained,
patents, and creative;projects" (p. 7.

Self-report datarfrom the 1989 Carnegie Faculty
Survey were utilized in this study to examine faculty
research productivity. As Creswell has recommended

(1985, p. 53, criteria other than publications,
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citations, and ratings were used to measure faculty
research performance. Current engagement in any
acholarly work that one expects to lead to a
publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital was used
as a correlate of research productivity measures. In
this study, the criteria for measuring faculty research
productivity are as follows: the number of articles
published in academic¢ or professional journals, the
number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes, the number of books or monographs published or
edited alone or in collaboration, the number of
professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years, and the réceipt of
external research support within the last twelve
months,

Substantially modifying the model developed by
Megel, Langston, and Creswell (1988> to include all
tour explanations for variations in research
performance (Creswgll,f1985; Finkelstein, 1985)>, the
researcher studied research productivity of full-time
faculty. For psychological-individual explanations,
faculty research performance was examined by gender and

current engagement in scholarly work. To include
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cumulative advantage factors, faculty research
productivity was studied by instltutional type, hours
spent per week on research and/or comparable scholarly
activities, and internal research support received
during the last twelve months. In order to examine
reinfaorcement, faculty research performance was
examined by academic rank and tenure status. Individual
reéearch productivity of faculty was also studied by
discipline.

Acknowledging that faculty performance includes
teaching and service as well as research (Kirschling,
1978; Yuker, 1978), the researcher chose to limit the
proposed study to factors related to "research'
productivity. Hoffman (1984) concluded that effective
faculty performance in teaching, research, or service
did not predict success in either of the other
performance areas.

Further, this study focused only on individual
taculty research. Instftutional, departmental, or
Collegial analyses of research productivity are
avalilable in studies done by Kroc (1983) and Wallhaus

1975y .
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Research Questions

The study utilized quantitative methods through
the employment of a self-reported questionnaire to
study faculty research productivity.

The following research question prompted this
study and was of primary importance in this research.

How does the level of faculty research productivity
vary by institutional type? by academic rank? by
discipline? by tenure status? by gender? by the
number of hours spent per week on research and/or

scholarly activities? by current engagement in
scholarly work? by internal research support?

In order to answer thls primary research question,

subsidiary questions were addressed.

1. How many hours per week do faculty spend on research

ancd/or comparable scholarly activities?

2. What percentage of faculty is currently engaged in
scholarly work that is expected to lead to a
publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital?

3. What percentage of faculty has received internal
research sqpport dgring the past twelve months?

4, What is the level of faculty productivity as
determined by (a)> the number of articles published

in academic or professional Jjournals? (b)) the number

of articles published in edited collections or
volumes? (¢) the number of books or monographs
publ ished or edited alone, or in collaboration? (d
the number of professional writings published or
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accepted for publication in the past two years? (e)
the receipt of external research support within the
last twelve months?

What percentage of variance in faculty research
productivity can be explained by (a’) institutional
atfiliation? <(b) rank? (¢) discipline? (d) tenure
status? (e) gender? (f) hours spent per week on
research and/or scholarly activities? (g’ current
engagement in scholarly work? <(h) receipt of
internal research support?



Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature

Research is one of the primary roles of faculty in
American colleges and universities (Finkelstein, 19845,
Furthermore, faculty are often recruited, hired,‘
valued, and rewarded based on their research
productivity. The following literature review
establishes the framework for this study of faculty
research productivity.

In order to understand the issues surrounding this
study, it is necessary to synthesize the literature and
research conducted previously in several topic areas. A
brief summary of the history of the research role of
faculty is provided to illustrate the emerging
importance of this role for faculty. The philosophical
context of research is examined to provide a contextual
understanding of the faculty research role. Specific
tactors identified In the literature as correlates of
faculty research productivity are presented in terms of
previous studies. In particular, institutional
affiliation, academic rank, discipline, ftenure status,
gender, and resources will be discussed as they relate

to faculty research performance. Finally, a model
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developed by Megel, Langston, and Creswell (1988) for
studying factors influencing scientific research

productivity is presented.

Historical Development of the Research Role for Faculty

Enthusiasm for research came from Germany to the
United States during the post-Civil War period and was
manifested in American universities by the 1870s
(Veysey, 965>, Johns Hopkins University, opened as a
graduate.school for men in 1876, embodied the Germanic
aim ot reééarch. However, Daniel Coit Gilman, the first
president of Hopkins, was never entirely comfortable
with the term "research" and "had no desire to replace
the conventional American college with a Germanic
university" (Veysey, p. 159)., Gilman sald that the

American university should never become

merely a place for the advancement of
knowledge or -for the acquisition of learning:;
it will always be a place for the development
of character. A socliety made up of
specialists, of men who have cultlivated to

the extreme a single power, without
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simul taneously developing the various
faculties of the mind, would be a miserable
society of impractical pessimists

(Gilman, 1886, p. 210).

Profound commitment to research during this time
was usualiy limited to a particular segment of the
faculty and graduate students. As individual
departments of learning evolved in the 1880s and 18%0s,
they were often split internally between identification
with academic ideologies and devotion to research
(Veysey, 1965, pp. 59-602. While the distinction
between pure and applied research was never exact,
"pure" or non-utilitarian research was defined as
"learning for its own sake" (Veysey, p. 122).
Illustrative of this dichotomy in orientation of
American institutions of higher learning during the
latter part of the nineteenth century was the
establishment of a School of Pure Science at Columbia,
in 1890, with a separéle Faculty of Applied Science
(Veysey, p. 122).

Twenty-four American graduate schools evolved in

the 1880s and 90s, with one-half of the students
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enrolled in natural sciences and social sciences
(history and psychology? and one-third engaged in the
study of languages (Veysey, 19685, p. 173). Only
one-tenth of the graduate students majored in
philosophy or the fine arts, disciplines that had
"resisted a scientific perspective" (Veysey, p. 173,
The impetus for research had become a primary
concern of higher education by 18%90. Colleges and
universities encouraged their faculty to take leave to
pursue advanced degrees. By 1893, graduate work was
necessary in order to gain a permanent appointment at
prominent colleges and universities, and, by 1900, the
Ph.D. was usually mandatory (Veysey, 1965, p. 176>. The
Association of American Universities (AAU), founded in
1890, viewed research as "the intrinsic function of
“the” university in the United States'" (Veysey, p.
175>, In 1901, Yale announced that promotion of faculty
would be based on "productive work" that would give the
faculty a “national reputation" (Veysey, p. 177).
Requiring a minimum amount of‘teaching, the first
"research chair' was established at Cornell in 1909
(Veysey, p. 176). While controversy was to be ongeoing,

by 1910 research had nearly gained the prominence in
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academia that it was to maintain thereafter, counted
among the other demands placed on institutions of
higher learning (Veysey, pp. 177-78).

The growth of research influenced American higher
education in two significant ways: by fostering
increased specialization of knowledge and by accepting
the "liberation of intellect for its own sake" (Veysey,
1965, p. 142). With the growing emphasis on research
was a concomitant tendency to devalue the undergraduate
college and the teachling role (Veysey, pp. 143-443,

Scholars began to study the research role of
faculty in the 1940s and S0s. One of the first studies
of taculty research productivity was Logan Wilson’s
(1942) The Academic Man. In this study, Wilson
concluded that faculty who confined thelir activities fto
classroom teaching were promoted more rapidly than
those persons who published research. Fifteen years
later, Lazarsfeld and Thielens (1958) studied hiéhly
productive social sciegntists and found that, as a
group, they tended to hold an office in one or more
professional organizations, move from one institution

to another, and come from a high sociceconomic level,
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Interest in research productivity increased from a
practical perspective during the post-sputnik era, as
policymakers became concerned about maximizing research
perftormance (Kaplan, 19643>. Having received funding
trom the National Institutes of Health and the Carnegie
Corporation, Pelz and associates at the Uni?ersity of
Michligan conducted a six-year study to determine what
factors create a stimulating environment for research
and development (Pelz & Andrews, 1966, p. 1J. This line
of research as well as studies on the social structure
of institutions and the individual characteristics of
its participants (Merton & Géston, 1977; Storer, 1973
has provided important baseline information for the
study of research performance and has "added substance
and depth to a. field of study known today as the

sociology of science" (Creswell, 1985, p. 3.
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Philosophical Context of the Faculty Eesearch Role

While the modern role of American faculty includes
research, teaching, institutional service, and
community service, faculty view themselves
predominantly as teachers, spending most of their work
hours teaching or in teaching-related activities (Bowen
& Schuster, 1986; Fulton & Trow, 1974>. Baldwin and
Blackburn (1985) reported that a uniform high ranking
of the importance of teaching remained stable over the
career span of faculty. In spite of the fact that the
majority of faculty has never published or has
publ ished very little, research appears to be valued as
a very important activity for faculty in postsecondary
education (Ladd, 1979). As Creswell (1985, p. xv)

noted,

Presidents and trustees value productivity
tor the visibility and reputation it
indirectly earns for the institution.
Administrators and deans admire productivity
for the creative, stimulating forces it

brings into the collegial atmosphere. The
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academic community smiles upon scholarly work

because it advances knowledgé.

Research productivity i1s being stressed at
institutions other than research, doctoral-granting,
and major universities (Seldin, 1984). Having visited
thirty-eight diverse American colleges and universities
during'the early 1980s, Howard Bowen and Jack Schuster
ohserved an 'aggressive movement to "upgrade the
iméortance of scholarly productivity as a criterion for
academic personnel decisions® (Bowen_& Schuster, 1985,
p. 14>. Bowen and Schuster noted that the "research
surge" was not limited to "unlversities" but was
prevalent at other institutions where research had
previously received lower priority status (Bowen &
Schuster, 1986, p. 147).

Faculty research productivity becomes an avenue to
establish an iU§E}Eyﬁjgnfs_t5893§§@99;FBowen & w
Schuster, 1986, p. 150; Melsinger, Purves, &
Schmidtlein, 1975) and a quantitative element in the
promotion and tenure process (Ladd, 1979). In addition,
faculty research contributes to the public domain of

R

knowledge (Carnegle, 1980; Ziman, 1968>, Penicillin,
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the computer, and the pollo vacclne were developed
through research conducted in universitles (Bowen &
Schuster, 1986, p. 17).

Research performance, like teaching, is more
iqigigsically than extrinsically motivated
(Finkelstein, 1985; Hunter & Kuh, 1984; Kearney, 1987;
McKeachie, 1969; 0’Connell, 1983). Finkelstein (1980)>
found that faculty research productivity patterns
apparently do not reflect the "performance demands

in institutional incentive structures" (p. 23> but
rather faculty’/s "individual predilections" (p. 24>.
In a study of highly successful researchers in mass
communications research departments (Schweltzer 1989),
ninety-seven percent of the respondents cited personal
motivation as thelr strongest single productivity
factor.

Research performance, unlike teaching, is
supported by lnstitutions in terms of providing
-tangible rewards, stimulating colleagues, and providing

Qopportunities for grdwth ?Finkelstein, 1985, p. 5;
Schuster & Wheeler, 1990, pp. 94—95;£%uckman, 1985>.

Research is also supported "by the norms and
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expectations of the academic disciplines and
professional fields" (Finkelstein, p. 5.

In American colleges and universities, research
productivity is playing an increasingly important role

in academic decision-making. (Creswell, 1985, p. xv>.

Correlates of Faculty Research Productivity

The variation in faculty research productivity can
be explained, in part, by institutional affitiation, |

academic rank/age, gender, discipline, tenure status,

and resources.
Institutional Affiliation

A recent study of the effects of organizational
context characteristics and individual characteristics
on the reseabch performance of chemistry faculty
indicated that organizational context advantages, such
as the research corientedness of the affillated
institution, were related to high faculty research
productivity (Kim, 1990>. No individual characteristics
in this study were found to be significantly related to

faculty publication productivity.
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Prestigious institutions attract talented graduate
students to faculty positions (Crane, 1965), and, in
turn, the employing institution molds individual
research performance (Creswell in Finkelstein, 1985, p.
256). The correlation between the prestige of the
employing institution and individual research
productivity increases over time (Long & McGinnis,
19812, Long and McGinnis (1981 found that faculty
research productivity was largely determined by the
context of a new emplovying institution within six years
of obtaining a position.

Why prestiglous institutions enhance faculty
research productivity is unclear, however (Fox, 19SSSq
Long (1978) proposed that prestiglous institutions have
the resolve and abllity to select those individuals who
will become high research producers, while Crane (1965
reasoned that prestigious institutions are able to
recrult highly talented faculty and offer faculty high
visibility and contadts. Creswell (in Finkelstein,

1985, p. 257) made the following observation:

Papers submitted by faculty in prestigious

departments may appear superior and be more
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readily accepted for publication. Prestigious
departmehts and institutions tend to be
larger and to possess resources and

col leagues that facilitate research.
Academic Rank/Age

Academic rank is highly correlated to faculty
research productivity (Creswell, 1985, p. 40>. Overall,
faculty in the higher academic ranks have larger
numbers of publications to their credit than do faculty
in the lower academic ranks (Blackburn, Behymer & Hall,
1978; Fulton & Trow, 1974>. While this relationship is
to be expected, the causal direction between academic
rank and faculty research performance remains unclear.
Finkelstein (1984, p. 101) believes selection factors
account for the association between rank and

publication rate. He thinks that

promotion to a higher rank may be a
function of an afready demonstrated
publication rate, which persists in the new

status (Finkelstein, 1984, p. 101).
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In a study of performance levels and promotion
experiences of 371 university faculty members under
three different market conditions, Perrucci,
O0’Flaherty, and Marshall (1983> found that faculty
promoted during a buyer’s market remaln in rank longer
before being promoted and exhibit a higher level of
productivity than faculty promoted during other market
conditions. In this study, the impact of "tight" market
conditions on faculty research performance was found to
be greater for faculty below the rank of full professor
(Perucci et al.>.

Complex measurement and other methodological
problems make the relationship between faculty research
productivity and age difficult to determine. Some
studies use chronological age (Cole, S. 1979; Pelz &
Andrews, 1966), while other studies use years of
professional experlience (Creswell, Patterson & Barnes,
'1984), number of years since the doctorate was received
(Allison & Stewart, 1274; Bayer & Dutton, 1977>, or a
combination of academic rank and career age (Baldwin &
Blackburn, 1981).

Pelz and Andrews (1966) have identified a

saddle-shaped or dual curve of scholarly productivity
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with respect to age, i.e., an early rise, a subseguent

fall, and then another rise’during the fifties. This
study was corroborated by Blackburn, Behymer, and Hall
(1978), who reported a decrease in faculty research
productivity at the associate professor stage and a
subsequent increase at the full professor stage.

Research conducted by Bayer and Dutton (19277
revealed a direct decline of faculty research
productivity according to career stage, with article
publication peaking at approximately five to ten vyears
of career age. While this study feported only a slight
decrease in research productivity among faculty with
twenty-five vears of career age, it found a notable
increase in the number of faculty who were not
producing any scholarly work.

In a national study of faculty, Fulton and Trow
found that faculty, with increasing age, focused their
time and energies on teaching at the expense of
research (1974, p. 54>, This study reported that
faculty described themselves as "exclusive teachers"
with fwice the frequency and as "strong researchers"
with half the frequency between the ages of thirty-one

to thirty-five and fifty-six to sixty.
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Using a twenty-two field sample, Tuckman (1985)>
studied four faculty activities--teaching, public
service, publishing books, and publishing articles. He
concluded that publishing articles had the greatest
impact on a faculty member’s chances for promotion (p.
1275, with the contribution being stronger at the rank
of associate professor than at the full professor
level.

‘Literature relevant to faculty research
productivity and age supports conflicting assumptions:
while faculty research performance improves with
experience, aging impalirs research productivity
(Creswell in Finkelstein, 1985, p. 242). Reskin (1980)>
postulated that the positive and negative effects of
aging could negate one another or operate independently
at different career stages.

Several factors can affect the relationship
between faculty research productivity and age. These
include motivation, risk-taking, stamina, socialization
to research norms, thé institutional reward system,
competing demands on time, extraprofessional roles, and

the effect of scientific specialties (Reskin, 1980).
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Age has been found to be an insignificant
correlate of faculty research productivity when
research performance was regressed against gender,
academic rank, and the research standing of the
employing institution (Over, 1982). Becauée age
correlates highly with academic rank, Blackburn,
Behymer, and Hall (1978) eliminated age entirely in
their final statistical analysis. Based on the
correlation between research performance and academic
rank, the researcher has chosen to report faculty

research productivity in this study by academic rank.
Discipline

The norms of a discipline and the knowledge in the
tield of study explain, in part, variations in faculty
research productivity (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall,
1978: Blau, 1973; Finkelstein, 1985; Wanner, Lewis, &

Gregorio, 1981; Wilson, 1942; Wood, 1990, p. 85).

Natural scientists, as a group, emerge as the
most productive; faculty in the humanities,
education, and the fine arts, as the least

productive; and social scientists fall
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somewhere in between (Finkelstein, 1984, p.

100>.

This rank order when comparing productivity variables
for three disciplinary categories--natural sciences,
soclial sciences, and the humanities--was found in
earlier studies conducted by Wanner, Lewis, and
Gregorio (1981) éng Biglan (1973>.

The norms of a discipline have a twofold effect on
faculty research productivity. First, disciplines
differ in the stage of paradigmatic development, in the
understanding of the accepted theory, in the preferred
methodologies, and in the understanding of important
areas to study (Kuhn, 1970>. Soclial sciences, for
example, are immature fields considered to be in a
pre-paradigmatic stage, while the physical sciences are
mature fields in a paradigmatic stage. Lodah! and
Gordon suggest the paradigm "provides structure by
suggesting which problems require investigation next,
what methods are appr;priate to their study, and even
which findings are indeed ‘proven’" (1972, p. 58).

Second, fields of study differ in their research
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activities (Zuckerman & Merton, 1973>, called the
soclal activities of disciplines by Gaston (19785.

The paradigmatic stage of a discipline affects
scholarly research (Lodah!l & Gordon, 1972) in terms of
acceptance rates in Journals (Gaston, 1978) and the
form of communication (Biglan, 1973). In disciplines in
which the knowledge is codified to a high degree (e.g.,
physics>, the acceptance rates are high. Further, in
disciplines in a paradigmatic stage, abbreviated forms
of scholarly publications—--journal articles--are
accepted. In pre-paradigmatic disciplines, such as
education, lengthened communication forms--books and
monographs--are required (Biglan».

Disciplines alsoixgry in terms of the research
activities. These differences in research activities
include the amount of concern scientists express
relative to the priority to be placed on their current
research, the average number of papers produced
annually, the age of the literature included in
scholarly papers, the’validity of published answers to
research questions, the extent to which mathematics is
utilized in research, the coauthorship patterns, the

reliance on research assistants, and the division of
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labor.on scholarly works that require various

col laborators (Gaston, 1978).

Tenure Status

Tenure is an integral issue in faculty research

productivity (Chait & Ford, 1985; Wood, 1990). Alstyne

(1985, p. 167> made the following cbservation:

4

The function of tenure is not only to
encourage the development of specialized
learning and professional expertise by
providing a reasonable assurance against the
dispiriting risk of summary termination; it
is to maximize the freedom of the
professional scholar and teacher to benetfit
society through the innovation and
dissemination of perspectives and discoveries
alded by his investigations, without feér
that he must accommodate his honest

perspectives to the conventional wisdom.

While tenure is an issue in faculty research

performance (Chait & Ford, 1985), the granting of

tenure may not be an-incentive to increase the level

of
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research performance (Creswell, 1985, p. 40>, Holley
(1977> found a posttenure decrease in the level of
faculty research performance across institutional
types. Conducting a study of faculty research
pfoductivity in four departments-- physics, chemistry,
sociology, and political science--Neumann (1979>
reported insignificant differences in publication rates
between tenured and non-tenured faculty. Because of
this defacto relationship between granting tenure and
the level of faculty research performance, Blackburn,
Behymer, and Hall (1978) concluded that few mistakes
will be made by granting tenure to faculty who are

productive.
Gendér

While there is compelling evidence that males
publish more than females (Astin, 1984, 1969; Babchuk &
Bates, 1962; Cole, J. 1979; Cole & Zuckerman, 1984;
Hargens, McCann, % Reskin, 1978 and are conseqguently
more frequently cited (Persell, 1983), the literature
ls less conclusive relative to the reasons for the

differences in output (Cole & Zuckerman?’.
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Several possible explanaticons for the variation in
faculty research productivity by gender have been
suggested. One such explanation proposed that women do
not have access to the "old boy" network and are not
privy to the scientific information being exchanged
(Creswell in Finkelstein, 1985, p. 242). Another
explanation that has been offered is that women’s work
1s not taken seriously by the academic community; that
is, their work is often dismissed by those in powerful
positions (Creswell in Finkelstein, 1985, p. 242). Cole
and Zuckerman (1984)> found that female sclentists
seemed to be discouraged more readily than male
sclentists and were less readily encouraged by having
their work cited to varving degrees. Another possible
explanation for females publishing less than males has
to do with traditional family responsibilities that
would prevent women from spending as much time on
research activity as men (Creswell in Finkelstein,
1985, p. 242>. However, in a study'of faculty research
performance conductedrby Ferber and Loeb (1973),
married females with or without children were found to
be no less productive than single women. Stephen Cole

(1979) found that the stability and routine often
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associated with marriage and family are positively
related to high faculty research productivity.

While gender helps to explain variations in the
QUantity of faculty research publications (Rosenfeld,
1987), it is, comparatively, an insignificant correlate
of faculty research performance because of its high
correlation with other variables (Bernard, 1964;
Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1978; Cameron & Blackburn,

1981; Cole & Zuckerman, 1984).
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Resources

In order to be highly productive researchers,
faculty need resources that support their research
agendas (Cole, S. 1979; Creswell, 1985, p. 50; Fox,
1983, p. 297; Ingalls, 1982; Wood, 1990, p. 87>, One of
these resources isfﬁime, Faculty and administrators

often overlook thekneed to assign research time to the
faculty load (Creswell, p. 50>. While the amount of
time faculty spend on research has been found to be an
important predictor of high research productivity
(Allison & Stewart, 1974; Harrington, 1985), the amount
of time assigned as part of the workload for faculty
for research "need not be excessive" (Creswell, p. 50>.
Spending too much or too little time on research
activities can hamper research productivity (Pelz &
Andrews, 1966). Spending less than ten percent or more
than eighty percent of one’s work time on research
activities has-been agsociated with low research
performance (Knorr, Mittermeir, Aichholzef & Waller,
{2299. Research productivity peaked among scientists
when about one-third of their work time was spent on

research (Knorr et al.>.
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Research grants are another source of research
support for faculty. Use of monies for research varies
by departments (Wood, 1990). For example, equipment is
more essential in the sciences than in the social
sciences, where research funds for fravel and personnel
to transcribe interviews are considered very important.
In music and drama, funds are needed to offset the
costs assocliated with performances and productions
(Wood, p. 88). Liebert (1976) found that gggntwrece;pt
depends primarily on faculty research productivity,j
secondarily on the inequalities in favor shown to
specific fields, and very little on particular
situational and personal status factors.

Faculty need internal research support to have
productive research careers (Creswell, 1985, p. 503
Ingalls, 1982; Wood, 1990). Among the resources that
faculty need are sufficient computer time, research
assistants, secretarial support, internally funded
research grants, sabbatical leave grants, equipment,

and faculty travel funds.
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Scholarly Productivity Model

A study of leading nurse-faculty researchers
conducted by Megel, Langston, and Creswell in 1988
examined psychological-individual, cumulative
advantage, and reinforcement explanations for the
variance in faculty research performance, and provided
a model for studying factors Influencing séientiflc
research productivity (p. 47). In the study conducted
by Megel et al., tenure, discipline, and doctoral
preparation were control variables. Measures of
scholarly productivity included research articles,
Journal articles other than research, books/
monographs, book chapters, papers presented at
regional/national meetings, posters presented, and
external research grants. Five time periods were used
to measure research productivity: before doctorate,
after doctorate before tenure, tenure through present,

last three years, and career,
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MEGEL/LANGSTON/CRESWELL MODEL

Correlates of Intervenling (Control) Measures of Scholarly
Productivity Variables Productivity

{ PSYCHOLOGICAL INDIVIDUAL Research articles

| FACTORS

| Motlvation

| Personal preferences
| Age: Chronological Journal articles other
|

|

|

Years of experience than research

Rank

Books/monographs

| CUMULATIVE ADVANTAGE

| FACTORS

| Prestlge of doctoral
institution

Mentoring

Academic resources and
assignment

Emphasis of department

> Book chapters

A A A

| | |
| ] |
Tenure Discipline Doctoral
Preparation Papers presented
(regional/national meetings)

REINFORCEMENT FACTORS Posters presented

Colleagues
Early productivity

External research grants
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The purpose of the study conducted by Megel et al.

(1988) was to identify the factors that explain the
differences among nursing researchers in terms of
faculty research productivity. From this study, the
profile of a productive nurse-faculty researcher

emerges as an individual who has

publ ished slightlQ less than one research
article per year for the last three years,
has a record of increasing productivity
during his or her career and published before
obtaining thevdoctorate, is motivated to
conduct research by peers outside the
institution and fellow research team members
inside the institution, likes conducting and
writing research and writing research grant
proposals, tends to have coauthored research
papers with mentors in graduate school,
spends less time teaching than the combined
time given to coﬁducting and writing
research, and spends a substantial amount of
time on administrative duties (Megel et al., .

1988, p. B3».



Chapter 3
Design and Methods

This research was a descriptive study that used
quantitative methods to describe the relationship
between levels of faculty research productivit§ and
instltutional affiliation, academic rank, discipline,
tenure status, gender,'thé hours per week that faculty
spend on research and related scholarly activities, the
current engagement of faculty in scholarly work, and
the receipt of internal research support within the
last twelve months. Levels of faculty regearch
productivity were based on the number of articles
published in academic or professional Jjournals, the
number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes, the number of books or monographs published or
edited alone or in collaboration, the number of
professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past twe years, and the receipt of
external research support within the last twelve
months. These measureé of faculty research productivity

are reported by the following factors.
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1. Institutional type: Research I, Research II,
Doctorate I, Doctorate II1, Comprehensive I,
Comprehensive II, Liberal Arts I, Liberal Arts
II

2. Academic rank: Professor, Associate Professor,
Assistant Professor, Instructor

3. Discipline: Blological Sciences, Business,
Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, Health
Sciences, Humanities, Physical Sciences,
Social Sciences, Other

4, Tenure status: Tenured, Non-tenured

5. Gender

6. Number of hours per week spent on research and
comparable scholarly activities

7. Current engagement of faculty in scholarly
work

8. Internal research support received by faculty
within the last twelve months

The researcher used multiple regression to determine
the percentage of variance attributed to the eight
faculty research productivity correlates (predictors>
for each of the five measures of faculty research
performance. il

Self-report data for the study were generated by

the 1989 survey of the professoriate conducted by the

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.
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Allison and Stewart (1974> estimated the reliability of
self-reported information relative to faculty résearch
productivity by comparing responses from chemists to
publication counts from Chemical Abstracts and found
the correlation was r=.94. For this study, the unit of
analysis was individual responses of faculty members
who returned the 1989 Carnegie Survey. The researcher
answered the research questions through subsequent data

analysis.

Research Questions
Primary Research Question:

How does the level of faculty research productivity
vary by lnstitutional type? by academic rank? by
discipline? by tenure status? by gender? by the
number of hours spent per week on research and/or
scholarly activities? by current engagement in
scholarly work? by internal research support?

Subsidiary Research Questions:

1. How many hours per week do faculty spend on research
and/or comparable scholarly activities?

2. What percentage of faculty is currently engaged in
scholarly work that is expected to lead to a
publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital?

3. What percentage of faculty has received internal
research support during the past twelve months?
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4, What is the level of faculty productivity as
determined by (a> the number of articles published
in academic or professional Journals? (b> the number
of articles published in edited collections or
volumes? (¢) the number of books or monographs
publ ished or edited alone, or in collaboration? (d>
the number of professicnal writings published or
accepted for publication in the past two yvears? (e)
the receipt of external research support during the
past twelve months?

5. What percentage of variance in faculty research
productivity can be explained by (a’ institutional
affiliation? (b) rank? (¢) discipline? (d> tenure
status? (e) gender? (f) hours per week spent in
research and/or scholarly activities? (g) current
engagement in scholarly work? <h) recelipt of
internal research support?

Research Model

Substantially modifying the research model
cdeveloped by Megel, Langston, and Creswell (1988, p.
47> to include all four explanations for the variance
in faculty research productivity found in the
literature and the correlates of faculty research
performance germane to this study, the researcher
utilized the following .research model to examine

faculty research productivity.



Correlates of
Productivity

I
I
!
I
|

PSYCHOLOGICAL-INDIVIDUAL
Gender
Current engagement
(Motivation)

CUMULATIVE ADVANTAGE
Employing Institution
. Hrs./wk. on research
Internal research
support (Resources)

REINFORCEMENT
Rank
Tenure status

DISCIPLINARY NORMS
iscipline
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RESEARCH MODEL

Intervening (Control)
Variable

Full-time appointment

Measures of Research
Productivity

Articles in academic or
professional journals

Articles in edited
collections or volumes

Books or monographs
published or edited
alone or in collaboration

Professional writings
publ ished or accepted
for publication in the
past two years

External research support
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The Research Model substantially differs from the
Megel-Langston-Creswell Model (MLC Model). While the
MLC Mode!l used tenure and discipline as control
varliables, the Research Model used these varliables as
correlates of faculty research productivity. By using
tenure and discipline as research correlates, the
researcher was able to examine the relationship between
these variables and specific measures of research
performance. The MLC Model also used doctoral
preparation as a control variable. The sole control
variable for-the Research Model was full-time
employment in the affiliated institution for at least
nine months of the academic year.

Correlates of faculty research productivity in the
MLC Model address factors related to only three of the
tour explanations foundlin the literature for the
variance in faculty research performance--
psychological-individual, cumulative advantage, and
reinforcement. By addﬁng the fourth explanation for the
variance in faculty research productivity--discipline--
to the Research Model, the researcher was able to
address all four explanations. For psychological-
individual factors the MLC Model used motivation,

personal preferences, chronological age, years of
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experience, and rank. The Research Model used gender
and current engagement for psychological-individual
factors. Current engagement was used as a motivational
factor. For cumulative advantage factors, the MLC Model
used prestige of the doctoral Institution, mentoring,
academic resources and assignment, and emphasis of the
department. The Research Model used the type of
emploving institution, number of hours pef week spent
on research or comparable scholarly activities, and
receipt of internal research support for cumulative
advantage factors. In the Research Model, the receipt
of internal research support was substituted for
academic resources used in the MLC Model. For
reinforcement factors, the MLC Model used colleagues
and early productivity. The Research Model used rank
and tenure status for reinforcement correlates. Rank
and tenure are considered to be a part of the reward
structure in postsecondary institutions. While the MLC
Model did not include~aisciplinary norms as correlates
of faculty research productivity, the Research Model
used discipline to complete a model which utilizes all
four of the explanations found in the Iite:ature for

the variance in faculty research performance.
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There are similarities and differences relative to
the productivity measures used in the two research
models. Publications dominate the measures of research
performance for both models. The MLC Model and the
Research Model include four types of pﬁblications as
measures of faculty research productivity. The MLC
Mode! used research articles, Jjournal articles other
than research, books/monographs, and book chapters as
scholarly productivity measures. The measures of
faculty research productivity in the Research Model are
articles In academic or professional Jjournals, articles
in edited collections or volumes, books or monographs
published or edited alone or in collaboration, and
professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years. The MLC Model also
used papers presented at regional/national meetings and
posters presented as research productivity measures.
Both models include the receipt of external research

support as a measure o% faculty research productivity.
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Definition of Terms

The following terms vital to this study were included
throughout the narrative.

Career Age: The number of years one practices a
profession.

Data: "Numbers that are collected as a result of
observations" (Runvon & Haber, 1988, p. 7).

Descriptive Statistics: "Statistical procedures used in
describing the properties of samples, or of populations
where complete population data are available" (Ferguson
& Takane, 1989, p. 9).

Faculty Evaluation: The process for determining the
value of faculty for the purpose of decision-making
(Worthen & Sanders, 1987, p. 22).

Mean: "The sum of a set of measurements divided by the
number of measurements in the set® (Ferguson & Takane,
1989, p. 53y,

Multiple Regression: A statistical technique used to
predict one variable from a knowledge of other
variables (Ferguson & Takane, 1989, p. 115).

Population: "A complete set of individuals, objects, or
measurements having some common observable
characteristic" (Runyon & Haber, 1988, p. 7J.

Random Sampling: & process by which "each element has
an equal chance of selection that is lndependent of any
other events in the selection process" (Babbie, 1973,
p. 83>. -

Research: All of the "activities of faculties that
advance knowledge and the arts" (Bowen & Schuster,
1986, p. 16).

Research Performance: Engagement in research or
scholarly activities.
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Research Productivity: Research and/or scholarly
activity that is measurable. In this study the terms
"research productivity" and "scholarly productivity®
are used synonymously.

Sample: "A subset of a population selected in
accordance with the research design' (Runyon & Haber
1988, p. 8.

Scholarly Productivity: Research and/or scholarly
activity that is measurable. In this study the terms
"scholarly productivity" and "research productivity"
are used interchangeably.

Scholarly Work: Application or use of knowledge and
skills acquired through and certified by doctoral
research training (Braxton & Toombs, 1982).

Stratified Sampling: Drawing elements from homogeneous
subsets of a population (Babbie, 1973, p. 94).

Variable: "A property whereby the members of a group or
set differ one from another" (Ferguson & Takane, 1989,
p. 10).
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The Study Grou

A two-stage, stratified, random sample design was
used to select college and university faculty for
ihclusion in the 1989 Carnegie survey. In the first
stage, 306 four-year and two-year institutions were
selected from the Carnegie Foundation data bank of U.S.
colleges and universities. The institutions selected
for the survey were equally divided among the nine
Carnegie Classifications, with thirty-four
colleges/universities per classification.

The number of institutions in each of the Carnegie

Classitications based on 1986 statistics is as follows:
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Carnegie Classification  # Colleqes/Universities

Research Universities I 70
Research Universities II 34
Doctoral Granting U. I 51
Doctoral Granting U. II 58
Comprehensive U./C. 1 424
Comprehensive U./C. II i
Liberal Arts Colleges I 142
Liberal Arts Colleges II 430
Two Year Coll/Inst. 1,367

2,747

Within each Classification, an institution was selected
with a likelihood proporticnate to the size of its
faculty when compared to other colleges/universities
within the same Classification. When the sample was
drawn, a few institutions were selected more than once.
In these cases, the fé]lowing school on the list was
also selected.

For the purpose of this study, the researcher
Festricted data analysis to the first eight of the nine
Ca?negie Classifications. The categories have been

described by the Carnegie Foundation based on the
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"level of degree offered and the comprehensiveness of

their missions' (1989, pp. 147-48).

Research 1 institutions offer a full range
of baccalaureate programs, are committed
to graduate education through the
doctorate degree, and give high pricrity
to research. They receive annually at
least $33.4 million in federal support,
and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each
vear.

Research II institutions offer a full
range of baccalaureate programs, are
committed to graduate education through
the doctorate degree, and give high
priority to research. They receive
annually between $12.5 million and $33.5
million in federal support and award at
least 50 Ph.D. degrees each vear.

Doctorate-granting I institutions offer a
full range of baccalaureate programs, and
their mission includes a commitment to
graduate education through the doctorate
degree. They award at least 40 Ph.D.
degrees annually in five or more academic
disciplines.

Doctorate-granting II institutions offer a
full range of baccalaureate programs, and
thelir mission includes a commitment to
graduate education through the doctorate
degree. They award annually 20 or more
Ph.D. degrees in at least one discipline
or 10 or more Ph.D. degrees in three or
more discipliines.

Comprehensive I institutions offer
baccalaureate programs and, with few
exceptions, graduate education through the
masters degree., More than half of their
baccalaureate degrees are awarded in two
or more occupational or professional
disciplines such as engineering or
business administration. All of the
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institutions in this group enroll at least
2,500 students.

Comprehensive II institutions award more
than half of their baccalaureate degrees
in two or more occupational or
professional disciplines, such as
engineering or business administration,
and many also offer graduate education
through the masters degree. All of the
colleges and universities in this group
enrocll between 1,500 and 2,500 students.

Liberal Arts I institutions are highly
selective and are primarily undergraduate
colleges that award more than half of
their baccalaureate degrees in arts and

science fields.

Liberal Arts Il institutions are primarily
undergraduate colleges that are less
selective and award more than half of
their degrees in liberal arts fields. This
category also includes a group of colleges
that award less than half of their degrees
in liperal arts fields but, with fewer
than 1,500 students, are too small to be
considered comprehensive.

In the second stage of the sample design for the
Carnegie Survey, faculty were designated at the
selected institutions. From a data bank of Aﬁerican
college and universityffaculty, ?,996 faculty members
were randomly selected for the Carnegie study. The
sample was equally distributed among the nine Carnegie
Classifications. As part of the plan for analysis, data
for each of the responses were weighted according to
the Carnegie Classification and proportionate to the

total number ot faculty in all institutional types.
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Before the actual survey, a pre-test was conducted
in the fall of 1988 in which a draft of the
gquestionnaire was mailed to seven college faculty and
to several scholars. Based upon the results of the
pre-test, the questionnaire was modified during
December of 1988 and January of 1989 for the full-scale
study.

The main Carnegie Survey consists of four
mailings. On February 10, 1989, a preliminary letter
describing the study and scliciting cooperation was
mailed to the 9,996 faculty selected for the study. The
survey questionnaire was mailed February 17. On
February 24, a post card was mailed to all potential
respondents as a reminder to compliete the
guestionnaire. A second copy of the guestionnaire was
mailed on March 3, with a request to complete the
guestionnaire if this had not been done. The completed
gquestionnaires were accepted for data processing
through April 17. Data were entered and processed from
March through May of 1989.

Of the 9,996 facult? selected for the survey,
5,450 returned their gquestionnaires, for a response

rate of 54.5 percent. The completion rate for each of
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the eight Carnegie Classifications used in this study

is as follows:

Research University [ 618 56%
Regearch University II 649  56%
Doctoral Granting University I 668 60%
Doctoral Granting University II 647 58%
Comprehensive University/Coilege I 623 56%

Comprehensive University/College 11 589 53%
Liberal Arts I 691 62%

Liberal Arts II 455 41%

A separate mailing, a postage-paid post card, was
used to ask the respondents to identify
themselves by name, employing institution, zip code,
and faculty rank, and to ask whether the respondents
did or did not hold tenure. The Carnegie Foundation
received approximately 5,150 post cards from the 5,450

respondents,
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The Instrument

The 1989 Carnegie Faculty Survey Questionnaire
(see Appendix A) included fifty-nine guestions. These
questions addressed the goals of collegiate education,
academic standardé, attitudes about student 1ife,.
teaching, research, service, status of the profession,
views of the employing institution, participation in

decision-making, and general observations.

Data Analysis

This study utilized data from selected questions
related to faculty research productivity included in
the 1989 Carnegie Foundation Faculty Survey. The Curry
School of Education at the University of Virginia
purchased a copy of the data tape from the Carnegie
Foundation.

For the purpose of this study, the researcher
applied the statistical software package SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) to ﬁhe
1989 Carnegie Survey data for computer-pased analysis.
This study of faculty research productivity was

restricted to include only the responses of faculty
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who indicated they had a full-time appointment for at
least nine months of the academic year at the
designated institution.

The twenty-nine disciplines included on the
Carnegie Survey were collapsed into ten categories for

this study as follows:

Biological Sciences
Agriculture/Forestry/Natural Resources
Biological/Life Sciences

Business
Business/Management

Education
Education (including Administration and
Counsel ing»
Physical and Health Education

Engineering
Engineering

Fine Arts
Fine Arts (Art, Drama, Music)

Health Sciences 1
Health Professions (Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing,
Veterinary>

Humanities )
Foreign Languages
Humanities (Literature, History, Philosophy,
Religion, Theology, Rhetoric)

Physical Sciences
Mathematics/Statistics
Physical Sciences



Faculty research productivity 58

Social Sciences
Area/Ethnic Studies
Economics
Geography
Psychology
Social Sciences (Anthropology, Political Science,
Socliology, Social Work>

Other

Allied Health (Medical Technologies)

Architecture/Environmental Design

Communications/Journalism

Computer/Information Science

Home Economics

Industrial Arts

Law

Library Science

Military Science/Technologies

Public Affairs

Vocational/Technical Training

Other Discipline

& general demographics summary of the respondents
within the study group by institutional type and
discipline is provided in Appendix B. This summary
includes the total number of respondents, the number
of males and females, and the number of respondents by
academic rank and tenure status.

In order to answer the research questions, means
or percentages were galculated for each category of
comparison and are reported in the study. Levels of
research productivity for full-time faculty by
instituticonal type (institutional code was printed on

the top of the back page of the survey), academic rank
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(survey question #3, 2-5), discipline (survey question
#11, 1-29), tenure status (survey question #2, 1 or
2>, gender (survey questibn #53, 1 or 2J, hours spent
per week on research and/or scholarly activities
(survey question #9, d), current engagement (survey
question #13)4s and receipt of internal research
support (survey question #14, a’)> were measured by the
number of articles published in academic or
professional Journals (survey question #15), the
number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes (survey question #16), the number of books or
monographs published or edited alone or in
collaboration (survey question #17>, the number of
professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years (survey question
#18>, and the receipt of external research support
within the last twelve months ksurvey question #14,
b-e),

Stepwise multiple regression techniques were
utilized to determine the amount of variance that
could be attributed to the eight faculty research
productivity correlates for each of the five measures

of faculty research performance. Multiple regression
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assumes the respondents were randomly chosen and data
were weighted to reflect the population from which the
sample was drawn and assumes equal variability or
homogeneous variance. A decision was made to set the
probability of entry in a stepwise regression
procedure at .1 with a tolerance level of .0001.
Statistical tables are presented and descriptive
summaries are provided for each of the research

questions addressed in this study.
Limitations

Correlates and measures of faculty research
productivity for this study are limited to related
items on the 1989 Carnegie Foundation Survey of
faculty. For example, intelligence scores, stress,
prestige of doctoral program, mentoring, and early
productivity are not used as correlates of faculty
research performance, and presentations of papers at
regional or national conferences cannot be used as a
measure of faculty research productivity in this
study, because no item on the survey instrument

addresses these factors.
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By analyzing the selected measures of research
productivity as determined by the questions on the
survey, one can conclude that the quantity of
publication counts dominates the methods of
measurement. In reporting the number of publications,
the Carnegie survey may give equal credit to poorly
written papers in badly edited Jjournals and to
well-written papérs in high-quality Jjournals (Bayer &
Folger, 1966; Smith & Fieldler, 19713 and give equal
credit to shorter and longer works. The researcher has
attempted to balance the four survey questions related
to the number of publications with a question that
relates to external research support received during
the past twelve months.

Another limitation of this study is the reliance
on self-report data of faculty related to research
productivity. In one study, Allison and Stewart (1974>
estimated the reliability of self-reported information
relative to faculty rgsearch productivity by comparing
responses from chemists with publication counts from

Chemical Abstracts and found the correlation was

r=.94.
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Further, no single study has been conducted using
all four explanations for the variation of faculty
research performance found in the literature.
Therefore, existing published research provides a
limited base for projecting outcomes of this study or
for corroborating the results.

Finally, interpreﬁing the results of the study is
limited to reporting the }evels of faculty research
productivity across selected research correlates and
to providing explanations from the literature for the
variance in individual faculty research performance
based on the selected research correlates across
specific research measures. From the selected research
correlates, profiles of faculty with high levels of
research performance can be determined for each

measure of scholarly research.



Chapter 4
"Results

The purpose of this study was to use quantitative
methods to describe the relationship between levels of
faculty research productivity and institutional
aftfiliation, academic rank, discipline, tenure status,
gender, the hours per week that faculty spend on
research and related scholarly activities, the current
engagement of faculty in- scholarly work, and receipt
of internal research support within the last twelve
months. Levels of faculty research productivity as
reported in the 1989 Carnegie Survey of faculty were
based on fhe number of articles pupblished in academic
or professional journals, the number of articles
published in edited collections or volumes, the number
of books or monographs published or edited alone or in
collaboration, the number of professional writings
accepted for publication in the past two years, and
the receipt of external research support within the
last twelve months. :

From the Carnegle data set, the researcher
analyzed the responses of 4380 faculty. The faculty

Included in this analysis were all full-time, tenured
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or non-tenured employees on at least nine-month
contracts at four-year col leges and universities.
Responses of these faculty were analyzed to address

the following research question:

How does the level of faculty research productivity
vary by institutional type? by academic rank? by
discipline? by tenure status? by gender? by the
number of hours spent per week on research and/or
scholarly activities? by current engagement in
scholarly work? by internal research support?

In order to answer this primary research
question, data from the 1989 Carnegie Survey of
faculty were also used to address subsidiary questions

as follows:

{. How many hours per week do faculty spend on
research and/or comparable scholarly activities?

2. What percentage of faculty is currently. engaged in
scholarly work that is expected to lead to a
publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital?

3. What percentage of faculty has received internal
research support during the past twelve months?

4. What is the level of faculty productivity as
determined by <(a)> the number of articles published
in academic or professional Jjournals? (b) the
number of articles published in edited collections
or volumes? (c¢) the number of books or monographs
publ ished or edited alone, or in collaboration? (d>
the number of professional writings published or
accepted for publication in the past two years?
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(e) the receipt of external research support within
the last twelve months?

5. What percentage of variance in faculty research
productivity can be explained by (a) institutiocnal
affiliation? (b> rank? (c¢) discipline? (d> tenure
status? (e) gender? (f) hours spent per week on
research anc/or scholarly activities? (g’ current
engagement in scholarly work? (h) receipt of
internal research support?

Research Measures by Institutional Tvype

.In response to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
py institutional type, the mean number of publications
and the percentage of faculty who received external
research support within the last twelve months were
calculated for each of the eight institutional types
included in this study. The following five tables

(Table 1-Table 5) report these data.
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Table 1

Mean No. of Articles in Academic¢ or Professional Journals by
Institutional Type

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
RI 29.99 37.07 0 325 549
RII 25.22 34.13 0 380 586
DI 17.48 26.20 0 320 592
DII 14.58 24.28 4] 300 569
CI 9.28 18.03 0 300 532
ClI 3.78 5.83 0 63 495
LAI 9.75 14.66 0 125 573
LAII 2.65 4,83 0 50 352

RI=Research I RII=Research II DI=Doctoral I
DII=Doctoral II CI=Comprehensive I CII=Comprehensive Il
LA I=Liberal Arts I LA II=Liberal Arts II

The mean number of articles published per faculty
member in academicvor professional Jjournals declined,
with one exception, from Research I Universities
through Liberal Arts II Colleges. The publication mean
for faculty in Liberal Arts I Colleges, the one
anomaly in this publication trend, was slightly
- greater than the means for faculty in Comprehensive I
and Comprehensive II institutions. Faculty in Research
Universities, as might be expected, publishéd at a

much higher rate than faculty in other types of
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institutions. This publication pattern can be
understood if one considers factors such as the
respective institutional missions and reward systems.
The statistics indicate a high degreg of variance in
the scholarly productivity of faculty based on

institutional affiliation.

Table 2

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by
Institutional Type

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
RI 7.02 11.52 0 110 528
RII 5.90 10.71 0 100 580
DI 4,41 14.03 0 208 557
DII 3.66 6.63 0 60 535
CI 1.83 3.51 0 35 501
CII 1.17 3.48 0 50 462
LAI 2.44 4,70 0 50 540
LAII - 1.61 11.69 0 200 326

RI=Research I RII=Research II DI=Doctoral I
DII=Doctoral II CIl=Comprehensive I ClI=Comprehensive II
LA I=Liberal Arts I LA II=Liberal Arts II

The means in Table 2 follow the same publication
pattern by institutional type as the means in Table 1.

That is, the mean number of articles published per
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faculty member in edited collections or volumes
declined, with one exception, from Research I
Universities through Liberal Arts II Colleges. Faculty
in traditionally teaching-oriented institutions
repdfted lower numbers of publications, on average,
than faculty in research-oriented institutions
reported. As in Table 1, the mean for faculty in
Liberal Arts I Colleges was higher than the means for
faculty in Comprehensive I and Comprehensive I1I
institutions. As might be expected, the mean number of
articles published in edited collections or volumes
(Table 2> were lower by institutional type than the
means for articles published in academic or

professional Journals (Table 15.
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Table 3

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or In
Collaboration by Institutional Type

Mean Std Dev  Minimum  Maximum n
RI 2.55 4.62 0 45 519
RII 2.11 3.72 0 35 556
DI 2.15 5.97 0 114 561
DII 1.74 9.03 0 200 526
CI 1.41 3.10 0 32 509
CII .88 2.84 0 30 462
LAI 1.24 2.61 0 40 537
LAII .60 2.16 0 25 324

RI=Research I

DII=Doctoral II

RII=Research Il DI=Doctoral I

CI=Comprehensive [ CIlI=Comprehensive II
LA I=Liberal Arts I LA Il=Liberal Arts II

The mean number of books or monographs published

per faculty member declined from Research I

Universities through Liberal Arts II Colleges, with

one exception. This publication pattern can be

explained by such factors as differential faculty

selection and work load assignment. The mean number of

publications for faculty

in Liberal Arts I Colleges is

greater than the mean for faculty In the Comprehensive

II institutions.

Unlike Tables 1 and 2, Table 3

Indicates that the mean number of publications for
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faculty in Liberal Arts I Colleges did not surpass the
mean for faculty in Comprehensive I Colleges and

Universities.

Table 4

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Institutional Type

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
RI 5.29 5.20 0 45 549
RII 4,52 5.30 0 70 573
DI 3.61 4,25 0 35 582
DII 2.91 3.52 0 30 564
CI 2.08 3.80 0 50 521
CII 1.11 1.96 0 15 473
LAI 2.23 2.88 0 25 566
LAII 1.06 3.41 0 40 346

RI=Research I RII=Research II DI=Doctoral I
DII=Doctoral II Cl=Comprehensive I CII=Comprehensive II
LA I=Liberal Arts I LA II=Liberal Arts II

The mean number of professional writings per
faculty member published or accepted for publication
in the past two yearS*aeclined, with one exception,
trom Research I Universities througsh Liberal Arts II
Colleges. The mean for faculty in Liberal Arts I

Colleges was higher than the means for faculty in the
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comprehensive I and II institutions. This publication
pattern was noted for Tables 1! and 2 as well.
pescriptive statistics indicate, as they did in Tables
1-3, a high degree of variance in the scholarly

productivity of faculty by institutional affilliation.

Table 5

Percentage of Faculty Who Received External Research Support in
the Past Twelve Months by Institutlional Type

RI RII DI DII CI CII LAT  LAII

19.1% 19.5% 13.0% 11.8% 7.5% 8.4% 10.6% 6.4%
(519> (544) (532) (507 (479> (439> (509> (299

RI=Research I RII=Research II DI=Doctoral I
DII=Doctoral II CI=Comprehensive I ClI=Comprehensive II
LA I[=Liberal Arts I LA II=Liberal Arts II

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses,

The percentage of faculty who received external
research support declined, overall, from those faculty
employed in Research d;iversities through those
faculty affiliated with Liberal Arts Colleges. The

percentaée of Liberal Arts I faculty who received

eXternal research support was greater, however, than
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the percentages of Comprehensive I and Comprehensive
II faculty who received such support. Within the
Research Universities, the percentage of faculty who
received external research support in Research I1I
Universities was slightly higher than the percentage
of faculty who received external research support in
Research I institutions. A similar relationship can be
cbserved in the percentages for faculty who reported
the receipt of external research support in
Comprehensive I and II institutions. That is, the
percentage of faculty who reported the receipt of
external research support was greater in Comprehensive
IT Colleges and Universities than in Comprehensive I
institutions. The percentages of faculty who received
external research support by institutional type
followed the overall pattern of scholarly productivity
of faculty by 1nstitutionalptype, reported in Tables
1-4.

For all five of the measures of faculty research
Productivity utilizedrin this study, levels of
scholarly productivity declined, overall, from
Research I Universities through Liberal Arts II

Colleges. This pattern is not unexpected in terms of
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the respective institutional missions and reward

structures (Creswell in Finkelstein, 1985, p. 256>.

ngggggngeasures by Rank

In response to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
py academic rank, the mean number of publications per
faculty member and the percentage of faculty who
received external research support within the last
twelve months were calculated for each of the four
academic raﬁks included in this study. The following

five tables (Table 6-Table 10) report these data.

Table 6

Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Academic Rank

Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Professor 25.30 :84.48 0 380 1769
AssoProf 9.82 13.35 0 220 1310
AssiProt 4,57 5.73 0 44 939
Instructor 1.26 3.15 0 30 137

AssoProf=Associate Professor AssiProf=Assistant Professor
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The mean number of articles published per faculty
member in academic or professional Jjournals increased
from the rank of instructor through the rank of
professor. Because this measure relates to cumulative
research productivity, it is not surprising that
faculty in the higher ranks reported, on average,
higher numbers of publications. Cumulative research
productivity is generaily related to longevity, and
longevity to higher rank. Professors published, on
average, two and one-half times the number of articles

that assoclate professors published.

Table 7

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by
Academic Rank

Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Prof 5.80 12.15 0 208 1665
AssoProf 2.78 7.77 0 200 1226
AssiProf 1.54 3.65 0 40 886
0 10 135

Instruc 37 - 1.18

Prof=Professor AssoProf=Assocliate Professor
AssiProf=Assistant Professor Instruc=Instructor
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The mean number of articles publiéhed per faculty
member in edited collections or volumes increased from
the rank of instructor through the rank of professor.
This publication pattern was evident in Table 6 as
well. Assistant professors published, on average,
slightly more than four times the number of articles
that instructors published, and professors, on
average, published twice the number of articles that
associate professors published. Faculty in the higher
ranks typically have more colleagues to serve as

potential collaborators for edited publications.

Table 8

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Academic Rank

Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Prof 2.61 6.80 0 200 1681
AssoProf 1.21 2.98 0 32 1232
AssiProf .59 1.84 0 25 860
Instruc .47 =1.,06 0 12 133

Prof=Professor AssoProf-Associate Professor
AssiProf=Assistant Professor Instruc=Instructor
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The means for the number of books or m@nographs
published per faculty member increased from the rank
of instructor through the rank of professor, a
publication trend noted for Tables & and 7 as well.
The effect of rank may be'related to differential work
load assignment (Fulton & Trow, 1974>. At higher
ranks, the teaching load is typically not as great as
it is in the lower ranks. As might be expected, the
mean number of publications per faculty member was
less in each rank, overall, for books or monographs
than for articles in academic or professional journals
(Table 62 and articles in edited collections or
volumes (Table 7). The mean number of books or
monographs published per instructor, the only
exception, was higher than the mean number of articles

published in edited collections or volumes (Table 7>.
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Table 9

No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for

Meanpublication in the Past Two Years by Academic Rank

Mean 5td Dev Minimum Maximum n
Prof 3.80 5.00 0 70 1738
AssoProf 2.60 3.78 0 45 1294
AssiProf 2.45 3.13 0 50 918
Instruc .61 1.35 0 8 135

Prof=Professor AssoProf=Associate Professor
AssiProf=Assistant Professor Instruc=Instructor

The means for the number of professional writings
per faculty member published or accepted for
publication in the past two years increased from the
rank of instructor through the rank of professor. This
publication pattern was also noted for Tables 6-8. The
dlfference between the mean number of writings for
assistant professors and associate professors and the
difference between the maximum number of writings for
these two groups was smgller than for previous types
of publications (Tables 6-8). Unlike the previous
Publications, this category of comparison is not

cumulative over the faculty member’s career.
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Table 10

percentage of Faculty Who Received External Research Support in
the Past Twelve Months by Academic Rank

Prof AssoProf AssiProf Instruc
15.5% 10.9% 10.4% 2.6%
(1591) (1168) (863) (116>

Prof=Professor AssoProf=Associate Professor
AssiProf=Assistant Professor Instruc=Instructor

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses,

The percentage of faculty who received external
research support increased from the rank of instructor
through the rank of professor. This trend is
consistent with the pattern for the mean number of
publications per faculty member as reported in Tables
6-9. The percentages of assistant and associate
professors who reported the receipt of external
rfesearch support are four times greater than the
percentage of instructgrs who reported the receipt of
such support. The difference in the percentages of

assistant professors and associate professors who

reported receipt of external research support is
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small. However, the percentage of professors who
reported the receipt of external research support is
approximately one-half greater than the percentages of
associate and asslistant professors who reported such
support. Faculty in the upper ranks may benefit from a
nigher degree of visibllity than faculty in the lower
ranks in securing external research support.

For all five of the measures of faculty research
productivity used in this study, levels of scholarly
productivity increased from the rank of instructor
-through the rank of professor. This trend may be
explained, in part, by the reinforcement role that
rank plays in the reward system for faculty in higher

education (Finkelstein, 1984, p. 101>.

Research Measures by Discipline

In response to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
by discipline, the mean-number of publications and the
pPercentage of faculty who received external research
Support within the last twelve months were calculated

for each of the disciplinary categories in this study.
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The following five tables (Table 11-Table 15) report

these data.

Table 11
Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Discipline
Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
BS 25.94 27.67 0 200 306
BU 12.58 24.73 0 250 274
ED 14.60 24.74 0 325 319
EN 26.69 34.83 0 205 215
FA 4.21 7.22 0 50 339
HS 11.54 30.20 0 300 157
HU 10.17 18.62 0 300 809
PS 26.64 42 .06 0 380 528
38S 14.10 18.11 0 150 697
QT 10.96 17.46 0 140 479

BS=Biological Scliences BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sciences
HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences SS=Social Sciences

‘ OT=0ther

For faculty who reported the number of articles
published in academic or professional Journals, the
faculty by disciplineé rank as follows: (l;
Engineering, (2> Physical Sciences, (3) Biological
Sciences, (4) Education, (5) Social Sciences, (&)

Business/Management, ¢(7) Health Sciences, (8)
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Humanities’ (9) Other, and (10> Fine Arts. On average,

faculty in the natural sciences (including

ring) emerged as most productive; faculty in

Engine€

the gumanities and Fine Arts were the least
productive; and Education faculty and Social Sclence
faculty fell in between. The data indicate that
scholarly productivity varies across disciplines in
terms of articles published in academlic or
professional Jjournals.

Table 12

Mean No. of Articles In Edited Collections or Volumes by
Discipline

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
BS 5.67 11.59 0 100 286
BU 3.56 7.32 0 60 266
ED 2.90 4.94 0 40 295
EN 8.59 19.80 0 200 200
Fa 1.80 12.20 0 208 308
HS 1.95 5.28 0 52 146
HU 3.49 9.61 0 200 768
PS 3.19 7.40 0 100 499
388 4.31 _7.52 0 80 665
oT 3.07 - 6.10 0 45 449

BS=Biological Sciences BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sclences
HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences §SS5=Social Sciences
0T=0ther
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In terms of the mean number of articles published
per faculty member in edited collections or volumes,
the faculty by disciplines rank as follows: (1)
Engineering, (2> Biological Sciences, (3) Social
Sciences, (4} Business/Management, (5) Humanities, (6
Physical Sciences, (7)) Other, (8) Education, (%)
Health Sclences, and (10> Fine Arts. As in Table 11,
Engineering faculty ranked first in the mean number of
publications and Fine Arts faculty ranked last.
Otherwise, the rank order for faculty in Table 2 was
different from that in Table 1. Disciplines differ in
their coauthorship patterns (Gaston, 1978) and in the
division of labor on scholarly works that require
various collaborators (Gaston, 1978). Faculty in some
disciplines, such as the natural sciences, tend to
co-author publications at a higher rate than faculty
in other disciplines, such as Education and the Fine

Arts.
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Table 13

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Discipline

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
BS .80 1.66 0 18 283
BU 1.86 4,10 0 30 261
ED 2.94 8.07 0 114 301
EN 1.15 3.59 0 45 195
FA 1.35 4.31 0 40 309
HS .71 1.29 0 8 146
HU z2.01 3.21 0 35 767
PS .89 2.29 0 25 491
SS 2.21 8.35 0 200 669
oT 1.59 3.18 0 31 449

BS=Biological Sciences BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sciences
HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences 8S=Social Sciences
0T=0ther

Concerning the mean number of books or monographs
published per faculty member, the faculty by
disciplines rank as follows: (1) Education, (2) Social
Sciences, (3) Humanities, (4) Business/Management, (5>
Other, (6) Fine Arts,;??) Engineering, (8) Physical
Sciences, (9) Biological Sciences, and (10) Health
Sciences. Engineering faculty, who reported the

highest publication levels in Table 11 and Table 12,
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rank seventh in the mean number of books or monographs
published per faculty member. Fine Arts faculty, who
reported the lowest publicatioh levels in the previous
two tables, rank sixth in terms of the mean number of
books or monographs published. Disciplines vary
according to their paradigmatic stage in terms of the
form of publications required (Biglan, 1973>. For
paradigmatic disciplines, such as the natural
sciences, shorter forms of publlications--journal
articles~--are accepted (Table 11). In pre-paradigmatic
disciplines, such as Education, lengthened
communication forms--books and monographs--are

required (Biglan>).
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Table 14

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Discipline

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
BS 4,33 6.35 4] 70 301
BU 2.69 3.31 0 25 271
ED 3.05 3.95 0 28 312
EN 4.64 5.20 0 28 211
FA 1.37 3.11 0 40 3256
HS 2.16 3.14 0 20 153
HU 2.86 3.94 0 50 802
PS 3.53 4,96 0 40 519
35 3.23 3.88 Q 45 691
0T 2.66 3.47 0 35 468

BS=Biological Sciences BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sciences
HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences 8SS=Social Sciences
0T=0ther

In terms of the number of professional writings
published or accepted for publication per faculty
member in the past two years, the faculty by
disciplines rank as follows: (1) Engineering; (2>
Biological Sciences; (3) Physical Sciences; (4) Social
Sciences; (5) Education; (6) Humanities; (7) Business/
Management; (8) Other; (9) Health Sciences; and (103

Fine Arts. As in Table 11, on average, faculty in the
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natural sciences emerged as most productive; faculty
in the Humanitiés and Fine Arts were the least
productive; and Education faculty and Social Science
faculty fell in between. The paradigmatic stage of a
discipline affects scholarly research in terms of
acceptance rates in Jjournals (Gaston, 1978>. In
disciplines such as the natural sciences in which the
knowledge is codified to a high degree, the acceptance
rates are high. Further, in paradigmatic disciplines,
abbreviated forms of scholarly publications are

accepted.

Table 15

Percentage of Faculty Who Received External Research Support by
Discipline

BS BU ED EN FA HS HU PS 58 oT

21.3% 9.5% 12.6% 22.2% 11.9% 15.8% 8.9% 12.8% 11.1% 13.1%
(296> (242) (269) (198) (302> (139) (7100 (501) (633> (434)

BS=Biological Sciences - BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sciences
‘HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences 8S=Social Sciences
0T=0ther

*¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.
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The rank order of disciplines in which faculty
reported the receipt of external research support is
as follows: (1) Engineering; (2) Biologlcal Sciences;
(3> Health Sciences; (4> Other; (5> Physical Sciences;
(6> Education; (7> Fine Arts; (8> Social Sciences; (97
Business/Management; and (10> Humanities.
Approximately 22 percent of Engineering faculty
received external research support, while almost 9
pefcent of faculty in the Humanities recelved such
support. Grant receipt depends primarily on faculty
research productivity (Liebert, 1976, which may help
to explain why faculty in the natural sciences emerged
as most productive, overall, in terms of the receipt
of external research support.

Engineering faculty ranked first in four out of
the five measures of scholarly productivity (Tables
11, 12, 14, and 15>. The mean number of books or
monographs published (Table 13> was the only measure
for which Engineering;faculty failed to rank first.
Faculty in the Biolog&cal Sciences ranked second in
three of the five measures of research productivity--
numpber of articles in edited collections or volumes

(Table 12), number of articles published or accepted
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for publication in the past two yvears (Table 14>, and
the receipt of external research support (Table 15>,
Business/Management faculty ranked fourth in the mean
number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes (Table 12> and in the mean numbér of books or
monographs published (Table 13>. Fine Arts faculty had
the lowest productivity levels of any disciplinary
group in terms of articles published in academic or
professional journals (Table 113, articles published
in edited collections or volumes (Table 122, and
professlonai writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two yearé (Table 14). Faculty
in the Biological Sciences ranked second in the mean
number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes (Table 12> and in the mean number of
professional writings publ ished or accepted for
publication in the past two years (Table 14).
Variance in research performance among the ten
disciplinary categories is evident for each of the
five measures of faculfy research productivity.
Furﬁhermore, variation in the level of faculty
Scholarly productivity may be noted in terms of the

fank of a disciplinary category across the five
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measures of research performance. However, on the
whole, faculty in the natural sciences emerged as most
productive and faculty in the Humanities and Fine Arts

were the least productive.

Research Measures by Tenure Status

In response to the primary research question
concerning the lével of faculty research productivity
by tenure status, the mean number of publications and
the percentage of faculty who received external
research support within the last twelve months were
calculated for tenured and non-tenured faculty in this
study. The following five tables (Table 16-Table 203

report these data.

Table 16

Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Tenure Status

Mean . Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Tenured 18.57 28.74 0 380 3041
Non-tenured 5.59 12.09 0 300 1207
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The mean number of articles published per faculty
member in academic or professional Jjournals was three
times higher for tenured faculty than for" non-tenured
faculty. Tenured faculty typically have been in the
profession longer thén have non-tenured faculty.
Because this measure of faculty research productivity
is a cﬁmulative measure, it is not surprising that the
number of publications reported by tenured faculty was
much higher, on average, than the number of

publications reported by non-tenured faculty.

Table 17
Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by Tenure
Status
Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Tenured 4,36 10.00 0 208 2857
Non-tenured 1.93 7.21 0 200 1142

The mean number é% articles published per faculty
member in edited collections or volumes was more than
twice as large for tenured faculty than for

non-tenured faculty. This overall publication trend
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was noted for Table 16 as well. Edited collections
very often include revisions of manuscripts that were
previously published in academic or professional
Journals. Therefore, tenured faculty who published, on
average, three times as many articles in academic or
professional journals és non-tenured faculty published
(Table 16> would have an advantage in this measure of

scholarly productivity (Table 17>.

Table 18

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Tenure Status

Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Tenured 2,01 5.61 0 200 2875
Non-tenured .73 2.08 0 25 1119

Consistent with the publication pattern indicated
in Tables 16 and 17, the mean number of books or
monographs publ ished 5} edited per faculty member is
higher for faculty with tenure than for faculty
without tenure. Tenured faculty, on average, reported

more than twice the number of publications that
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non-tenured faculty reported. However, considering the
length of books and monographs and the professional
status and orientation of non-tenured faculty
(Chronister, Baldwin, & Bailey, 1991), non-tenured
faculty, on average, indicated a respectable number of

publications.

Table 19

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Tenure Status

Mean Std Dev Minimum Max imum n
Tenured 3.24 4,56 0 70 2987
Non-tenured 2.35 3.17 0 40 1187

Table 19 reports that the mean number of
professional writings published or accepted per
taculty member for publication in the past two ye;rs
is higher for tenured faculty than for non-tenured
taculty. This trend Was inherent in Tables 16-18 as
well, While the descriptive statistics in Tables 16-19
indicate a high degree of variation in the level of

faculty scholarly productivity by tenure status, the
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gap between the means for the two cohorts iIs narrower

for this category‘of comparison.

Table 20

Percentage of Faculty Who Recelved External Research Support by
Tenure Status

Tenured Non-tenured
13.2% 10.8%
(2719 (1109

¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

Consistent with the pattern of faculty scholiarly
productivity indicated in Tables 16-1%9, the percentage
of faculty who received external research support was
higher for tenured faculty than for non-tenured
faculty. The non-tenured faculty, however, have done
well on this variable. Tenured faculty reported higher
levels of scholarly pqoductivity'than non-tenured
faculty indicated fob>the five measures of faculty
research productivity reporfed in this study (Tables

16-205.
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Research Measures by Gender

In response to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
by gender, the mean number of publications and the
percentage of faculty who received external research
support within the last twelve months were calculated
for males and females in this study. The following

five tables (Table 21-Table 25> report these data.

Table 21
Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Gender
Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
Males 17.93 28.41 0 380 3130
Females 6.31 13.33 0 300 1104

The mean number of articles published per faculty
member in acédemic or professional Jjournals was almost
three times greater for males than for females. Some
of this variance can be explained by the distribution
of faculty across institutional types. Females are

employed disproportionately in traditionally
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teaching-oriented institutions (See Appendix B).
Respective missions and reward systems of institutions

lead to differential work load assignment.

Table 22°

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by Gender

Mean Std Dev Minimum Max imum n
Males 4,27 10.44 0 208 2952
Females 1.93 4,72 0 70 1035

In terms of the mean number of articles published
per faculty member in edited collection or volumes,
the level of publication was over twice as high for
males as for females. One explanation for the
variation in faculty research productivity by gender
is that women do not have access to the "old boy"
network and are not privy to information being
exchanged (Creswell In Finkelstein, 1985, p. 242).
Males may have a larger network of different

collaborators, interacting on specific tasks.
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Table 23

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Gender

Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
Males 1.81 4,10 0 114 2960

Females 1.00 2.63 0 40 1021

The mean number of books or monographs published
per faculty member was higher for males than for
temales. This publication pattern had been noted
previously for Tables 1| and 2. However, for the mean
numpber of bocks or monographs published, the
difference between males and females was not as large
as the difference Iin means for the previous two
measures of faculty research productivity (Tables 1
and 2>. Females, on average, had one book or monograph
published, while males had less than two books or

monographs publ ished.=
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Table 24

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Gender

Mean Std Dev Minimum Max imum n
Males 3.31 4,58 0 70 3093
Females 2.07 2.82 0 30 1068

The publlication pattern indicated in Table 24 was
consistent with the trend found in Tables 21-23. That
is, the mean number of articles published or éccepted
for publication in the past two vears per faculty
member was greater for males than for females. The
measures of faculty research productivity in Tables
21-23 were cunmulative over a faculty member‘ s career,
while the data in Table 24 reflect a publication trend
over the past two years. In terms of the data reported
in Tables 21-24, females may be more recently

narrowing the gap with males in terms of publication

di fferences,
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Table 25

Percentage of Faculty Who Recelved External Research Support by
Gender

Males Females

12.9% 11.2%
(2856) (961>

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses,

A slightly higher percentage of males received
external research support during the past twelve
months than females did. Because grant receipt--a
salient source of external research support--depends
primarily on faculty research productivity (Liebert,
19762 and there is compelling evidence that males
publish more than females (Astin, 1984, 1969>, it is
not surprising that a greater percentage of males
receive external research support than do females.
However, the difference in the percentages between
males and females in Table 25 is not large. While
females may be closing the gap with males in terms of

some publication measures, males rated higher than
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females on all of the five measures of research

performance utilized in this study.

Research Measures bV Hours per Week Spent on

Research/Scholarly Activities

In besponse to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
by hours spent per week on research and/or scholarly
activities, the mean number of publications and the
percentage of faculty who received external research
support within the last twelve months were calculated
for the hours per week spent on research and/or

scholarly activities (scaled) In this study. The

following five tables (Table 26-Table 30> report these

data.

Table 26

Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Hours Spent Per Week on Research and/or Scholarly Activities

Hrs./Wk. Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
10 or less 9.31 16.93 0 300 2053
11-20 18.39 22.55 0 205 984
21-30 27.79 37.93 0 380 429
31-40 37.36 45,57 0 320 190
41 or more 36.36 53.30 0 310 98
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The mean number of articles published per faculty
member 'in academic or professional Jjournals increased,
overall, as the number of hours spent per week on
research and/or scholarly activities increased.
Faculty who spent more than 40 hours per week, the
only exception, had a slightly lower level of
publication than faculty who spent 31 to 40 hours per

week had.

Table 27

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by Hours
Spent Per Week on Research and/Or Scholarly Activities

Hrs./Wk. Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
10 or less 2.42 7.43 0 208 1922
11-20 4,64 9.85 0 200 936
21-30 5.98 3.85 0 70 406
31-40 8.56 18.39 0 200 189
41 or more 7.85 13.67 0 100 94

The mean numbepfof articles published per faculty
member in edited coilections increased,‘with one
exception, as the number of hours spent per week on
research and/or scholarly activities increased.

Faculty who spent more than 40 hours per week had a
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lower level of publication than faculty who spent 31

to 40 hours per week did. This publication trend was

indicated in Table 26 as well. Spending too little or
too much time on research activities may ilmpair

faculty scholarly productivity (Pelz & Andrews, 1966),

Table 28

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Hours Spent Per Week on Research and/or
Scholarly Activities

Hrs./Wk. Mean Std Dev Minimum  Maximum n
10 or less 1.31 3.82 0 114 1935
11-20 2.08 3.84 0 40 932
21-30 2.11 3.99 0 32 398
31-40 2.26 4,38 0 45 178
41 or more 2.46 4.55 0 35 92

The mean number of books or monographs published
or edited alone or in collaboration per faculty member
increased as the number of hours spent per week on
research and/or schélariy activities increased. The
amount of time faculty spend on research has been
found to be a important predictor of high research

productivity (Allison & Stewart, 1974).
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Table 29

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Hours Spent Per Week on
Research and/or Scholarly Activities

Hrs./Wk. Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
10 or less 1.87 2.78 0 40 2019
11-20 4,17 4,54 0 50 970
21-30 5.56 5.26 0 45 427
31-40 5.92 5.34 0 30 187
41 or more 6.46 8.68 0 70 97

The mean number of professional writings
published or accepted for publication in the past two
vears per faculty member increased as the number of
hours spent on research and/or scholarly activities
increased. This research pattern is consistent with
the publication trend indicated in Table 28, even
though the previous productivity measure was
cumulative over a faculty member’s career. As
indicated by the datg, the amount of time spent on.
research/scholarly activities appears to be directly
related to the level of faculty research productivity
for both measures of research performance (Tables 28

and 29>.
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Table 30

Percentage of Faculty Who Received External Research Support by
Hours Spent Per Week on Research and/or Scholarly Activities

Hrs./Wk. 10 or less 11-20 21-30 31-40 41 or more
8.7% 15.9% 20.0% 23.9% 21.5%
(1829 (900> (409> (176> (93>

*The total number of respondents is'given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty who received external
support increased as the number of hours spent per
week on research and/or scholarly activities
increased, up to 40 hours per week. The percentage of
faculty who received external research support was
lower for faculty who spent more than 40 hours per
week on research/scholarly activities than for faculty
who spent 31-40 hours per week.

The levels of faculty research productivity for
the five measures of fesearch performance increased,
overall, as the number of hours spent per week on
research and/or scholarly activities increased.
Faculty who spent more than 40 hours per week on

research/scholarly activities had lower levels of
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scholarly productivity than faculty who spent 31 to 40
nours per week for three of the measures of research

performance (Tables 26, 2?,.and 30).

Research Measures by Current Engagement in Scholarly

Work

In response to the primary research dgquestion
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
by current engagement in scholarly work, the mean
number of publications and the percentage of faculty
who received external research support within the last
twelve months were calculated for the faculty who were
currently engaged‘in scholarly work and for the
faculty who were not currently engaged in such
activity. The following five tables (Table 31-Table

35) report these data.

Table 31

Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Current Emgagement in Scholarly Work

Currently Engaged Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Yes 17.20 27.56 0 380 3518
No - 8.72 8.42 0 90 730
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The’mean.number of articles published per faculty
member in academic or professional journals was over
four times higher for faculty who were currently
engaged in scholarly work than for faculty who were
notwcubrently engaged in such activity. Because this
is a cumulative measure of publication, it is possible
for faculty not to be engaged in scholarly work and
still have publications to their credit. However, the
time spent on research and/or scholarly activities has
been found to be an important predictor of high
research productivity (Allison & Stewart, 1974; Tables
26-303. It is not surprising, therefore, that faculty
who are currently engaged in scholarly work have
reported, on average, substantially higher numbers of

puplications.

Table 32

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by
~ Engagement in Scholarly Work

Currently Engaged Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Yes 4,29 10.13 0 208 3306
No .71 2.13 0 25 693
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Table 32 indicates a publication level six times
greater for faculty who are currently engaged in
research ands/or scholarly activities than for faculty
who are not engaged in scholarly work. This
publication trend was noted for articles published in
academic or professional journals as well (Table 31).
Faculty who are currently engaged in research activity
and pub!ished, on average, four times as many articles
in academic or professional journals as faculty who
were not engaged in scholarly activity had published
(Table 31> would have a big‘advantage in this measure

of scholarly productivity (Table 32).

Table 33

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Engagement in Scholarly Work

Currently Engaged Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Yes 1.89 5.33 0 200 3295

No -54 1.67 0 20 699

The mean number of books or monographs published

per faculty member was more than three times greater
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for faculty who were engaged in scholarly work than
for faculty who were not engaged in such activity. Not
surprisingly, faculty published fewer books or
monographs than articles in academic or professional
Journals (Table 31) or articles in edited colléctions
or volumes (Table 32). Because books and monographs
are lengthler forms of communication, they require
more time. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
difference in mean number of publications is
substantial between faculty who are currently engaged
in scholarly work and faculty who are not currently

engaged in such activity.

Table 34

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Engagement in Scholarly

Work
Currently Engaged Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Yes 3:52 4,43 0 70 3467

No .37 1.08 0 10 707
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years was almost ten times higher for faculty who were
currently engaged in scholarly work than for faculty
who were not currently engaged in such activity.
Because this measure of research perﬁormance is a
recent measure, as opposed to a cumulative measure, it
is not surprising that faculty who are not currently
engaged in scholarly work have such few publications
to their credit in the past two yvears. However, a mean
publication rate of 3.%52 for the past two years for
faculty who are currently engaged in scholarly work is
very impfessive. This mean for the 3467 faculty who
indicated current engagement in scholarly work
approaches the mean number of professional writings
published or accepted for publication in the past two

vears of Doctorate I University faculty (Table 4>,

Table 35

Percentage of Facuity Who Received External Research Support by
Engagement in Scholarly Work

Current Engagement Yes No

14.3% 3.5%
(3204) (624>

- ¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses,
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For faculty who reported the receipt of external
research support, the percentage of faculty currently
engaged in scholarly work was four times greater than
the percentage of faculty not currently engaged in
such activity. This pattern of scholarly productivity
by current engagement in scholarly work has been noted
for the five measures of research performance (Tables
31-3%5). Engagement or non-engagement in scholarly work
is an important determinant of the level of faculty

research productivity.

Research Measures by Internal Research Support

In response to the primary research question
concerning the level of faculty research productivity
by internal research support received during the past
twelve months, the mean number of publications and the
percentage of faculty who received external research
support within the last twelve months were calculated
for faculty who had received internal research support
and for faculty who had not received such support. The
following five tables (Table 36-Table 40) report these

data.
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Table 36

Mean No. of Articles in Academic or Professional Journals by
Receipt of Internal Research Support

Internal Research Support Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Yes 17.16 24.80 0 310 2010
No ' 11.861 23.31 0 325 183b

The mean number of articles published per
faculty member in academic or professional journals
was 47 percent higher for faculty who received
internal research support than for faculty who did
not receive such research support. The data indicate
a positive relationship between internal research
support and the level of faculty research

productivity.

Table 37

Mean No. of Articles in Edited Collections or Volumes by
Receipt of Internal Research Support

Internal Research Support Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n

Yes , 4,28 9.70 0 208 1892
No 2.58 6.78 0 110 1739
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The mean number of articles published per
faculty member in edited collections of volumes was
&5 percent greater for faculty who received internal
research support than for faculty who did not receive
such support, While the faculty were almost evenly
divided (Tables 36 and 37) between those who had
received internal research support and those who had
not received such support, the majority of faculty

reported the receipt of internal research support.

Table 38

Mean No. of Books or Monographs Published or Edited Alone or in
Collaboration by Receipt of Internal Research Support

Internal Research Support Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Yes 1.77 3.46 0 40 1883
No 1.48 6.27 0 200 1756

The mean number gf books or monographs published
or edited per facgltykmember was higher for faculty
who received internal research support than for
faculty who did not receive such assistance. The

difference between the mean number of publications
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for both cohorts was much smaller than the difference
petween the publications means for the previous two
measures of scholarly productivity (Tables 36 and
37>. The data suggest that the receipt of internal
research support may not be as directly related to
the mean number of books or monographs published as
it is to the mean number of journal articles
published (Table 36> or the mean number of articles

published in edited collections (Table 37).

Table 39

Mean No. of Professional Writings Published or Accepted for
Publication in the Past Two Years by Receipt of Internal
Research Support

Internal Research Support Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum n
Yes 3.83 4.35 0 50 1990
No 2.12 3.92 0 70 1798

The mean number of professional writings per
faculty member published or accepted for publication
in the past two years was higher for faculty who
received internal research support than for faculty

who did not receive Such support. While this measure
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of faculty research productivity is not cumulative,
the data indicate a publication trend that is
consistent with the pattern noted for the thtee
previous measures of faculty research performance

(Tables 36-38).

Table 40

Percentage of Faculty Who Received External Research Support by
Receipt of Internal Research Support

Internal Research Support Yes No
16.8% . 3%
(1758) (1882)

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

Faculty who received external research support
also received internal research stport in a higher
proportion than faculty who did not receive external
research support did.FThis pattern of research
productivity by receibt of internal research support
has been noted for the five measures of research
performance (Tables 36-40) used in this study. The

receipt of internal research support has been related



Faculty research productivity 114

to higher levels of faculty research productivity in

the five categories of comparison.

Hours Spent per Week on Research/Schelarly Activities

by Research Correlates

In response to the first subsidiary research
question concerning the number of hours faculty spend
per week on research and/or comparable scholarly
activities, the mean number of hours was calculated
by institutional affiliation, gender, tenure status,
discipline, rank, current engagement, and the receipt
of internal research support. The following seven
tables (Table 41-47) report these data. Hours spent

per week are scaled as indicated in the tables.
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Table 41

Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by
Institutional Type

Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
RI 21.49 14.20 1 5 538
RII 18.21 11.21 1 5 5B3
DI 15.71 11.85 1 5 554
DII 14.17 11.20 1 5 519
CI 10.38 9.18 1 5 478
CII 7.57 7.25 1 5 423
LAI 12.05 11.02 1 5 517
LAII 6.53 7.79 1 5 266

RI=Research I RII=Research II DI=Doctoral I
DII=Doctoral II CI=Comprehensive I CIlI=Comprehensive II
LA I=Liberal Arts I LA II=Liberal Arts II

¥ 1=10 or less hours per week + 5=41 or more hours per week

The mean number of hours per week spent per
faculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities declined, overall, from Research I
Universities through Liberal Arts II Colleges. The
mean for faculty in LlBeral Arts I Colleges, the one
exception, was greater than the means for faculty in

Comprehensive institutions.
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Table 42

Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by Gender

Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
Males 14,91 11.89 1 5 2868
Females 11.29 11.49 1 5 969

¥ 1=10 or less hours per week + 5=41 or more hours per week

The mean number of hours per week spent per
faculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities was 32 percent greater‘for males than for
females. The relationship between the mean and
standard deviation for each of the two groups
indicates a higher degree of variation for females
than for males in the number of hours spent per week

on research activities.
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Table 43
Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by Tenure
Status
Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
Tenured 14,20 11.80 1 5 2773
Non-tenured 13.43 12.09 1 5 1075

* 1=10 or less hours per week + 5=41 or more hours per week

The mean number of hours per week spent per
faculty member on research and/dr scholarly
activities was slightly higher for faculty who were
tenured than for faculty who were non-tenured. The
means were surprisingly close in relation to the
means for productivity measures reported earlier in

this study (Tables 16-20.
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Table 44

Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by
Discipline

Mean Std Dev #*Minimum +Maximum n

BS 19.28 14.62 1 5 290
BU 13.69 10.27 1 5 243
ED 10.25 9.74 1 5 278
EN 16.92 i11.10 1 5 200
FA 12.15 10.50 1 5 313
HS 9.88 11.95 1 5 142
HU 12.73 10.88 1 5 748
PS 16.74 13.21 1 5 483
55 15.84 12.63 1 5 645
1 5 425

oT 11.78 9.87

BS=Biological Sciences BU=Business/Management ED=Education
EN=Engineering FA=Fine Arts HS=Health Sclences
HU=Humanities PS=Physical Sciences S5S=Social Sciences
QT=0ther

#* 1=10 or less hours per week + 5=41 or more hours per week

In terms of the mean number of hours per week
spent per faculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities, the faculgy by disciplines rank as
follows: (1) Biologicél Sciences; (2) Englineering;
(3> Physical Sciences; (4> Social Sciences; (5>
Business/ Management; (6> Humanities; (7)) Fine Arts;

(8) Other; (9> Education; and (10) Health Sciences.
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Faculty in the natural sciences rank highest, as they
did in the measures of research performance (Tables
11-15>, in terms of the time spent per week on
research. Health Science faculty, who ranked last in
this category, ranked last or next to last in three
of the five performance measures (Tables 12-14).
Education faculty, who ranked ninth in this category
of comparison, were in the top one-half of the ten
disciplinary classifications of faculty in three of

the five performance measures (Tables [1-15).

Table 45

Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by Rank

Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
Prof 15.12 12.08 1 5 1622
- AssoProf 12.83 11.20 1 5 1204
AssiProf 14.35 12.36 1 5 850
Instruc 7.90 8.86 1 5 100

Prof=Professor AssoProf=Associate Professor
AssiProf=Assistant Professor Instruc=Instructor

% 1=10 or less hours per week + 5=41 or more hours per week
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’The mean number of hours per week spent per
faculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities varied by rank. Assistant professors spent
more hours per week per faculty member than did

assoclate professors but less than professors.

Table 46
Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by Current
Engagement
Current Engagement Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
Yes 15.39 11.99 1 5 3354
No 4.46 4,59 1 4 494
¥ 1=10 or less hours per week + 4=31-40 hours per week

+ 5=41 or more hours per week

The mean number of hours per week spent per
taculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities was almost three and one-half times
greater for faculty currently engaged in scholarly
work that was expected to lead to a publication, an
exhibit, or a musical recital than for faculty not
currently eﬁgaged in reseé:ch/ scholarly activities

with such expectations.fihis is the only measure for
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which a cohort of faculty reported spending a maximum
of no more than 40 hours per week on research/

scholarly activities.

Table 47

Mean Hours/Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activity by Recelpt
of Internal Research Support

Internal Support Mean Std Dev *Minimum +Maximum n
Yes 16.44 12.36 1 5 1941
No 10.98 10.53 1 5 1574

* 1=10 or less hours per week + B5=41 or more hours per week

The mean number of hours per week spent per
faculty member on research and/or scholarly
activities was 49.7 percent greater for faculty who
had received internal research support than for
faculty who had not received such support. Because
the receipt of 1nterqgl research support (Tables
36-40) and the increééed number of hours spent per
week on scholarly activities (Tables 26-30) were
indicative of higher levels of faculty research

productivity, these data are not surprising.
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percentage of Faculty FEnaacged in Scholariy Work by

Research Correlates

In response to the second subsidiary research
guestion concerning the percentage of faculty
currently engaged in scholarly work that is expected
to lead to a publication, an exhibit, or a musical
recital, percentages of faculty engaged and
percentages of faculty not engaged were calculated by
institutional affiliation, gender, tenure status,
discipline, rank, hours per week spent on
research/scholarly activities (scaled), and the
receipt of internal research support. The following

seven tables (Table 48-Table 54) report these data.

Table 48

Percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Institutional Type

Research [ 95.9% (562
Research II - 93.3% (598)
Doctoral I 90.6% (607>
Doctoral 11 86.8% (583
Comprehensive I 75.8% (554)
Comprehensive I1 65.3% (516>
Liberal Arts 1 82.1% (592
Liberal Arts II 58.4% (368)

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses,
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The percentage of -faculty members currently
engaged in scholarly work that is expected to lead to
a publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital
declined, with one exception, from Research I
Universities through Liberal Arts II Colleges. A
greater percentage of faculty in Liberal Arts I
institutions were currently engaged in scholarly work
than were faculfy in Comprehensive institutions. The
trend indicated in Table 48 for current faculty
engagement in scholarly activity by institutional
type follows the pattern reported in Tables 1-5 and
Table 41 for six categories of comparison by

institutional type.

Table 49
Percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Gender
Male 84.4% (3212)
77.3% (11501

Female

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty members currently

engaged in scholarly work that is expected to lead to



Faculty research productivity 124

a publication, an exhibit, or a'muslcal recital is
greater for males than for females. The trend
indicated in Table 49 for current engagement in
scholarly activity by gender follows the pattern
reported in Tables 21-25 and Table 42 for the
categories of compariseon by gender. In this study,
males have had higher means or percentages than

females in every category of comparison.

Table 50

percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Tenure Status

Tenured 83.0% (3134
Non-tenured 81.0% (1246)

#The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty members currently
engaged in scholarly work that is expected to lead to
a publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital is
slightly greater for faculty who are tenured than for
faculty who are not tenured. The trend indicated in
Table 50 tor cur:ent engagement in scholarly activity

by tenure status follows the pattern reported in
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Tables 16-20 and Table 43 for the categories of
comparison by tenure status. That is, tenured faculty
have consistently ranked above non-tenured faculty in
all measures of comparison. However, in Tables 19,
43, and 50, the difference between the means or
percentages for the two cohorts is relatively small
compared to the difference between the means or
percentages for the two groups in other categories of
comparison (Tables 16, 17, 18, 20>. In terms of the
mean number of professional writings published or
accepted for publication in the past two years, the
mean number of hours spent per faculty member each
week on research/scholarly activities, and the
percentage of faculty currently engaged in scholarly
work, data for non-tenured faculty were very close to

the statistics for tenured faculty.
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Table 51

percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Discipline

Biological Sciences 86.8% (311)
Business/Management T7.4% (283
Education 76.6% (325)
Engineering 88.9% (216)
Fine Arts 89.4% (378)
Health Sciences 84.6% (162)
Humanities 83.5% (838)
Physical Sciences 79.5% (833
Sccial Sciences 90.1% (707
Other 76.3% (497

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses:

In terms of the percentage of faculty members
currently engaged in scholarly work that is expected
to lead to a publication, an exhibit, or a musical
recital, the faculty by disciplines rank as follows:
(1> Social Sciences; (2) Fine Arts; (3) Engineering;
(4> Biological Sciences; (5) Health Sciences; (&)
Humanities; (73 Physical Sclences; (8) Business/
Management; (9> Education; and (10> Other. The Social
Sciences faculty, who ranked first in Table 51, have
held rankings more in the middle of the faculty by

discipline in previous tables. The Fine Arts faculty,
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who ranked second in Table 51, have consistently
ranked in the lower half of the faculty by discipline
in previous tables. Engineering faéulty, who have
consistently ranked near the top among faculty in the
ten disciplines--first in Tables 11, 12, 14, and 15,

and second in Table 44--ranked third in Table 51.

Table 52
Percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Rank
Professor 84.8% (1818
Associate Professor 82.7% (1355)
Assistant Professor 83.2% (968)
Instructor 58.5% (142>

¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty currently engaged in
Scholarly work that is expected to lead to a
Publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital
increased, overall, ffom the rank of instructor
through professor. The percentage of assistant
Professors was higher relative to engagement than
the Percentage of associate professors was. The

Pattern indicated for current engagement in Table 52
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follows the pattern reported in Table 45. In terms of
the mean hours per week spent per faculty member on
research/scholarly activities (Table 45) and the
percentage of faculty currently engaged in scholarly
work (Table 52), the means or percentages increase,
except for assistant professorsg, from instructor
through professor. In Table 52, the percentage of
instructors engaged in scholarly work is far behind
the percentages of faculty in the three higher ranks
engaged in such activity. The pgrcentages of facuity
engaged in scholarly work in the three highest ranks

are clustered very closely.

Table 53

Percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities
by Hours per Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activities

10 or Less Hours per Week 78.0% (2109
11-20 Hours per Week 97.3% (1010»
21-30 Hours per Week 99.3% (437>
31-40 Hours per Week 99.5% (194>
41 or More Hours per Week 100.0% (98)

¥Total number of respondents is given in parentheses.
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The percentage of faculty currently engaged in
scholarly work that is expected to lead to a
publication, an exhibit, or a musical recital
increased as the number of hours per week spent on
research and/or scholarly activities increased. At
least 97 percent of faculty who spent more than ten
hours per week on research/scholarly activities
expected their efforts to lead to publications,
exhibits, or recitals. All of the faculty who spent
more than forty hours per week on research and/or
scholarly activities had these expectations. The
majority of faculty (54.8%) reported spending ten or
less hours per week on research/scholarly activities,

In terms of time spent on research and/or
scholarly activities and productivity measufes,
Tables 28 and 29 indicate the same pattern as Taple
S3. That is, as the number of hours bper week spent
per faculty member on research/scholarly activities
increased, tge levels of research productivity for
taculty increased. Tables 286, 27, and 30 also
indicate increased levels of faculty scholarly
Productivity as the number of hours per week spent

Per faculty member increased, up to a point. For
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faculty who spent more than 40 hours per week on
research/scheolarly activities, the means or

percentages of research productivity decreased.

Table 54

Percentage of Faculty Currently Engaged in Scholarly Activities '
by Receipt of Internal Research Support

Internal Research Support 95.2% (2052)
No Internal Research Support 71.6% (1895

#The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty who were currently
engaged in reseérch and/or scholarly work was over 13
percent higher for faculty who received internal
research support than for faculty who had not
received such support. The trend indicated in Table
54 in terms of the receipt of internal research
support is reported in Tables 31-35 and Table 47. For
every category of comparison related to internal
research support, levels of research productivity
were higher for faculty who received internal
research support than for faculty who had not

received such support.
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Internal Research Support by Research Correlates

In response to the third subsidiary research
guestion concerning the percentage of faculty
receiving internal research support during the past
twelve months, percentages were calculated by
institutional affiliation, gender, tenure status,
discipline, rank, current engagement, and hours per
week spent on research/scholarly activities (scaled).
The following seven tables (Table 55-Table 61) report

these data.

Table 55

Percentage of Faculty Who Received Internal Research Support by
Institutional Type

Research 1 58.6% (502)
Research I1I 61.3% (530>
Doctoral I 57.1% (559
Doctoral II 52.8% (527)
Comprehensive I 43,6% (505>
Comprehensive II 38.5% (460>
Liberal Arts I _ ©60.4% (545)
Liberal Arts II. 34.5% (319

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.
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The percentage of faculty who received internal
research support was greatest for faculty employed in
Research II Universities (61.3%). Liberal Arts I
Colleges ranked second in the percentage of faculty
who reported the receipt of internal research support
(60.4%>. Otherwise, the percentage of faculty who
received internal research support declined from
Research Universities through Liberal Arts Colleges.
Tables 1-5, 41, and 48 indicated faculty in Liberal
Arts I Colleges exceeded faculty in Comprehensive
institutions in categories of comparison by
institutional type. However, Table 55 is the first
table to report Liberal Arts I faculty exceeding
Doctorate Granting University faculty in a category

of comparison.

Table 56
Percentage of Faculty Who Received Internal Research Support by
Gender
Male 53.5% (2899

Female 48,1% (1035)

¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.
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A greater percentage of male faculty received
internal research support than did female faculty.
This trend is consistent with the research
performance pattern indicated in Tables 21-25, 42,
and 49. Males have Iindicated higher levels of faculty
research productivity across all categories of

comparison.

Table 57

Percentage of Faculty Who Received Internal Research Support by
Tenure Status

Tenured 51.2% (2800
Non-tenured 53.8% (1147

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty who received internal
research support was greater for tenured faculty than
for non—tenured faculty. This trend is consistent
with the pattern indicated in Tables 16-20, 43, and'
S0. Tenured faculty haQe reported higher levels of
Cesearch productivity than non-tenured faculty in

every category of comparison.
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Table 58

Percentage of Faculty by Discipline Who Received Internal
Research Support

Biological Science 70.5% (285>
Business/Management 46.9% (254D
Education 40.3% (283
Engineering 53.6% (183
Fine Arts 55.2% (335
Health Sciences 49.7% (145>
Humanities 49.7% (767)
Physical Sciences 50.2% (4900
Social Sciences 59.9% (654>
Other 48,.0% (442>

¥The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

In terms of the percentage of faculty who
received internal research support, the faculty by
disciplines rank as follows: (1) Biological Sciences;
(2> Social Sciences; (3> Fine Arts; (4) Engineering;
(5> Physical Sciences; (6> Humanities and Health
Sciences; (7)) Other; (8) Business/Management; and (9>
Education. Faculty inrthe Biological Sciences (ranked
first in Tables 58 and 44) are 10 percentage'pbints
ahead of faculty in Social Scliences (ranked second)
and 30 percentage points above Education faculty

(ranked last) relative to the receipt of internal
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research support. Faculty in Humanlties and Health
Sciences tied for sixth place among faculty by
discipline who received internal research support.
While this is the first category of comparison in
which Education faculty ranked last, they did rank
ninth in two categories (Table 44 and 51> Physical
Sclentists and Business/Management faculty held the
same rankings--fifth and next to last,
respectively~-~-for the receipt of external research
support (Table 15> and for the receipt of internal

research support (Table 58>.

Table 59
Percentage of Faculty Who Received Internal Research Support by
Rank
Professor B53.7% (1619
Associate Professor 49.7% (12200
Assistant Professor 56.5% (894)
Instructor 35.2% (125>

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty that received internal
research support is higher for assistant professors

than for professors and is greater for associate
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ﬁrofessors than for instructors.‘This pattern
indicated in Table 59 for the receipt of internal
research support differs from the trend in all other
categories of comparison by rank. Levels of faculty
research productivity increased from the rank of
instructor through the rank of professor (Tables
6-10>. The mean number of hours spent each week per
faculty member on research/scholarly activities
(Table 45> and the percentage of faculty engaged in
scholarly work (Table 52) increased, overall, from
the rank of instructor through professor. Assistant
professors had a higher mean (Table 45> and

percentage (Table 52) than associate professors.

Table 60

Percentage of Faculty Who Received Internal Research Support by
Current Engagement

Currently Engaged 59.0
15.4

%  (3310)
Not Currently Engaged %

(637>

*The total number of respondents is given in parentheses.

The percentage of faculty who received internal

Fesearch support was almost four times greater for
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faculty who were currently engaged in scholarly work
than for faculty who were not currently engaged in

such activity. In all categories of comparison, the
means or percentages for faculty currently engaged in
scholarly work were greater than those for faculty

not engaged in such activity (Tables 31-35, 46, and

54>.

Table o6l

Percentage of Faculty Who Received InternalsResearch Support by
Hours per Week Spent on Research/Scholarly Activities

10 or Less Hours per Week 45.6% (1923)
11-20 Hours per Week 64.7% (330>
21-30 Hours per Week 67.0% (397>
31-40 Hours per Week 72.8% (173
41 or More Hours per Week 77.2% (92>

*The total number of respondents is given in
parentheses.

The percentage of faculty that received internal
research support 1nqre§sed as the number of hours per
week spent per faculty member on research/scholarly
activities increased. This trend was indicated in
Table 53. The same pattern could be observed in

Tab}es 26-30, up to a point. Faculty who spent more
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than 40 hours per week on research and/or scholarly
activities had lower levels of research productivity
than faculty who spent 31-40 hours per week had. Less
than one-half of the faculty who indicated they spent
ten or less hours per week on scholarly activities
received internal research support, while more than
one-half of the faculty who spent more than ten hours
per week on research andsor scholarly activities

recelived such support.

Levels of Faculty Research Productivity

What is the level of faculty productivity as
determined by <(a) the number of articles published in
academic or professional Jjournals? (b> the number of
articles published in edited collections or volumes?
(¢ the number of books or monographs publ ished or
edited alone, or in collaboration? (d> the number of
protessional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years? (e) the receipt of
external research support within the last twelve
months? To answer subsidiary research question four,
levels of faculty research productivity were

calculated by institutional affiliation, gender,
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tenure status, discipline, rank, current engagement,
hours per week spent on research/scholarly activities
(scaled), and the receipt of internal research
support. The data for these levels of faculty
research productivity have been repofted previousiy

in this study as follows:

(a) articles published in academic or professional
Journals--Tables 1, &6, 11, 16, 21, 26, 31, 36,
41, 46;

(b)) articles published in edited collections or
volumes--Tables 2, 7, 12, 17, 22, 27, 32, 37, 42,
47

(¢) books or monographs published or edited alone, or
in collaboration--Tables 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28,
33, 38;

(d> professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years—--Tables 4, 9,
14, 19, 24, 29, 34, 39, 44, 49; and

(e) receipt of external research support within the
last twelve months--Tables 5, 10, 15, 20, 2%, 30,
35, 40.

Multiple Regression

What percentage of variance in faculty research
productivity can be explained by institutional
aftiliation, rank, diécipline, tenure status, gender,
hours spent per week on research ands/or scholarly
activities, current engagement in scholarly work, and

the receipt of internal research support? In order to
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answer this final subsidiary research question,
stepwise multiple regression techniques were employed
for each of flve measures of faculty research
performance used in this study. A decision was made
to set the probability of entry in a stepwise
regression procedure at .1 with a tolerance level of
.0001. The following five tables (Table 62-Table 66>

report these data.

Table 62

Multiple Regression Summary Table: Articles Published in
Academic or Professional Journals

Predictors Multiple R Rsg F(Egn) SigF

Rank .3588 .1288  486.948 .QQo0
Hrs./Wk. .4631 .2145  449.768 .000
Carnegie . 2018 .2518  369.323 .000
Engagement .5047 .2547 281.252 .000
Gender .5070 . 2570 227.680 .000
Discipline .5084 .2584 191.091 .000
Tenure Status .20%90 . 2591 164.275 .000

A multiple correlation of .51 was obtained
between the criterion measure, number of articles

published in academic or professional Jjournals, and
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seven of the eight predictors. Approximately 26
percent of the variance in the number of journal
publications was explained by the predictors. Rank
was found to be the highest correlate, accounting for
approximately 13‘percent of the variation. Receipt of
internal research was the only variable that failed

to enter the regression equation (p>.1).

Table 63

Multiple Regression Summary Table: Articles in Edited
Collections or Volumes

Predictors Multiple R Rsg F(Egn> SigF

Rank L1914 L0366 118.8670 .000
Hrs./¥Wk. ., 2543 .0647  107.858 .000
Carnegie L2746 .0754 84.776 .000
Engagement .2818 .0794 67.215 .000
Tenure Status .2847 .0811 54.993 .000

A multiple corre}ation of .28 was cobtained
between the criterion measure, number of articles
published in edited collections or volumes, and five
of the eight predictors, indicating that

approximately 8 percent of the variance in the number
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of edited publications was explained by the
predictors. Rank, as in Table 62, accounted for the
greatest amount of variance (approximately 4
percent). Discipline, gender, and receipt of internal
research support failed to enter the regression

equation (p>.1).

Table 64

Multiple Regression Summary Table: Books or Monographs
Published or Edited Alone or in Collaboration

™

Predictors Multiple R Rsqg F(Eqgn) SigF

Rank .2085 .0435 141.667 .000
Carnegie .2331 .0543 89.487 .000
Engagement .2443 0697 65.920 .000

A multiple correlation of .24 was obtained
between the critefion measure, number of books or
monographs publ ished or edited alone or in
collaboration, and thréé of the eight predictors,
indicating that approximately & percent of the
variance in the number of publications was explaihed
by the predictors. As in Tables 62 and 63, rank was

the highest correlaté. This variable accounted for
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approximately 4 percent of the varlance. Discipliine,
tenure status, receipt of internal research support,
gender, and hours spent per week on research/

scholarly activities were variables which failed to

enter the regression equation (p>.1).

Table 65

Multiple Regression Summary Table: Professional Writings
Published or Accepted for Publication in the Past Two Years

Predictors Mutltiple R Rsqg F(Ean»> SigF
Hrs./Wk. . 3366 L1133 415.953  ,000
Carnegie .3842 .1476  281.882 .000
Engagement .4059 1647  213.893 .000
Rank .4229 1789 177.169  .000
Internal Support .4277 .1830 145.651 .000
Tenure Status .4287 .1838 122.034 .000

A multiple correlation of .43 was obtained
between the criterion measure, number of professional
writings published op:accepted for publication in the
past two years, and éix of the eight predictors,
indicating that approximately 18 percent of the
variance in the number of publications or acceptances

was explained by the predictors. The number of hours
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spent per week on research and or scholarly
activities was the highest correlate. Approximately
11 percent of the variance for this category was
explained by the time spent on research/scholarly

activities. Discipline and gender failed to enter the

regression equation (p>.13.

Table 66
Multiple Regression Summary Table: Receipt of External Research
Support
Predictors Multiple R Rsg F(Egn) SigF
Internal Support .2847 .0810 273.415 .000
Hrs./Wk. L2952  .0871 147.914 .000
Rank L2990 .0894 101.400 .000
Discipline L3019 .0911 77.652 .000
Carnegie L3036 .092t 62.869 .000
Tenure Status L3051 .0931 52.950 .000

A multiple correlation of .31 was obtained
between the criterion measure, the receipt of
external research suppért, and six of the eight
bredictors., Approximately 9 percent of the variance
in the receipt of external research support was

explained by the predictors. Receipt of internal



Faculty research productivity 145

research support was the highest correlate for the
receipt of external research support. The receipt of
internal research support accounted for approximately
8 percent of the variance. Gender and current
engagement were the variables which failed to enter
the regression equation (p>.1>,

Rank was the highest correlate for three of the
research measures (Tables 62-64), the fourth highest
correlate for the measure in Table 65, and the third
highest correlate for the measure in Table 66. The
number of hours per week spent per faculty member on
scholarly work was the highest correlate for the
research measure in Table 65 and the second highest
correlate for the measures in Tables 62, 63, and 66.
Type of institution was a significant predictor
(pg.1)> for all five of the research measures (Tables
62-66) ., Current engagement in research/ scholarly
activities was a significant predictor (p<£.1) for all
of the research measufés except the receipt of
external research support (Table 66). The number of
articles published in academic or professional
Journals (Tabhle 62) was the only research measure for

wh;ch gender was a significant predictor (p£.1>. The
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numper of books or monographs published (Table 64>
was the only research measure for which tenure status
was not a significant predictor (p>.1>. Discipline
was a significant predictor (p<£.1> for two of the
five research measures, articles published in
academic or professional journals (Table 62> and
receipt of external research support (Table 66). The
receipt of internal research support was the highest
correlate for the receipt of external research'
support (Table 66) and a significant predictor (p£.1>
for the number of professional writings publ ished or
accepted for publication within the past two years
(Table 655.

In terms of the percentage of variance for which
the eight predictors accounted,; the measures of
research performance rank aé follows: (1) articles
published in academic or professional Jjournals (26%);
(2) professional writings published or accepted for
publication within the past two years (i8%); (3>
receipt of external research support (9%); (4)‘
articles published in edited collections or volumes

(8%): and (5) books or monographs published (6%).



Chapter 5
Summary and Discusslon

While faculty research productivity has been the
topic of more than‘one hundred studies conducted since
1940, no single study has included correlates from all
four of the explanations found in the literature for
the variation in faculty research performance
(Creswell, 1985%a, p. 241; Wood, 1990, p. 83>. Further,
numerous studies of faculty research productivity have
failed to account adequately for factors such as
institutional atfiliation, academic rank, discipline,
tenure status, and gender (Creswell, 1985, vii>.
Failure to account for such factors has posed
limitations to faculty and academic administrators who
need to translate research findings into practice. The
purpcse of this study was twofold: to examine
individual faculty research productivity in terms of
the relationship between and amcong factors selected
trom all four of the e§planations found in the
Iiterature for the vafiance in faculty research
productivity; and to contreol for factors such as

instituticonal affiliation in order to facilitate the
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utilization of results of this study by faculty and
academic administrators.

In this study, the researcher utilized self-report
data from the 1989 Carnegie Survey of the professoriate
of full-time, tenured and non-tenured faculty employed
in Research Universities, Doctoral Granting
Universities, Comprehensive Colleges and Universities,
and Liberal Arts Colleges. Individual faculty research
performance was studied by institutional affiliation,
academic rank, discipline, tenure status, gender, the
number of hours pef week spent on research and/or
scholarly activities, current engagement in scholarly
work, and the receipt of internal research support in
the past twelve months. Studying faculty research
performance’ ' in this manner incorporated the four
explanations found in the literature for the variation
in research productivity--psychological-individual
factors, cumulative advantage, reinforcement, and
disciplinary norms. Sé]f—report data relative to the
number of articles published in academic or
professional Jjournals, number of articles published in
edited collections or volumes, number of books or

monographs published or edited alone or in
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collaboration, number of professional writings
published or accepted for publicatlion in the past two
years, and receipt of external research support were
used as measures of research performance.

Because of the high degree of variance in faculty
research productivity (Allison, 1980; Fox, 1983;
Robbins et _al., 1986) and an aggressive movement
observed from the early 1980s to increase the
importance of faculty research performance as a
criterion for academic personnel decision-making (Bowen
& Schuster, 1985, p. 14; Seldin, 1984), the researcher
controlled for éuch factors as institutional
atfiliation, rank, discipline, and gender. The
researcher also disaggregated the data reported in this
study in a manner that would facilitate its use by
taculty and academic administrators--presidents, deans,
chairs--and personnel! committees who review faculty
credentials from different departments and dlsciplines.

A comparison betwéen the levels of individual
faculty research productivity across institutional
types in this study indicates, on the whole,‘a
predictable decrease in performance levels as one moves

from Carnegie Classifications one through eight (i.e.,
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from Research I to Research II to Doctorate I to-
Doctorate II to Comprehensive I to Comprehensive II to
Liberal Arts I to Liberal Arts II). Notable exceptions
include faculty in the Liberal Arts I institutions. For
each category of comparison, faculty in Liberal Arts I
institutions ranked higher, with one exception, than
faculty in Comprehensive I and II institutions. Liberal
Arts I faculty did not report higher publiéation levels
than Comérehensive I faculty for books or monographs.
Other exceptions are the Doctoral I faculty, who ranked
higher than Research II faculty on the mean number of
books or monographs published or edited by faculty.
Finally, faculty in Research I institutions did not
rank the highest in all categories of comparison. In
terms of the percentage of faculty who received
external research support and the percentage of faculty
who had received internal research support within the
last twelve months, Research I institutions ranked
second and third, respgétively. This overall pattern of
variation in faculty research productivity by
institutional type is not unexpected in terms of the
respective institutional missions and reward structures

(Creswell in Finkelstelin, 1985, p. 256). When regressed
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with the other seven correlates of faculty research
productivity, institutional affiliation was found to be
a significant predictor (p<£.1) for all five measures of
research performance.

In terms of institutional affiliation, the results
of this study corrcborate Kim’s (1990) findings in a
recent study of the effects of organizational context
characteristics on the research performance of
chemistry faculty. Kim found that organizational
context advantages, such as the research orientedness
of the affiliated institution, were related to high
faculty research productivity.

The levels of individual faculty research
productivity across four ranks--professor, associate
protessor, assistant professor, and instructor--varied
as expected (Blackburn, Behymer & Hall, 1978; Creswell,
1985, p. 40; Fulton & Trow, 1974). Overall, the levels
of research productivity increased with higher ranks.
Assistant professors did rank higher than associate
professors in terms of hours per week spent per faculty
member on research/scholarly activities, current
engagement in scholarly work, and receipt of internal

research support. A high percentage ot assistant
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professors seeking promotion and/or tenure may help
explain why they may be engaged in scholarly work and
spending more time than associate professors on
research. When regressed with the other seven
correlates of faculty research productivity used in
this study, rank was found to be a significant
predictor (p£.1) for each of the five measures of
research performance. éank was the highest correlate
tor three research measures (Tables 62-64). This trend
may be explained, in part, by the reinforcement role
that rank plays in the reward system for faculty in
higher education (Finkelstein, 1984, p. 101).

For each of the five measures of scholarly
productivity used in this study, levels of research
productivity increased from the rank of instructor
through the rank of professor. It is not surprising
that faculty in the higher ranks reported, on average,
higher numbers of publications. Three of the four
publication measures were cumulative. Cumulative
research productivity is generally related to
longevity, and longevity to higher rank.

Results of this study corroborate the findings of

earlier studies relative to the rank order of faculty
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research productivity for three disciplinary
categories--natural sciences, soclial sciences, and the
humanities (Biglan, 1973; Finkelstein, 1984, p. 100;
Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981). One exception can be
noted. In terms of the mean number of books or
monographs published or edited, Education faculty in
this study ranked first and were followed by faculty in
Social Sciences, Humanities, Business/Management, and
Fine Arts. In pre-paradigmatic disciplines, such as
education, books and monographs are required (Biglan.
19735,

The results of this study indicate that faculty in
the Biological Sciences and the Social Sciences
received internal research support in greater
percentages than in any other disciplinary group, while
taculty in Engineering and the Biological Sciences
reported the receipt of external research support in
greater percentages. Biological Sciences, Engineering,
Physical Sciences, and Social Sciences were the
disciplines which had the highest mean numbers of hours
per week spent per faculty member on research/scholarly

activities. Faculty in Social Sciences, Fine Arts, and
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Engineering reported the highest level of current
engagement in research and/or scholarly activities.

While earlier studies found that the paradigmatic
stage of a discipline affects scholarly research
(Lodahl & Gordon, 1972) in terms of acceptance rates in
Journals (Gaston, 1978) and the form of communication
(Biglan, 1973>, in this study discipline was found to
be.a significant predictor (px.13> for only two of the
five measures of research performance--the number of
articles published in academic or professional Jjournals
and the receipt of external research support.
Discipline was found to be an insignificant predictor
(p>.1) for the number of articles published in edited
collections or volumes, the number of books or
monographs pub]lshed'or edited alone or in
collaboration, and the number of professional writings
published or accepted for publication in the past two
years.

The levels of research productivity for tenured
faculty in this study were higher than those for
non-tenured faculty in every category of comparison.
These findings would seem to substantiate Alstyne’s

(1985, p. 167) observation that the function of tenure
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is to encourage and maximize scholarly activity. When
regressed with the other seven research correlates
utilized in this study, tenure status was found to be a
significant predictor (p<£.1> for four of the five
measures of faculty research productivity--number of
articles published in academic or professional
Journals, number of articles published in edited
collections or volumes, number of professional writings
publ ished or accepted for publication in the past two
vyears, and receipt of external research support. Tenure
status was not found to be a significant predictor
(p2.1> for the number of books or monographs publ ished
or edited.

The results of this research add to the
compelling evidence presented in previous studies that
males publish more than females (Astin, 1984, 1969;
Babchuk & Bates, 1962; Cole, J. 1979; Cole & Zuckerman,
1984; Hargens, McCann, & Reskin, 1978). Male faculty
reported higher leveléfof research productivity than
female faculty reported in every category of
comparison. However, when regressed with the other
Seven correlates of facu1t§ research performance used

in this study, gender was found to be an insignificant
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predictor (p>.1> for four of the five measures of
research performance. Gender was found to be a
significant predictor (p£.1> for the number of articles
publ ished in academic or professional Jjournals.
Findings from this study corroborate results from
previous studies pertaining to the relationship between
gender and research performance: while gender helps to
explain variations in the quantity of faculty research
publications (Rosenfeld, 1987), it is, comparatively,
an insignificant correlate of faculty research
performance (Bernard, 1964; Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall,
1978: Cameron & Blackburn, 1981; Cole & Zuckerman,
198453 .

The levels of faculty research productivity
increased, overall, as the mean number of Hours per
week spent per faculty member on research and/or
scholarly activities increased. As faculty reported
spending more time on research activities, the mean
number of books or mohographs published or edited and
the number of professional writings published or
accepted for publication within the last two years
increased. The mean number of articles published in

academic or professional journals, the mean number of
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articles published in edited collections or volumes,
and the percentage of faculty who received external
research support increased as the number of hours spent
per week on research/scholarly activities increased, up
to forty hours per week. These means or percentages
declined for faculty who indicated they spent forty-one
hours or more per week on research. This finding
corroborates an earlier study conducted by Pelz &
Andrews (1966), which reported that spending too much
time on research activities can hamper research
productivity. As the number of hours faculty reported
spending per week on research/scholarly activities
increased, the percentages of faculty who reported the
receipt of internal research support within the past
twelve months and current engagement in
research/scholarly activities also increased.

The number of hours per week spent per faculty
member on research/scheolarly activities was found to be
a significant predictor (p<£.1) for four of the five
measures of faculty research productivity used in this
study—--number of articles published in academic or
profesélonal Journals, number of articles published in

edited collections of volumes, number of articles
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published or accepted for publication within the last
two vears, and receipt of external research support.
The number of hours per week spent on research/
scholarly activities was found to be an insignificant
predictor (p>.1) for the number of books or monographs
published or edited alone or in collaboration. These
findings corroborate results of previous studies that
found the amount of time faculty spend on research to
be an important predictor of high research productivity
(Allison & Stewart, 1974: Harrington, 1985).

Levels of research productivity for faculty who
reported current engagement in research were higher in
all categories of comparison than research levels for
faculty who indicated no current engagement in
research. Current engagement in research/scholarl?
activities was found to be a significant predictor
(pL.1) for four of the five measures of research
productivity utili;ed in this study--number of articles
published in academic or professional Jjournals, number
of articles published in edited collections or volumes,
number of books or monographs published or edited alone
or in collaboration, and number of professional

writings published or accepted for publication in the
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past two yvears. Current engagement in research was not
found to be a significant predictor (p2.1) for the
receipt of external research support.

Faculty who indicated the receipt of internal
research support in the past twelve months reported
higher levels of research performance across all
categories of comparison than faculty who indicated no
receipt of internal research support reported. The need
for internal research support in order to be a
productive researcher has been documented in previous
studies by Creswell (1985, p. 50>, Ingalls (19823, and
Wood (1990). When regressed with the other seven
correlates of faculty research productivity used in
this study, internal research support was found to be a
significant predictor (p£.1) for two of the five
measures of faculty research performance--the number of
articles published or accepted for publication in the
last two vears and the receipt of external research
support. Receipt of internal research support was the
highest correlate for receipt 0of external research
support. The receipt of internal research support was
not found to be a significant predictor (p>.1> for the

number of articles published in academic journals, the
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number of articles published in edited collections or
volumes, and the number of books or monographs
publ ished or edited.

The rank order found between the correlates of
faculty research productivity used in this study and
the measures of faculty research performance is as
tollows: l-the number of articles published in academic
or professional journals (R=.26); 2-the number of
professional writings published or accepted for
publication in the past two years (R=.18); 3-the
receipt of external research support (R=.09>; 4-the
number of articles published in edifed collections or
volumes (R=.08>; and 5-the number of books or
monographs published or edited alone or in
collaboration (R=.06).

The descriptive data presented in this study can
inform faculty and academic administrators as they
'deveiop strategies for faculty research development.
For example, referring to the research model, this
study underscores the importance of rank
(reinforcement) and institutional affiliation
(cumulative advantage) on each of the five measures of

individual faculty résearch productivity. Engagement in
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scholarly work (psychological-individual?> and the hours
spent per week on research and/or scholarly activities
(cumulative advantage? were shown to be significantly
related (p<£.1) to four of the five measures of research
performance.

The results of this study could prove useful to
presidents, deans, chairs, and persconnel committees who
review faculty credentials from different departments
and disciplines. The descriptive data provided in this
study might serve as one source of information for
assessing the level of individual faculty research
productivity.

Findings from this study can also be used to
inform faculty and academic administrators as they
develop guidelines to evaluate faculty research
performance. How the individual research productivity
of faculty varles by institutional affiliation, rank,
discipline, tenure status, gender, the number of hours
spent per week on research and/or scholarly activities,
current engagement in scholarly work, and the receipt
of internal research support, is indicated by the
interpretation of data presented in this study. The

practical implications of these findings indicate the
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need to move away from institution-wide evaluation of
faculty research performance and to move toward the
establishment of ongoing departmental and/or
disciplinary evaluation procedures.

A synthesis of the literature relevant to faculty
research productivity and the limitations of this study
raise questions and indicaté possible avenues for

further scholarly investigation.

1. How do specific correlates of the work
environment such as colleagues, socialization
processes, participation in campus governance,
and reward systems affect faculty research
productivity? Researchers might consider
holding variables such as institutional
affiliation, discipliine, and rank constant in
order to examine significant correlates of the
work environment that would have a positive
predictive influence on individual faculty
research perfofmance.

2. What is the relationship between faculty career
stages and the level of research performance?

Researchers could attempt to relate the levels
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of individual faculty research ﬁroductivity to
career or developmental stages.

3. What measures of faculty research performance
in addition to publication counts, citation
counts, and peer or colleague ratings can be
used to measure individual faculty research
productivity? Researchers should endeavor to
expand commonly used measures of faculty
research productivity to include alternative
measures of research performance such as
production of computer software, receipt of
patents, and participation in art exhibits,
musical recitals, and competitions.

4, What practical application does research on
individual faculty research productivity have
for academic administrators and faculty?
Efforts should continue to translate research
findings into viable approaches to faculty

development and evaluation.

These research questions represent potential areas
of future inquiry relative to individual faculty

research productivity. It is evident from these
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qguestions that the relationship between research
correlates ana measures of research performance must be
included in further study to facilitate a better
understanding of individual faculty research
performance. Because of the importance placed on
individual faculty research productivity on college and
university campuses, continued efforts to understand
correlates that have a positive influence on research
performance, to expand commonly used measures of
research productivity, to relate the levels of
individual faculty research productivity to career or
developmental stages, and to translate research
findings into practical approaches to faculty

development and evaluation are imperative.
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[EJ THE CARNEGIE FOUNDATION
FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF TEACHING

February 17, 1989

Dear Professor:

Last week I wrote to you asking for your assistance in our nationwide survey of
college and university faculty. Your cooperation will be enormously helpful to us and
will contribute to our longitudinal study of the American professoriate. As you may
recall, our study goal 1s twofold: to learn more about this nation's system of higher
education in general as well as the opinions of faculty members from coast to coast.

When completing the questionnaire, please be candid. I can assure you that your
responses will be held in complete confidence. You need not sign your name and we do
notintend to report responses to or by individual colleges oruniversities. The bibliographic
questions located at the end of the questionnaire will serve only to improve our analysis
of the survey data.

Please take a few minutes and complete the survey and return it in the enclosed
prepaid envelope addressed to The Wirthlin Group. They are assisting us with the
administration of this survey. If you wish, also include a self-addressed and stamped
envelope for a free summary report of our more interesting findings.

We look forward to receiving your completed questionnaire, and we would
appreciate receiving it on or before the end of March in order for your opinions to be
included in our national study. Thank you very much for your help.

Best wishas,
71, L -

Ernest L. Boyer
President

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Piease read each question carefully. Most questions require only one response, others request that you circle all that
apply, while on some you write in 8 number. A “no opinion™ o “neutral” response category is usually provided.

Several questions use a five-point rating scale. You may circle any single number on the scale.

¥ you teach at more than one institution, please answer the questions in relation o the college or university where you
spend most of your time.




~he following Questions refer 1o your current academic

position.
1. Do you have a full-time appointment at this institution for at

jeast nine months of the current academic year?

1 Yes
2 No, full-time but for isss than nine months
3 No, part-time

what kind of appointment do you have? (if you have s joint
appointment, answer for your primary department)

1 Campus faculty member, with tenure
2 Campus faculty member, without tenure
3 Adjunct '

4 Visiting
5 Other:

What is your current academic rank?

Lecturer

instructor

Assistant Professor
Associzte Professor
Professor

No rank designated
Other:

it you have tenure, please skip to Question 5.

Is your appointrment...

1 Untenured, but on a tenure-track

2 Untenured, with a continuous contract or its equivalent

3 Untenured, not on a tenure track and without the
guarantee of a continuous contract

4 Untenured, but none of the above

At how many colleges or universities have you been
smployed full-time as a facuity member beyond the level of
8 teaching assistant? (Include your current pesition)

B R X WAY TPy

For how many academic years have you been empioyed
on a full-time basis: (Include current year)
(8) in higher education

(®) &t your institution

(c) in your present academic rank

Are your teaching responsibilities this spring term...
(Please circle one response)

1 Entirely undergraduate ,

2 Some undergraduste, some graduate or professional
3 Entirely graduate or professional

4 Not teaching this spring term—SKIP TO QUESTION 9
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10.

11.

On average, about how many students enroil in the typi
class you-are teaching at each Teve! this spring ‘om;yp:cx

1 ical introductory
1sq:‘mlergra uate class
2. Typical advanced
undergraduate class
3 Typicai graduate or
professional class

During this Spring term, approximately how many hours
per week?an Yyou spending on each of the following

a. Formal classroom instruction in
underqraduate courses (give
acwifn. not credit hours)

b. Formal classroom instruction in

aduate or professional courses
%ive actual, not credit hours)
Preparation for teaching

Research and/or comparable
scholarly activities

Scheduled offics hours

Administrative service (departmental
or institutional)

Consulting (with or without pay)
Academic advising

I. Service with cocurricular student
activities

J.  Supervising graduate teaching
assistants

~e ap

7a

Pleasa contrast your teaching load this year with your
teaching load five years ago.
1 Much lighter 4 Heavier
2 Lighter § Much heavier
3 About the same § | was not teaching
five years ago

From the following list, circle the department of your
teaching appointment. Where your discipline doss not
appear, circle the most similar discipline.

Agriculture/Forestry/Natural Resources
Aliied Health (Medical Technologies)
Architecture/Environmental Design
Area/Ethnic Studies

Blological/Life Sciences
Business/Management
Communications/Journalism
Computer/Information Science
Economics

Education (including Administration and Counseling)

Engines:

Fine Arts (Art, Drama, Music)

Foreign Languages

Geography , » ,

Health Professions (Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing,
Veterinary)

-, b b =h b
m‘undSOO“QG&ON-‘

(continued




4, Contirmsed...

16 Home Economics

Humanities (Literature, History, Philosophy, Religion,
Theology, Rhetoric)

Industrial Arts

Law

Library Science

Mathematics/Statistics

Military Science/Technologies

Physical and Heaith Education

Physical Sciences

Psycpobgy

Public Affairy

Social Sciences (Anthropology, Political Science,
Sociology, Social Work)

Vocational/Technical Training

Other Discipline

e would fike to learn about your scholarly activities.
Please answer each of the following.

- 12. Do your interests lie primarily in research or in teaching?

1 Primarily in research
2 Inboth, but leaning toward research
3 inboth, but leaning toward teaching
4 Primarily in teaching

13. Are you currenily engaged in any scholarly work that you
expect (o iead {0 a publication, an exhibit, or a musical
recital?

1 Yes
2 No

4. During the past 12 months, did you (or your project)
__ receive research support from: (Please circle one number
for each response)

Yes No
8. Institytional or deparimental funds 1 2
b. Federal agencies o 1 "2
. State or local govenment agencies ' 1 2
d. Private foundations 1 2
. Private‘hdustry 1 2
t Other 1 2

Approximately how many articles have you ever published
0 academic or professional urnais?

—

» Approximately how many articles have you ever published
N edited collections or volumes?

———

 Approximately how many books or monographs have you
Sver published or edited, alone or in collaboration?

e

Faculty research productivity ]88

18. Approximately how many of your professional writings have
been published or accepted for publication in the PAST
TWO YEARS? —

19. During the past two years, have you served as a paid or
unpaid consuitant 1o...(Please circle one number for each

response)

1 Yes, paid
2 Yes, unpaid
I l 3 No :
1 2 3 A non-profit agency _
1 2 3 A university-based research project
1 2 3 Federal government
1 2 3 A foreign govemment
1 2 3 A private business or industry
1 2 3 Schools (elementary or secondary)
1 2 3 State or local government agencies
1 2 3 Other:
20. During the past year, how many of the following
professional meetings did you attend?
Attended Meetings Number Attended
Yes No
National 1 2
Regional 1 2 ——
State 1 2
Local 1 2

21. During the past year, have you had any professional
contact with teachers in elementary or secondary schools?

1 Yes
2 No

22. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or
disagreement with each of the following statements.
A “neutral” response is provided.

3

1 2 3 4 5§

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations
§ Strongty disagree

| ———

4 5 The goal of an academic scholar is to
advance knowledge without regard
for the possible implications for
society

Performing sponsored research for a
private company is not a proper
university activity

Scientific progress these days is more
of a threat than a positive
contribution {0 human welfare

(continued)

1 2

1 2 3 4 5§



«2. Continued...

Pleaso indicate the extent of your agreement or

- disagreement with each of the following statements.

A “neutral” response is provided.
1 Strongly agree
2 Agree with reservations
3 Neutral
4 Disagree with reservations
5 Strongly disagree

[ —

1 2 3 4 5 Faculty members should be free
to present in class any idea
:1:! they concs;.ider relevant,
wever much | may disagree
with their views

t 2 3 4 5 I am apprehensive about the
future ’a this country
My discipline is too research
oriented

Exciting developments are now
taking place in my discipline -

The new developments in my
discipline are not interesting
{o me

in my discipline, most facutty
agres on the standards of
good scholarship

During the past two or three
years financial support for
work in my discipline has
becorne harder to obtain

Faculty members in high schools
and colieges should work
together to improve education
in my discipline

Tenure is one cf many concerns voiced by faculty
mermnbers. Your response to this set of questions will help
us to better understand this important issue.

3. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or
disagreement with each of the following statements.
A “neutral” response is provided.

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations
Neutral

Disagree with reservations
Strongly disagree

NN -~

} l f
1 2 3 4 5 In my department tenure is now
more difficult to achieve than it

was five years 8go

Many young faculty members at
this institution will leave
becausae it is “tenured in"

The abolition of faculty tenure
would, on the whole, improve
the quality of American higher
education

1 2 3 4 5

t 2 3 4 5

{continued)
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23. Continued...

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations

| I — § Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 in my department it is ditficult for
a person to achieve tenure if
he or she does not pubiish

At my institution publications
used for tenure and promotion
are just “counted”, not
gualitatively measured

At my institution we need better
ways, besides publications, to
evaluate the scholarty
performance of the faculty

The pressure {0 publish reduces
the quality of teaching at my
university

Teaching effectiveness should
be the primary criterion for
promotion of faculty

At my campus, academic
freedom would be protected
whether faculty members
could get tenure or not

Muttidisciplinary work is “soft”
and should not be considered
scholarship

24. How important are the foliowing for granting tenure in your
department?

1 Very important
2 Fairly important
3 Fairly unimportant
4 Very unimportant

I r — 5 No opinion
1 2 3 4 5
3

The number of publications
1 2 4 5 The type of publications (books,
edited volumes, articles)
1 23 4 5 The reputations of the presses or
- journals publishing the books
or articles
1 2 3 4 5 Published reviews of the
scholar's books
1 2 3 4 5 Research grants received by the
scholar
1 2 3 4 5 Syllabi for courses taught
1 2 3 4 5 Recommendations from current
or former students
1 2 3 4 5 Obsaervalions of teaching by
colleagues and/or
administrators
1 2 3 4 5 Lectures or papers delivered at

professional mestings or a.t‘
other colleges and universities

{continued) .




24. Continued...
] 1 Very imporiant
2 Fairy important
3 Fairy unimportant
’ 4 Very unimportant
l ————— 5 Noopinion

1 2 3 4 5 Recommendations from other
faculty within my institution

1 2 3 4 5 Recommendations from outside
scholars

1 2 3 4 5 Student evaluations of courses
taught

1 2 3 4 5 Service within the university
community

1 2 3 4 5 Service within the scholars
discipline (editing a joumnal,
serving as an officer oron a
committee of a professional
organization, etc.)

1t 2 3 4 5 Academic advisement

The following questions refer to the institution at which
you sre currently employed. Please tell us your candid
opinions.

25. In general, how do you feel about your institution? it is. ..

1 A very good place for me
2 Afairly good place for me
3 Not the place for me

26. Please rate the performance of your institution for each of
the following activities. (Please circie the number that best
describes your assessment)

1 Excellent

2 Somewhat better than adequate
3 Adeguate
4
5

Somewhat less than adequate
Poor -

1 2 3 4 5 Providing undergraduates with a
general education

1t 2 3 4 5 Preparing undergraduates for a
vocation or career

1T 2 3 45 Providing undergraduates the
opporiunity to explore personal
interests through electhres

1 2 3 4 5 Providing oppartunities for an
undergraduate o expiore a
subject in depth, through the
major

1 2 3 4 5 Strengthening the vaiues of
undergraduates

1t 2 3 4 5 Creating opportunities for
undergraduates o engage in
public service

1 2 3 4 5 Offering undergraduates an
: opportunity to experience and
understand leadership
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27. Who has primary responsibility for the academic advising

28,

at your institution?

Faculty

Full-time advisors

Student affairs professionals
Others:

rs:
No formal provision
in general, for each of these areas, the academic

standards at my institution should be...(Please circle one
number for each response)

MALN -

Much higher
Somewhat higher
Left as they are
Somewhat lower
Much lower

Not applicable

DPREWN -

1

6 Undergraduate admissions
] Bachelors degrees

6 Graduate admissions

2 3 4 5 6 Advanced degrees

NN
W W w
B ' S c——

1
1
1
1

. In general, for each of these arsas, the academic

standards in my department should be...(Please circle
one number for each response)

Much higher
l [ —

Somewnhat higher
Left as they are
Somewhat jower
Much lower

Not applicable

DY ON -

1 2 3 4 5 6 Undergraduate admissions
1 2 3 4 5 6 Bachelor's degrees

1 2 3 4 5 6 Graduate admissions

1 2 3 4 5 6 Advanced degrees

. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or

disagreement with each of the following statements. A
“neutral” response is provided.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservatiorts
3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations
5 Strongly disagree
I [ — v

1 2 3 4 5  Myinstitution is managed
effectively

1 2 3 4 5 The administration here

supports academic
Feadom

i 2 3 4 5 Facutty members who become
administrators soon lose sight
of what it means to be a
teacher or to do research

1 2 3 4 5 A small group of senior
professors has
disproportionate power in
the decision-making at my
institution

(continued)




Please indicate the extent of your agreement or

disagreement with each of the following statements. A

“neutral” response is provided.
: 1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations

rr l — S Strongly disagres

t 23 4 5 This institution spends too much
time and money teaching
students what they shouid
have leamed in high school

This institution has serious
financial problems

in the next five years, | expect
that some of the tenured
facuity here will lose their jobs
due to lack of funds

There are more part-time and
adjunct facuity members at
this institution today than there

were five years ago

My institution is as interested
now in increasing the numbers
of women and minority
members on our faculty as it

was five years ago

| am gatisfied with the resuits of
affirmative action at this
institution

Issues raised by affirmative
action are causing serious
strains among the faculty in

my department

The normal academic
requirements should be
relaxed in appointing members
of minority groups to the
faculty at this institution

Junior facuity members have too
little say in the running of my

department

Facuity in my depariment have
fundamental ditferences about
the nature of the~discipl§ne

Faculty meetings in my
depariment generaily are a
waste of my time

My department has had to live
with more than its fair share of
budget restraints over the past
several years

There is more alcohol abuse
among my colleagues than

there was five years ago

33. How would you evaluate the undergraduate curriculum at
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The following questions concern college curriculum in
general and the curricuium at your institution. Pisase tell
us your opinions by answering each question.

31. Agpart from major field requirements, should
undergraduates at your institution be required to
take...(Circle one)

1 A required common core curriculum

2 Breadth requirements in general education
3 No required courses, only elective courses
4 A public service intemship

$ | have no opinion

32. Many goals have been proposed for undergraduate
education. Please indicate the importanca of each of the
foliowing goals. 7o...

1 Very important

2 Fairy important

3 Fairly unimportant

4 Very unimportant

I I ' § No opinion
1 2 3 4 5 Provide an appreciation of
literature and the arts
1 2 3 4 5 Shape students’ values
1 2 3 4 5 Enhance creative thinking
2 3 4 5 Provide a basic understanding in
mathematics and science
1 2 3 4 5 Provide knowledge of history and
the social sciences
1 2 3 4 5 Prepare students for a career
1 2 3 4 5 Provide knowledge of one

subject in depth

your institution? (Please circle the number that best
describes your assessment of each)

1 Toolittle
2 About right
3 Too many
| r 4 No opinion
1 2 3 4 5 General education requirements
1 2 3 4 5 Requirements for the major
1 2 3 4 5 Requirements for a pre- '
7 professional program
1 2 3 4 5 Electives in the major
1 2 3 4 5§ Electives outside the major

34. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or

disagreement with each of the following statements. A
“neutral” response is provided. :
. 1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations

l l ——— § Strongly disagree

1 2 3 4 5 | prefer teaching undergraduate
courses that focus on limiled

speciaities 1o those that cover
wide varieties of material
(continued)




Strongly agree

Agree with reservations
Neutral

Disagree with reservations

] e & Strongly disagree
4 5 In my undergraduate courses, |
prefer teaching students

have a clear idea of the career
they will be following

1 2 3 4 § Undergraduate education in
America would be improved if
there were less smphasis on
specialized training and more
on broad liberal education

1t 2 3 4 5 The typical undergraduate
curricuium has sutfered from

the specialization of faculty
members

1 2 3 4 5 Undergraduates at my institution
are not getling as good &n
education today as they did

five years ago

1 2 3 4 5 Outcome assessment of
undergraduates using multipie-
choice instruments will
increase the quality of
undergraduate education

1 2 3 4 § State mandated assessment
requirements threaten the
quality of undergraduate
education and intrude on
institutional autonomy

NEaWN -

ol Gr————
[ RS —
[ A e ——

The following questions solicit your assessment of
undergraduate students attending your institution. Please
answer each item,

35. There has been considerable discussion about the change
in student orientations from the late 1960s or early 1970s
fo the present. How do you assess each of the following?
A “neutral” response is provided.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral

| 4 gnsagree with teservanons
l 5 Strongly disagree
[
1 2 3 4 8§ Undergraduates have become
more conservative politically
1 2 3 4 5 Undergraduates have become
more conservative in life

1 2 3 4 § On the whole, undergraduates
are now more willing to work
hard in their studies

1 2 3 4 5 Undergraduates have become
more grade conscious

1 23 4 5 Undergraduates have become
more careerist in their

concems
(continued)
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35. Continued...

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

3 Neutral
4 Disagree with reservations

r r_—"_ 5 Strongly disagree

3 4 5 Overall, the mood of today's
undergraduates is better -
suited 1o a successful
educational experience than
was the mood of their '
counterparts in the late 1960s

or early 1970s

3 4 5 . Undergraduates today are more
competitive academically

3 4 5§ Today's undergraduates are more
willing to cheat in order toget

good grades

3 4 5 There is more racism among
today's undergraduates than in
the late 1860s and early 1870s

3 4 5 There is a growing trend among
undergraduates {o isolate
themselves in small groups

3 4 5§ Fraternities and sororities are a
more negative force on my
campus than they used to be

3 4 5 There is more violence and crime
perpetirated by off-campus
criminals now

3 4 5 There is more alcohol abuse
among today's undergraduates
than five ysars 2go

3 4 5 There is more drug abuse among
today's undergraduates than

five years ago

36. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or
disagreement with each of the folldwing statements. A
“neutral” response is provided.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

1 2

1 2
1 2
1 2

3 Neutral

4 Disagree with reservations
l | 5 Strongly disagree
— ngly g

3 4 5 The number of general education
(core) courses required of all
undergraduates shouid be
increased

3 4 5 | enjoy interacting informally with
undergraduates outside the
classroom

3 4 5 Most undergraduates expect too
much attention

3 4 5 Undergraduates should seek out
faculty only during posted
office hours

(continuec



35. Continved..
Please mdlcate the extent of your agreement or
+ disagreement with each of the following statements. A
neutral responsae is provided.
1 Strongly agree
2 Agree with reservations
3 Neutral
4 Disagree with reservations

' | l § - Strongly disagree

1 Most undergraduates at my
institution only do enough to
just “get by"

1 2 3 4 5 Grade infiation is a problem at
my institution

123 45 A “tough” grading system
contributes positively to
student motivation

1t 2 3 4 5§ Undergraduate education in
America would be improved if
grades were abolished

1 2 3 4 5 { find myself not grading as
: “hard” as | should

1 2 3 4 5 The undergraduates with whom |
have close contact are
seriously underprepared in
basic skills-such as those
required for written and oral
communication

1 2 3 4 5 There has been an overall
decline in the guality of
graduate students in my
discipline over the past decade

Few topics Invoiving higher education in the United States
are receiving more attention than the matter of facuity
morale and commitment. Please consider each of the
{ollowing questions and give us your opinion.

37. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following is

important to you.

1 Very important to me

2 Fairly important o me

3 Fairy unimportant to me

—————— 4 Not at all important
4 My academic discipline

4 My department

4 My college or university

4

4

My relationship with undergraduates

National or intemational societies in
my discipiine

v b b b e
NN N NN ———

38. How much opportunity do you have to influence the
policies of: (a) your department; (b) your institution?

1 A great deal
2 Quite a bit
3 Some
[ r 4 None
1 2 3 4 Department
1.2 3 4 Institution
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39. Please indicate the extent to which you participate in

41,

mestings of each of the following types of organizations at
your instifution. (Please circle one number for each
response)

1 Never
2 Rarely
3 - Sometimes
l 4 Often
1 2 3 4 Departmental faculty
1 2 3 &4 Faculty senate or comparable
campus-wide faculty unit
1 2 3 4 Campus-wide facuity committee
1 2 3 4 Administrative advisory committee
1 2 3 4 Academic budget committees
How would you rate each of the following?
: 1 Excellent
2 Good
, 3 Fair
4 Poor
[ ' 5 Not applicable
1 2 3 4 5 Your own salary
1 2 3 4 5 Your own teaching load
1 2 3 4 5 The academic reputation of your

department outside your
nstitution

1 2 3 4 5 The academic reputation of your
institution within your discipline

1 2 3 4 5 The intellectual environment at
your institution
i1 2 3 4 § Faculty salary levels at your
institution
1 2 3 4 5 The administration at your
institution
1 2 3 4 5 The quality of life at your
institution
1 2 3 4 5 The sense of community at your
) institution
Do you feel that the administration of (a) your nnstnuno
(b} your department is..
1 Very autocratic
: 2 Somewhat autocratic
3 Somewhat democratic
l e 4 Very democratic
1 2 3 4 Institution
1 2 3 4 Department

42. How have the foliowing changed over the past five years?

Was not teaching five years ago
Much better

Somewhat better

About the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

OUMNALN —

B

1 2 3 4 5 ¢ Departmental morale
(continue




42. Continued...

I

1 2 3 4 5 6

Was not teaching five years ago
Much better .
Somewhat better

About the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

Job prospects for

undergraduates in
my field

Job prospects for Igrav.'!uate
students in my field

43. During the past two years, have you ever considered a
permanent departure from academia?

DS N

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Yes, | have given it serious consideration
2 Yes, | have considered it, but nat seriously
3 No

44. How Fkely are the following changes in your career?

1 Very likely

2 Somewhat likely

3 Somewhat uniikely
4 Very unlikely

§ Don't know

| T—
3 4 5 That you will seek a research
position outside acadermia
during the next five years?

That you will seek an
administrative position outside
academia during the next five
years?

That your academic position
would be in jeopardy if there
were faculty cutbacks during
the next five years?

1 2

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

45. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with each
ot these statements. A “neutrai” response is provided.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree with reservations

3 Neutral .

l 4 Disagree with reservations
3

l — 5 Strongly disagrag

4 5 | am less confident today than |
used to be aboutthe
capacities of higher education
to help make a better socisty

Too many students ill-suited to
academic life are now enrolling
in colleges and universities

The United States is creating an
over-trained work foree in
terms of available jobs

There has been a widespread
lowering of standards in
American higher education

-
N

(continued) -
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45. Continued...

=

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations
Neutral

Disagres with reservations
Strongly disagree

My fob Is the source of
considerable personai strain

I tend to subordinate all aspects
of my lie to_my work

I hardly ever get time to give a -
piecs of work the attention it
desarves

Members of the academic
profession have a
responsibility to set a good
sthicai example for their
students

Fewer faculty members provide
positive role models to our
undergraduates than in the

past

1 2 3 4 5§ This is a pocr time for any young
person 1o begin an academic
career

On the whole, faculty salaries
here have kept up with the ratt
of inflation

. H1had it to do over again,
| would not become a coliege
{eacher

| am considering entering

. ancther line of work because
prospects for academic
advancement seem limited
now

| may leave this profession within
the next five years

| often wish | had entered
another profession

1 feel trapped in a profession witk
limited opportunities for
advancement

| am more enthusiastic about my

work now than | was when |
. began my academic career

MEWLN -+

1 2 3 4 6§

1 2 3 4 5§

Please answer the following questions to give us your
candid assessment of your retirement plans.

46. At what age is it most likely that you will retire from full-time
academic employment.




£7. What sources of retirement income are you currently
planning on? (Please circle all that apply)
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52.

On the following list, please indicate the degrees which you
currently hold. (Circle all that apply)

1 State or institutional pension 1 Less than Bachelors (A.A., etc.)
2 TIAA, CREF pension 2 Bachelors
3 Military or federal pension 3 Masters
4 Supplementary annuity 4 PhD.
§ Savings and investments 5 Ed.D.
8 Social Security : 6 JD.
7 Royalties 7 Other first professional
8 Spouse's income or pension 8 Medical degree (M.D., D.D.S,, etc.)
g Part-time empioyment
53. Your gender:
48. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with

the following statements about retirement. A “neutral” 1 Male
response is provided. 2 Femals

1 Strongly agres 54. Your racs or ethnic group:

2 Agres with reservations

3 Neutral 1 Asian

4 Disagree with reservations 2 Black/Negro/Afro-American

I — 5 Strongly disagree 3 Hispanic (non-Black)
4 Native Americar/American Indian
1t 2 3 4 § { would exercise an earty 5 Whne/Caucasxan
retirement option if it were 6 Other
offered to me )

; 85. From which of the following sources do you receive
r2aes ! ﬁ?&rﬁ:’w‘-;’:gﬁs = m tls)suggiement your institutional saiary? (Circle all
1 2 3 4 5 | believe that boredom will be a

problem for me in my 1 | have no supplemental source of income
retirement 2 Non-academic job in the summer
4 i i 3 Non-academic job evenings or weekends
123 S : nr::gc;:g‘::gzg:‘;m;egaﬁn 4 Part-time teaching or research at one or more
my retirement curng institutions cther than this one
5 Consulting
1t 2 3 45 At my institution, the 6 Other professional activity:
maior purpose of early
retirement programs is to force 55. In 1988, roughly how much did you earn gver and above
outless productive faculty your institutional salary?
1 2.3 4 5 My institution provides the (Please estimate as a percentage of your basic salary)

conditions and support for

ire with diani 1 0% 5 30%-3%%
faculty to retire with dignity 2 Under 10% 6 40%45%
3 10%—19% 7 50% and over
This last section includes questions that will be used for 4 20%=25%

classification purposes of the survey data. Your response .
o each item is very important and will in no way be 57. What is your institutional salary on a full-time basis before
identified with you, your department, or your school. tax and deductions for the current academic year?

43. Are you a U.S. citizen? 1 Below $16,000
2 $16,000-$17,999
1 Yes 3 $18,000-$19,999
2 No 4 $20,000-$21,999
. 5 $22,000-§24,999 -
50. What is your year of birth? 19 __ 8 $25,000-$27,999
5. id you ch the 8 g? 0833995
How would you characterize yourself politically at ' 999
present time? you 9 $34,000-836.999
10 $37,000-839,993
1t Liberal 11  $40,000-$44,999
2 Moderately tiberal 12 $45,000-$49,999
3 Middle-of-the-road 13 $50,000-$54,999
4 Moderately conservative 14 $55,000-$59,999
5 Conservative 15 $50,000-$64,599
16 $65,000-$69,999
17 $70,000 or more

10
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Is there anything eise you would like to tell us? Pleass add any

g, Isthis based on...
7 thoughts you feel would be heipful.

1 =10 months
2 11-12 months

., What was your spouse’s total eamed income in 19887

No spouse

$0

Below §$ 2,000
$ 2.000-§ 3,999
$ 4,000-$ 5,999
$ 6,000-$ 7,999
$ 8,000-$ 9,999
$10,000-$14,599
$15,000-$19,999
$20,000-324,999

$25,000-529,999
$30,000-534,999

$35,000-539,999
$40,000-544,999

$45,000-$49,999
$50,000-854,999

§55,000-$59,999
$60,000-564,999

$65,000-869,999
$70,000 or more

e R 'y
Boadacidl tdvavonawn

EXPLANATION OF THE CARNEGIE
(LASSIFICATION CODE

Shown below is the manner by which the Camegie Foundation

foups American colleges and universities on the basis of
_heir missions and educational functions. The aim is to group

hstitutions aceording to their shared characteristics, rather
fan to make qualitative distinctions.

e code for your school is printed on the top of the back page.

ficutty and institutions were randomly selected within each

(amegie classification category.
Research Universitios ........cccceevecccncnncnss 1or2
Doctorate-Granting Universities ......ccocovess ...30r4
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges .........50r6
Uiberal ArtS CollegeS ..oveeeveresroosscenscsnces 7or8
 Two-Year InStiUtionS .ooceeeeennen.. ceecveesane .9

"
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Research I Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AoP AsP I T NT
Totals 562 440 119 270 166 112 6 428 134
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 24 22 2 15 5 40 20 4
Allied Health 3 { 2 t 2 00 30
Archit/Environ Design 13 12 \ 2 9 10 112
- Area/Ethnic Studies 3 3 0 1 6 1t 12
Biological/Life Sci 36 29 7 18 12 50 29 7
Business/Management 25 22 3 16 8 60 17 8
Communicat ions/Jour 16 10 6 6 4 60 9 7
Computer/Infor Sci 13 10 3 3 3 70 67
Economics i1 10 | 6 2 30 9 2
Education . 3 24 7 17 10 30 25 ¢
Engineering 51 47 3 27 i1 120 3813
Fine Arts 3t 17 14 1311 70 24 7
Foreign Languages 3t 22 8 19 9 30 28 3
Geography 7 5 2 4 {120 52
Health Professions 23 6 17 4 10 8 0 1310
Home Economics 6 2 4 0 510 51
Humanities 73 59 14 3% 1716 3 5518
Industrial Arts 0 0 0 0 000 00
Law i 0 { 0 100 0t
Library Science 2 2 0 t 0t 0 {1
Math/Statistics 26 24 2 13 940 205
Mititary Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 000 00
Physical/Heaith Ed 5 3 2 3 011 50
Physical Sciences 49 48 i 3B L 30 45 4
Psychology 25 17 8 9 951 (78
Public Affairs 5 4 { 3 200 4|
Social Sciences ’ 44 36 7 21 1310 0 3314
Yoc/Tech Training 0 =0 | 0 600 00
Other Discipline 8 -5 3 3 230 4 4

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor [=Instructor
T=Tenured NT=Hon-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 3 for Rank: 8
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Research II Institutions

Variable Number HMales Females Pr AoP AsP I T AT

Totals 598 493 104 304 174 94 13 472 126
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 25 24 1 20 320 232
Allied Health 6 2 4 2 130 42
Archit/Environ Design 19 17 2 9 40 145
Area/Ethnic Studies 2 2 0 { 100 20
Biological/Life Sci 36 33 3 N 420 34 2
Business/Management 37 32 5 17 911 0 2512
Communicat ions/Jour 17 1} 6 3 761 107
Computer/Infor Sci il 10 { 6 230 83
Economics 18 14 4 7 6 50 135
Education 56 45 1 B 9 9 2 4412
Engineering 46 45 { 25 10 9 1 3115
Fine Arts ' 51 36 15 24 17 7 2 4110
Foreign Languages 16 10 5 5 6 21 12 4
Geography 5 5 0 t 400 6509
Health Professions 12 6 6 5 411 84
Home Economics 8 3 5 4 301 62
Humanities 53 4] 12 21 24 5 0 45 8
Industrial Arts 1 { 0 0 160 10
Law 3 { 2 0 021 12
Library Science A 1 ! 0 0 100 to
Math/Statistics 23 21 2 4 5 40 19 4
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 000 00
Physical/Heal th Ed 17 14 3 &6 5 4 2 107
Physical Sciences 51 51 0 33 10 6 0 44 7
Psychology 18 15 3 10 620 153
Public Affairs 3 3 0 1t 200 30
Social Sciences 48 38 10 20 19 7 1 41 7
Yoc/Tech Training 0 0 0 0 000 0¢0
Other Discipline 15 12 3 7 610 123

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
T=Tenured NT=Non-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: I for Rank: 13



Faculty research productivity 200

General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Doctorate I Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AcP AsP I T NT
Totals 607 481 121 250 199 135 15 465 141
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 6 6 0 1 4 1 0 5
Allied Health 5 3 2 2 3 0 0 4 1|
Archit/Environ Design 7 5 2 4 2t 0 5 2
Area/Ethnic Studies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biological/Life Sci 30 25 516 9 4 025 5
Business/Hanagement 47 41 6 21 12 11 0 31 (6
Communicat ions/Jour 19 15 4 11 3 8 1 15 4
Computer/Infor Sci 21 20 {1 8 5 8 0 14 7
Economics 19 17 2 4 9 6 0 13 8
Education 54 43 1 29 15 8 | 43 (I
Engineering 39 39 0 18 10 10 t 27 12
Fine Arts 44 30 14 18 20 5 2 37 8
Foreion Languages 18 13 5 5 310 013 5
Geography 10 10 0 3 5 2 0 8 2
Health Professions 25 6 9 4 8 9 4 13 12
Home Economics 6 { 5 2 1 3 0 4 2
Humanities 67 53 14 27 26 14 2 5 12
Industrial Arts 1 1 0 1 6 0 0 I 0
Law { { 0 0 0 1t 0 0 1
Library Science 4 2 2 1t 2 10 3 1
Math/Statistics 38 36 2 13 11 12 2 24 14
Military Sci/Tech 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 90
Physical/Heaith Ed 9 6 3 2 3 2 1 8 1
Physical Sciences 39 39 0 20 1t 7 0 32 7
Psychology 23 19 4 14 7 2 0 23 0
Public Affairs 6 5 1 3 3 0 0 6 0
Social Sciences 49 37 12 16 20 13 0 39 10
Yoc/Tech Training 1 i 0t 0 0 0 1 9
7 5 6 2 113 1

Other Discipline 12 =5
Pr=Professor AoP=Asgociate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
=Tenured NT=Non-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 5 for Tenure Status: |
for Rank: 8
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Doctorate II Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AoP &sP I T AT

Totals 583 429 154 227 197 121 18 429 154
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 12 i1 t 7 %5 00 102
Allied Health 5 4 t 2 1 20 32
Archit/Environ Desian 2 2 0 0 1t 1t o0 02
Area/Ethnic Studies { | 0 0 1 00 01
Biological/Life Sci 23 20 3 12 9 11 17686
Business/Management 43 3% 8 16 8 14 2 2716
Communications/Jour 18 12 6 4 7 70 10 8
Computer/Infor Sci 17 15 2 4 17 40 107
Economics 6 5 1 1t 2 20 42
Education 35 24 i 1 {7 60 29 6
Engineering 45 45 0 17 16 11 0 2916
Fine Arts 40 30 16 {518 40 35 5
Foreign Languages 24 17 7 7 8 71 18 6
Geography 6 6 0 0 5 10 65
Health Professions 28 8 20 710 91 1612
Home Economics 9 2 7T 4 2 {1 638
Humanities 14 57 17 29 27 15 1 5618
Industrial Arts 2 2 0 ¢ t 10 11
Law 1 | 0 0 0 00 01
Library Science 0 0 ¢ 0 0 00 0¢0
Hath/Statistics 28 25 3 1010 80 25 3
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 0 00 00
Physical/Health Ed 18 13 5 4 4 45 10 8
Physical Sciences 49 48 1 28 12 9 0 40 9
Psychology 29 24 g8 15 8 60 23 6
Public Affairs 3 3 0 2 0 0 390
Social Sciences 45 37 8 26 13 5 1 38 8
Voc/Tech Training 7 6 t 0 15 43
Other Discipline 12 =7 5 5 5 10 102

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
T=Tenured NT=Non-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 1 for Rank: 20
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Comprehensive I Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AoPAsPI T AT
Totals 554 395 158 244 161 118 13 395 158
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 7 3 4 6 0 1 6 5 2
Allied Health 2 0 2 0t 10 2 9
Acchit/Environ Desiagn 0 0 0 0 06 00 0 0
Area/Ethnic Studies 1 i 0 {0 00 1 38
Biological/Life Sci 22 16 - 6 15 3 40 (56 7
Business/Management 58 46 12 17 28 181 32 26
Communications/Jour 23 17 6 10 2 73 14 9
Computer/Infor Sci 9 7 2 3 38 20 6 3
Economics 9 8 { 5 2 20 8 1
~ Education 51 30 21 23 18 9 0 34 17
Engineering 24 23 1 8 8 7 0 13 1
Fine Arts 47 3 16 18 17 9 0 35 12
Foreign Languages 19 i1 8 9 2 70 14 5
Geography 6 6 0 3 2 L0 6 0
Health Professions 20 0 20 4 6 71 9 1t
Home Economics 6 { 5 0 4 20 4 2
Humanities 77 59 18 47 18 9 3 6l 16
Industrial Arts 3 2 { 3 0 00 3 0
Law 0 0 0 0 6 00 0 9
Library Science { { 0 g0 0 t0 1 0
Hath/Statistics 22 17 5 8 8 4019 3
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 0 00 ¢ 0
Physical/Health Ed 25 18 7 6 7 73 14 1
Physical Sciences 43 3 8 23 12 5 0 33 10
Psychology 26 22 3 12 9 50 22 4
Public Affairs 2 2 0 1t 1 00 { 1
Social Sciences 43 34 9 21 15 61 38 5
Voc/Tech Training 4 2 2 0 1t 30 2 2
i t 111 3 1

Other Discipline 4 3

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant{ Professor I=Instructor
=Tenured NT=Non-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: ! for Rank: {8
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Comprehensive II Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AcP AsP I T AT

Totals 516 329 185 186 157 140 30 347 169
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 2 2 0 t 1 600 2 0
Allied Health 4 | 3 {1 1t 20 3 1
Acchit/Environ Design 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 O
Area/Ethnic Studies 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 O
Biological/Life Sci 34 27 7 16 14 40 2410
Business/Management 2 .3 5 9 15 17 { 1923
Communications/Jour 16 9 7 6 5 41 0 s
Computer/Infor Sci {1 8 3 1 8 61 47
Economics . 10 7 3 3 6 10 82
Education 37 15 22 2 9 {1 5 2413
Engineering 1 1 0 0 £ 60 10
Fine Arts 61 44 17 18 20 16 6 40 2!
Foreign Languages 22 12 10 10 6 51 157
Geography 2 { 1 0 t0 11
Health Professions 29 1 27 4 4 17 4 1712
Home Economics 3 { 2 0t 1 12
Humanities 98 66 32 44 29 19 5 7424
Industrial Arts 2 2 0 {1 1 00 20
Law { 1 0 t 0 00 01
Library Science i 0 { 01 00 01
Math/Statistics 20 14 6 0 6 31 16 4
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 ¢ 00 00
Physical/Health Ed 21 14 7 5 9 52 165
Physical Sciences 23 19 4 1 5 70 176
Psychology 24 15 8 12 7 41 171
Public Affalrs 0 0 0 0 0 00 00
Social Sciences 39 26 {3 6 11 12 0 2910
Voc/Tech Training { { 0 0 ¢ 1t 0 0t
Other Discipline 12 B 7 4 2 41 15

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
T=Tenured NT=Hon-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 2 for Rank: 3
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Liberal Arts I Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AoP AsPI T NT
Totals 592 407 183 248 166 142 20 411 181
Agricul/Forest/Nat Res 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Allied Health 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 9O
Archit/Environ Design 4 { 0 o0 1t 00 f
Area/Ethnic Studies \ { 0 {0 00 1 0
Biological/Life Sci 31 22 9 9 13 90 21 10
Business/Management 6 5 l 2 3 10 2 ¢4
Communications/Jour 6 4 2 0 1 50 3 3
Computer/Infor Sci 8 6 { 2 2 490 6 2
Economics 37 3 5 18 9 91 2
Education 18 i 7 7 6 5011 7
Engineering 13 12 { 8 4 1t 06 8 5
Fine Arts 5% 35 20 17 2 9 3 38 18
Foreign Languages 80 27 33 25 16 15 4 43 17
Geography ' 2 1 { t 0 16 11
Health Professions 10 0 10 1 2 70 46
Home Economics { 0 { 0 o0 0t 01
Humanities 121 87 40 65 28 271 3 963t
Industrial Arts 0 0 0 0 0 00 00
Law 0 0 0 0 ¢ 00 00
Library Science 0 0 0 6 0 090 00
Math/Statistics 33 2% g8 8 7 170 249
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 0 00 00
Physical/Health Ed 28 18 10 5 6 86 1444
Physical Sciences 57 92 5 26 12 171 372
Psychology 42 30 12 18 14 81 3t
Public Affairs 0 0 0 0 0 006 0090
Social Sciences 8l 3 6 20 20 90 40U
Voc/Tech Training 0 0 0 9 0 00 00
0 4 0 00 40

Other Discipline 4 3

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
=Tenured NT=Non-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 2 for Rank: 16
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General Demographic Summary of Study Group

Liberal Arts II Institutions

Variable Number Males Females Pr AcPAsPI T NT

Totals 368 210 {56 88 135 106 27 186 182
Aaricul/Forest/Nat Res { 0 1 -0 01 0 !
Allied Bealth { t 0 0 0 0t 0 1
Archit/Environ Design 1 0 i 0 0 10 ¢
Area/Ethnic Studies 0 0 0 0 0 006 0 0
Biological/Life Sci 22 19 3 8 10 40 16 6
Business/Hanagement 24 18 6 4 12 52 717
Communications/Jour 9 6 3 4 1 31 3 b8
Computer/Infor Sci 5 4 { 0 1 31 1t 4
Economics 3 2 { 0 1+ 206 2 |
Education 36 t1 24 7 16 12 { 18 {8
Engineering 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Fine Arts 54 3t 23 719 17 5 21 27
Foreign Languages 16 5 11 3 7 42 7 9
Geography 2 2 0 0 1+ 10 1 1
Heaith Professions 16 0 16 0 7 63 4 12
Home Economics 7 0 7 2 2 30 2 5
Humanities 69 50 19 256 28 12 1 46 23
Industrial Arts 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Law 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 O
Library Science 2 0 2 {1 0 0 1
Math/Statistics 20 13 7 4 6 82 6 14
Military Sci/Tech 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0
Physical/tiealth Ed 15 11 4 t 3 91 9 6
Physical Sciences 23 14 9 7 9 5 2 12 il
Psychology 20 12 7 8 6 60 13 7
Public Affairs 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0
Social Sciences 18 10 8 7T 6 41 1t 7
Voc/Tech Training 0 0 0 6 ¢ 00 0 90
QOther Discipline 4 { 3 -0 0 03 0 ¢4

Pr=Professor AoP=Associate Professor AsP=Assistant Professor I=Instructor
T=Tenured NT=Hon-tenured

Number of missing observations for Gender: 2 for Rank: 12






