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ABSTRACT

AN EXPLORATORY INVESTIGATION OF THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS
AMONG THE PRIMARY ELEMENTS WITHIN THE REWARDS SYSTEM,
POSITION REQUIREMENTS AND POSITION SATISFACTIONS FOR

FACULTY IN SIX COLLEGES OF EDUCATION IN MICHIGAN

by Paul Clayton Shank

The study was intended as an exploratory investi-
gation of the interrelationships of faculty personal and
professional characteristics, rewards system, position
requirements, and position satisfactions. The general
purposes of the study can be categorized into two groups:
first, to identify and illuminate relationships among as-
pects of faculty 1life critical to the improvement of ad-
ministration of higher education, and second, to suggest
in detall how the study, 1ts model, methodology, and find-
ings might be useful in future research of college problems
in such related problem areas as faculty turnover, faculty
morale, faculty attraction and retention, and faculty pro-
ductivity.

Specific purposes of the study were to examine four
aspects of faculty life. These were: one, the relative
importance attached by faculty members to specific re-
wards system elements; two, the positlion requirements of

these faculty members, thelr assignments, and the extent
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to which the faculty members liked or disliked their re-
spectlve assignments; three, the levels of satisfaction
derlved by these faculty members from their position re-
quirements; and four, the extent to which interrelation-
ships may be demonstrated to exist among specific elements
inherent in the position satisfactions, the rewards system,
the position requirements, and faculty personal and pro-

fessional characteristics.

Methodology of the Study

The sample included all faculty members appointed to
the staff of the colleges of education in six selected
State supported universities in Michigan for the 1966-1967,
academlic year. Usable questlonnalres were received from
70.5 per cent of the study population. The questionnaire
consisted of four parts: (A) a summary of personal and
professional characteristics, (B) a list of work-load
assignments on which each respondent indicated the per-
centage of time devoted to each, and the degree to which
he liked or disliked each of the assignments, (C) a list
of elements of importance to faculty members as a part
of the university rewards system with the level of impor-
tance indicated by the respondents, and (D) a list of
elements satisfying to faculty members with the level
of satisfaction derived from each element indicated by

the respondents. Application of a test of reliabllity
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to a random sample of 30 completed questionnalres pro-
duced an internal consistency reliability score of .85

on part C, rewards system, and .82 on part D, position
satisfactions. Intercorrelation matrices were examined
and an elementary factor analysis technique employed to
identify clusters, or factors, of elements within and
among the four categories contained in the questionnaire.
Descriptive data for comparison by méjor portion of work-
load, academic rank, length of tenure, sex, age, and
institutlions from which the respondents obtained their

degrees was presented in tabular form and analyzed.

Findings of the Study

Faculty members in thils study tended to stereotype
their responses in groups as administrators, teachers,
and researchers. Each of these types persists through
these several analyses: respondents grouped according
to academic rank held, length of tenure 1n a particular
institution, major portion of work-load, "home" versus
"other" university, or by institution served.

The types of faculty members were ldentified by the
relationships of personal and professional characteristics,
the level of importance attached to rewards system items,
and/or the degree of satisfaction derived from position
satisfactions. These types tend to be grouped according

to the respondents' position requirements.
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The number of respondents who indicated research
as the greatest portion of their work-load indicated re-
searchers to be a distinet type. Teachers and adminis-
trators also were identifiable groups of respondents.

Each of the three types tends to have a distinct pattern
of likes and dislikes regarding their minor position re-
quirements. Each type has a distinct pattern of important
rewards and sources of satisfaction.

In addition to these three clearly identifiable
types. of faculty members, a significant marginal group is
evident. These are faculty members who either have multiple
work-load assignments or whose Interrelationships of satis-
factions, rewards, or personal and professional character-
istlcs are inconsistent wlth any type otherwise ldentified.

In addition to the identification of three types of
faculty members, another interesting finding of this study
is: the degree of "like" or "dislike" expressed by re-
spondents concernling the advisement of students. A
generally low regard for this positlion requirement is
conslistent for all groups of respondents. It is generally
low regardless of these variables: major portion of work-
load, selected personal and professional characteristics,

and institution served.
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CHAPTER I

NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

Recent research that treats college and university
faculty problems of attraction and retention, faculty
work-loads, quality of teaching, faculty productivity,
faculty morale, and mobility of college faculty thus far
has been limited to the broader aspects of the problems
studied. This limitatlon has pointed to the need for an
investigation of the interrelationships of important con-
siderations such as: faculty position requirements, faculty
rewards systems, and faculty position satisfactions. There-
fore, an investligation of interrelationships of these cate-
gorles is considered to be both appropriate and timely.

Research concerning college faculties largely has
focused on the above problems. Each problem has been
examined in isolation of the other, thereby providing
limited information. In this study, four aspects of
faculty life were examined. These were: personal and
professional characteristics, rewards system, position
requirements, and position satisfactions. Moreover, the
four conditions of faculty life were examined one 1ln re-

lation to the other. By so doing, the 1lnvestigator hoped



to identify and illuminate some possible means for im-

proving administration of higher education.

The Specific Purposes

A study was designed to examine elements of faculty
personal and professional characteristics, rewards system,
position requirements, and position satisfactions in se-
lected Michigan colleges. Further, the study was designed
to examine four aspects of the problem. These were:

l. The relative importance attached by faculty

members to specific rewards system elements.

2. The position requirements of these faculty
members, thelr assignments, and the extent
to which the faculty members liked or disliked
their respective assignments.

3. The levels of satisfaction derived by these
faculty members from theilr position require-
ments.

4, The extent to which interrelationships may be
demonstrated to exlist among specific elements
inherent 1in the position satisfactions, the
rewards system, the positlon requirements, and
faculty personal and professional character-
istics.

On the basis of the 1nvestigation, it was further

intended to suggest in detall how the study, its model,

methodology, and findings might be useful in future



research of college faculty problems in such related
problem areas as faculty turnover, faculty morale, faculty
attraction and retention, faculty productivity, and ad-

ministration in higher education.

A Ratlionale for the Study

Solutions to faculty problems increasingly have be-
come urgent in recent years. The need to find solutions
has been made urgent by rapidly rising enrollments, a
highly competitive market for academic personnel, the
expansion of useful knowledge, and an ever increasing
concern by faculty with the administration of colleges
and universities.

Recruiting and retaining qualified faculty 1s a
persistent and compelling problem in higher education.
Earlier research in higher education administration i1llumi-
nates certaln aspects of the problem. Research results,
however, are as yet unclear.

In a study of attraction and retention at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota, for example, Stecklein and Lathropl
reported that prospectlve faculty varied in thelr re-

ceptivity to University rewards. Also, they reported

that position satisfactions--apart from the rewards system

1John E. Stecklein and Robert L. Lathrop, Faculty
Attraction and Retention, Factors Affecting Faculty
Mobllity at the University of Minnesota (Minneapolis:
Bureau of Institutional Research, Unlversity of Minne-
sota, 1960).




--was an observable even critical factor in retention of
faculty once recruited.

Unfortunately, this study--and related studles by
Marshall2 and Cammack3——fail to differentiate among
factors that may be critical to faculty decisions to
accept and/or retain employment with a university. More-
over, they do not differentlate completely among faculty
members by type, as for example: administrators, re-

searchers, and teachers.

Statement of the Problem

To differentiate among factors affecting faculty
decisions to accept and/or retain employment in a uni-
versity, two basic problems were examined. These were:

l. To what extent, if any, are factors of rewards,

position satisfactions, position requirements,
and personal and professional characteristics
critical to the cholce of faculty members?

2. How do faculty members whose present university

assignments differ--as do those of admlnistrators,

teachers, and researchers--react to these factors?

2H. D. Marshall, The Mobility of College Faculties
(New York: Pageant Press, Inc., 1964).

3E. F. Cammack, "A Study of Factors Related to
Mobility and Faculty Productilivity and Achlevement at
Michigan State University--A Follow-Up Study (unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, Dept. of Education, Michigan State
University, 1964).




To examine the problem, a study was designed that

would illuminate the reactions of selected faculty mem-

bers--grouped by principal work assignment as adminis-

trators, researchers, and teachers--on each major factor

and among the majJor factors.

The study was conducted in

six State supported colleges of education in Michigan

during the academic year 1966-1967.

examined in the study. These were:

1.

Elements withiln the position requirement or
work-load assignment are related within them-
selves and to similar elements in the rewards
system and position satisfactions.

Elements within the rewards system are related
within themselves and are also related to
similar elements 1n the position satisfactlons
and the work-load assignment.

Elements within the position satisfactions
category are related within themselves and
are also related to similar elements in the
work-load asslgnment and rewards system.

The relationships described above are con-
sistent among differing faculty position re-
quirements within a particular college of
education.

The relationships described above are not

conslistent 1in sub-populations of

Five principles were
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a college faculty that are delineated by age,
academic rank, years of service in a college
or university position, and other selected

personal and professional characteristics.

The Model

Position

Requirements Posltion

£:;.Satisfactions

Rewards System

The model served as a construct about which each
of the stated principles was investigated. The extent
of the interrelationships between positlion requlirements
or work-load assignment and position satisfactions and

rewards system was sought.

Definition of Terms

In subsequent sections of this thesis certaln
terms are used that require specific definition. These

are:



1. Faculty will mean those academic members who
were appointed to the university staff for the 1966-1967
academic year and whose center of operation was on or
from the main campus of their respective university.
Further limitations are: only faculty from the colleges
of education who served on full-time appointment, and
who held rank at the level or instructor or above are
included.

2. Position requirements and work-load assignment

wlll be used interchangeably throughout the study. Position
requirements will refer to those dﬁties and services agreed
upon by the faculty member for which the university pays

him a salary and other considerations. 1Included in this
category may be teaching, student advisement, research,
community service, administration, and others.

3. Rewards system 1s defined to be those concrete

considerations which are usually included in a professional
services contract, or are understood by "gentleman's agree-
ment." These may include: salary, monetary fringe bene-
fits, research facilities, academic rank, physical facili-
tles, the specification of dutles and responsibilities or
lack thereof, staff and clerical services, and others.

4y, Position satisfactions are defined as any

benefit pleasing to the faculty member, either tangible
or intangible, which 1s a consequence, official or un-

official, of the position incumbency. These may include



both "internal" and "external" benefits of a pleasing
nature. They may include: reputation of the university;
reputation of the department; congeniality of associates;
living conditions; cultural and recreational facllities;
personal contacts with the administrative personnel; the
caliber of students; title or academic rank; monetary
fringe benefits; geographic location, and others.
Internal position satisfactions are those benefits
that are pleasing and accrue to the faculty member pri-
marily while in the performance of dutles or service.
External position satisfactions are those benefits
that are pleasing, but accure to the faculty member pri-
marlly outside of working hours and not in the service of

the unlversity.

Limitations of the Study

The limitations of questionnaire studies are well
understood by the writer and these limitations 1n this
study are acknowledged. However, 1t was deemed advisable
at the outset to subject the study to these limitations
as a more expedient cholce than the use of the interview
technique. Faculty members, who traditionally espouse
the principle of intellectual integrity, could be expected
to exercise Judgment and acceptable standards of obJectiv-
ity in their responses to the items 1included on the

questionnaire, Although the questionnalre was responded



to anonymously, the personal and professional information
such as academlic rank, age, length of tenure and assign-
ment were sufficient to determine that the 70 per cent who
did respond were an adequate cross-section of the total
professional population. The study may also reflect cer-
tain characteristics of the faculty which were true at
the time thls study was made, but may have changed con-
siderably since. Characteristics of the academic market
place and the social milieu of academe may also change in
the intervening years and this would be reflected in any
subsequent population studied. Hence, the possibility of
bias must be considered whenever inferences are made.

A further limitatlon of the study is the recognized
confusion of "rewards" and "satisfactions" by some re-
spondents. To minimize thils possibility, a pre-test using
the interview technique was carried out before the final
draft of the questionnaire was printed. A concise defini-
tion of the relevant terms was 1lncluded on each appropriate
page of the questionnalire. The speclific procedures used
in the administration of the questionnalre will be elabo-
rated 1n another chapter.

Although studies of attraction and retention,
moblility, morale, and productivity of faculty in higher
education are referred to, and in fact, are the basis for

this study, no attempt to study these faculty problems
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was made. This study deals with such problems only
as they relate to the problem of investigating the re-
lationships of similar elements in the faculty position

requirements, rewards system and position satisfactions.

Overview

The purposes of this first chapter have been to
develop a rationale for the study, to present the problem
and the principles to be investigated, and to appraise
the reader of the significance, definitions, study popu-
lation, and limitations of the study. Chapter II is a
presentation of the central findings of this research
and conclusions based on these findings. Chapter III is
a description of the study population; a presentation,
with the rationale, of the questionnaire developed for
thls study; and a statement of the type of statistical
analyses used in the study. Chapter IV 1s a discussion
of the descriptive data with comparisons presented in
tabular form. References are made to the central findings
and conclusions. Chapter V 1s a further presentation and
analyses of collected data and their relevance to the
central findings and conclusions. Chapter VI 1s a summary
of the data chapters, the questions, and the five princi-
ples. Chapter VII includes suggestions for future re-
search and commentary regarding the implicatlons of this

study.



CHAPTER II

THE CENTRAL FINDINGS: SIGNIFICANCE FOR

ADMINISTRATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The central findings and their significance for
administration in higher education are presented in this
chapter. This 1s not the usual order of chapters found
in most doctoral theses. It was felt, however, to be
the most appropriate presentation of this research.

The reasons are: (1) this study is by design a hy-
pothesis generating type of research, (2) the method-
ology and data chapters are lengthy, and (3) the findings
are clear and concise,.

The reader 1s invited, even encouraged, to read
beyond the conclse presentation of the findings in this
chapter. A study of the tables, their analysis in Chapter
IV, and the statistical data in Chapter V, is considered
essential for an in-depth understanding of the central

findlngs as presented here,.

Central Findings

Faculty members in this study tended to stereotype
thelr responses 1n groups as administrators, teachers,

and researchers. Each of these types persists through

11
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these several analyses: respondents grouped according
to academic rank held, length of tenure in a particular
institution, major portion of work-load, "home versus
"other" university, or by institution served.

The types of faculty members were identified by
the relationships of personal and professional charac-
teristics, the level of importance attached to rewards
system items, and/or the degree of satisfaction derived
from position satisfactions. These types tend to be
grouped according to the respondents' position require-
ments.

The number of respondents who indicated research
as the greatest portion of their work-lcad was relatively
small. However, analysis, the same as employed for re-
spondents with a different work-load assignment, indi-
cated researchers to be a distinct type. Teachers and
administrators also were identifiable groups of respondents.
Each of the three types tend to have a distinct pattern of
likes and dislikes regarding their minor position require-
ments. Each type has a distinct pattern of important re-
wards, and sources of satisf‘action.l

In addition to these three clearly identifiable
types of faculty members a significant marginal group is

evident. These are faculty members who elther have

1Supervisors of student teachers are a significant
group of respondents for whom a separate analysis was
made. Thelr responses corresponded to those of teachers,
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multiple work-load assignments, or whose interrelation-
ships of satisfactions, rewards, or personal and pro-
fessional characteristics are inconsistent with any type
otherwise identified.

In addition to the 1dentification of three types
of faculty members another interesting finding of this
study is: the degree of "1like" or "dislike'" expressed
by respondents concerning the advisement of students. A
generally low regard for this position requirement is
consistent for all groups of respondents. It 1s generally
low regardless of these variables: major portion of work-
load, selected personal and professional characteristics,
and institution served.

Significance for Administration
in Higher Education

Selection, Assignment
and Promotion

Those concerned with the selection, assignment and
promotion of faculty in any university comparable to the
universities included in thils study may well consider the
above findings to be important. It would be to the ad-
vantage of the institution and the individual faculty
member, 1f selection were to take into account the follow-
ing: the faculty member's patterns of "like-dislike"
toward position requirements, and attitudes concerning

rewards offered and sources of satisfaction.
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The multiple item factors identified in this re-
search depict a difference in relationships among and
between the above mentioned categories based upon easily
discernable personal and professional characteristics.
These relationships tend to identify faculty members by
type.

Certainly, in promotion of faculty, and usually in
assignment, and often 1in selection, the individual under
consideration has personal and professional character-
istics known to the institution. Moreover, his likes
and dislikes regarding work-load are known. If a faculty
member 1s one of the three types identifiable, based on
the findings of this study, then perhaps a more meaningful
decision can be reached when selection, assignment or pro-

motlon are considered.

Personnel Policiles

Any uniformity in personnel policies will probably
discriminate agalnst at least one significant minority
group within the institution. The more definitive and
rigid the policies, the more likely they will discrimi-
nate against one segment of the faculty. The axiomatic
plea for broad policles which allow for flexibility of
administrative procedures might more logically be a plea
for different policles, and a broadening of these
different policies; one set of policies for each of the

identifiable faculty types.



15

Faculty Development

The nature of the position held and the types of
individuals enticed to the position, tend to reinforce
one another. It may well be that there is a bullt-in
resistance to change. Thils will require: 1nnovative
administrative practices; new concepts of personnel
policies; and more appropriate procedures for selection,
assignment, and promotion of faculty members. Develop-
ment of faculty, individually or as a department, willl
necessitate these suggested changes within colleges of

education.

Student Advisement

None of the respondents included in this study
indicated a major portion of theilr work-load devoted to
student advisement. In most instances it was indicated
as a relatively small portion. No distinction was made
between advisement of graduate students and advisement
of undergraduate students. It 1s probable that student
advisement was, at the time of thils study, an addendum
to the faculty work-load, rather than a small, but central,
portion thereof. However, students are the first business
of the institution. It would seem approprlate therefore,
to manipulate the rewards system in such manner as to
emphasize the advisement of students; make it a more

positive portion of a faculty member's work-load.
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The Research Instrument

Not the least of the important results of this
research was the development and use of an original
instrument for the investigation of faculty position
requirements, rewards systems, position satisfactions,
and personal and professional characteristics. The
rationale for the instrument, i1ts administration, and
reliability are presented 1in detail in subsequent
chapters of thils study. It can be reported that the
instrument was adequate for this study, and can be used
in further research.

Suggestions for further use of this instrument,
and continued investligation of faculty problems in higher

education are found 1in Chapter VII.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES USED IN THE COLLECTION

AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The purposes of this chapter are to outline the
procedures used in the collection and treatment of data.
A description of the study population and of the instru-
ments used, the methods of data collection, and the

procedures for data analysis will be discussed in order.

Description of the Study Population

The population included all full-time faculty
members in the college of education at Michigan State
University and at five other selected universities 1n the
State of Michigan. Questionnaires were sent to faculty
members who were appolinted to the university staff in the
college of education for the 1966-1967 academic year.
Their center of operation was on or from the main campus
of thelr respective universities. Only faculty members
with academic rank of 1nstructor or above were asked to
respond.

Of the 547 members to whom questionnaires were
sent, 386 returned usable responses: 70.5 per cent of the

total. Information regarding the number at each academic

17
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rank level, average age, average length of tenure, and
number in each type of assignment was obtained from each
institution that contributed to the study population.
Similar information was reported in the personal and
professional characteristics section of the question-
naire. Based on these characteristics, a comparison, by
proportions, was made of the respondents and the total
study population. The respondents were determined to be
a representative sample of the total population to whom
the questionnalres were sent. All responses were made

anonymously.

The Questionnaire

The questionnalire used 1n this study was designed to
illuminate the extent to which five principles characterize
elements within and among three major categories: position
requirements, rewards systems, and position satisfactions.
These principles as previously stated in Chapter I, are
as follows:

l. Elements within the position requirements of
work-load assignment are related within them-
selves and to similar elements in the rewards
system and position satisfactions.

2. Elements withiln the rewards system are related
within themselves and are also related to similar

elements in the position satisfactions and the

work-load assignment.
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Elements within the position satisfactions
category are related within themselves and
are also related to similar elements in the
work-load assignment and rewards system.

The relationships described above are not
consistent among differing faculty position
requirements within a particular college of
education.

The relationships described above are not con-
sistent in sub-populations of a college
faculty that are delineated by age, academic
rank, years of service in a college or unl-
versity position, and other selected personal

and professional characteristics.

It was necessary that data related to each of the

three major categories under 1lnvestigation be secured.

Moreover, the reactions of the faculty to the elements

within each category were essential. Hence, the question-

naire consisted of four parts:

A.

A summary of personal and professional character-
istics related to the professional positions of
the population for the academic year covered in
the study.

A 1list of work-load assignments for each faculty
member. This was designed to obtain the per-
centage of time devoted to each of the pro-

fessional duties or services performed. The
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degree to which the faculty members "like"
or "dislike" each of the duties or services
indicated as part of thelr work-load was
sought by requesting them to check each on
a six-point scale.

C. A list of elements assumed to be of varying
importance to faculty members as a part of
the university rewards system. The level of
importance attached to each of the elements
listed was sought by requesting that each ele-
ment be approprlately checked on a six-point
scale.

D. A checklist of elements assumed to be satisfy-
ing to faculty members at varying levels. The
level of satisfaction derived from each of the
elements by faculty members was sought by re-
questing that each element be checked on a
six-point scale.

A blank marked "other" was provided on each of the
last three sections of the questionnalire to induce re-
sponses not covered by the 1tems listed. Less than 5
per cent of the respondents listed elements as "other."
In most cases elements listed as "other" were restatements
of elements already included. There were no new elements

listed by more than two respondents.
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A first draft of the questionnaire was prepared and
discussed with members of the doctoral advisory committee.
Refinements were made and copiles of the questionnaire
distributed to selected department chairmen within the
college of education at Michigan State University.

Further refinements were made as the result of their
suggestions. Sample coples were handed to selected
department chalrmen and deans of the colleges of edu-
cation at five other universities in the study population.
This was accomplished during interviews with each of
these persons. Final revislons and refinements were made
after considering suggestions offered during these inter-
views.

Parts three and four of the questionnaire were
examined through the application of a reliability test
developed by Hoyt.1 The test serves "to determine the
reliability of the average ratings or the total score on
the test, that is, maximum likelihood estimate of relia-
bility."

The formula used was

leril Hoyt, "Test Reliability Estimated by
Analysis of Variance," Psychometrika, VI (June, 1941),
pp. 153-160.
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where
S2R = varlance of subjects scores
52E = variance due to error.

Application of the test to a random sample of 30 com-
pleted questionnalres procduced an internal consistency
~reliabllity score of .85 on Part C, rewards system; and
.82 on Part D, position satisfactions. These scores
clearly suggest that there exists a commonality 1n the
ratings in each of the instruments. Since the purposes
of this study require only that 1t 1s possible to estab-
lish 1Interrelationships among the elements from one

category to another, the value of r 1s considered to be

tt
adequate.

Collection of Data

The primary source of data for the study was the
guestionnalre as described above. Questionnaires were
mailed to 547 faculty members comprising the study popu-
lation. Of the total group, 386, or 70.5 per cent, re-
turned usable responses. A brief cover letter mailled
with each questionnaire explalned the general nature of

the study. The instructions stated that all responses
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were to be anonymous. Follow-up letters were sent to all
persons to whom the original letter and questionnaire had
been malled, encouraging them to return the questionnaire.

Letters also were sent to the deans and department
chairmen outlining the objectives of the study and solicit-
ing thelr support in encouraging faculty members to
participate in the study.

Current faculty rosters were obtained from the deans
of the colleges of education in each of the six uni-
versities. This was accomplished during an interview in
which the purposes of the study, a third draft of the
instrument, and the personal and professional character-

istics of their particular faculties were discussed.

Procedure for Data Analysis

The construct

Position
Requirements

Position
Satisfactions

Rewards System

suggests that the analysis of the data be such as to

permit an investlgatlon of the relationships among
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faculty position requirements, position satisfactions and
rewards system. The construct implies the use of com-
parison of several groups of elements within and among the
categories. Further, the use of statistical techniques
to demonstrate the extent of relation of these elements.
The analysis lends 1tself conveniently to division
into two separate sections: first, the descriptive data
and comparison, second, an analysis of data through the
use of appropriate statlstical techniques.

The following questlons are answered descriptively

through the use of tables:

1l. Do faculty members who spend the major portion
of their time in the performance of one particular
duty or service "like" this part of their work-
load more or less than the other duties which
they perform?

2. What are the major work-load responsibilities
(60 per cent or more of the faculty member's
time) for level of academic rank, salary, and
years experience in the present university?

3. How do the ratings for selected elements in the
rewards system compare by age, academlc rank,
and sex?

4, How important are the rewards of academic rank,
salary, and appropriateness of duties assigned

to faculty members serving in an institution
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that granted one or more of their degrees?

How important are these same rewards to other
faculty members serving in the same university?
How do the responses of these two sub-popu-
lations compare?

5. Which of the selected "internal" position
satlisfactions are most satisfylng to each of
the following sub-populations: instructors,
assistant professors, assoclate professors,
full professors? Which of the satisfactions
are most satisfying to sub-populations comprised
of faculty members with differing major position
requirements?

6. Which of the selected "external" position
satlisfactions are most satisfying to each of the
following sub-populations: 1instructors, assistant
professors, assoclate professors, full professors?
Which of the satlsfactions are most satisfying to
sub-populations comprised of faculty members with
differing major position requirements?

The intercorrelation matrlix was examined and an

elementary factor analysis technique devised by McQuitty2

was employed. The major matrix examined is as follows:

2Louis L. McQuitty, "Elementary Factor Analysis,"
Psychological Reports, IX (1961), pp. 71-T78.
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A ¢ > C ¢ » D
where
A = personal and professional characteristics of
the respondents
C = rewards system items
D = position satisfactions items.

Elementary factor analysis can be performed

on a relatively large matrix of intercorrelations

to classify people or tests (including items)

into clusters and to assess the extent to which

each person or test 1is representative of its

cluster.3

Intercorrelations of each of the 46 items comprising
A, C, and D, form the large matrix of intercorrelations
from which clusters were ldentified.

Three sub-matrices were formed by sorting on work-

load items as:

B_ N
a

/
Bt




where
Ba = Administrators
BS = Supervisors of Student Teachers
Bt = Professors

A = Personal and professional characteristics
of the respondents
C = Rewards system i1tems

D = Position satisfaction items.

Six sub-matrices were formed by sorting by university as:

N/
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where
U, = University one
U2 = University two
U, = Unlversity three
Uh = University four
U. = Unlversity five
U6 = University six
A = Personal and professional characteristics of
the respondents
C = Rewards system items

D = Position satisfactions 1ltems.

Two sub-matrices were formed by sorting by "home"
university and other university. "Home" university in-
cludes all respondents serving in a university from which
they received one or more degrees. Other university re-
fers to all other respondents not in the above stated

category. The matrices were formed as:

A [ D
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where

H = "Home" university

(@]
n

Other university

A = Personal and professional characteristics of
the respondents

C = Rewards system ltems

D = Positlon satisfactions items.

Summary
This chapter has considered the study population,

the instruments used, method. of data collection and the
methods for analysis of the data. In the following
chapter are presented the descriptive data and comparisons
of items within the three categories; position require-
ments, position satisfactions and rewards system, plus

selected personal and professional characteristics.



CHAPTER IV

DESCRIPTIVE DATA AND COMPARISONS

Descriptive data concerning the study population are
summarized in this chapter. Also included are comparisons
of various sub-groups of the study population with respect
to work-load, age, academic rank, sex and institutions
from which the respondents obtalned thelr degrees. Re-
spondents were asked to supply pertinent data relative to
thelr personal and professional characteristics 1in Part A
of the questionnaire. Several comparisons have been made
between items contained in Parts A and B of the question-
naire. In these sections of the questionnaire, the cate-
gorlical or nominal data are contalned. Other comparisons
are of ratings for selected rewards system items and
position satisfactions items within one or more of the
categories described above.

Simple. averages and percentages were thought to be
sufficient to show comparlsons of items selected from
Parts A and B of the questionnaire. The data in these
two sections do not meet the assumptions of more reveal-
ing statistical tests. The comparisons of ratings from

the rewards system and position satisfactions categories

30
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are presented 1n order to answer the questions set forth
in Chapter III. Correlations revealing a relationship,
or lack thereof, among items from Parts C and D of the
questionnalre are presented in Chapter V.

Major Work-load Responsibillities: Degree
of "Llke" or "Dislike"

Data concerning majJor work-load are summarized in
Table 3.1. Inspection reveals that faculty members who
devote 70 per cent or more of their time to one specific
duty or service "like" this portion of thelr work-load
more than the other dutles and services which they per-
form.

Of the 145 respondents whose major position require-
ments demand at least 70 per cent of their time be spent
in the performance of one specific duty or service, three
important modes are discernable:

1l. Twenty-four faculty members expressed a greater
"like" for the minor portion of their work-
load.

2. Forty-seven faculty members expressed equal
"like" of both major and minor portions of
their work-load.

3. Seventy-four faculty members expressed a
greater degree of "dislike" for the minor
portion of thelr work-load than for the

major portion of work-load.



32

Of the 145 respondents reported in Table 3.1, only
15 rated their major portion of work-load below 5, on
the six-point "like"-"dislike" scale. The same 15 re-
spondents rated the minor portion of their work-load at
5, or above. One hundred twenty-one of the 145 respon-
dents expressed as great or greater degree of "like" for
their major portion of work-load as for thelr minor
portion of work-load.
Major Work-load Responsibility for
Levels of Academic Rank, Salary

Range and Years Experience in
the Present University

In Table 3.2 are the major portlon of work-load for
198 faculty members included in this study. Major portion
of work-load in Table 3.2 includes any particular duty or
service as indicated in Part B of the questionnaire re-
quiring at least 60 per cent of a faculty member's time.
In the table faculty members' responses are grouped in
each work-load category by academlic rank, salary range,
and number of years experience in theilr present uni-
versity. Also included in the table are data descriptive
of faculty members' work-load, whether or not they have
an overload.

An analysis of the data in Table 3.2 describes the
faculty members included as follows:

1. Most faculty members whose primary responsi-

bility 1s teaching hold academic rank of
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assistant professor. Nearly as many hold
academic rank of professor.

More than half of the faculty members for

whom 60 per cent of their position require-
ment is teaching are in the middle salary
range--$10,000 to $15,999.

The largest number of faculty members who are
primarily teachers have been 1n thelr present
university less than five years. But, nearly
as many have been 1n their present university
more than thirteen years.

Of the 117 faculty members indicating teaching
as their major portion of work-load, 48 indi-
cated they were on an overload basis.

Of those faculty members who listed their
major portion of work-load as research, in-
structors were most numerous..

Of those faculty members lndicating research
as their major work-load responsibility, over
one-half earned less than $10,000 per year.
Over one-half of the faculty members in research
indicated they had been in their present uni-
versity less than five years.

Of the 11 faculty members in research, only

three indicated they were on an overload basis.
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Approximately one-half of the faculty members
reporting in Table 3.2, for whom adminlstration
is their primary work-load responsibility, hold
academlic rank as professor. Nearly as many

are assoclate professors.

Nearly two-thirds of the administrators shown
in Table 3.2 indicated their salary as in ex-
cess of $16,000 per year.

More than one-half of the administrators indi-
cated they had been in thelr present university
13 years or more.

Seventeen of the 37 faculty members whose major
portion of work-load is administration indicated
they were on an overload baslis.

Included in the table are 32 faculty members
whose primary position requirement is super-
vision of student teachers, 14 served as in-
structors and 13 as assistant professors.
Two-thirds of the supervisors of student teach-
ers indicated their salary as less than $10,000
per year.

Nearly two-thirds of the supervisors of student
teachers have been at thelr present unilversity
less than five years.

Of the 32 faculty members whose major portion of
work-load 1s supervislon of student teachers,

nine indicated they were on an overload basis,
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One assoclate professor who indicated his major
portion of work-load as community assignment 1s included
in the table.

It 1s of interest to note that 78 of the 198
faculty members included in Table 3.2, indicated they

1
were on an overload basis.

Selected Rewards System Items

A distribution of levels of importance for rewards
system ltems of academic rank, salary, monetary fringe
benefits, and reputation of the university are shown in
Table 3.3 and in Tables 3.3-1 through 3.3-6, inclusively.
Included 1n these tables are comparisons of faculty by
academic rank, sex, and age. The same information for
each of the universities included in the study popu-
lation is included in Tables 3.3-1 through 3.3-6.

Based on information included 1in Table. 3.3, academic
rank 1s considered to be more important as a reward the

higher the academic rank held by the faculty member. Full

1No definition of overload was given in Part B of
the questionnaire. Respondents indicated the per cent of
total work-load devoted to each duty or service performed.
Those with a total of 115 per cent or more were arbi-
trarily assumed to have an overload. This may not be a
valid assumption. There 1s often disagreement among
faculty from department to department within a college
of education as to what constitutes a full load. The
same may be true from institution to institution.

In cases where an overload does, 1in fact, exist,
it may result from an enticement, at additional salary,
of faculty to serve off-campus.
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professors generally regard academlic rank as a more im-
portant reward than do assoclate or assistant professors.
The mode for all faculty members included in the table

is 5. The median level of importance attached to
academic rank 1s 5, except for instructors for whom it

is 4,

Salary 1s regarded by the total study population as
a more 1mportant reward than 1s academic rank. Those
faculty members with academic rank of associate pro-
fessor attach the most importance to salary as a reward.
Instructors attach least importance to salary as a re-
ward. The mode for each level of academic rank is 5,
except for assistant professors the mode is 6. The median
level of importance attached to salary as a reward is 5
at each level of academic rank.

Faculty members attach less importance to monetary
fringe beneflts than to salary as a reward. Monetary
fringe benefits are considered at about the same level
of 1mportance as academlc rank in the rewards system.

The medlans and modes are the same for both of these re-
wards system 1items.

The reputation of the university is as important
as salary 1in the rewards system as shown in Table 3.3.
The median for faculty members at all academic rank
levels is 5. PFaculty members with academic rank of full

professor indicated they attach greater importance to
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the reputation of the university than faculty members at
the lower academic rank levels. Moreover, full pro-
fessors attach greater importance to the reputation of
the university as a reward than to any of the other
three rewards system items shown in Table 3.3.

A comparison of the importance attached by men
and women to the rewards system ltems included in Table
3.3 has been made. Little difference in the importance
attached to these items can be attributed to the differ-
ences in sex. It 1s worthy of note, however, that of the
16 faculty members who expressed "little or no impor-
tance" with regard to the reputation of the university as
a reward, none are women. The rewards of academic rank,
salary and monetary fringe benefits are about as impor-
tant to women as to men faculty members.

Analysis of Table 3.3 with regard to age reveals
several patterns in the degree of importance attached to
the rewards system 1ltems of academic rank, salary, monetary
fringe benefits and the reputation of the university by
each age group. Faculty members in the lower three age
groups, including ages 21-35, tend to attach less impor-
tance to academic rank as a reward than do faculty members
in the middle age groups, including ages 36-55. Faculty
members in the higher age groups, including ages 50-over
70, tend to attach more importance to the reward of

academic rank than do the middle aged group.
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Faculty members below age U0 attach slightly less
importance to salary as a reward than older faculty mem-
bers. However, the degree of importance attached to
salary as a reward is consistently high among all age
levels of faculty members.

Monetary fringe benefits are shown to be about as
important as academic rank. The age group 36-55 tends
to attach slightly more importance to monetary fringe
beneflits than do either younger or older groups.

The degree of importance attached to the reputation
of the university as a rewards system item 1s highest
among the older faculty members. The degree of impor-
tance attached to the reputation of the university was
found to be consistently high throughout the entire
faculty, however.

Table 3.3 included only four of the 12 rewards
system items contained in Part C of the questlonnaire. It
was felt that a comparison based on the three presonal and
professional characteristics, academic rank, sex and age,
would be sufficiently revealing.

Tables 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 include a distribution
of degrees of importance attached to selected rewards
system items for each individual university included in
the study population. They contain, by university, the
same information as Table 3.3, which 1s a summary of all

the universitles 1ncluded 1n the study.
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Universities 1, 2, and 3 are relatively large
institutions and have large colleges of education. Uni-
versities 4, 5, and 6 are smaller in total size and have
smaller colleges of educatilon.

The following three aspects, through comparison,
are most notable in reflecting the differences and
similarities in size and academic stature of the uni-
versities included in this study with regard to the four
rewards system items deplcted in the tables:

l. Salary as a reward 1s regarded wlth nearly the

same degree of importance by faculty members in
all six colleges of education. At university 3
the distribution of ratings of the degree of
importance attached to salary as a reward was
bi-modal.

2. Academic rank is regarded as a less important
reward by faculty members at universities 4, and
5, than by the total study population.

3. The degree of importance attached to reputation
of the university as a reward by faculty members
in universities 1 and 2, was greater than for
faculty members 1in any of the other four uni-
versities included in thils study. The mode
at both universities 1 and 2 was 6, as com-
pared with 5 for the total of all respondents
included in Table 3.3.
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A perusal of Tables 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 also re-
veals the differences in number of respondents, their age
ranges, sex, and the number of faculty in each uni-
versity at each level of academic rank.

A Comparison of Faculty Members in Their "Home"
Universities with Faculty Members in Other

Universities: Three Selected Rewards
System Items

Included in Table 3.4 are responses by faculty mem-
bers who are presently serving in a university from which
they earned one or more of theilr degrees. For comparison,
faculty members who are presently serving in a university
other than one from which they have taken a degree are
also depicted. The bases for comparison used in Table 3.4
are the levels of importance attached to three selected
rewards system items generally assumed to be of primary
importance to faculty members.

Of the 386 respondents in the study population, 141
were serving in a university from which they had earned one
or more degrees,

The percentage of respondents at "other" universities
who indicated the highest level of 1importance attached to
academic rank as a reward 1s larger than the percentage of
faculty members at "home" universities who indicated this
level of importance for this 1tem. Conversely, the per-
centage of respondents who indicated they attach no

importance to academic rank as a reward 1s greater for
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"home" university faculty members than for other uni-
versity faculty members. There 1s less difference in
the percentages of respondents of "home" and other uni-
versities who indicated one of the middle four levels
of importance attached to academic rank as a reward.

Respondents from other universities indicated
salary as of great importancé as a reward 8 per cent more
often than respondents in "home" universities. There was
very little difference in the percentages of "home" and
other university faculty members indicating salary as a
reward at the lower five levels of importance.

Relatively 1little difference exist
centages of faculty members serving in "home" and other
universities for any of the six levels of importance at-
tached to approprlateness of duties assigned as shown in
Table 3.U4.

Internal Position Satisfactions: Four Levels

of Academic Rank and Four Position
Requirement Categories

Included 1in Table 3.5 are the levels of satisfactlon
derived from seven "internal" position satisfaction
items. The responses of professors, associate pro-
fessors, assistant professors, and instructors are
analyzed according to the major position requirement
responsibilities of each respondent. For the data in-

cluded in Table 3.5, at least 50 per cent of the faculty
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member's time 1is devoted to a particular duty or service
as 1indlicated in Part B of the questionnaire.

Research emphasis as a position satisfaction is the
least satisfying of the position satisfaction items shown
in Table 3.5. This is true at all academic rank levels.
Except for those whose major position requirement 1s re-
search, it 1s also true for all major position require-
ment categories shown.

The position satisfaction most satisfying at all
levels of academic rank and for all work-load categories
is congeniality of associates. Thils pattern 1s least
pronounced for those primarily engaged in research.

The administration of the department tends to be a
source of satisfaction to most faculty members depicted in
Table 3.5. Some exceptions are found in the groups of
assistant professors and full professors who are primarily
engaged in teaching.

Opportunity for professional growth and advancement
is a strong source of position satisfaction for all posi-
tion requirement categories and all professorial levels
shown in the table. Thils position satisfaction is nearly
as strong a source of satisfactlion as 1s congenlality of
associates. Of the 195 respondents included in Table 3.5,
only 26 indicated less than average amount of satisfaction
derived from opportunity for professional growth and ad-

vancement.
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The caliber of students is indicated as a source of
satisfaction at either of the top two levels, 5 or 6,
by approximately one-half of the 195 faculty members in-
cluded in Table 3.5. It 1s indicated at either of the
lower two levels by only four faculty members. Of those
whose primary work-load responsibility is teaching, only
12 indicated below average satisfaction with the calilber
of students. Whereas, 105 teachers indicated above average
levels of satisfaction derived from the caliber of stu-
dents at their respective universities.

The reputation of the department as a source of
satisfaction ranges from "no satisfaction" to "great
satisfaction" at all levels of academic rank. This 1s also
true for most position requirement categories shown. The
exception to this pattern was found to be in the adminis-
trators category. No administrator indicated the lowest
possible level of satisfactlon derived from the reputation
of the department. The reputation of the department was
more often a source of above average level of satisfaction.
However, it is not of the strength of congeniality of
assoclates or opportunity for professional growth and ad-
vancement as a source of satisfaction.

It should be noted in Table 3.5, that of the faculty
members primarily engaged 1in supervision of student teach-
ers none held academic rank of assoclate professor. All
other major position requirement cagegories include faculty

members at each of the levels of academic rank.
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External Position Satisfactions for All Levels
of Academic Rank and Major Portion of
Work-load

The levels of satlsfaction derived from three "ex-
ternal" position satisfaction items are depicted in Table
3.6. Professors, assoclate professors, assistant pro-
fessors, and instructors are separated according to their
major portion of work-load. Unlike responses in Table
3.5, the major portion of work-load in Table 3.6 includes
all respondents included in the study. The major portion
of work-load is determined to be whichever duty or service
requlires the largest amount of the faculty member's time
as 1lndicated in Part B of the questionnaire.

It 1s to be noted that several position requirements
do not, 1n some cases, require the largest per cent of any
faculty member's time. This does not mean these duties or
services are less or more important than other dutles and
services performed by faculty. It is simply an indicatilon
of the spread of such services as student advising or con-
sulting for the university. Few faculty members spend the
major portion of thelr time in such services.

Analysis of the data contained in Table 3.6 shows
that living conditions are a greater source of satisfaction
for professors than for instructors. Assoclate and
assistant professors indicate similar levels of satis-
faction derived from living conditions. Full professors

derive somewhat more satisfaction from cultural and
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recreational advantages than do faculty members at lower
academlc ranks.

Administrators are shown to derive a greater level
of satisfaction from each of the external position satis-
factions, shown in Table 3.6, than faculty members in any
of the other work-load categories. Only one of 56 adminis-
trators indicated "no satisfaction" derived from the three
items shown.

Those whose major portion of work-load is research
indicated generally lower levels of satisfaction derived
from each of the position satisfactions items shown 1in
Table 3.6,

Geographic location is the least relevant of the
three position satisfactions shown. The mode 1is at level
4, for all academic ranks and for most major portion of
work-load categories.

It can be determined from studying Table 3.6 that,
except for the highest academic rank and the position re-
quirement of administrator, little difference is indi-
cated in the levels of satisfaction derived from the
external position satisfactions described in the Table.
Table 3.6 includes responses from faculty members from
all of the six universities in the study population.

Tables 3.6.1 through 3.6.6 include the same in-
formation, by university, as is included in Table 3.6.

A perusal of these additional six tables reveals the
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following notable observations concerning the levels of

satisfaction derived from three position satisfaction

ltems at

1.

each of six different universities:

Faculty members at university U4 tend to be more
satisfied with the external sources of position
satisfaction than are faculty members at the
other five universities. Of 168 indications
of satisfaction level; only 13 were less than
above average.

Faculty members at university 5 whose primary
responsibility is teaching indicated less
satlisfaction derlived from these three position
satisfactions than did teachers in the other
five universities. The same 1s true when com-
pared with faculty members at unlversity 5,
with different work-load responsibilities.
Except at university U4, full professors indi-
cated a greater level of satisfaction derived
from each of the items in Tables 3.6.1 through
3.6.6 than did faculty members at lower levels
of academic rank.

Faculty members at university 6 indicated a
greater level of satisfaction derived from
geographic location than did faculty members

at the other five universities.
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Nuances were discerned in the satisfaction levels
derived from each of the external position satisfactions
included in Tables 3.6 and 3.6.1 through 3.6.6. It is
of interest, however, that two of the external position
satisfactions are generally as satisfying at one uni-

versity as another.

Summary
Data analyzed in this chapter have shown that

faculty members who devote 70 per cent or more of their
time to one specific duty or service "like" this major
portion of their work-load more than the other dutiles

and services which they perform. Administrators were
found to be at the higher levels of academic rank, to be
more highly pald and to have remained 1n their present
university more than 13 years. Faculty members serving
in universities from which they have received one or more
of thelr degrees were found to differ only slightly from
other faculty members in the degree of importance attached
to salary, academic rank, and appropriateness of duties
assigned. Forty per cent of those faculty members who
spend at least one-half of their time in the performance
of one specific duty or service indicated they were on an
overload basis. More 1mportance is attached to salary
than to any other item 1n the rewards system. The higher

the academic rank held by a faculty member, the more
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importance attached to salary as a reward. The most
satisfying position satisfaction item was found to be
congeniality of assoclates., Research emphasis in the
particular university served was indicated as 1least
important of the lnternal position satisfactions. Full
professors tend to be the most satisfied members of the
faculty with regard to the external position satisfactions
item, living conditions. Administrators were shown to
derive a greater level of satlsfaction from each of the
external position satisfactions, living conditions, cul-
tural and recreational advantages and geographic location,
than faculty members in any other work-load category.

Bias of the respondents must be considered when
generallzations are made from these findings. The tendency
to higher salaries, greater numbers of faculty members on
an overload basis, and more rapid advancement in academic
rank may be partially due to the fact that the more
energetic faculty members were more willing to respond to

the questionnaire.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The statistical analysis of data is presented in
this chapter. It was the purpose of this study to generate,
rather than test, hypotheses based on five principles
stated in Chapter I, and six questions asked in Chapter
II. An elaboration beyond the results of the analyses was
presented in The Central Findings in Chapter II, and Im-
plications and Remarks, Chapter VI. The intercorrelation
matrices were designed to seek information. Also to seek
support for, or refutation of, the principles stated in
Chapter I, and the questions posed in Chapter II. The
presentations of factors 1n thilis chapter are relevant to
those principles and questions. The CDC 3600 computer was
used to compute the correlation coefficients.

Factors were computed from the.intercorrelation
matrices by appllication of a factor analysis technique by

MeQuitty.®

Factor loadings were computed for each of the
factors shown. The strongest component in each factor 1s
indicated with an asterisk. Underlined components indi-

cate the correlation coefficient 1s significant at the

1McQuitty, Psychological Reports, pp. 71-78.

L9
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.005 level. An arrow indicates the direction of highest
correlation of one component with another. Significance
levels of correlation coefflcients were obtained from

Table VI, Experimental Design in Psychological Research.2

Factors are presented in order of relative strength.
Factor #1 1s strongest, #2 1s next and so on through the
last or weakest factor in the matrix.

For clarity of presentation all factor components

have been identified as follows:

JAN

O
o

The descriptions of items included within each of the

Rewards system 1tems.

Position satisfactlion items.

Personal and professlional characteristics.

categories are indicated numerically as follows:
Rewards System Items: ZX
2 = Importance attached to academic rank.

3

Importance attached to salary.

4 = Importance attached to monetary fringe
benefits.

5 = Importance attached to the adequacy of
office and research facllities.

6 = Importance attached to adequacy of

classroom facilities.

2Allen E. Edwards, Experimental Design in Psycho-

logical Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1960).
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11

12

Position

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

51

Importance attached to
of duties assigned.
Importance attached to
services.

Importance attached to
to carry on research.
Importance attached to
writing.

Importance attached to
department.

Importance attached to

university.

Satisfactions Items:(:)

appropriateness

clerical and staff

the opportunity

time allowed for

reputation of the

reputation of

Satisfaction derived from research

emphasis at the university.

Satlisfaction derived from the physical

facilitiles.

Satisfaction derived from teaching.

Satisfaction derived from congeniality of

assoclates.

Satisfaction derived from personal contacts

with the Head of the Department.

Satisfaction derived from opportunities

for growth and advancement.

Satisfaction derived from the reputation

of the department.
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20 = Satisfaction derived from the reputation
of the university.

21 = Satisfaction derived from academic rank
held.

22 = Satlsfaction derived from the caliber of

students.

23 Satlsfaction derived from the adminis-

tration of the department.

24 = Satisfaction derived from current salary.

25 = Satisfaction derived from monetary fringe
benefits.

26 =‘Satisfaction derived from living conditilons.

27 = Satlsfaction derived from cultural and
recreational advantages in the. area.

28 = Satisfaction derived from the geographic
location.

Personal and Professional Characteristics: E]

30 = Academic rank held.

31 Experlence in higher education.

32 = Length of tenure at present university.

33 = Administrative experience.

34 = Experience in elementary and secondary
education.

35 = Experience 1n school administration.

42 = Age of faculty member.

45 = Salary of faculty member.
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All Respondents Matrix: Seven Factors

Ratings on U6 items by the 386 respondents in the
study population make up the first matrix. The items are
included in Parts A, C, and D of the questionnaire. They
are items in the rewards system, position satisfactions,
and personal and professional characteristics categories.

#1

Personal and Professional
Characteristics

The strongest factor found in the matrix of all
items for all respondents 1s comprised of only two per-
sonal and professional characteristics; academic rank
and salary. It 1s clear that, in the institutions in-
cluded in the study population, faculty salaries are

dependent primarily on level of academic rank.
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#2
Personal and Professional
Characteristics

31 | |24 ——|34

)

32

Age 1s the most heavily loaded component of this
age-experience-tenure factor. All components within the
factor were measured in years.

#3
Rewards System Category

AN

The third strongest factor in this matrix reveals
that faculty members tend to attach the same degree of
importance to the reputation of their departments as
they attach to the reputation of the university in which

they serve.
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#UY
Position Satisfactions

(—Lw)

Factor #4 is made up of internal position satis-
factions items. A relationship exists between the satis-
faction experienced from the department and university
reputations, teaching, the caliber of students, and the
opportunities for professional growth and advancement.
This factor, although fourth, 1s a strong factor in which
all correlation coefficients are significant at the .005
level.

#5
Position Satisfactilions

@@

@

Factor five 1is a relationship of three additional
internal position satisfactions items. The strength of
this factor 1s somewhat less than the larger factor com-

prised of internal position satisfactions above.
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#6
Rewards System Items and One

Position Satisfaction Item
[x— @

|

Factor six 1s the only factor in this matrix that
includes components from more than one category. One item
from the position satisfactlons category is brought in
with two rewards system ltems. Faculty tend to attach
similar degrees of importance to research and writing
opportunities, and to gain satisfaction from the overall
emphasls on research at their particular universities.

#7
Two Rewards System Items

YA umm—A
Factor seven in this matrix, the least powerful, is
comprised of Just two rewards system items. Salary and

monetary fringe benefits are both a part of the tangible

system of payments for services rendered.
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Summarz

Factors depicted above do not necessarily indicate
which items are of greatest concern to faculty members.
They simply reveal which items, or components have the
highest degree of relationship. Factors two and four re-
veal a cluster of five 1ltems each; one within the position
satisfactions category and one within the personal and
professional characteristics category. It 1s of interest
to note that only in factor six are items from more than
one category combined in a factor.

An investigation of the interrelationships of the
elements 1lnherent within the rewards system, position
satisfactions, position requirements, and selected personal
and professional characteristics was made for three groups
of the respondents. Factors were computed for each group
to facilitate comparison. Thirty administrators, 21 super-
visors of student teachers and 92 teachers comprise the
three groups. Included are faculty members who indicated
70 per cent or more of their time devoted to one of these
three position requirements.

The matrices and factors for adminilstrators, super-
visors of student teachers and teachers are presented 1n

order.
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Administrators Matrix: Eight Factors

Ratings on 46 items by 30 faculty members whose pri-

mary work-load responsibility 1s administration make up

this matrix.

#1
Rewards System and Position
Satisfactions Categories

—Q—@

20

The strongest factor in the matrix is made up of
non-monetary rewards and lnternal position satisfactions.
One component in this factor was found to have a corre-

lation coefficient not significant at the .005 level; 22

correlated with 19 at the .01 level.

#2
Items from all Categories
Are Included

T

QA

\é
A

i

A
|

i

@)

:
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Factor 2, is comprised of items from each of the
categories; rewards system, position satisfactions and
personal and professional characteristics. Component 5,
adequacy of office and research facllitlies 1s the most
heavily loaded in the factor. All components have cor-
relation coefficients significant at the .005 level,
except 34, at the .025 level and 7, at the .010 level.

#3

Position Satisfactions
External '

/ 4@
< 4

Factor three in the administrators matrix is com-

prised of two position satisfactions. There is a relation-
ship between the importance administrators attach to thelr
living conditions and the cultural and recreational ad-

vantages avallable to them.

#4
Personal and Professlonal Characteristics

-1 31| €&¥— 32
el
35

159 «— 30
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All components of factor four are personal and pro-
fessional characteristlics related to the administrators.
This factor pictures the experlence-age-salary relation-
ship of administrators. The correlation of 31 with 42,
is significant at the .025 level. Salary received the
greatest factor loading.

#5
Position Satisfactions

All components in thils factor are position satis-
factions. It 1s interesting to note the high relation-
ship between external and internal position satisfactions;

17 and 28, for administrators.

#6
Position Satisfactions

O—@

Factor six 1s significant at the .005 level. A

relationship exists between the satisfaction derived by
administrator from these two internal position satis-

factions items.
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#7
Position Satisfactions

@©—@

Factor seven indicates a significant relationship

exlsts between research emphasls and teachlng as position
satisfactions for administrators. Most administrators
included in this matrix are not involved significantly

in teaching.

#8
Rewards System Position Satisfactions

y —

Administrators tend to regard academic rank with

corresponding degrees of 1lmportance and levels of satis-
faction. These two components of factor #8 have a corre-

lation coefficlent significant at the .01 level.

Supervisors of Student Teachers
Matrix: Seven Factors

Ratings on 46 items by 21 respondents who spend at
least 70 per cent of thelr time in the supervision of
student teachers comprise this matrix.

#1

Personal and Professional Characteristics
Position Satisfactions

/@

w
b~
*

% |« |

—®
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Factor one in the supervisors of student teachers
matrix 1s comprised of experience items and external
position satisfactions items. All correlation coeffil-

cients are significant at the .005 level.

#2
Rewards System Position Satisfactions

VAN
o

Component 20, reputation of the university, 1s the

most heavily loaded in this factor.

#3
Rewards System Poslition Satisfactions
Personal and Professional
Characteristics

I
A

Factor three includes components from each category.

The relationshilp as plctured above for 21 supervisors of

student teachers are all significant at the .005 level,
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except component 35, with component 11, is significant
at the .025 level.
#4

Personal and Professional Characteristics
Rewards System

w
o

£\
—
/g.

— |

I~
N

Factor four depicts age-salary-academic rank
characteristies, and one non-monetary rewards system
item. All component correlation coefficients comprising

factor four are significant at the .005 level.

#5
Rewards System Poslition Satisfactions

@
S o &

Factor five contalns both internal and external

position satisfactions and one non-monetary rewards system
factor. Components 7 and 26 have correlation coefficients

significant at the .01 level.
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#6
Rewards System

/2
!

fade /a\

Factor six includes three non-monetary rewards

for supervisors of student teachers. A relationship is
depicted between the importance attached to office and
research faclilities, classroom facilities, and designated
portion of the work-load assigned to writing.

#7
Internal Position Satisfactions

©
@
®

Factor seven 1s a strong cluster of non-monetary,
internal position satlsfactions. The correlation co-
efficient for components 13 with 14, 1is significant at

the .01 level.
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Summarx

The factors depicted in the supervisors of student
teachers matrix are all comprised of three or more com-
ponents. Five of the seven factors contain items from
more than one of the categories: rewards system, position
satisfactions, and personal and professional character-

istics.

Teachers Matrix: Eight Factors

Ratings on 46 items by 92 teachers are included in
this matrix. Each of the respondents included devote at
least 70 per cent of thelr time to teaching. Eight factors
were computed from the correlation matrix.

#1

Personal and Professional
Characteristics

sof 4]

The strongest factor in the teachers matrix is
comprised of age-experience components. For the 92
teachers included, the relationshlip of age, total experi-
ence in higher education, and tenure in the present uni-
versity have a stronger relationship than any other

cluster of items.
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#2
Personal and Professional Satisfactions

[xd]

e[

Factor two, like factor one, 1s comprised of three
personal and professional characteristics. 1In this
academic rank-experience-salary factor, the present
salary 1s the most heavily loaded component.

#3 #U
Position Satisfactions Rewards System

¢
A

Factors three and four, the next strongest two,
are both made up of high correlations of the reputation
of the department and the university. They are interest-
ing for two reasons. First, the correlation between the
reputation of the department and the reputation of the
university as a source of satisfaction to teachers 1is

higher than the same two elements' correlation is as a
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reward for services. Second, the strongest rewards
system factor, number four, in the teachers matrix is

non-monetary.

#5
Rewards System
Personal and Professional Characteristics

7
A /\

Factor five conslists of three rewards system com-

ponents and one personal and professional characteristic.
Component 34 was brought into the factor by a high nega-
tive correlation with component 9. The more experience
at the elementary and secondary levels the faculty have
had, the less 1mportance they attach to opportunities to
do research.

#6
Position Satisfactions

o—e



68

Factor six is a small cluster of non-monetary
internal position satisfactions. The level of satis-
faction derived from the administration of the depart-

ment 1s the most heavily loaded component in the factor.

#7
Rewards System

/s > /A

Factor seven 1s a combination ¢r two monetary re-

wards. Salary and academic rank are more often combined
as a monetary rewards factor. For this group of 92
teachers, however, the salary-fringe benefits correlation

is highest.

#8
Rewards System Position Satisfactions

1
@—G@

Factor eight reveals a strong relationship between
academic rank as an important reward and academic rank
as a source of satisfaction. Also, brought into the

factor are position satlisfactions; research emphasis and
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the caliber of students. The most heavily loaded com-
ponent in the factor 1s academic rank as a source of

satisfaction.

Summary

Three of the eight factors 1n the teachers' matrix
include only two 1tems. The strongest factor 1s comprised
of personal and professional characteristics. Only two
factors included items from more than one category. In
each of the factors withlin this matrix all of the com-
ponents have correlation coefficients significant at the
.005 level.

A separate matrix for faculty members serving in a
university from which they earned one or more of their
degrees was formed.‘.This matrix 1s referred to as the
"home" matrix. All other respondents from the matrix
herein referred to as "other." By comparing factors from
the "home" matrix and "other" matrix answers can be sought
for the questions regarding "home" faculty members.

The next two matrices presented will be "home" and
"other" in order. The factors from each are presented.

"Home" Faculty Members Matrix:
Eight Factors

Ratings on 46 items by the 141 respondents serving
in a university from which they received one or more of

their degrees make up the "home" matrix.



70

#1
Personal and Professional
Characteristics

=N

32

31

N

2%

Factor one 1s an experience-age cluster of personal
and professional characteristics. All components 1in the
factor are, as indicated, significant at the .005 level.
The number of years served in the present university 1s
the most heavily loaded item 1n the factor.

#2

Personal and Professional
Characteristics

30|« » |45

Factor two is the academlic rank-salary combination.
It is to be expected that a high correlation would occur
between these two items. Most universities tie their
salary schedule to levels of academic rank. It 1s
interesting to note that no other items were brought

into this factor.
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#3
Rewards System Position Satisfactions

%e AN
@) @

Factor three 1is comprised of two litems each in-

cluded in the rewards system and position satisfactions
categories. The reputation of the university as a re-
ward and as a source of satisfactiun are most highly
correlated in the factor. The reputation of the depart-
ment as a reward and as a source of satisfaction are
brought into the factor by the corresponding items in
the categories regarding the university's reputation.

#1
Position Satisfactions
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Factor four consists of three external position
satisfactions and one internal position satisfaction.
Faculty members in the "home" university tend to derive
the same level of satisfaction from their living condi-
tions and the cultural and recreational advantages in

the area.

#5
Rewards System

?Ae——é
/A

Factor five 1s an academic rank-monetary rewards

cluster. The locading in this factor is on salary.

#6
Posltion Satisfactions

Factor six is comprised of four internal position

satisfactions; two of them monetary. Salary as a source
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of satisfaction is the most heavily loaded item in the

factor.

#7
Position Satisfactions

Factor seven 1s a cluster of three internal position
satisfactions. All items are non-monetary in nature and
regard relationships of faculty members with one another
and the administrative faculty members.

#8
Rewards System Poslition Satisfactions

Personal and Professional
Characteristics

AL /2
e

Factor eight 1s comprised of items from all three

C ategories. The most heavily loaded item in the factor

is the level of satlsfaction derived from the emphasis
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upon research at the university. It is to be noted that
the correlation of elementary and secondary teaching ex-
perience with satisfaction derived from the emphasis on
research 1s a negative correlation; significant at the

,005 level.

Summary
All except one of the factors depicted in the "home"

faculty members matrix included more than two items. Five
of the eight factors shown included four items. Only two
factors included 1tems from more than one category of the
questionnaire. Only factor eight, the weakest shown, in-
cluded items from the rewards system, position satis-
factions, and personal and professional characteristics
categories.

"Other" Faculty Members Matrix:
Eight Factors

Two hundred forty-five faculty members serving in
universities other than one from which they earned their
degrees make up the "other" matrix.

#1

Personal and Professional
Characterilistics

30 |<

\%
I
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Factor one is an expected high correlation of
academic. rank and salary. It is not, however, neces-
sarily expected that these two items would have the
highest correlation 1n the entire matrix.

#2

Personal and Professional
Characteristics

32

Factor two also consists solely of personal and
professional characteristics. It is an age-experience
factor in which experience in higher education 1s the
heavily loaded component.

#3
Positlon Satisfactions

Factor three 1s a cluster of internal position

satisfactions. For those respondents in the "other"
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matrix, a strong relationship exists between the satis-
factions derived from the reputation of the university
and the reputation of the department, the physical
facilities and the caliber of students.

#1
Rewards System

by SA\

#5
Position Satisfactions

D ——

18

@< 18
& ¢

Factor #5, 1s comprised of seven items, all within

t
®

the posltion satisfactions category. The factor loading

is on 23, level of satisfaction derived from the adminis-

tration of the department.

#6
Rewards System Position Satisfactions

Lf o
AN
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Factor #6, shows two rewards system items with a
similar position satisfactions item drawn into the
cluster. The respondents in this matrix tend to regard
research opportunity and the opportunity to write with

the same degree of importance.

#7 #8
Rewards System Position Rewards System
Satisfactions

AN £\
@

Factors 7 and 8 each have two items. In factor
7 we find a strong relationship between academic rank as
a reward and academic rank as a source of satisfaction.
Factor 8, the weakest in this matrix, shows a high

correlation between two monetary rewards.

Summarx

The "other" matrix produced eight factors, four of
which contalin only two items. Only two factors were com-
prised of more than three items: factor three, with four
items, and factor five, with seven items. Both factors
three and five deplict meaningful clusters of position

satisfactions items.
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The highest two correlations and strongest factors
in the matrix are comprised of personal and professional

characteristics.

Summarx

Each of the six matrices presented in this chapter
was examined by application of factor analysis. The
factors, clusters of items within and among the rewards
system, position satisfactions, and personal and pro-
fessional characteristics, reveal the following significant
relationships:

Of the U7 factors identified, 16 include only two
items, 13 include three 1ltems, 11 include four items, and
seven 1include more than four items.

Four of the six strongest factors in the matrices
(i.e., the first factors 1in the matrix), are comprised of
personal and professional characteristics and position
satisfactions items, and the other, position satlsfactions
and personal and professional characteristics.

The administration matrix included more items within
the elght factors than was the case for any of the other
five matrices. This matrix also produced the largest
number of ltems 1n a single factor--12.

Rewards system ltems were included in 20 of the
factors identifled. Position satisfactions items were
included in 27 of the factors. Personal and professional

characteristics items were included in 16 of the factors.
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Both the supervision of student teachers matrix
and the "home" matrix produced seven out of eight factors
that included more than two items.

Only three of the 47 factors included items from
each of the rewards system, position satisfactions, and
personal and professional characteristics categories.
These three factors were produced by the supervision of
student teachers, administration, and "home" matrices.

It must be relterated: factors reveal relation-
ships among items. These relationships are not neces-
sarily indicators of the value of any item contained
therein. Two items, elther of which may be regarded by
faculty members as having little importance as rewards,
may have a significant correlation coefficlent and be
included in a strong factor.

An elaboration on the findings in Chapters IV and V
was 1included in Chapter II, Central Findings and Con-

clusions.



CHAPTER VI

A SUMMARY: THE DATA, PRINCIPLES,

AND QUESTIONS

Solutions to faculty problems have become increas-
ingly urgent in the recent period of rapidly rising en-
rollments in colleges and universities and a highly
competitive market for academic personnel. This study
has been an attempt to clarify and point the direction
to some of the unanswered questlons which have resulted
from other faculty studies. The purposes of this study
were to investigate the relationships between faculty re-
wards systems, position satlisfactions and position re-
quirements. The population under study included Michigan
State University's College of Education and selected other
state universities in Michigan.

Five principles were advanced which were thought to
provide a suitable basls for the investigation of relation-
ships within and among the elements of faculty rewards
systems, position satisfactlions, position requirements,
and numerous faculty personal and professional charac-

teristics. It was also intended that these principles,

80
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along with answers to six questions formulated, would
serve as a basls from which one or more hypotheses might
be generated.

In this chapter, three relevant comments are made.
These are:

1. A summary of the data chapters.

2. Answers to the six questions formulated.

3. Support, refutation, or restatement of the

five principles advanced.

Summary of Data Chapters

Faculty members who devote 70 per cent or more of
their time to one specific duty or service like this
portion of thelr work-load more than the other duties and
services they perform.

Most faculty members whose primary responsibility

1s teaching hold academic rank of assistant professor or

full professor. Of the 117 respondents primarily en-

gaged in teaching, most were found to earn between $10,000
and $15,000 per year. Most of the teachers have either
been in their present university less than five years or
more than 13 years. Few have been 1in thelr present uni-
verslty between five and 13 years. The average age of
teachers was found to be 44,

The internal posiltion satisfactions most pleasing
to teachers were found to be: congeniality of assoclates,

an opportunity for professional growth and advancement,
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the reputation of the unilversity, and the caliber of stu-
dents. External position satisfactions most pleasing to

teachers were found to be living conditions, and cultural
and recreational advantages.

An interrelationshlp of elements within and among
the rewards system, position satisfactions, and the per-
sonal and professional characteristics of teachers was
demonstrated through factor analysis. Clusters of per-
sonal and professional characteristics were strongest.
These consisted of an experlence-age factor, and an ad-
ministrative experience-salary-academic rank factor.
Clusters depicting a relationship of rewards system and
position satisfaction items were also revealed. The degree
of importance attached to salary and monetary fringe bene-
fits as rewards were shown to be simlilar for teachers. A
similar relationship of the reputation of the university
and the reputation of the department was also shown. Re-
lated elements within the position satisfactions for
teachers were found to be the satisfaction derived from
the administration of the department, opportunity for
professional growth and advancement, and the teaching
function. An interrelationshlip of the importance at-
tached to academic rank as a reward, positlon satisfaction
derived from academlic rank, satisfaction derived from the
emphasis on research at the unilversity, and the satis-
faction with the caliber of students was also shown to

exist for teachers.
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Thirty respondents reported that they devote the
major portion of their time to administrative dutles.
The majority of these administrators hold academic rank
as full professor or assoclate professor. Nearly two-
thirds of the administrators indicated their salary in

excess of $16,000 per year. More than one-half of the

administrators have served in thelr present university
more than 13 years. They average 48 years of age.

The internal position satisfactions most pleasing to
administrators are: congeniality of associates, reputa-
tion of the department, and opportunity for growth and
advancement. Each of the above position satisfactions
was indicated as "very satisfylng" by a larger proportion
of administrators than any other group of respondents
sorted according to position requirement. Administrators
were also found to be the group deriving the most satis-
faction from external position satisfactions. In order
of greatest satisfaction derived, administrators indicated
living conditions, cultural and recreational advantages,
and geographic locatlon as sources of satisfaction.

Factor analysis of a 46 item matrix for adminis-
trators revealed several clusters of relationships among
the elemernts within the rewards system, position satis-
factions, and certain personal and professional charac-
teristics. The strongest factor for administrators in-

cluded the rewards of the reputations of the department
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and university, and the reputations of the department and
university as sources of position satisfaction. Also
included 1in this factor was the satisfaction derived from
the caliber of students. The second factor depicted for
administrators is the strongest in the six matrices sub-
jected to factor analysis. A cluster of 12 items comprised
of eight from the rewards system, three from the position
satisfactions, and one of the personal and professional
characteristics was revealed. The importance attached to
the adequacy of office and research faclilities was found
to be the key item in this factor. A total of 34 items
were included in the elght factors produced from the
administrators matrix.

Most faculty members who devote the major portion
of their time to the supervision of student teachers were
found to hold academic rank of instructor or assistant
professor. Two-thirds of the supervisors of student
teachers earn less than $10,000 per year, and have
served in their present unlversity less than five years.

Supervisors of student teachers tend to be 1less
satisfied with the external position satisfactions than
faculty members who devote most of thelr time to teach-
ing.

Eight factors were computed from the matrix of
supervisors for student teachers. The most powerful

factor was composed of two personal and professional
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characteristics and two position satisfactions. Experi-
ence in higher education correlated highly with years
served in the present university. Satisfaction derived
from the cultural and recreational advantages and the
geographic location were included in the cluster. The
second and fifth factors are comprised of rewards system
and position satisfaction items. Factor three included
items from each of the three categories. The rewards of
the reputations of the department and the university, the
position satisfaction of opportunity for professional
growth and advancement, and the professional charac-
teristic of experience at the elementary and secondary
levels made up this cluster from the supervisors of stu-
dent teachers matrix. Of Interest is factor four. It
includes the age-salary-academic rank characteristics with
the non-monetary reward ltem of clerical and staff ser-
vice.

The supervisors of student teachers matrix produced
factors of different comblnations and different strengths
from the administrators or teachers matrices.

Of 198 respondents with 60 per cent or more of their
time committed to a single position requirement, two-
fifths indicated they were on an overload basis. The
criteria for determining faculty load is not consistent
among the six universities included in this study.

Moreover, in some instances a slight overload 1is
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expected without monetary compensation. With reference to
the respondents discussed above, an overload of at least
15 per cent was considered worthy of note. Faculty mem-
bers primarily engaged in administration indicated they
were on an overload basis oftener than did faculty mem-
bers having other major work-load responsibilities.

A comparison of four rewards system items revealed
some similarities and differences 1n the importance at-
tached thereto. The greatest degree of importance 1s
attached to academic rank as a reward by faculty members
who have the highest level of academic rank. Salary 1s a
more important reward to associate professors than to
instructors. Faculty members attach less importance to
monetary fringe beneflts than to salary as a reward.
Faculty members consider the reputation of the university
to be a more important reward than salary. This is
especially true for those with academic rank of full
professor.

The only difference with regard to the above four
rewards system 1ltems, for male or female faculty members,
is in the importance attached to the reputation of the
university. Consistently, women tend to regard this re-
ward higher than do men. In all other considerations of
these four rewards system 1ltems, sex matters little.

Salary is an important reward for all age groups.

Monetary fringe benefits, however, tend to be given more
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importance by faculty in the 36-55 age groups. Academic
rank is a more important reward to older faculty members.
Since this difference in importance. for different age
groups 1is not evidenced for salary, it is logical to
assume that academic rank 1s a reward to faculty mem-
bers apart from its tlie to the salary schedule.

The most pronounced difference in the importance
of one of these four rewards system items for particular
age groups 1is the degree of importance attached to the
reputation of the university. The older the faculty
member, the more importance attached to the reputation
of the university.

The i1mportance attached to academic rank and salary
as rewards was found to be less for faculty members serving
in universities from which they received one or more of
their degrees, than for other faculty members. Appropri-
ateness of duties assigned was about as important a reward
to the "home" faculty members as for other faculty members.

As reported in Chapter IV, factors were computed
from intercorrelation matrices to discover which items
cluster. All respondents serving in a university from
which they received one or more of their degrees were in-
cluded in one, and all other respondents were included in
the other matrix. The results of this comparison are

summarized as follows.
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The reader must be cognizant at the outset of the
limitations of comparing factors from one matrix with
factors from another matrix. Factors are comprised of
significant correlation cocefficients between items. They
do not imply value of the items, merely a relationship.
From this point of reference a comparison of factors
from separate matrices becomes meaningful. The purpose
of the comparison is to visualize the differing patterns
of item relationships of the respondents when they are
grouped according to major position requirement, "home"
or other university, or 1in aggregate.

The data described in Chapter IV reveal only one
factor from the "home" matrix to be identical with a
factor from the "other" matrix. Faculty members serving
in a university from which they received one or more de-
grees revealed a very high relationship between theilr
present salary and the academic rank they hold. The
same was true for the group of all other respondents.
This was also found to be true for these two groups com-
bined into one large matrix. This relationship was the
strongest in the matrix for the combined groups and for
the group of "other" faculty members. It was the second
strongest relationship in the "home" matrix. All other
factors were different. The particular items included in
the factors, the number of items in the factors, the

extent of their relationships, and the interrelationships
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among the three categories of items are different for
each of these groups of respondents.

A summary of the resultant factors computed for
all respondents and for three position requirement sub-
groups 1s analogous to the above comparison of factors
from the "home" and "other" groups of respondents.

These four matrices produced factors composed of items
within each of the categories of items. Some factors
reveal a relationship among items from two or all three
of the categories; rewards system, position satisfac-
tions, and personal and professional characteristics.

Few of the factors among the four matrices are identical.

Indications of satisfaction derived from seven
internal position satisfactions were tabulated from re-
sponses by 195 faculty members. These 195 faculty mem-
bers had differing major position requirement responsi-
bilities. They also held differing levels of academic
rank. The criteria for determining major position re-
quirement was that 50 per cent or more of the faculty
members' time be devoted to one specific duty or service.

From Table 3.5, 1t was determined that congeniality
of associates is the source of greatest internal position
satisfaction at all levels of academic rank and for all
position requirement categories. The opportunity for
professional growth and advancement is also an important

source of great position satisfaction for all levels of
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academic rank and all position requirement categories.
It 1s nearly as satisfying as congeniality of associlates.

The administration of the department 1s a positive
source of position satisfaction, but with some exceptions.
Those whose position requlrement 1s primarily teaching
indicated less satisfaction derived from the adminis-
tration of the department than did the other position
requirement groups. These exceptions were most often
full professors or assistant professors.

Satisfaction derived from the caliber of students
was found to be especlally great for teachers. For other
position requirement groups and for the four levels of
academic rank, it is a posltive source of satisfaction,
but not of great satisfaction.

The reputation of the department 1s a source of
greater satisfaction for administrators than for other
position requirement groups. It 1s more often than not,
a source of above average position satisfaction for all
levels of academic rank, and position requirement cate-
gories.

Emphasis on research at the university 1s the
least satisfying of the items examined 1n Table 3.5. The
exceptions are those faculty members primarily engaged in
research.

A summary of the findlngs in regards to external
position satisfactions depicted in Table 3.6, includes

three important modes.
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One, geographic location is less satisfying than living
conditions or cultural and recreational advantages.
Living conditions are a greater source of satisfaction
for professors than for faculty members at lower levels
of academic rank. Administrators derive more satis-
faction from living conditions and cultural and recre-
ational advantages than any other position requirement
group.

Those whose primary position requirement 1is re-
search indicated generally low levels of satisfaction
derived from each of these three external position

satlisfaction items.

The Questions

Based on the findings of this study, the questions
posed in Chapter III are herein answered within the
limitations of the data collected and the method of
analysis employed. The questions in order:

1. Do faculty members who spend the major portion
cof their time in the performance of one
particular duty or service "like" this part
of their work-load more or less than the
other duties which they perform?

It can be concluded that faculty members who devote

70 per cent or more of their time to one particular duty
or service like this portion of their position require-

ments more than the other dutiles and services which they
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perform. In cases where the opposite 1s true, one could
expect the faculty member to seek a change in position
requirement. The data reveals there are other rewards
to which faculty members attach greater importance than
appropriateness of duties assigned. Thus, while most
faculty members have favorable position assignments and
like thelr majJor portion of work-load best, it 1s not
unusual to find exceptions.
2. What are the majJor work-load responsibilities
(60 per cent or more of the faculty member's
time) for level of academic rank, salary, and
years experience 1n the present university?
Most faculty members primarily engaged in teaching
hold academic rank of assistant professor or full pro-
fessor. Most administrators hold academic rank of
associate or full professor. Those engaged 1n research
are somewhat younger and hold academic rank of assistant
professor or associate professor. Supervisors of student
teachers constituted the only other sizable group. The
majJority of them hold academic rank of instructor and
assistant professor.
Teachers and administrators were of varylng ages.
Young administrators are less frequent, however. Super-
visors of student teachers tend to be younger. Ages for
those primarily engaged in research include the younger

two-thirds of the age ranges.
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Salary level and major position requlirement fall
into more distinct patterns than the above mentioned age
range and level of academic rank. Administrators as a
group are receiving a larger salary than teachers.
Teachers are paid slightly more than researchers; as a
group, supervisors of student teachers are the poorest
paid.

Professional preparation and experience of the
faculty members are as important as academic rank,
salary and age. The position requirements of faculty
can be assumed to depend to a great extent upon these
two important considerations. Salary and academic rank
are then dependent upon the combination of these and
position requirements.

3. How do the ratings for selected factors in
the rewards system compare by age, academlc
rank, and sex?

From the summary of findings it may be noted that
salary 1s consistently important as a reward for most
faculty members. This 1is also true of academic rank
since these two items are tied together in most uni-
versity salary schedules. The reputation of the uni-
versity was indicated as the most important reward for
faculty members; especlally the older members. It
would seem that many faculty members are willing to

"sacrifice" academic rank, salary, and appropriateness
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of duties assigned to serve in an institution they hold
in high esteem. For purposes of attraction and reten-
tion of qualified faculty, the reward of the reputation
of the university is the most difficult to alter. The
other rewards can be manipulated more easily.

4, Are the rewards of academic rank, salary,

and appropriateness of dutles assigned more
or less importanct to faculty members serving
in an institution that granted one or more

of their degrees than to other faculty mem-
bers serving in the same institution?

Academic rank and salary are somewhat less important
to faculty serving in the "home" university than to other
faculty members. There did not seem to be much difference
between the groups as far as the appropriateness of dutles
assigned was concerned. It appears that another reward
has been discovered: serving in the "home" university.
Although none of the respondents listed this reward in
the space provided on the questionnalre for additional
items, they may have attached the lmportance to the repu-
tation of the university. It 1s the tendency for most
scholars to regard the institutions where they obtained
thelr degrees as one of the best. A further consideration
1s location. Most people attend a college or unlversity
reasonably near thelr home or at least in the home state.

When a faculty member returns to serve in his home
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university he 1s often returning to more than just the
home university.

5. Which of selected "internal" position satis-
factions factors are most satisfying by
academic rank and major portion of work-load?

The source of greatest internal position satis-
faction was found to be congenliality of assoclates.

Also important as sources of internal position satis-
faction are the opportunity for professional growth and
advancement, the administration of the department, and
the caliber of students in the university. Although
these latter three sources of satisfaction vary accord-
ing to academic rank and age or major portion of position
requirement, one may assume that the interaction of human
beings can offer great satlsfaction and pleasure 1n a
unliversity setting.

Faculty members derlive more satisfaction from these
internal positlion satisfactions, especially the con-
geniallty of assoclates, than from those of a monetary
nature.

6. Which of the "external" position satisfactions
factors are most satisfylng by academlc rank
and majJor portion of work-load?

The respondents in this study indicated living

conditions as the most satisfylng of the external

position satisfactions. Cultural and recreational
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advantages was next and geographic location last. Where
and how faculty members and their families live 1is im-
portant. One may assume that the greater level of
satisfaction derived from these conditions and locations,
the easier it 1s for them to sacrifice the inevitable
shortcomings of certain internal position satisfactions.
This may explain in part why lnstitutions without estab-
lished reputations or perhaps high salaries still can
attract faculty. The institution has to have "something"
to offer. If 1t is fortunate to be located in a favor-
able area with abundant cultural and recreational ad-
vantages and plenty of excellent dwellings avallable,
certaln advantages accrue to the institution in recruit-

ing faculty.

The Five Principles

Conclusions warranting support, rejection, or re-
vision of the five principles stated in Chapter I are as
follows:

l. Items within the position requirements or
work-load assignment are related within them-
selves and to similar items in the. rewards
system and position satisfactions.

The above discussion of major portion of position

requirements with regard to the extent of "like" or

"dislike" and the data in Table 3.1 support the
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principle of relationship between the separate duties
(items) and services performed by faculty members. The
summary of data contained in the matrices of three major
portions of work-load, supervision of student teachers,
administrators, and teachers supports the principle of
relationshlip between position requirements and rewards
system items and position satisfactions items. - Further,
it was demonstrated that a relationship exists between
position requirements and certain personal and pro-
fessional characteristics. The factors ildentified in
the analysls of these three matrices were not identical
in item relationship or strength of item relationship.
The diversity of factors and relationships of items
within factors 1s therefore attributed to the difference
in position requirements. Thus, principle number one is
supported.

2. Items within the rewards system are related
within themselves and are also related to
similar items in the position satisfactions
and the work-load assignment.

Each of the six matrices examined produced factors
comprised of items within the rewards system. The
different matrices produced different factors. In all
six matrices, factors were computed which depict a
relationship of rewards system items within themselves,

with position satisfaction items, and with personal
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and professional characterlistics. These findings sup-
port the principle stated above.

3. Items within the position satisfactions
category are related within themselves and
are also related to similar items in the
work-load assignment and rewards system.

The discussion of principles one and two above
apply to principle three. 1In addition to these findings,
it may be further concluded that the relationships of
position satisfactions within themselves and among the
rewards system items 1is more extensive than the re-
lationships relevant to principles one or two. Thus,
principle three is supported conclusively.

4, The relationships described above are not
consistent among differing faculty position
requirements within a particular college of
education.

The examination of the major portion of work-load
matrices, supervisors of student teachers and adminis-
trators and teachers, provided examples of greatly
differing factors. The production of differing re-
lationships among and within the items included in the
categories of rewards system, position satisfactions,
and personal and professional characteristics supports
the negative principle stated above. One may conclude

that relationships described in the first three
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principles are not consistent among differing position
requirements within a particular college of education.
Tables 3.3.1 through 3.3.6 and Tables 3.6.1 through
3.6.6 depict the importance attached to selected rewards
system l1tems, and the levels of satisfaction derived
from selected position satisfactlions items for the
respondents from each of the six universities included
in the study population. The range of importance at-
tached to rewards and levels of satisfaction derived
from position satisfactions within each of the uni-
versities lends further support to principle four.

5. The relationships described above are not con-
sistent by age range, academic rank, years of
service in a college or university position,
and other selected personal and professional
characteristics.

It has already been establlshed through the analysis
of the descriptive data that supervisors of student
teachers have different personal and professional charac-
teristics than administrators. The most notable differ-
ences are: age, salary, academic rank, length of tenure
in the present university, and experience in higher
education. Adding further support to the principle are:
the relationships of items within factors, the composi-

tion of the factors, and the diverslity of factors from
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one matrix to the other. The analysis supports the
conclusion that relationships of items within and among
the rewards system, position satisfactions and position
requirements will be different for various age groups,
levels of academic rank, or years of experience for
faculty members.

In this chapter the findings of the data chapters
have been summarized. The six questions formulated in
Chapter III have been answered in light of thls summary.
The five principles advanced in Chapter I were supported
wlth reference to this summary.

Chapter VI, therefore, serves as a detailed summary
of the research, and the basls for the Central Findings

presented in Chapter II of this thesis.



CHAPTER VII

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This chapter includes other lines of investigation
suggested by this study. The answers sought through
this research, by design, form the basis for continued
investigation of problems related to faculty in higher
education. The Summary, five principles, and six ques-
tions in Chapter VI, and the Central Findings in Chapter
II, serve to generate the followling suggested avenues of

inquiry.

Persistence

A longitudinal study based on the methodology used
in this study should be conducted. The purpose of the
research would be to establish whether or not the three
types identified in this study persist over a period of
time. If they do, the significance for administration

in higher education will be the more urgent.

The Marginal People

The respondents in this study who could not be
identified as belonging to one of the three types of

faculty members, need further study. Do widely

101
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diversified position requirements 1ndicate these faculty
members are ambivalent in their professional goals? Or,
are these faculty members merely experiencing a "stage"
in their professional development?

Are these marginal people more flexible and thus
more receptive to new ldeas, practices, and a broad
base of responsibilities? Are they less, or more,
efficient in thelr tasks than faculty members who fit

a particular type?

Change Behavior

Which of the three types identified act as change
agents within their colleges? Which of the types 1s most
resistant to change? Are the "marginal" people more, or
less, important as change agents than those faculty mem-
bers who can be identified with one of the types?

If administrators are regarded as implementors of
change, who might they most wlsely rely on to effect de-

sired changes?

Student Advisement

Why do a disproportionate number of faculty members
tend to regard the advisement of students negatively?
The Central Findings of thls research reinforce the
need for an investigation of the following hypothesis:
The reasons why faculty members regard student

advisement negatively are external of the actual
process of advising students.
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Support for, or refutation of, this hypothesis will
suggest which variables within the college structure

could be manipulated for maximum positive change.

Summary

Most meaningful research 1s based upon extensive
past research. It seeks answers to a delimited number
of relevant questions. It opens the path to further
research. The most valuable contribution of this re-
search would be its use for further investigation into
one or more of the above faculty problems in higher

education.



EIBLIOGRAPHY

104



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allen, Lucille. '"Faculty Expectations, Satisfactions,
and Morale," Studies of College Faculty. Boulder:
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Edu-
cation, 1961.

Barnard, Chester I. The Functions of the Executive.
Cambridge: Harvard Unliversity Press, 1930.

Cammack, E. F. "A Study of Factors Related to Mobility
and faculty Productivity and Achlevement at
Michigan State University--A Follow-up Study."
Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Department of
Education, Michigan State University, 1964,

Caplow, Theodore, and McGee, Reese J. The Academilc
Marketplace. New York: Science Editions, Inc.,
1961.

Corman, H., J. "Campus Issues and Problems," The Annals,
Higher Education Under Stress, (September, 1955), 53.

Crawford, Stanton C. "A University-wide Program of
Faculty Development," The Educational Record,
XXXXII (January, 1961), L49-53,

Daly, D. B. Report of the Departmental Task Force on
Social Work Education and Manpower: Closing the
Gap in Social Work Manpower. Washington: U. S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1965.

Duxbury, David A. Faculty Opilnion Toward Salary, Fringe
Benefits, and Working Conditions. Sacramento:
California State Coordinating Council for Higher
Education, 1963.

Eckert, Ruth E. "Faculty Views on the Recruitment of
College Teachers," The Journal of Higher Education,
XXX1 (May, 1960), 2HE=251,

Eckert, Ruth E., and Stecklein, John E. Job Motivations
and Satisfactions of College Teachers. Washington:
U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
1961,

105



106

Eckert, Ruth E., Stecklein, John E., and Sagen, H.
Bradley. '"College Faculty Members View Their
Jobs," American Association of University Pro-
fessors Bulletin, XXXXV (December, 1959), 513-528.

Educational Policies Commission. Higher Education in a
Decade of Decision. Washington: National Edu-
Cation Association, 1957.

Edwards, Allen E. Experimental Design in Psychological
Research. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1360.

Etzioni, Amitai. A Comparative Analysis of Complex
Organizations. New York: The Free Press, 1961.

Grundstein, Nathan D. Approaches to Development: Faculty
Develcpment. University of Pittsburg, 1960.
(ITimeographed.)

Gustad, John W. The Career Decisions of College Teachers.
Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 15900.

Harmon, Harry H. Modern Factor Analysis. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1960,

Harris, Seymour E. Higher Education: Resources and

Finance. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
1562.

Howes, Raymond F. (ed.) Vision and Purpose in Higher
Education. Washington: American Councill of Edu-
cation, 1962,

Hoyt, Cyril. "Test Rellability Estimated by Analysis
of Variance," Psychometrika, VI (June, 1941), 153-1c0.

Humphreys, Richard F. "Interdependence of Administraticn
and Faculty," School and Society, XIIC (February 8,
1664), LB8-49,

Kazmerski, K. J. "An In-service Training Project for
Implementing Services in the Adult Assistance
Categories in the Ingham County Department of
Social Welfare," (An unpublished paper.) Lansing:
Michigan Department of Social Services, 1966.

Lazarsfeld, Paul F., and Thielens, Wagner Jr. The
Academic Mind. Glencoe: The Free Press, 1358.




107

Lieberman, Myron. Education as a Profession. Englewocod
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 195606.

Marshall, Howard D. The Mobility of College Faculties.
New York: Pageant Press, Inc., 1964.

McCall, Harlan R. et al. Problems of New Faculty
Members in Colleges and Universities. East Lansing:
Michigan State University Center for the Study of
Higher Education, 1961.

McCall, Harlan R. '"Problems of New Faculty Members in
Colleges and Universities," The North Central
Association Quarterly, XXXVI (Fall, 1961), 222-234.

McGrath, Earl J. "Characteristics of Outstanding College
Teachers," The Journal of Higher Education, XXXIII
(March, 1962), 148-152,

McQuitty, Louis L. "Elementary Factor Analysis,"
Psychological Reports, IX (1961), 71-78.

Michigan Department of Social Services. Handbook for
the New Employee. (A pamphlet.) Lansing, 15960.

National Association of Soclal Work. Social Work Per-
sonnel Practices. (A pamphlet.) New York, 1957.

Ness, Frederic W. '"The Role of the College in the Re-
cruitment of Teachers," The Journal of Higher
Education, XXXIII (March, 1962), 148-152.

The President's Committee on Education Beyond the High
School. <Second Report to the President. Washingtor.:
U. S. Government Prainting Office, 1957.

Russell, John Dale. "Faculty Satisfactions and Dis-
satisfactions," The Journal of Experimental Edu-
cation, XXXI (December, 1962), 135-139.

Shryock, Richard H. The University of Pennsylvania
Faculty; A Study in American Higher Education.
Philadeliphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1959.

Stecklein, John E. "Research on Faculty Recruitment and
Motivation," Studies of College Faculty. Boulder:
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education,
1961.




108

Stecklein, John E., and Lathrop, Robert L. Faculty
Attraction and Retention; Factors Affecting
Mobility at the University of Minnesota.
Minneapolis: Bureau of Institutional Research,
University of Minnescota, 1960.

Suehr, John H. "A Study of Morale in Education
Utilizing Incomplete Sentences," The Journal of
Educational Research, 1962,

Thompson, Ronald B. Enrollment Projections for Higher
Education, 1961-1978. American Association of
Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers.
Washington, D. C., 1961.

Thorndyke, E. L. The Psychology of Wants, Interests and
Attitudes. New York: Appleton-Century, Inc., 1935.

Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.
Studles of College Faculty. Boulder: Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1961.

Wilson, Logan. The Academic Man. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1942,

Wolfle, Dael. Ameria's Resources of Specialized Talent.
New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954.

Woodburne, Llcyd S. Faculty Personnel Policles in Higher
Educaticn. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1550.




APPENDIX

109



110

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY East Lansing, Michigan 48823

College of Education Erickson Hall

April 7, 1967

I am well aware that faculty members are asked to assist in
innumerable doctoral studies and that this request could
easlly be ignored. However, your assistance 1s respectfully
requested for this study which is the culmination of two
years of research aimed at a better understanding of faculty
needs.

The study deals with faculty rewards systems, position re-
quirements and position satisfactions. The study population
includes faculty members of the schools of educatlon of six
universities in Michlgan.

The questionnalre is brief and can be completed quickly and
easily. In order to keep all returns anonymous, please do
not indicate your name or university.

Coples of the abstract will be available to respondents
through the dean or department chalrman of your school of
education.

I will be most appreciative of your help in completing this
study and, as I will have no other way of thanking you
personally for your assistance, please accept my sincere
gratitude at this time.

Sincerely,

Paul C. Shank
Research Assistant
401-A, Erickson Hall
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OF FACULTY IN
HIGHER EDUCATION
IN MICHIGAN

Michigan State quvgrsity



TOTAL WORK-LOAD ASSIGNMENT*

A Please indicate the proportion of your total university assignment to
Make your estimate to the nearest 10 percent.
If you are on an over-load basis, your total will add to more than 100%.

each of the following.

B Then, indicate the degree to which you like or dislike each of your
assigned duties by placing an "x" in the appropriate box to the right.

-A- -B-
I Dislike I Like
this part this part
Duties and of my work- of my work-
Services Percent load very load very
Performed of Time much much
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Teaching

Student
Advisement _—

Research
Administration

Community
Assignments

Community Services

Supervision of
Student teachers,
interns or others

Consulting Services
for the University

_onsulting Services
on a private, fee
basis

—

)ther

(specify)

OO0 OO0 ooogad

O]

O O 0Od 0o g

OO0 00 OoOoooo
OO 00 oo oogo
OO0 Q0O OoOo0ooo
OO0 00 OOO0oo0ogog

[

'his duty may not be considered by the university as an official part of
rour work-load. If applicable in your case, assign it a percent of time
ind rate 1t as you have your other duties, even though it may be entirely
outslde your expected work-load assignment.

'*Work—-1load Assignment--A Definition:

Those duties and services agreed to
by the faculty member for which the
university pays him a salary and
other considerations.






REWARDS SYSTEM*

How important are the conditions of employment surrounding the posi-
tion you now hold? Listed below are several possible sources of profes-
sional rewards that might make your position attractive. For each of the
items indicated, please check in the appropriate box to the right the
level of importance you assign to the item.

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE

No Little Below Above Quite Great
Rewards Import Import Average Average Important Importance

Academic Rank
Salary

Monetary Fringe
Benefits

Adequacy of Office
and Research
Facilities

\dequacy of Class-
room Facilities

\ppropriateness of
Duties Assigned

Clerical and Staff
Service

Jpportunity to do
the Research I
Want to do

\ssigned Time for
Writing
Reputation of the
Department

Reputation of the
University

I I 0 0 O R N B R N
oo o oo doogog goda
OO0 OoDbLbLb ODOoga 000
OO0 oou4d Ogoob 0Oogdg
Do OO0 OooOooo goo
Qo O o0o0o ogoo Oood

Jther

(specify)

fRewards System--A Definition: The concrete considerations which are con-
tracted for, or "understood" by the faculty
member and the employing institution.
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POSITION SATISFACTIONS*

Please check each of the following possible sources of position satis-
faction according to the degree of satisfaction you derive. These factors
may include any source of satisfaction that you derive as a consequence of
your position. There are both tangible and intangible factors listed.
Please feel free to add other factors.

Source of Satisfaction

DEGREE OF SATISFACTION

Below Above
None Little Average Average Considerable Great

Research Emphasis
Physical Facilities
Teaching

Congeniality of
Associates

Personal Contacts with
Head of Department

Opportunity for Profes-
sional Growth and
Advancement

Reputation of the
Department

Reputation of the
University

Academic Rank
Caliber of Students

Administration of
Department

Salary

Monetary Fringe Benefits

Living Conditions

Cultural and Recrea-
tional Advantages

Seographic Location
Jther

(speclfy)
Jther

(specify)

tPosition Satisfactions:

Any benefit satisfying to the faculty member,
elther tanglble or intangible, which is a con-
sequence, official or unofficial, of the position
encumberance.
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GENERAL INFORMATION

Please respond to each of the simple questions given below. It is not necessary
for you to identify yourself or your university in any way as you answer the questions.
Most questions can be completed by placing a check mark in the appropriate space to
the right. .

1. What is the name of the department (or area of emphasis) in the school of education
in which you work? (Examples: elementary

education, secondary education, administration, special education, counseling and

guidance, or other.)

2. What is your academic rank? instructor ___; assistant professor __ ; associate
professor _ ; professor __ ; other (specify).

3. How many years have you been employed full time at any college or university?
Less thanone _ ;1 ;2 ;3 ;4 35  ;6-7 __; 8-9 _ ;10-12__
13-15 _ ; 16-18 _ ; 19 or more

4. How many years have you been employed at this university? Less than one __ ; 1 __ ;
2 ;03 ; 4 ;S 3 6-7 5 8-9 ;3 10-12 5 13-15 __ ; 16-18 _  ;

19 or more

S. Is your appointment in your present position full-time or part-time? Full-time
part-time

6. How many years, if any, have you taught at the elementary and/or secondary level?

(Check the combined total) None _ ;1 ;2 ;3 34 35 ;3 6-7 3
8-9 5 10-12 __ ; 13-15 __ ; 16-18 __ ; 19 or more

7. What is your total number of years, if any, of administrative experience in a public
or private school system? None _ ;1 ;2 ;3 ;4 ;5 5 6-7
8-9 5 10-12 __ ; 13-15 __ ; 16-18 _ ; 19 or more ___

8. What is the highest degree that you have earned? A Bor BS __ ; MAorMSsS _ ;
Ed. S. or 6-Year Diploma __ ; Ed.D. __ ; Ph.D.__ ; Other (specify)

9. What institution granted your highest degree?

10. What institution granted your first degree?

11. In what part of the country did you spend your childhood? East __ ; Midwest __
Far West __ ; North __; South __ ; Foreign __ ; Other (specify)

12. In what size community did you spend most of your childhood? Rural ___ ; Village __ ;
Small town __ ; City of moderate size __ ; Large city __; Suburban community of city
of moderate size __ ; Suburban community of a large city _

13. What is your present marital status? Single __ ; Married ___; Other

14. What is your age? Under 21 __ ; 21-25 _ ; 26-30 __ ; 31-35 _ ; 36-40 __ ;

41-45 __ ; 46-50 __ ; 51-55 _ ; 56-60 ___; 61-65 _ ; 66-70 __ ; Over 70 __

15. What is your sex? Female __ ; Male

16. How many children have you? None __ ;1 _ ;2 _ ;3 ;4 ;5 o0r more

17. What is your salary range? Less than §5,000 _ ; $5,000-5,999 _ ; $6,000-6,999 _
$7,000-7,999 _ ; $8,000-8,999 _ ; $9,000-9,999 _ ; $10,000-10,999 _
$11,000-11,999 _ ; $12,000-12,999 __ ; $13,000-13,999  ; $14,000-15,999 _
$16,000-17,999 _ ; $18,000-19,999 _ ; $20,000 and over

18. The above salary is for: Academic year ; Calendar year
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The Follow-up Letter: Sent to all faculty included in
the study population.

April 28, 1967

Dear Faculty Member,

The attached green cover sheet will remind you of the
questionnaire sent to you three weeks ago. The anonymity
of respondents makes a "blanket" follow-up letter neces-
sary. If you have completed and returned the question-
naire, please accept my appreciation and disregard this
letter.

If you have not yet completed and returned the question-
naire, I would appreciate the 8-10 minutes of your time
it takes to do so. I hope to have a rather high per-
centage of return from your university. As of this date
62% have been returned.

Once more, let me thank you for your help with this study.

Sincerely,

Paul C. Shank

Research Assistant

401-A, Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
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