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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to determine to what degree work 

environment and personal characteristics, rewards and performance contri

bute to job satisfaction among full-time faculty at all accredited 

colleges of pharmacy. 

Accredited colleges of pharmacy were determined by a roster 

available to the profession. Full-time faculty were identified through 

a 1979-1980 mailing list provided by the American Association of Colleges 

of Pharmacy and by each individual faculty member as to whether or not 

he/she was considered full-time faculty by his/her school. 

Data were collected through a mail questionnaire sent to the 

overall population of 1962 subjects representing all accredited colleges 

of pharmacy. Of the 1307 questionnaires returned, 148 were not usable 

because, in the opinion of the faculty member, he/she did not meet the 

criteria for inclusion in the study. The return of 1159 usable question

naires from the remaining 1814 questionnaires yielded a response rate of 

63.9 percent. 

The questionnaire was formulated according to the research 

questions posed in the study using 1) a modification of the Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire, 2) eleven items from the 1972-73 Quality 

of Employment Survey, 3) the University of Southern California Faculty 

Professional Interests Survey and 4) basic informational data. 
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Hie data analysis techniques employed consisted of measures of 

central tendency, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients, the 

chi-square statistic and one-way analysis of variance. 

The following six items highlight the results and conclusions 

of the study: 

1. Examination of work environment and personal characteristics 

of the faculty revealed a young, predominantly white, male professiorate 

with a high degree of professional camaraderie coupled with a firm 

identification with their department or school rather than their disci

pline or university. 

2. Monetary reward was not sufficient to keep up with inflation 

although the mean annual salary of $24,000 was slightly higher than that 

for all of higher education combined. 

3. Other forms of reward, such as tenure and college-sponsored 

attendance at professional meetings, revealed that over one-half of the 

faculty were tenured and an average of 1.2 college-sponsored professional 

meetings per year was attended by each faculty member. 

4. The faculty as a whole reported good teaching ability and 

enjoyment for teaching; however, consistently low scholarly productivity 

was also evident. Most faculty did not exhibit an outstanding publica

tion, grant, or directing graduate students record. Further, there were 

no significant differences based on school type. 

5. The only significant differences revealed between basic 

science and clinical faculty were that clinical faculty were generally 

younger, of less rank and holding fewer years in rank, untenured, and 
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tended to be registered pharmacists. Other objective measures of 

rewards, performance and satisfaction were not significantly different. 

6. Job satisfaction was generally high except in the areas of 

compensation and application of policy decisions over time as assessed 

by facet-specific measures. Facet-free measures also exhibited job 

satisfaction although not as consistently high as that of previous 

research on non-academicians. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The relationship between job satisfaction, work environment, 

rewards or outcomes and job performance has generated interest for at 

least four decades now, although aside from a handful of dissertation 

projects in recent years, few studies have tested job satisfaction of 

faculty in higher education. More specifically, the relationship 

between work environment, rewards and performance to job satisfaction 

has not been a topic of investigation for pharmacy college faculty. 

There are numerous reasons for investigating job satisfaction. 

Lawler and Porter (1967) support the study of job satisfaction to deter

mine if the relationship between performance and job satisfaction via 

rewards is maximized. The better performers should receive greater 

rewards and therefore be more satisfied than poorer performers. From 

the management perspective this is desirable because turnover would 

then occur among the less competent while less turnover would occur 

among the more competent. Lawler and Porter also recognized the value 

of measuring higher order need satisfaction as evidence of how effective 

organizations have been in creating interesting and rewarding jobs, and 

therefore, indirect evidence of how motivating the jobs themselves are. 

With this point of view, the study of each faculty member's satisfaction 

could lead to developing the best role mix for a rewarding and satisfy

ing job. 
1 
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Seashore and Taber (1975) noted the value in measuring job 

satisfaction as a social indicator: to represent a valued product to 

society; to provide a monitoring and diagnostic aid for early warning 

of societal changes; and to provide a significant component in the 

theories and models to be used in the formation of academic policies 

and programs. 

With specific reference to higher education, Cohen (1974) 

supports the study of faculty satisfaction by stating: 

One could say that a college with an enthusiastic, personally 
satisfied staff is more likely to further student development 
than one with an apathetic group of time-savers going through 
the motions of information transmittal in their teaching and 
little more (p. 369-370). 

Studies by Cooper (1974) and Stuntebeck (1974) have shown job 

satisfaction to be significantly correlated with student perceptions of 

teaching effectiveness. Further, Argyris (1957, 1964) recognized the 

importance of individual and organizational fit. It is this author's 

belief that by knowing the factors that cause satisfaction and dissatis

faction in a particular organization role, potential employers can better 

select careers which fit their needs and which would benefit the organi

zation. 

It was for the above reason of potential individual-

organizational fit that the researcher initially became interested in 

studying the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of those who teach in 

colleges of pharmacy. Perhaps it is because professors do not tend to 

characterize themselves as workers in the industrial sense that they 

fail to look to the literature of business administration for theories 

or models to use in analyzing and describing their activities (Bober 
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1979). Whatever the reason, job satisfaction in higher education is 

important to study; neither the lack of an adequate literature base nor 

the problem of dealing with somewhat imprecise variables, such as the 

difficulty in relating job satisfaction to productivity in higher educa

tion, should dissuade the interested educational researcher. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine to what degree work 

environment and personal characteristics, rewards, and performance 

contribute to job satisfaction among full-time faculty at all accredited 

colleges of pharmacy. By identifying these relationships it is antici

pated that administrators can more efficaciously guide a faculty member 

through a more successful, rewarding career. Hie faculty member also 

benefits directly by identifying those schools characterized by the type 

of administrative practice and philosophy most compatible with his/her 

long-term goals. 

This study concentrated on the following three parts: 

1. Evaluation of job satisfaction of current full-time faculty at 

all colleges of pharmacy as a function of work environment and personal 

characteristics. 

2. Evaluation of job satisfaction of current full-time faculty at 

all colleges of pharmacy as a function of rewards. 

3. Evaluation of job satisfaction of current full-time faculty at 

all colleges of pharmacy as a function of performance. 

A major requirement of this investigation was to define the 

variables to be studied (Table 1). The dependent variables, 
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Table 1. Summary of Dependent and Independent Variables. 

Dependent Variables 

1 Facet-specific Job Satisfaction -- Pharmacy 

Modified after Hammel (1977); 26 items from the Minne
sota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss and England 
1967) 

2 Facet-free Job Satisfaction -- Pharmacy 

Modified after Hammel (1977)j 11 items from the 
1972-73 Quality of Employment Survey (Quinn and 
Shepard 1974) 

3 Job Satisfaction and Professional Interests -- Academia 

8 items from the University of Southern California 
Faculty Professional Interests Survey (Cliff 1975) 

Independent Variables 

1 School -- name 
type 

2 Discipline (American Association of Colleges of 
Pharmacy Classification) 

3 Sex 

4 Age 

5 Race 

6 Salary--average percent increase over last three years 
current salary range 

7 Rank -- academic or clinical 
years in rank 

8 Tenure 

9 Sabbatical 

10 College sponsored trip to professional meeting 
-- number and 

extent of funding 
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Tab1e 1.--Cont inued 

11 Highest earned degree 

12 Years teaching in college of pharmacy 

13 Teaching award 

14 Publications -- number of refereed journal articles 
number of books/book chapters 
all other publications 

15 Number of graduate students 

16 Grants and contracts -- written 
awarded 

17 Journal referee 

18 Registered pharmacist 
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facet-specific job satisfaction and facet-free satisfaction, were mea

sured by twenty-six items from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire 

(Weiss and England 1967) and eleven items from the 1972-73 Quality of 

Employment Survey (Quinn and Shepard 1974) as applied by Hammel (1977) 

for the profession of pharmacy. A third instrument, the University of 

Southern California Faculty Professional Interest Survey (Cliff 1975) 

was used to place the profession of pharmacy in an academic setting. 

The independent variables were grouped into three categories: 

1. Work environment and personal characteristics 

a. School 

b. Discipline 

c. Sex 

d. Age 

e. Race 

2. Rewards 

a. Salary 

b. Rank 

c. Tenure 

d. Sabbatical leave 

e. School-sponsored attendance at professional meetings 

3. Performance 

a. Highest earned degree 

b. Years teaching 

c. Teaching award 

d. Publications 

e. Grants and contracts 



7 

£. Graduate students 

g. Journal referee 

h. Registered pharmacist 

i. Faculty Activity Analysis 

Objectives 

Specific objectives of this study included 

1. To determine the degree of job satisfaction among pharmacy 

faculty; 

2. To determine the relationships, if any, between rewards and 

job satisfaction; 

3. To determine the relationships, if any, between the work environ

ment and personal characteristics of the faculty member and job satis

faction; 

4. To determine the relationships, if any, between performance and 

job satisfaction; and 

5. To determine the relationships between any other factors perti

nent to this research and job satisfaction. 

Research Questions 

1. Are the demographic characteristics of pharmacy faculty 

homogeneous between 

a. Various schools of pharmacy by Carnegie Classification type 

(Appendix J)? 

b. Clinical faculty and basic science faculty? 

c. Sex? 
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2. Do satisfaction variables differ between/within faculty 

members at different schools of pharmacy as measured by Carnegie type? 

3. Do satisfaction variables differ between clinical faculty 

and basic science faculty? 

4. Do satisfaction variables differ between the sexes? 

5. Does a relationship exist between work environment and 

personal characteristics (as measured by independent variables 1, 2, 

3, 4 and 5 -- Table 1, p. 4; survey instrument item 63 — Appendix F) 

and job satisfaction? 

6. Does a relationship exist between rewards (as measured by 

independent variables 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 -- Table 1, p. 4) and job satis

faction? 

7. Does a relationship exist between performance (as measured 

by independent variables 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 -- Table 1, p. 4) 

and job satisfaction? 

8. Are there any other interrelationships of significance? 

Assumptions and Limitations 
i 

There were five assumptions for this study. The first was that 

the voluntary response rate to the survey instrument from the population 

questioned consisted of a non-biased, representative group of full-time 

faculty currently at colleges of pharmacy. The second assumption was 

that the responding full-time faculty answered the questions on the 

survey instrument honestly, completely, and to the best of their ability. 

The third assumption was that quantitative differences on satisfaction 

attitudes over time at different institutions were variations due to 
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changes occurring in the faculty during their work tenure. This 

research made no attempt to examine what influenced faculty members 

to choose teaching as a profession. It was therefore assumed that the 

\ 

early socialization of the faculty member toward a teaching career 

was one of free choice. Finally, it was assumed that rewards given 

to each full-time faculty member by their supervisor (administrator) 

represented objective outcomes of one's performance. 

There were two limitations to this investigation. Although the 

three methods of measuring satisfaction in this study were previously 

tested by other researchers for reliability and validity, as with most 

questionnaires, the sensitivity of the survey instrument must be 

accepted as a limitation. The second limitation was one inherent to 

the statistical evaluation of this cross-sectional research design; 

namely, the determination of causality. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions were 

employed: 

1. Colleges of pharmacy were considered to be accredited educa

tional units offering the baccalaureate degree in pharmacy or the doctor 

of pharmacy degree as the first professional degree. Accredited colleges 

of pharmacy were determined from the Roster of Teaching Personnel in 

Colleges of Pharmacy (1979). This term was also considered to be 

synonomous with schools of pharmacy and pharmacy schools. 

2. Discipline referred to those categories of faculty speci

fied by the Annual Survey of Faculty Salaries 1978-79 (1979) and 
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included pharmacy/pharmaceutics, pharmaceutical/medicinal chemistry, 

pharmacology, pharmacognosy, pharmacy administration, clinical pharmacy, 

hospital pharmacy and bionucleonics and nuclear pharmacy. 

3. Full-time faculty were all faculty in all colleges of phar

macy as determined by each individual faculty member and as provided by 

a list from the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy. Full-time 

faculty was further sub-divided into disciplines and into basic science 

and clinical faculty. Basic science faculty included all disciplines 

except clinical pharmacy. 

4. A pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one's job or job experience defined job satisfaction. This 

term was considered to be the same as position satisfaction and career 

satisfaction. Job satisfaction was further sub-divided to include 

facet-free job satisfaction and facet-specific job satisfaction. The 

former was a measure of an individual's general affective reaction to 

one's job without reference to any specific job components while the 

latter was a measure of an individual's affective reaction to specific 

aspects of one's job such as ability utilization, compensation and 

supervision. 

5. Performance was defined as objective measures of accomplish

ment within one's discipline. Such criteria as highest earned degree, 

number of grants and contracts, and number of publications were measures 

of performance. 

6. Age, sex and race were the three personal characteristics 

considered for this study. 
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7. Rewards were defined as average percent increase in salary 

over the past three years and salary range, rank and years in rank, 

tenure, sabbatical leave, and college of pharmacy sponsored attendance 

at professional meetings. 

8. The term supervisor as used in the questionnaire referred 

to those individuals in a college of pharmacy's administrative structure 

who are heads of divisions, departments, sections or programs and who 

make decisions regarding rewards. 

9. The type of institution by Carnegie classification, the 

faculty member's discipline peer group, and item 63 on the survey 

instrument (questionnaire — Appendix F) were considered criteria to 

establish work environment. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In the past few decades, American higher education has undergone 

a substantial change, which Jencks and Riesman (1968) have called "the 

academic revolution." The growth of research has professionalized 

college teaching and introduced the model of the researcher-scholar to 

institutions where most faculty have never published research. It has 

been suggested that the impact of this revolution on faculty careers 

has "biased our vision and injured the ability to create viable careers 

for the majority of professors" (Light, Mardsen and Corl 1973). 

This review of the literature examines the various components 

of this research: work environment, rewards, performance and job satis

faction. A final section places in perspective the significance of these 

factors as they relate to the socialization of the student as he or she 

becomes a practicing professional. 

Work Environment 

Schein (1968) portrays the relationship to work environment as 

being so ubiquitous and we go through it so often during our total 

career that it is all too easy to overlook. Yet it is a process that 

can make or break organizational systems of manpower planning. The 

effectiveness of this relationship determines employee loyalty, commit

ment, productivity and turnover. The basic stability and effectiveness 

12 



of organizations therefore depend upon their ability to socialize new 

members. This socialization is as important to the performance of the 

professional as are personal characteristics and the nature of profes

sional education (Freidson 1970). 

Hinrichs (1975) points out that for most young college graduates, 

entry into their first job is as dramatic an event as any they have 

experienced so far. This step into a career that will last forty years 

or more will have a profound impact on the remainder of the young 

person's life, an impact that probably will be as strong as that of a 

marriage decision and second only to that of the events that shaped 

one's earlier life. It is evident that further socialization into the 

professional role of the faculty member takes place after the formalized 

educational program is completed and upon the assumption of responsibili

ties in a school of pharmacy. Exposure to a series of different signif

icant others is another prime factor in the observed shift in attitudes 

and values of new faculty (Parsons and Piatt 1968). Members of a 

profession who become specialized while carrying on their work will 

increasingly identify with and share the values and behaviors of fellow 

specialists. A professional community will develop, fostering solidarity 

among its members and exluding those who are not part of it. Concomitant 

with specialization is the greater amount of education and training 

needed to become a specialist; persons undergoing training in a particu

lar area tend to increase the solidarity among those with a similar 

experience (Hall 1969). 

Caplow (1964) and Van Maanen (1975) have defined work environ

ment as the organizationally directed process by which an organizational 
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member learns the required behaviors and supportive attitudes that 

prepare and qualify individuals to occupy an organizational position. 

Brim (1966) sees the socialization process as: 

The manner in which an individual learns the behavior appropriate 
to his [her] position in a group, through interaction with others 
who hold normative beliefs about what his [her] role should be and 
who will reward or punish him [her] for correct or incorrect actions. 

In considering the process of organizational socialization, it is 

necessary to keep in mind its continuous nature. It begins prior to 

the time the individual enters the organization, it continues and 

becomes sharply intensified when the individual enters the organization, 

and it goes on when the individual is transferred, promoted or joins 

another organization. 

Porter, Lawler and Hackman (1975) have defined three stages in 

the organizational socialization process: 

1. Pre-Arrival -- The individual arrives at a new organization 
or a new position within an organization with an already 
existing set of values, attitudes, and expectations. The 
individual has been through an educational system, he [she] 
has had various forms of contact with different kinds of 
work organizations and he [she] has been recruited for this 
specific organization or has chosen to apply to work for 
this organization on the basis of some information about it 
acquired from friends, relatives or employment agencies. 

2. Encounter -- Immediately at the point of entry into the 
organization the individual's existing set of attitudes 
and his [her] behavioral predisposition encounter those 
which the organization desires or values. Sometimes of 
course, this encounter takes on the appearance of a 
head-on clash. More typically it involves a pattern of 
day-to-day experiences in which the individual is sub
jected to the reinforcement policies and practices of 
the organization and its members. 

3. Change and Acquisition -- It is likely that the individual 
will change to some degree in the directions favored by 
the organization. 



Berlew and Hall (1966) concluded: 

. . . the first year is the critical period for learning. 
A time when the trainee is uniquely ready to develop or change 
in the direction of the organization's expectations. This 
year would be analogous to the critical period, probably 
between six and eighteen months, when human infants must 
either experience a close emotional relationship with another 
human being or suffer ill effects. ... No organization 
can afford to treat this critical period lightly. 

Becker (1964) noted that as individuals move in and out of a variety of 

social settings, they learn the requirements of continuing in each 

setting and of their success in it. When related to learning theory, 

organizational socialization and work environment implies that an 

individual may be forced to relinquish certain attitudes, values, and 

behaviors in order to successfully continue working within the organiza

tion. Because of the dynamic qualities of any organization, socializa

tion changes within the individual may still be taking place three to 

four years after graduation (Oleson 1973). 

The concept of expectancy is an important filter. Effort is 

expended only when an individual has a reasonable expectation that a 

goal can be attained. Expectancy theory postulates that an individual 

is motivated to perform a particular role to the extent that the person 

perceives performance of that role as leading to favorable outcomes 

(Van Maanen 1976). If the performance of these roles is blocked, frus

tration and possibly adaptive behavior will ensue (Hinrichs 1975). 

The very early employment period is crucial to the development 

of a healthy individual-organization relationship. It is in this 

initial period of contact that the two sets of expectations, those of 

the individual and those of the organization, come into direct 
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confrontation, surrounded by the flow of work realities that neither can 

control completely. Attitude surveys consistently find that new hirees 

have relatively high job satisfaction shortly after joining their 

organization but that their motivation declines rather sharply within 

the first few years (The National Industrial Conference Board 1961). 

If they remain with the company, in time there may be some reversal of 

those declines. 

It is in the area of job duties and responsibilities that the 

new employee may experience the greatest discrepancy between expecta

tions and organizational reality. Many new employees at the time of 

entry have overly optimistic views about what their new job will provide 

in the way of challenge, interest and promotional opportunities. 

Exceptionally high expectations set the stage for the initial disappoint

ment and frustration (Porter, Lawler and Hackman 1975). Thus, when 

routine performance objectives are attained, the individual's motivation 

and feeling of satisfaction are essentially negligible. When perfor

mance expectations are low, the organization's apparent lack of faith 

in the individual's ability serves as a blow to his/her self-esteem, 

and the individual may respond with dissatisfaction and withdrawal 

(Hinrichs 1975). 

When an individual enters an organization as a newly recruited 

member, he/she is likely to experience a "reality shock." The extent 

to which the shock relates to work environment depends largely on the 

extent to which the person correctly anticipated the various expecta

tions of the organization. If the individual's expectations are accu

rate, the process merely provides for reaffirmation; however, if the 



novice enters the organization with i.expectations which are at variance 

with the role requirements of therorganizatwutjiitheispcialization 

process must first involve a destruetive phase (unfreezing) which 

serves to detach the individual from his former.experience (Van Maanen 

1976). Concerning the early organizational ~.oxpe>Ri.$nc£s of professional 

person, Hughes (1973) commented that: 

The period of initiation into the role appears toobe one wherein 
the two cultures, i.e., professional and organizational, inter
act within the individual. Such interaction undoubtedly goes 
on all through life, but it seems to be more lively -- more 
exciting and uncomfortable, more self-conscious asd yet perhaps 
more deeply unconscious -- in the period of learning and 
initiation. 

Brim (1966) postulates three items a person requires before one 

is able to perform satisfactorily in an organizational role: 

1. He [she] must know what is expected of him [he'r]. 

2. He [she] must be able to meet the role requirements. 

3. He [she] must desire to practice the behavior iand 
pursue the appropriate ends.: 

In summary, the individual ,.:knowingly or unknowingly, yields a 

certain amount of freedom of action when joining an organization. As 

part of the psychological contractyoone implicitly agrees that the 

organization will have some legitimate demands that, it can make on him/ 

her. These demands have the effecteof limitingioa®J$n£lternative 

behaviors. The organization, however, also actively aids and abets the 

shaping of the individual's behavior to its needs and does not leave 

it to chance. This is the influence process labeled ^socialization" 

and it determines work environment. Simultaneouslyj^however, the new 

faculty member will be attemptingrto exert influencentf® the organization 



in order to gain additional personal satisfaction. This reciprocal 

process can be referred to as "individualization" (Porter, Lawler and 

Hackman 1975). Porter (1976) notes that during this encounter phase, 

the organization has three tactics available to induce new members to 

change: 

1. The organization may reinforce and confirm the new member's 
behavior by providing rewards. 

2. The organization may punish the recruit by withholding 
rewards or providing various negative reinforcements. 

3. The organization may do nothing. 

Rewards 

In general, the academic reward system holds that research is 

a faculty member's highest duty, teaching is secondary, and effective 

teaching requires a teacher to be stimulated by research efforts 

(Shulman 1979). This reward system is incongruent with the realities 

of academic life, where teaching is the major activity of most faculty, 

even at research-oriented institutions. Thus, faculty continually 

experience dissonance in their careers: they are paid to teach, and 

many claim to derive their job satisfaction from this activity, but 

research is the activity that brings career rewards. Indeed, "in 

general, the weight of research in [faculty] evaluation is roughly 

one and one-half times greater than the percent of time spent on it — 

in all types of institutions" (Baldridge et al. 1978). 

This apparent inconsistency between academic rewards and activi

ties was generally overlooked during the 1960's (Furniss 1977). Jobs 

were plentiful and faculty could achieve satisfactory employment. But 
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the current static market situation makes rewards more important in 

promoting job satisfaction on campus. Financial and demographic 

problems have made it more difficult for the individual faculty member 

to resolve his/her dissatisfaction through a job change or other 

means (Shulman 1979). 

Academic rewards is an all-inclusive term that could embrace 

all forms of economic and non-economic benefits a person might receive 

for work in higher education (Trivett 1979). Psychic gratification 

from relatively high social and professional status and the challenge 

of teaching are types of compensation for teaching in higher education. 

As Ingraham said in 1965, "the most important compensation of a faculty 

member is the opportunity to do pleasant and useful work under condi

tions that make it effective and to live in a community of scholars 

without incurring undue economic hardships for either himself or his 

family" (Ingraham and King 1965, p. 3). Rewards also include such 

benefits as office space, faculty club memberships, perhaps a parking 

space, and, particularly for faculty members, the opportunity to earn 

additional income by applying knowledge outside the institution (Furniss 

1977). However, non-economic and non-institutional sources of rewards 

have received only limited examination in the literature and are 

fraught with inaccuracies (Trivett 1979). 

Rewards are for individual effort, but it is also a cost to 

higher education institutions collectively and individually and is a 

major component of the general increase in costs that they have recently 

experienced. During the sixties, when inflation occurred at the rate of 

one to one and one-half percent per year, colleges and universities 



experienced inflation in their costs of four percent annually (Halstead 

1977). From 1971 to 1973, a decline in the general rate of inflation 

occurred, but in 1974 and 1975 a substantial increase in prices was 

encountered. In that two year period the rate of inflation for the 

general consumer was 21 percent, but for higher education it was 16.2 

percent. In Halstead's judgment, colleges and universities "partially 

isolated themselves from inflation in the general economy by restricting 

salary increases" (page 12). Since higher education is a labor inten

sive industry, where payroll costs are relatively high as compared to 

other industries, limiting increases in salaries and fringe benefits 

will help to moderate the effects of inflation: 

Since 1971, salaries paid faculty and other professionals have 
increased at an annual compound rate of 4.8 percent, substan
tially less than the 6.7 percent yearly inflation rate for the 
economy as measured by the Labor Department's Consumer Price 
Index. In fiscal year 1977 faculty salaries increased 4.7 
percent while the CPI rose 5.8 percent. With faculty salaries 
totalling nearly $6.5 billion, this 1.1 percent difference 
meant savings to institutions of approximately $70 million in 
1977 (Halstead 1977, p. 13). 

In contrast to the annual average rate of increase in profes

sional salaries of 4.8 percent, fringe benefit costs (for all personnel 

in higher education) have increased by an average of 10.6 percent per 

year since 1971 while the total cost of compensation has increased an 

average of 6.1 percent per year. Yet the overall cost of operation for 

higher education each year has increased an average of 6.6 percent. 

Thus, while fringe benefits are costing more each year, the total cost 

of compensation has increased less on the average than has the general 

cost of operation (derived from Halstead 1977, p. 14). 
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Data on the salaries and compensation of faculty members are 

available from two major sources. One source is the data assembled by 

the National Center for Education Statistics through the Higher Educa

tion General Information Survey (HEGIS). The data that follows were 

obtained in the fall of 1975 (Beazley 1977). The figures are gross 

generalizations -- the mean salary of full-time faculty members at 

institutions in fifty states, and at all types of institutions--but 

they answer the question "What does the average college professor make 

for nine or ten months of work?" 

In 1975-76 the average salary for all ranks combined was $16,634, 

a 6.6 percent increase from the previous year. The average salary earned 

by male faculty members was $17,388 while women earned $14,292. However, 

there is a considerable spread of salaries across the ranks. The "aver

age" full professor on a nine or ten month contract earned $22,611 in 

salary; an associate professor earned $17,026; assistant $13,966; 

instructor $13,682. In every category men earned more than women. 

The mean compensation for all instructional faculty on nine or 

ten month contracts in 1975-76 was $19,172, representing a three year 

increase of 21.7 percent. This rate of increase was a compound of a 

20 percent increase in salary and a 34.5 percent increase in fringe 

benefits; however, in the same three year period the Consumer Price 

Index increased by 29.6 percent. Hence the increase in faculty compen

sation actually represented a 7.5 percent less increase than the 

increase in cost of living. 

Greatest detail on changes in faculty salaries over the past 

twenty years has been provided by the American Association of University 



Professors (AAUP) salary surveys, conducted under the aegis of 

Committee Z. A recent survey ("No Progress This Year: Report on the 

Economic Status of the Profession, 1976-77" 1977) was based on 

returns from over 2,600 campuses representing 360,000 full-time faculty 

members. In 1977 Committee Z found that for faculty members continuing 

on the staff of the same institutions, salary increases averaged 6.7 

percent over the previous year. Since consumer prices increased by the 

average of 5.8 percent, this represented a real income increase of about 

one percent; however, for faculty members nation-wide at all ranks and 

all institutions, a 4.7 percent increase in average salary represented 

a one percent decrease in terms of constant dollars. For the same 

group, compensation increased 5.5 percent, leading Committee Z to con

clude that slight decline in real purchasing power was evident, despite 

the apparent increase in salary and compensation. 

Over a ten year period the salary of the average faculty member 

has increased 80 percent in monetary terms; but the purchasing power of 

faculty compensation peaked in 1972-73 and has dropped at about two 

percent per year since then. As a result, the real purchasing power of 

faculty compensation has decreased by over five percent in ten years. 

In comparison with wages and salaries in other industries, the salaries 

of professors have steadily declined since 1970-71, rising only 70 

percent as much as have salaries and wages in other industries. 

Committee Z figures also provide insight into the distribution 

of fringe benefits as a proportion of total compensation for faculty. 

The availability of these benefits vary widely from institution to 

institution and position to position, but some of the fringe benefits 
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known to exist include: housing assistance (rental or mortgage); educa

tion privileges for faculty members and their families; a variety of 

health provisions, from health services to insurance plans; loans and 

emergency financial assistance; personal assistance such as moving 

expenses; discount purchases; recreational and athletic facilities; free 

meals; cultural tours; retreats; investment assistance; leave, sabbatical 

and otherwise; travel expenses; clubs; parking; secretarial help; and 

benefits for retired faculty and widows (Ingraham and King 1965) . 

Fringe benefits are perceived by Middleditch (1974) as higher education's 

imaginative response to the unavailability of stock options and deferred 

profit-sharing. 

The value of fringe benefits represents approximately 15 percent 

of salary for most ranks of faculty members. Thus, in 1976-77 the 

average compensation for all ranks on nine to ten month contracts was 

$20,670 of which $17,930 was salary and $2,740 fringe. 

The primary source for information regarding pharmacy school 

faculty salaries is published by the American Association of Colleges 

of Pharmacy (AACP). Beginning in 1976 the AACP has conducted a confi

dential salary survey and published the results in the Annual Survey 

of Faculty Salaries. In the 1978-79 survey year faculty salaries 

represent a varied picture of increases. Faculty remunerated on an 

academic year basis tended to receive larger average salary increases 

than their peers remunerated on a calendar year basis. Assistant 

professors' salaries increased an average of 7.3 percent (academic year 

appointments) and 4.8 percent (calendar year appointments). This con

trasts with professors whose salaries increased an average of 7.8 



percent for those holding calendar year appointments and 4.0 percent 

for those paid on an academic year basis. For the second consecutive 

year the rise in cost of living (7.9 percent) outstripped income gains 

made by many faculty at colleges of pharmacy. As a point of interest, 

the AACP does not report data on fringe benefits and non-economic or 

non-institutional sources of reward. 

Average salaries and levels of compensation disguise the fact 

that faculty members are rewarded differently for performing different 

tasks. Recent research has clarified why some faculty are paid more 

than others. 

An American Council on Education survey of 53,000 faculty 

members at a variety of institutions in the United States in 1972-73 

provides the basis for a study by Tuckman and Tuckman (1976) of the 

salary structure for faculty members in 72 disciplines at universities 

within the sample. Their analysis of the experience, personal charac

teristics, and salary of 15,238 university faculty revealed that, except 

for the assistant professor level, salary increases are highly related 

to the number of articles published. A full professor with more than 

50 articles can be predicted to earn $5,500 more than his/her counter

part with no articles. Book publication has a less clear effect on 

salary level. As far as work activity, faculty members with administra

tive responsibilities and those who identify their prime activity as 

research both earn more than those who self-defined activity as primar

ily teaching. There are also variations in reward to faculty by field, 

differences that might reflect outside-the-university value of various 

disciplines. 
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Tuckman and Hagemann (1976) analyzed the same data for differ

ences between rewards to faculty members in economics and education, 

using a sample of 1,012 economics professors and 1,823 education pro

fessors, all of whom were full-time male faculty members at universities. 

Again it was evident that those who publish earn more in both fields, 

with slightly more reward for those who publish in economics. In neither 

case did the available indicators of teaching skill have a statistically 

significant relationship to salary. Tuckman and Hagemann observe that 

the activities a faculty member chooses to emphasize does influence 

his/her "reward." 

Another question concerning compensation that has received 

recent scrutiny is "Do those faculty members who are represented by 

a union with collective bargaining rights receive higher compensation?" 

In 1974, Birnbaum reported a study of changing faculty compensation 

levels between 1968-69 and 1972-73 at 88 matched pairs of institutions 

with and without collective bargaining. Institutions with collective 

bargaining agreements for faculty in 1968-69 had an average faculty 

compensation level $47 higher; by 1972-73 the difference was $824. 

Birnbaum concludes that collective bargaining does make a significant 

difference in faculty compensation level. Morgan and Kearney (1977) 

also studied the effect of faculty unionization on faculty compensation, 

duplicating the matching procedure employed by Birnbaum. They found 

that the non-union institutions were paying approximately $200 more 

in 1969-70, but by 1974-75 union institutions were paying approximately 

$625 more, with important differences by type of institution. Most of 

the gains were at less comprehensive and private institutions: 
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unionized professors at large, public institutions actually lost ground 

in comparison with their non-union colleagues. Morgan and Kearney also 

concluded that an increase in faculty salaries and benefits is associated 

with collective bargaining, but observe that the long-range benefits 

are not as certain, since a variety of elements determine salary levels 

in higher education. 

Many factors evidently influence the level of compensation a 

faculty member receives for work in higher education including rank, 

years in service, possession of advanced degrees, orientation of the 

institution to teaching, research or service, number and type of publi

cations and sex. Again using the ACE 1972-73 survey data, Bayer and 

Astin (1975) drew a random subsample of 2,500 men and women faculty 

members. Immediately apparent were qualifications traditionally 

regarded as influential: 30 percent of the males and 11 percent of the 

females were full professors; 24 percent of the females and 10 percent 

of the males were instructors; about one-third of the males had Ph.D.'s 

while only one-sixth of the women had doctorates. When all these 

elements were controlled statistically, sex remained a statistically 

significant predictor of salary. The inequities in salary payment were 

most noticeable for women who had been in the system the longest. 

Inequities persist even if one disregards the bias implicit in a 

system that rewards the functions men typically perform (research, 

publish) more than what women do (teach). 

According to analyses presented by the AAUP's Committee Z, 

there is little reason to think that significant progress has been made 

for women faculty members. Women's salaries averaged about five percent' 
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less in 1976-77 and five percent less the previous year. The percentage 

of women in the top two ranks dropped from 33 to 28 percent. 

As previously stated, non-economic measures of rewards have 

received little attention in the literature. The notable exception 

to this statement is the position tenure holds in the academic reward 

system. Tenure still remains the goal toward which young faculty work; 

it is evidence of the junior scholar's acceptance into a higher rank; 

and it invariably promises academic employment through retirement 

(Shulman 1979). 

The tenure system is not universally admired (Linney 1979) . Its 

critics charge that it fosters lethargic professors who, secure in their 

employment, are non-productive scholars and ineffective teachers. In 

response, tenure proponents assert that tenure is necessary to preserve 

and strengthen academic freedom, which is necessary for the search of 

knowledge. 

This debate takes on a new urgency under the current faculty 

market conditions CShulman 1979) . Again, critics argue that tenure 

promotes stagnation, but this time they note that a tight job market 

exacerbates the effects of tenure. One author, who renounced his 

tenure, charges: 

Tenure is now beginning to lock faculty into their jobs the 
way non-portable and non-vested pensions and other employ
ment perquisites lock people into jobs in industry and govern
ment. Particularly older faculty members of average abilities 
. . . fear that if they give up tenure in one university they 
will not get it again in another (O'Toole 1978). 

Tenure's supporters continue to insist that tenure's primary 

purpose, protection of academic freedom, cannot be achieved by other 
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means. In response to 0'Toole, Van Alstyne (1978) notes: 

The essence of tenure is wholly in the complement of reliable 
procedural requirements it affords as protection against 
summary, unilateral, unexplained and unreviewable non-renewal. 

Recently, tenure has also produced a major rift between younger, 

untenured faculty and older, tenured members. Many younger faculty 

cannot expect to get tenure because their departments are already 

heavily tenured and institutions are reluctant to reduce their program 

flexibility further by granting more tenure appointments (Shulman 1979) . 

Performance 

In studying any professional group it is important to be able 

to classify individuals according to their achievement (Lazarsfeld and 

Thielens 1958) . For one, it is likely that the successful members of 

the profession set the standards of conduct which are followed by the 

less successful or aspiring professional. Also, they are likely to 

display most clearly the attitudes that are characteristic of their 

profession. 

As early as 1932, a review of the literature by Kornhauser and 

Sharp (1932) found no significant relation between satisfaction and 

performance. Nevertheless, research on the issue continued. Katz and 

Heyman (1947) found that morale and job satisfaction were highly corre

lated to productivity in United States shipyards during World War II. 

Shortly after, Katz, Maccoby and Morse (1950) found that job satisfac

tion correlated positively with high and low levels of productivity but 

was not related to the middle range of productivity. 
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During the fifties, Ash (1954), Mitzner and Mann (1953) and 

Weitz and Nichols (1953) concluded that job satisfaction was related 

to certain aspects of productivity; yet, Gadel and Kreidt (1952) and 

Morse (1953) claim the two variables are not necessilary related. In 

a major review, Brayfield and Crockett (1955) concluded "there is little 

evidence in the available literature that employee attitudes bear any 

simple--or, for that matter, appreciable--relationship to performance 

on the job" (p. 396). 

In spite of this negative conclusion, Herzberg et al. (1957) 

renewed interest in the issue when their review concluded that "there 

is frequent evidence . . . that positive job attitudes are favorable 

to increased productivity. ITie relationship is not absolute, but there 

are enough data to justify attention to attitudes as a factor in 

improving the worker's output" (p. 103). Approaching the issue from 

a different perspective, Vroom (1964) argued that there existed small, 

but positive relationships between these two controversial variables. 

Much of the research cited, except Vroom (1964), appears to be 

an outgrowth of the human relations movement, which gained widespread 

attention during the 1930's. A major tenet of this approach suggested 

that higher morale leads to increased productivity, and much of the 

research effort appears to have been directed at supporting this 

position. 

During the fifties, a second major approach attempted to relate 

satisfaction and performance through moderators (Saunders 1956; 

Ghiselli 1960). A variant considered satisfaction and performance as 

joint independent or dependent variables related to some third variable. 



Researchers have made use of numerous moderators or third variables; 

several of these are noted in Table 2. 

A third major movement advocated that performance leads to 

satisfaction. Porter and Lawler (1968) were instrumental in popularizing 

this approach. Their model, simply stated, says that "good performance 

may lead to rewards, which in turn lead to satisfaction; this formula

tion then would say that satisfaction, rather than causing performance, 

as was previously assumed, is caused by it" (p. 23). 

The rationale for their model is grounded in the expectancy 

theory (Tolman 1932; Lewis 1938; Georgopoulos, Mahoney and Jones 1957; 

Vroom 1964) . Porter and Lawler attempt to eliminate some of the prob

lems inherent in expectancy theory by incorporating aspects of equity 

theory and need theory to explain how satisfaction develops and how 

outcomes gain their valence, and partially to explain how expectancies 

develop. 

This model considers performance a first level outcome ('act' 

in Vroom1s terminology), rewards (each with their respective valence 

and relation to performance) as second level outcome, and satisfaction 

a result of the usefulness of the rewards in satisfying needs. The 

basic point to be made is that satisfaction is seen as a dependent 

variable which should be related to valued outcome. Value of an outcome 

is determined by the degree to which it satisfies needs or by the degree 

of relationship perceived by the individual between outcomes and satis

faction. Satisfaction has only an indirect effect on performance via 

a feedback loop to expectancies. The major conclusion of interest 

reached by the authors was that performance and satisfaction were 
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Table 2. Some Moderators or Third Variables Which Have Been Related to 
Satisfaction and Performance. 

Study Moderators 

March and Simon (1958) 

Triandis (1959) 

Harding and Bottenberg (1961) 

Katzell, Barrett and Parker (1961) 

Davis, England and Lofquist (1968) 

Korman (1968, 1970) 

Carlson (1969) 

Doll and Gunderson (1969) 

Siegel and Bowen (1971) 

Huber (1971) 

Landy (1971) 

Slocum (1970, 1971) 

Present or anticipated state 
of discontent 

Pressure for production 

Personality and biographical 
variables 

Urbanization 

Work adjustment 

Self-esteem 
Task success 
Task popularity 

Ability 

Occupational group 

Self-esteem 

Superior-subordinate 
similarity 

Motivational type 

Management level 
Need level 
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related (r = .32) when performance was evaluated by superiors. This 

effect was not observed on self-ratings of performance. The authors 

also found a significant relationship between rewards and performance. 

One of the major problems with the model is that it fails to account 

for other factors which may also lead to satisfaction (Schwab and 

Cummings 1970). That is, other factors (e.g., seniority) may provide 

a better road to satisfaction than performance. For example, Green and 

Organ (1973) see role compliance affecting both performance evaluation 

and satisfaction. In their model, satisfaction would be a result of 

both performance evaluation and role compliance. 

A number of supporters of the performance causing satisfaction 

relation have emerged. Siegel and Bowen (1971) evaluated the three 

major models described above and found strong support for the Porter and 

Lawler model and little or no support for the others. Locke (1976), 

utilizing human value and goals, rather than rewards as a moderator of 

satisfaction and performance, supports the directionality of performance 

leading to satisfaction. Nathanson and Becker (1973), in testing some 

of Locke's propositions, emphasize that satisfaction or performance can 

occur in the absence of one another for a number of reasons, but the two 

are only related when performance leads to the attainment of an individ

ual's important job values. Sutermeister (1971) proposed a theoretical 

model which also supports a causal direction from performance to 

satisfaction. 

Recently, Wanous (1976) conducted a cross-lag study examining 

the relationship between satisfaction and performance, but failed to 

discover any significant relation between the two concepts with 
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concurrent or lagged correlations. Upon separating intrinsic and 

extrinsic satisfaction, he found some support for performance causing 

intrinsic satisfaction, while extrinsic satisfaction appeared to be a 

possible cause of performance. 

In spite of the continued research activity described above, 

several recent writers do not agree that there is any necessary relation

ship between the two concepts (Kuhn, Slocum and Chase 1971; Martin 1969; 

Cherington, Reitz and Scott 1971). 

Assessment of performance in higher education poses an equally 

difficult task. Many academic departments desire faculty skilled in 

teaching, research, public service and administration. Individuals with 

these skills can potentially provide benefits to their department 

ranging from increased student enrollments, to outside grant funding, 

to recognition by the university, local community, and discipline at 

large. Two points are evident (Tuckman, Gapinski and Hagemann 1976). 

First, faculty members usually do not possess these skills in equal 

measure. Effective administrators are not necessarily the most able 

researchers, and those skilled in public service may be weak teachers. 

Since skills take time to develop, faculty to some extent choose among 

competing alternatives, and the return from each skill should affect 

their decisions. Moreover, the diverse returns may have influenced the 

choice of skills developed in graduate school. Second, departments face 

an allocation problem. Given limited resources, they can hope to hire 

only a few faculty and priorities must be observed. Whom a department 

selects depends on the importance it gives to the package of skills 

offered by each potential faculty member and on the premium those skills 



command in the market. Tenure regulations, which limit a department's 

alternatives, can prohibit rapid adaptation to changing departmental 

needs (Bayer 1973). 

The stock of each type of faculty skill available in the market

place is relatively fixed in the short run (Tuckman, Gapinski and 

Hagemann 1976). If the demand for a given skill increases, the price 

paid to faculty for this skill will increase thereby creating salary 

differentials among faculty. In the long run, the number of faculty 

possessing the desired skill will increase and thus narrow the differ

ential among skills. 

What is the market reward for outstanding teaching? The evi

dence is mixed (Bayer 1973). In the absence of a comprehensive theory 

of learning, departments may not effectively appraise the teaching 

output of their faculty. Nevertheless, the department head or other 

decision maker can probably identify outstanding and poor teachers 

through contact with faculty members and evaluations by students. 

If a department wants to offer internal rewards to good teachers, 

it can discriminate among faculty on the basis of their teaching abili

ties. A problem arises when outstanding teachers attempt to sell their 

skills to other institutions or when new Ph.D.'s enter the job market. 

Good teachers are normally known locally; it is difficult to gain a 

national reputation for one's teaching skills as Brown (1965) reports. 

Consequently, the demand for those with outstanding teaching skills may 

be limited and the price paid for these skills low. 

The demand for faculty with research skills is likely to differ 

from that for teachers (Shulman 1979) . The output of researchers is 



more visible, consisting of publications which usually attract national 

audiences. The quality of a researcher's work can be more readily 

judged by experts, and its worth can be valued in terms of the grants 

it brings and its effects on the national reputation of the researcher. 

When one adds the prospect that researchers may be more versatile with 

quantitative and analytic technique than are teachers, both supply and 

demand forces would seem to place a relative premium of research skills. 

This premium should be at least partially reflected in the salary incre

ments received from the publication of articles and books (Tuckman, 

Gapinski and Hagemann 1976). 

Public service entails meeting with communities and public 

organizations, working on departmental or university committees, and 

performing charitable or educational activities (Bayer 1973). Some 

departments regard these activities highly and demand faculty successful 

in building contacts on the outside. However, as in the case of teach

ing, such activities are more inclined to receive local rather than 

national recognition. The market for faculty with these skills may be 

circumscribed given the difficulties inherent in determining a faculty 

member's public service abilities. 

Administrative skills are largely learned on the job (Tuckman, 

Gapinski and Hagemann 1976). While grant management, departmental and 

university duties, and prior work experiences provide faculty with some 

skills, many administrative abilities reduce to experience in specific 

human capital (Bayer 1973). Furthermore, administrative skills are not 

easily measured, and thus the market for this type of skill might be 

limited. But because administrators have a supervisory role in the 
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department, their salary is likely to be higher than that of other 

faculty. 

Most faculty enter the job market possessing more than one 

skill, and the salary an individual is offered presumably includes a 

return for each skill valued by the employing department (Reagan 1975). 

Different disciplines may assign different weights to given skills, and 

hence the structure of salaries could vary by discipline. It might also 

vary by sex as males and females may be subject to dissimilar supply and 

demand phenomena. 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction has been a concern of behavioral scientists for 

a number of years. Ever since Hoppock's (1935) classic work on job 

satisfaction, literally thousands of job satisfaction and employee 

attitude surveys have been conducted. Both Campbell, Converse and 

Rodgers (1976) and Locke (1976) contend that over three thousand arti

cles, books and dissertations on the topic of job satisfaction have been 

published. Obviously a comprehensive review of the literature of even 

the last decade would be impossible. 

As would be expected with this magnitude of literature on the 

subject of job satisfaction, a lack of agreement exists in theoretical 

orientations. There are those researchers who espouse a one-factor 

theory of job satisfaction and there are those who seek to establish the 

validity of the two-factor approach. Prior to 1957 the one-factor 

approach to job satisfaction dominated as the accepted paradigm; 

implicit in all of the studies was the unidimensionality of the concept 



of job satisfaction (Russell 1975). Feelings toward the job were 

classified as either positive (satisfaction) or negative (dissatis

faction) . 

Foremost in the literature of that period was Maslow's need 

hierarchy theory. Maslow (1954) asserts that man has five basic 

categories of needs: 

1. Physiological needs -- food, water, air. 

2. Safety needs -- freedom from physical threats and harm 
and economic security. 

3. Belongingness and love needs. 

4. Esteem needs--mastery and achievement and recognition 
and approval by others. 

5. Self-actualization needs--the desire to become more 
and more of what one is. 

Maslow's theory argues that these needs are arranged in a hierarchy of 

dominance, the order from most to least dominant. According to Maslow, 

the more dominant needs are neither desired nor sought until the less 

dominant needs are satisfied. Thus the need for self-esteem will not 

produce satisfaction when attained until the physiological needs are 

fulfilled. 

The publications of Herzberg, Mausner and Synderman (1959) were 

the beginning of modern research into job satisfaction with the focus 

of attention on the work itself. This new emphasis suggested that real 

satisfaction with the job could only be provided by allowing individuals 

enough responsibility and discretion to enable them to grow mentally. 

In their study of 200 engineers and accountants, subjects were asked to 

describe a time when they felt especially satisfied and a time when they 
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felt especially dissatisfied with their jobs. Herzberg classified these 

incidents as involving the work itself, achievement, promotion, recog

nition, and responsibility. These were frequently mentioned as sources 

of satisfaction, and less often as sources of dissatisfaction. This 

group of factors was labeled "motivators." The incidents involving 

supervision, interpersonal relations, working conditions, company 

policies, and salary were frequently mentioned as caused of dissatis

faction, and less frequently as causes of satisfaction. Herzberg 

labeled these categories as "hygienes." 

Herzberg concluded that there are many facets of job satisfac

tion and that satisfaction is not unidimensional. He proposed that 

people perceive job satisfaction in terms of two sets of factors which 

are essentially independent, and "that factors leading to positive and 

those leading to negative attitudes would differ." Satisfaction depends 

on motivators while dissatisfaction is the result of hygiene factors. 

Thus job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are two separate, independent 

continua, not opposite ends of a bipolar dimension of liking/disliking 

one's work. 

McGregor (1960) has outlined two different sets of assumptions 

that managers can make about employees. These two hypotheses, which he 

calls Theory X and Theory Y, are opposites. 

Theory X assumes that the average person dislikes work and if 

possible will avoid doing it. Because of this natural dislike of work, 

people must be coerced, manipulated, or even threatened wi;h punishment 

in order to motivate them. According to Theory X, the average worker 

prefers to be directed, avoids responsibility, has little ambition, 



but desires job security. Managerial energy and direction therefore 

must center on providing incentives, direct rewards, threats or punish

ment . 

According to Theory Y, work is a natural activity as play or 

rest. Workers exercise self-direction and self-control to meet work 

objectives. Under proper conditions the average worker learns to seek 

and accept responsibility and to apply high levels of ingenuity and 

creativity to work-related problems. Theory Y further assumes that in 

many work environments the broad range of worker talents is incompletely 

utilized. Therefore, to maximize worker productivity, all the manager 

need do is arrange job tasks and provide an environment that will allow 

the worker to take advantage of natural creative tendencies. 

In general, three factors affect the manager's decision to use 

a leadership stype consistent with one theory over the other: The 

importance of results; the nature of the work to be done; worker 

characteristics. 

If these factors indicate that Theory X assumptions are correct, 

then a more autocratic managerial style may be called for. On the other 

hand, if analysis of these factors favors Theory Y, then a more demo

cratic or participative approach may be in order. Table 3 presents 

these three work factors, and the guidelines for applying McGregor's 

theories. 

Vroom (1964) state that "intuitively it would appear that the 

meaning typically accorded to the term satisfaction comes very close 

to what is meant by valence." If job satisfaction is the valence of 

a work role to its occupant, it becomes clear that there could be 
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Table 3. Guidelines for Applying Theory X or Theory Y. 

Factor Theory X Theory Y 

Importance of 
Results 

other employees depend 
on work 

strict time constraints 
quality is essential 

independent of others' 
work 

completion time flexible 
quality is less 

essential 

Nature of Work routine 
strict sequence 
stable environment 

creative: requires 
judgment 

flexible sequence 
changing environment 

Characteristic 
of Worker 

less skilled 
inexperienced 
less training 
new to setting 

skilled professional 
experienced 
advanced training 
knows setting well 

different valences associated with different properties of work roles. 

The term valence then refers to the affective orientations toward 

particular outcomes. Thus, positive attitudes toward the job are 

conceptually equivalent to job satisfaction and negative attitudes 

toward the job are equivalent to job dissatisfaction. 

From the above description of Vroom's perception of job satis

faction he suggests six components of job satisfaction: 

1. Supervision 

2. Work group 

3. Job content 

4. Wages 
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5. Promotional opportunities 

6. Hours of work 

It follows then that job satisfaction may be defined as a pleasurable 

or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job 

or job experience. 

Campbell et al. (1976) state that "how a person assesses a 

particular attribute of a specific domain is considered to be dependent 

on two items: 

1. How one perceives the attribute, and 

2. the standard against which the individual judges that 
attribute 

Schneider and Snyder (1975) propose that job satisfaction consists of 

perceptions of the job filtered through the individual's system of norms, 

values and expectations. 

Satisfaction indicates work adjustment as viewed by the individ

ual. In essence, the individual is assumed to evaluate one's work 

environment. Hunt and Saul (1975) claim that an individual brings to 

the work environment a set of capacities and skills which one expects 

to use on certain tasks. A person's expectations about the work environ

ment and a set of attitudes grow out of, and are affected by, the ful

fillment or non-fulfillment of expectations. These attitudes are 

considered the individual's satisfaction. Realistic work expectations 

have been hypothesized by Siassi, Crocetti and Spiro (1974) to develop 

as a result of previous work experience in several organizations (a 

function of age) and/or as a result of current experience gained in 

one organization (a function of tenure). The previous kind of 



experience thus may be expected to have a greater impact on overall job 

satisfaction when the current kind of experience is short-term. 

Similarly, the current type of experience may be expected to have a 

greater impact on satisfaction when the previous kind of experience 

is limited (Ivancevich and Donnelly 1975). 

Locke (1976) defines job satisfaction as the results "from 

attainment of values which are compatible with one's needs." Locke 

portrays the most important values or conditions conducive to job 

satisfaction as: 

1. Mentally challenging work with which the individual can 
cope successfully. 

2. Personal interest in the work itself. 

3. Work which is not too physically tiring. 

4. Rewards for performance which are just, informative, and 
in line with the individual's personal aspirations. 

5. Working conditions which are compatible with the individual's 
physical needs and which facilitate the accomplishment of his 
work goals. 

6. High self-esteem on the part of the employee. 

7. Agents in the workplace who help the employee to attain job 
values such as interesting work, pay and promotions, whose 
basic values are similar to his own, and who minimize role 
conflict and ambiguity. 

Thus, a final definition of job satisfaction may be the pleasurable 

emotional state resulting from the perception of one's job as fulfilling 

or allowing the fulfillment of one's important job values, providing 

that these values are compatible with one's perceived needs. 

The hypothesis is that the more redundant a worker's task, e.g., 

the assembly line, the more difficult it is for an individual to adjust 
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to the immediate task. Work itself has been suggested as the single 

most important source of an individual's dissatisfaction. Satisfaction 

with work is one of the strongest predictors of Campbell's Index of Well 

Being, accounting for nearly twenty percent of the variance in the 

general measure of the quality of life experience (Campbell, Converse 

and Rodgers 1976) . 

Significant numbers of American workers are dissatisfied with 

the quality of their working lives. Dull, repetitive, seemingly meaning

less tasks, offering little challenge or autonomy are causing discontent 

among workers at all occupational levels. Alienation from work has been 

attributed particularly to blue collar workers engaged in repetitive 

tasks (Siassi, Crocetti and Spiro 1974). 

A worker's satisfaction with a job is seen by Mitchell (1974) 

to be a function of the degree to which the job is instrumental for 

valued outcomes. The values and motives considered to be most important 

by the individuals pertain primarily to the intrinsic characteristics 

of the situation; for example, in work organizations such factors as job 

challenge, the ability to use valued skills, a sense of accomplishment, 

and opportunities to get ahead, are of primary importance. One of the 

extrinsic job features, one's pay, is probably the most discussed by 

theorists, as well as by the job holders themselves. Yet, it is not the 

absolute level of pay one receives for one's efforts that is expected to 

influence one's behavior. Rather, it is the perceived equity of the pay 

that is important. 

Job satisfaction was found to be high when people started their 

first job, but it subsequently declined until people reached their late 
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twenties or early thirties, at which point it began to rise (Hunt and 

Saul 1975; Campbell, Converse and Rodgers 1976). Once satisfaction 

levels increased, they did so for the remainder of the work career. 

But satisfaction levels appear to be inversely related to the level of 

education one has achieved (Gordon and Arvey 1975). 

Gibson and Klein (1970) hypothesized a significant, negative, 

linear relationship between overall job satisfaction and company 

tenure. The more satisfied the individual, the greater the force on 

an individual to remain in the situation and the lower the probability 

of one voluntarily withdrawing from it. 

Herzberg et al. (1957) suggest a possible explanation for these 

findings is that initially high work expectations were not fulfilled, 

with a resultant drop in job satisfaction. Increasing maturity and 

work experience lead the employee to adjust his ambitions and work 

expectations to a more realistic level. These new expectations were 

more attainable, and satisfaction subsequently tended to increase. 

Hulin and Smith (1965) suggest that with increasing tenure employees 

adjust their expectations in the direction of the real opportunities 

and returns from the job. Hence, there should be an ever decreasing 

gap between the employee's expectations and actual environmental returns 

which result in increasing levels of job satisfaction. 

Many of the above studies rely heavily on exploring general 

areas of job satisfaction. These type of data are referred to as 

"facet-free" data by Seashore and Taber (1975). Facet-free data are 

primarily data obtained when the individual is asked to indicate one's 

global satisfaction with one's job and job environment without specifying 
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in advance the particular aspects to be considered or how in advance 

they are to be combined. In effect, each individual provides a net 

response derived from one's own set of facets, weighted or combined in 

one's own unique fashion. There also exists a set of unstated and 

unique assumptions not only about the context for evaluation, but also 

about the individual's fit to the job and its environment, and with the 

environmental reality defined by one's perceptions and cognitions. In 

contrast, most recent work, including attempts to confirm older studies, 

also examine "facet-specific" job satisfaction. Facet-specific data 

are obtained when the individuals are asked to relate their satisfaction 

with respect to a specified aspect of their job or job environment (Sea

shore and Taber 1975). 

In contrast to the business and industrial environments, rela-

' tively few studies have focused on job satisfaction in the academic 

setting. When this occurs, however, most researchers have adopted 

methodologies and techniques from industry and business. 

Lazarsfeld and Thielens (1958) produced a comprehensive volume 

characterizing the American professoriate by reporting on information 

provided by 2,451 social scientists. This served as a guide for a 

future study by Parsons and Piatt (1968) in their broad-based study of 

the American academic profession. Although they asked questions relating 

to job satisfaction in their questionnaire, sophisticated analysis 

relating this to other variables was not attempted. Results did reveal, 

however, that a high percentage of academic individuals, regardless of 

their institutional affiliation, were satisfied with the academic 

profession. 
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Most recent studies were attempts to confirm or deny previous 

investigators' work. Cohen (1974) surveyed 222 community college 

instructors using an open-ended questionnaire and a variation of the 

Herzberg format. Support for the dual factor theory was confirmed. 

Thomas (1977) duplicated Herzberg's methodology in a test of the dual 

factor theory on 36 community college administrators. Again, strong 

support for the theory was reported. Avakian (1971) used a sample 

of 50 liberal arts faculty as the subjects of her study designed to test 

Herzberg's hypothesis. General support for the dual-factor theory was 

indicated. Aebi (1972) conducted an investigation of 250 faculty mem

bers and aministrators from 15 private, church-related liberal arts 

colleges in a test of the dual-factor theory. Partial support for the 

theory was reported. Swierenga (1971) tested the applicability of 

the dual-factor theory on 200 faculty members teaching at a large, 

midwestern university. Little support for the theory was indicated. 

Moxley (1977) studied 200 randomly selected faculty members 

across all fields of higher education. Her results were consistent with 

Herzberg's dual-factor theory and Porter's (1961) need satisfaction 

research. Clay (1971) conducted his research to test the validity of 

Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs theory. His findings suggest that 

a job offering reasonable opportunities to satisfy the basic needs will 

break down the hierarchical relationship posed by Maslow. Thus, super

visors who use this theory to guide relations with faculty should re

examine their approach and study other job satisfaction theories. 

Perhaps the most interesting and significant study in higher 

education was performed by DeVries (1972) in his examination of sources 



of influence over 290 faculty members of a large public university. It 

was found that 1) both the role expectations a faculty member has for 

himself/herself and the role expectations of the employing organization 

predict positively and significantly the role behavior of the respon

dents; 2) the departmental colleagues' expectations predict significant

ly role behaviors for the research role only; 3) rank and the 

cosmopolitan-local dimensions were shown to be significant mediators 

of the conformity of the respondents to their colleagues' expectations; 

4) the degree of a person-role conflict a faculty member is exposed to 

was related to his/her productivity (research) but not to his/her 

satisfaction. DeVries' findings have important implications for under

standing both role theory and faculty behavior. 

One study of job satisfaction was found for faculty in the 

health-related professions. This study used a 54 item questionnaire 

referred to as the Fundamental Interpersonal Relationship Orientation -

Behavior (FIRO-B), to determine what behavior a respondent expresses 

toward others and what behaviors is expected from others (Sechrist 1977). 

The instrument is to be used to determine how those involved in health 

education feel about their work, how they would improve the professional 

status of their occupation, and what can be done to improve profession

alism in health education. No report of any actual application of this 

instrument could be found in the literature. 

Finally, a preliminary, confirming study has been attempted for 

college of pharmacy faculty (Bober 1979). Using a non-randomized 

methodology of 202 faculty members (60 percent non-administrative, 

40 percent administrative), Herzberg's dual-factor theory was tested. 



The study fails to support the dual-factor theory. However, contrary 

to the author's expectations the study results indicated that pharmacy 

faculty members received significantly more job dissatisfaction from the 

absence or inadequacy of motivator factors than from the absence or 

inadequacy of hygiene factors. 

The Socialization from Student 
to Practicing Professional 

Besides the significance of this research to college pharmacy 

administrators and faculty members, the reader should constantly keep 

in mind a more subtle, yet no less important fact: the influence of 

faculty on future professionals. The following information is offered 

to provide suitable background material for those who will read the 

results of this study. 

Since all health workers start out as laypersons they must 

undergo a set of conversion experiences, a set of "rites of passage." 

Health workers must develop a routine attitude toward events that lay

persons endow with mystery and fear. The early idealism of the incoming 

study must be supplanted by a practical, technical ability toward 

getting the work done (Krause 1971) . Professional status, therefore, 

is the presence of an intellectual technique, acquired by special 

training, which performs a service for society and is unavailable to 

the laity (Carr-Saunders and Wilson 1944). In the term "intellectual 

technique," technique suggests an application of knowledge, while 

intellectual connotes a more theoretically oriented approach (Hall 1969). 
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Parsons (1959) says of a profession: 

I conceive a profession to be a category of occupational role 
which is organized about the mastery of and fiduciary respon
sibility for any important segment of a society's cultural 
tradition, including responsibility for its perpetuation and 
for its future development. In addition, a profession may have 
responsibility for the application of its knowledge in practice 
situations. 

Carr-Saunders and Wilson (1944) consider a profession to consist 

of three parts. The first dimension concerns the profession's possesion 

of specialized intellectual skills and a body of theory acquired over 

a long period by those socialized and trained in it. A second main 

factor of the professional type of occupational group lies in the nature 

of the interpersonal relationship between the professional and client. 

Finally, other dimensions include: licensure, internal self-regulation, 

relation of the profession to society, and community trust. 

The professional orientation is acquired through socialization. 

Merton (1957) has defined socialization as: 

The process by which people selectively acquire the values and 
attitudes, the interest, skills and knowledge -- in short, the 
culture-- current in the groups of which they are, or are seeking 
to become, a member. It refers to the learning of social roles. 
In its application to the medical student, socialization refers 
to the processes through which he develops his professional self, 
with its characteristic values, attitudes, knowledge and skills, 
fusing these into a more or less consistent set of dispositions 
which govern his behavior in a wide variety of professional (and 
extra-professional) situations. 

Socialization is in itself a process by which an individual 

acquires the behaviors, beliefs and values of the group with whom he 

or she becomes or aspires to become identified (Manasse, Stewart and 

Hall 1975). Thus, the ultimate goal of socialization is to prepare the 

individual to deal with the requirements of full adult participation in 
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society. Honigmann (1963) explains, "socialization makes out of each 

normal individual the kind of human being who more or less perfectly 

measured up to his community's expectations." Emphasis on socialization 

as a process which shapes and enforces content makes the process dis

tinctively life-long (Olesen 1973). 

A specific type of socialization in recent focus has been that 

of professional socialization. This term connotes what Hughes (1973) 

refers to as "what happens to an individual in the course of training 

for his occupation." The focus of the professional process is the 

method by which professional aspirants exchange their lay views and 

imagery of a profession for those the profession ascribes to itself 

(Davis 1968) . 

In this layperson-to-professional exchange, students acquire a 

self-image within the context of their professional role and, at the 

same time, begin to adjust to professional demands and uncertainties. 

The major feature of professional socialization is that the process 

occurs under strictly defined conditions and is administered by the 

"gate-keeping" professional group (Manasse, Kabat and Wertheimer 1976). 

Formal education or institutionalized training has long been 

recognized as the major socializing agency for a variety of roles. 

Socialization takes place primarily through social interaction with 

people who are significant for the individual. This social interaction 

in medical school probably occurs with faculty members above most others, 

but importantly also with fellow students, with the complement of 

associated personnel, and with patients (Merton 1957). 
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Attempts to indoctrinate students with a professional attitude 

are essentially an effort to encourage adoption of those ideals held as 

rather universally acceptable in our culture. It requires specific and 

purposeful teaching designed to demonstrate the relationship of these 

ideals that are already recognized by the profession but with which 

students may not yet be familiar (Fischer 1960) . Yet Feather (1975), 

although he found some evidence of change, reports that a study of 

university impact demonstrated a "virtual absence of any change that 

could be attributed to the impact of the university per se" on ideals. 

Differing ideas are brought to the profession by students, and 

these are in turn reinforced by the socialization process. The degree 

to which socialization within an idealogical framework takes place would 

certainly be a function of the values brought by the students themselves 

(Manasse, Stewart and Hall 1975). 

With regards to professional socialization of the pharmacy 

student, little has been reported in the professional literature. Of 

all the health professions, pharmacy has probably received the least 

attention from those social and behavioral scientists interested in 

professions and professionalism as a subject matter in its own right. 

There is a clear void in terms of sociological or psychological data 

about pharmacists (Manasse 1974). 

Enrollment in a particular type of pharmacy curriculum is very 

likely only one of the many variables which are associated with more or 

less positive student attitudes toward the profession of pharmacy 

(Hammel 1977). During this time the major formal and manifest sociali

zation mechanisms are lectures, laboratories, exercises, and peer 



influences which, in many ways, are continuous with the student's prior 

school experience. Most of the socializers during this early period 

are scientists and not practitioner-faculty. Differential socialization 

based upon school-type is evident, for example, in the profession of 

nursing. Although Alluto and Hrebiniak (1971) did not find differences 

in professional commitment of nurses, they did find marked differences 

in personality characteristics of students and expectations concerning 

professional role conflict in different types of schools. Becker and 

Henry (1962) in their discussion of how pharmacy education tends to 

develop a curriculum for the ideal practice of the profession (the 

symbol) rather than the real practice of pharmacy points out that: 

Professional education tends to build curricula and programs in 
ways suggested by the symbol and so fails to prepare its students 
for the world they will have to work in. Educators might perform 
a great service by working out a symbol more closely related to 
the realities of work life practitioners confront, a symbol which 
would provide an intelligible and workable moral guide in problem
atic situations. 

This could be the case in pharmacy, although there is no evidence to 

support this fact among different colleges of pharmacy. However, 

colleges of pharmacy located within large state universities with 

medical schools may have quite different orientations toward profes

sional practice than those which are private and self-supporting. It 

is highly probable that colleges of pharmacy administered by conserva

tive deans and highly physical science oriented faculties have a 

different definition of professional imperatives for pharmacists than 

their liberal colleagues in colleges characterized as avant garde 

(Manasse, Stewart and Hall 1975). 
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Schwirian (1972) found that students at the Universities of 

Wyoming, Maryland and Southern California are most likely to view 

pharmacy as a science, while those at the Universities of Puerto Rico, 

Arkansas and South Dakota State are most likely to perceive pharmacy 

as a service rather than a science. These data suggest a differential 

attitude development on the part of different university faculties and 

environments. 

In a study by Buerki (1967) differing value systems within one 

college of pharmacy's student population were vividly demonstrated. 

Students were given descriptions of two pharmacists. Pharmacist Smyth 

was devoted to the professional model, and Druggist Smith had a marginal 

commitment to professionalism. When asked if the description of Smyth 

was representative of the typical community pharmacist, 100 percent of 

the control group (students in a social psychology class) responded 

affirmatively while students in pharmacy ranged from 91.3 percent (first 

year students) to 64.7 percent (fifth year students) in affirmative 

responses. The differing value orientations are closely attached to 

differing value expectations and states of idealization. Harvey (1966) 

suggests pharmacy does not have a dominant value orientation and thus 

recruits persons from divergent value orientations. He feels that as 

long as these differential value orientations are maintained, there will 

be conflict in reaching unity on a professional ideology in pharmacy. 

The professional attitudes of medical students more closely 

resemble the professional attitudes of their teachers during the under

graduate period than those of the practitioners. In the socialization 

process, however, a shift is often found among students from an 



idealistic to a pragmatic orientation. This shift is due to students 

frequently changing role models as they progress through various stages 

of the system (Harris 1974; Ondrack 1975). In the educational years and 

the early post-schooling years, a series of factors are basic to future 

patterns and choices. The professor is a common factor. Hall (1969), 

in his studies of medicine, and Miles (1975), in his study of the 

ministry, indicate the important ways in which senior colleagues can 

smooth the way in professional training, in practice, or in the execu

tive ranks of management. This "sponsorship" process using senior 

colleagues often determines the difference between successful careers 

and careers which do not live up to the ideals or expectations common 

in the occupation or profession. This is dependent upon whether the 

age, sex, race, social class, and ethnic group are acceptable to the 

sponsors. 

The functions of teaching and examination performed by the 

faculty cause students to be extremely sensitive to the faculty's per

ception of the profession. Schwirian and Facchinetti (1975) have 

written that pharmacy students expressed more negative attitudes toward 

pharmacy after two years in pharmacy school than when they entered. 

The change to more negative attitudes was in the direction of faculty 

attitudes. Certainly it is not the intent of pharmacy educators and 

curriculum to nurture cynicism and disillusionment among their students. 

Yet, in some way, some pharmacy students seem to adopt these negative 

attitudes despite the assumed good intentions of educators. 

In the professionalization process of the pharmacy student, 

two major socializing agents exist; the faculty and the pharmacist 
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preceptor. These two groups may have distinct attitudinal character

istics although on a demographic basis these two groups are quite 

similar (Manasse 1974). Manasse and his co-workers found some differ

ences between the faculty and preceptor groups in relative strengths on 

some individual source trait scales. They suggested that a very similar 

pattern of personality existed when the total group of source traits 

were examined. But in the majority of attitudinal variables examined, 

the pharmacy faculty demonstrated a more negative and cynical view than 

did the pharmacy preceptor practitioners (Manasse, Kabat and Wertheimer 

1976). 

In summary, the effect upon the student of any educational 

program is largely determined by the appropriateness of the curriculum, 

the vitality of the teaching and the quality of the educational environ

ment (Pharmacists for the Future 1975). If the education of future 

pharmacists is to achieve greater effectiveness and higher quality, two 

of our concerns must be the faculty and the educational environment. 

The excellence or lack of excellence of any educational experience 

depends directly upon the quality of the members of the faculty, their 

scholarship, their teaching proficiency, their motivation and their 

ability to serve as role models. The school of pharmacy must provide 

faculty with opportunities for mature learning, success and satisfaction 

in the educational environment. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This research was begun from the conviction that the relation

ship between objective conditions and psychological states is imperfect. 

To know the quality of job or job experience it was necessary to 

directly approach individuals for their description of how their lives 

felt to them. In order to study job satisfaction of college of pharmacy 

faculty, it was necessary to evaluate work environment and personal 

characteristics, rewards provided, and the various aspects of perfor

mance within one's job for each faculty member. 

Selection of the Sample 

The entire population of full-time faculty at all accredited 

colleges of pharmacy was studied. These individuals were identified 

through a 1979-1980 mailing list provided by the American Association 

of Colleges of Pharmacy which allows each school to identify its full-

time personnel. The population was further identified by each individ

ual faculty member as to whether or not he/she was considered full-time 

by his/her school. All full-time faculty were asked to participate in 

the study on a voluntary basis. 

Method of Data Collection 

From a methodological standpoint, this research utilized a 

survey approach in an attempt to make descriptive assertions about 

56 
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full-time faculty in all accredited colleges of pharmacy in the United 

States. There exist three possible survey methods: personal interview, 

telephone interview, and mail questionnaire (Babbie 1973). The personal 

interview and telephone interview techniques were not chosen because of 

the large population studied and the wide geographic distribution of the 

subjects. Thus the mail questionnaire method was chosen because of its 

relative economy. 

In this research project the survey technique was utilized in a 

cross-sectional fashion. That is, rather than examining the components 

of change in satisfaction that occur during the career experience, 

changes in satisfaction were examined on the basis of inter-group differ

ences identified by the administration of the survey at a single point 

in time. Such cross-sectional analysis offered some distinct advantages: 

1. Hie collection of data at one point in time across all groups. 

2. Uniform instructions and guidelines to minimize direction bias. 

3. Administration of the survey to an intact group of individuals 

not subject to change due to experimental mortality. 

The major weakness in cross-sectional research when compared to a longi

tudinal approach to the study problem lies in the validity of descrip

tive relationships. Since a group's activities and its inherent changes 

are not monitored over time in the cross-sectional design, these 

relationships in terms of the time component are difficult to ascertain 

and can only be conjecture. 



The Selection and Construction 
of the Survey Instrument 

The combination of three survey instruments was selected for 

administration to the study participants. All of these instruments 

were measures of job satisfaction. One measured the degree of satis

faction an individual had with regards to specific aspects of the job. 

The second instrument measured global feelings of the job in general. 

The separation of global perceptions from specific aspects was an 

attempt to demonstrate an individual can be satisfied with his/her job 

overall, but at the same time be very dissatisfied with some specific 

components of the job. The third instrument measured faculty profes

sional interests and thus provided an indirect measure and confirmation 

of both specific and global aspects of job satisfaction. 

The first questionnaire to be chosen was the Minnesota Satis

faction Questionnaire (Weiss and England 1967) as adapted from Hammel 

(1977). The basic instrument is a multi-faceted set of thirteen speci

fic job satisfaction facets, which may be arranged in any order. From 

a list of satisfaction core scales the researcher may create an instru

ment to test any or all of the thirteen facets. The thirteen factors 

measured by the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire have been identi

fied from extensive factor analytic study by the authors of the tests 

as well as by other researchers. These facets are 

1. Ability utilization 

2. Advancement 

3. Work challenge 

4. Company aims and plans 
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5. Company policies and practices 

6. Staffing 

7. Compensation (amount) 

8. Compensation (comparison) 

9. Compensation (practices) 

10. Feedback 

11. Supervision (competence) 

12. Supervision (human relations) 

13. General satisfaction 

A complete list of the twenty-six items used to test these thirteen 

facets is found in Appendix A. 

A seven-point modified-Likert scale was used to determine facet-

specific job satisfaction. The scale was labeled only at the two 

extremes and ranged from "extremely satisfied" to "not satisfied." Even 

though the scale was unbalanced, it was felt necessary to use such a 

scale since it duplicated the work of previous researchers (Weiss and 

England 1967; Hammel 1977). 

The second instrument chosen was a series of questions pertain

ing to overall job and life satisfaction taken from The 1972-1973 

Quality of Employment Survey (Quinn Shepard 1974) . This instrument 

utilizes a series of statements to measure an individual's general 

affective reaction to the job without reference to any specific facets 

(i.e., facet-free measures). Also included in this section was one 

question pertaining to an individual's intention to leave a job within 

the next year (Appendix B). 
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The thirty-seven questions discussed above were adapted from 

Hammel (1977) for two reasons. First, it has been proposed by several 

authors that a socializing force in the profession occurs through the 

educational process and hence by the faculty (Smith 1970; Manasse, 

Stewart and Hall 1975) . By having data for both practicing pharmacists, 

who were previously students, and their faculty this hypothesis can be 

tested by further research. Secondly, Hammel's methodology was very 

specific in testing the reliability and validity of his questionnaire 

in two population samples--practicing pharmacists and pharmacy faculty. 

Further use of such an instrument can only serve to improve the quality 

of data collected and reported. 

The third portion of the survey instrument was an adaptation of 

the University of Southern California Faculty Professional Interests 

Survey (Cliff 1975) . This survey was designed to explain the validity 

of faculty stereotypes (teaching, research, service and administration) 

that have developed and to examine the extent to which they are corre

lated with attitudes, behavior and job satisfaction. This instrument 

was chosen because it specifically addresses several of the objectives 

of this research in an academic setting. Questions were again adapted 

in the interest of prior use. 

The final part of the questionnaire consisted of informational 

items grouped according to work environment and personal characteristics, 

rewards and performance. Appendix C presents these questions and their 

method of encoding for data preparation and analysis. 
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To summarize then, the survey battery constructed for use in 

this investigation consisted of the following components (Appendix D): 

1. Twenty-six items from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, 

2. Eleven items from the 1972-1973 Quality of Employment Survey, 

3. Eight items from the University of Southern California Faculty 

Professional Interests Survey, and 

4. Informational (demographic) responses. 

Treatment of Response Bias 

Response bias can occur in several contexts (Babbie 1973). 

First, bias can occur subsequent to each follow-up to the original 

mailing of the questionnaire. In order to control for this factor, 

returned responses were assigned a group number representing whether 

their return was the result of the original mailing or one of two 

follow-up mailings. These three groups were then evaluated for signifi

cant differences by applying an analysis of variance on responses to 

survey instrument items 51, 57 and 71 (Appendix D), at the .05 level of 

significance. A second source of response bias can occur as differences 

between the respondent group and non-respondent group. To control for 

this factor a chi-square for goodness of fit statistic was used to 

discriminate between the following independent variables: highest 

earned degree, discipline, rank, sex and school type. The level of 

significance tested was p = 0.05. 

Administering the Survey Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was sent to all full-time faculty at all 

accredited colleges of pharmacy. Deans and associate and assistant 
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deans were not included in the study. The questionnaire included a 

cover letter (Appendix E) explaining the importance of each individual's 

participation and what this project hoped to accomplish. The question

naire itself had pertinent instructions at the top and at the beginning 

of each section. After completion of the survey instrument, the 

respondent could return the questionnaire in the enclosed pre-addressed 

and stamped envelope. In order to facilitate the follow-up of un-

returned questionnaires, each survey contained a two-part code number 

on the front page and on the return envelope. The first part of the 

code identified the college of pharmacy and the second part was a 

consecutively assigned number for each full-time faculty member at that 

school. This code number was used instead of the subject's name to 

assure confidentiality of responses and was explained as such in the 

cover letter. 

Two follow-up procedures were performed (Appendices F and G). 

The first was a postcard sent two weeks after the initial mailing to 

the subjects. The second follow-up was a letter accompanied by an extra 

copy of the pre-coded form and another self-addressed and pre-stamped 

envelope sent three weeks after the first mailing to all non-respondents. 

Each completed questionnaire returned was individually examined 

for correctness. In those cases where serious errors were made in 

completing the survey instrument, the questionnaire was returned and 

the participant was requested to complete it correctly. If the partici

pants had any questions, they were requested to call collect for 

assistance. 
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All the completed questionnaires were again examined for com

pleteness and subsequently coded. These were then keypunched, verified 

and submitted to the University of Arizona Computer Center for analysis. 

Figure 1 outlines the various components of this methodology and 

the relative time elapsed for the accomplishment of these components. 

Treatment of the Data 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al. 

1975) was used to evaluate these data. The previously designated tests 

were performed to control for response bias (see Treatment of Response 

Bias, p. 61). Tests for central tendency (i.e., mean, median, standard 

deviation and range) were applied to all informative responses to 

characterize the study population. 

Graded responses to questions pertaining to job satisfaction 

were evaluated. Facet-free measures were subjected to factor analysis 

and each resulting factor represented the study population's, and sub

groups of the study population's, satisfaction with a faculty position 

in general. Facet-specific measures were also subjected to factor 

analysis, in the method of previous researchers (Weiss and England 1967). 

This analysis represented the study population's, and population sub

groups', satisfaction with a faculty position in relation to specific 

aspects of that position. Finally, the University of Southern California 

Faculty Interests Survey (Cliff 1975) study population's and sub

groups' responses were subjected to factor analytic study. All factors 

were labeled (assigned terminology) by the researcher and were used as 

such for further analysis and evaluation of satisfaction. 



*Initial contact with AACP 

****Negotiation with AACP**** 

*Questionnaire development* 

*Approval from AACP 

*First mailing 

*Second mailing 

*Third mailing 

**Data preparation** 

**Data analysis** 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 

Number of Weeks 

Figure 1. Methodology Flow Diagram. 
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Population sub-groups were identified by evaluation of indepen

dent variables in relation to the research questions posed in Chapter 1. 

These sub-groups were evaluated for job satisfaction using the Pearson 

Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient statistic as an initial screen 

for relationships and by analysis of variance where appropriate and 

where relationships were suspected. 

An analysis was also performed to determine if, and to what 

extent, a clinically significant correlation existed between any of the 

factors identified above. The response to item 63 on the survey instru

ment (an assessment of work environment) was also included in this 

analysis. 

To answer the eight research questions posed in the introduction 

of this study (p. 7 and 8), each of the independent variables assigned 

to assess work environmental and personal characteristics, rewards and 

performance (p. 6 and 7) were subjected to correlation and analysis of 

variance techniques. The appropriate parametric (one-way analysis of 

variance and Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient statistics 

for continuous data) and non-parametric (chi-square for non-continuous 

data) tests were performed on the remainder of the data. All levels of 

significance were reported for further interpretation by the reader. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A study was conducted to determine to what degree work environ

ment and personal characteristics, rewards and performance contribute 

to job satisfaction among full-time faculty at all accredited colleges 

of pharmacy. Of the 1962 questionnaires mailed, 1307 (66.6 percent) 

were returned before March 14, 1980, at which time the final data 

compilation was begun. Not all responses were usable however, in that 

148 returned questionnaires stated that, in the opinion of the faculty 

member, he/she was not a full-time faculty and therefore did not meet 

the criteria of the study. These individuals fell into two categories: 

librarians and faculty funded primarily by university academic or staff 

units other than the college of pharmacy. The return of 1159 question

naires on a net mailing of 1814 questionnaires yielded a response rate 

of 63.9 percent. 

Treatment of Response Bias 

Response bias was examined in two contexts. First, bias can 

occur subsequent to each follow-up to the original mailing of the 

questionnaire. To test for this source of bias, one question from each 

of the three instruments comprising the job satisfaction responses to 

this study was examined over time. Time parameters were defined within 

those faculty responding to the first mailing, second mailing and third 

66 
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mailing. These questions (51, 58 and 71--Appendix D) were chosen 

because they represented a general question from each of the satisfac

tion instruments used in this research. Analysis of variance revealed 

no significant differences either statistically or practically (Table 4) 

between each response group and their answers to the three satisfaction 

questions (Question 51--F= 0.091, df = 2,1144, P = 0.91; Question 58--

F= 0.166, df= 2,1147, P = 0.85; Question 71 — F = 0.063, df = 2,1142, 

P = 0.94). Therefore, it was concluded that each responding group was 

homogeneous and the analysis could proceed as planned by grouping all 

three responding groups into one group representing all responding 

faculty. 

The second source of response bias can occur as differences 

between the respondent group and the non-respondent group. Five inde

pendent variables (school type, discipline, highest earned degree, sex 

and rank) were used to evaluate this source of bias using a chi-square 

for goodness of fit analytic technique. The results of these analyses 

showed no significant differences in all cases (Table 5). 

Demographic Characteristics 
(The Independent Variables) 

Work Environment and Personal Characteristics 

The 1159 respondents were represented by each accredited college 

of pharmacy ranging from a 20 percent to a 100 percent response rate 

(Appendix H). The majority of the respondents responded as a result 

of the initial mailing (82.0 percent) with 5.6 percent and 12.4 percent 

responding to subsequent mailings respectively. 



Table 4. Oneway Analysis of Variance of Questionnaire Items 51, 58 and 71 by Response Group. 

Question 
Response_ 
Group 2 X 

Response_ 
Group 3 X 

Response_ 
Group 4 X 

51. How satisfied am I with 
each of the following 
aspects of my present 
faculty position: 
My position, all things 
considered? 
(7=extremely satisfied; 
l=not satisfied) 

58. How often do you leave work 
with a good feeling that 
you have done something 
particularly well? 
(l=very often; 
2=pretty often; 
3=once in a while; 
4=never) 

71. If you were to begin your 
career again, would you 
still want to be a college 
professor? 
(l=definitely yes; 
2=probably yes; 
3=probably no; 
4=definitely no) 

4.97 5.03 4.94 0.091 0.91 

2 .11  2.06 2 .12  0.166 0.85 

1.78 1.77 1.76 0.063 0.94 

ON 
00 



Table 5. Characterisits of Full-time Faculty by Noil-respondent and Respondent Groups. 

Independent Variable 
Number of 

Non-respondents 
(Percent) 

Number of 
Respondents 
(Percent) 

df Significance 

Carnegie Classification 
1.1 Public 150 (31.4) 327 (68.6) 
1.1 Private 17 (48.6) 18 (51.4) 
1.2 Public 123 (40.5) 181 (59.5) 
1.2 Private 6 (50.0) 6 (50.0) 
1.3 Public 77 (35.0) 143 (65.0) 
1.3 Private 27 (62.8) 16 (37.2) 
1.4 Public 18 (41.9) 25 (58.1) 
1.4 Private 5 (17.2) 24 (82.8) 
2.1 Public 43 (38.4) 69 (61.6) 
2.1 Private 3 (23.1) 10 (76.9) 
5.2 Public 78 (28.6) 195 (71.4) 
5.3 Private 62 (41.3) 88 (58.7) 

Discipline 
Ph armacy/Pharmaceut ics 154 (40.1) 230 (59.9) 
Medicinal Chemistry 118 (38.9) 185 (61.1) 
Pharmacology 96 (38.2) 155 (61.8) 
Pharmacognosy 25 (29.1) 61 (70.9) 
Pharmacy Administration 51 (39.8) 77 (60.2) 
Clinical Pharmacy 181 (32.1) 383 (67.9) 
Hospital Pharmacy 8 (26.7) 22 (73.3) 
Bionucleonics 12 (44.4) 15 (55.6) 

Other 3 (11.4) 31 (88.6) 

15.95 11 N.S. 

7.64 N.S. 

o\ 



Table 5.—Continued 

Number of Number of 
Independent Variable Non-respondents Respondents x2 df Significance 

(Percent) (Percent) 

Degree 
Ph.D. 409 (38.0) 667 (62.0) 
Pharm.D. 115 (27.8) 298 (72.2) 
M.S. 61 (36.5) 106 (63.5) 
B.S. 55 (44.7) 68 (55.3) 
Other 9 (32.1) 19 (67.9) 6.24 4 N.S. 

Sex 
Female 95 (45.5) 114 (54.5) 
Male 554 (34.6) 1045 (65.4) 2.29 1 N.S. 

Rank 
Professor 172 (38.4) 276 (61.6) 
Associate Professor 163 (34.6) 308 (65.4) 
Assistant Professor 210 (33.9) 409 (66.1) 
Clinical Professor 0 (00.0) 2 (100.0) 
Clinical Associate Professor 1 (7.1) 13 (92.9) 
Clinical Assistant Professor 27 (41.5) 38 (58.5) 
Instructor 66 (46.5) 76 (53.5) 
Clinical Instructor 5 (31.3) 11 (68.7) 
Lecturer 2 (18.2) 9 (81.8) 
Other 3 (15.0) 17 (85.0) 7.70 9 N.S. 
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The faculty that participated in this investigation ranged from 

21 to 69 years of age (mode = 35; median = 37) . The mean age was 39 years 

(s.d. =9.4 years) with 9.8 percent of the respondents being female and 

91.2 percent white, non-Hispanic (Appendix H). Another 5.5 percent were 

Asian or Pacific Islander. 

The largest group of faculty was represented by the discipline 

of clinical pharmacy (33.0 percent), followed by pharmacy/pharmaceutics 

(19.8 percent). The combined disciplines of pharmacy practice (clinical 

pharmacy, pharmacy administration and hospital pharmacy) comprised 41.5 

percent of all respondents (Table 6). 

To further characterize the work environment and personal charac

teristics of the faculty, all were asked whether they regarded them

selves as members of their university, department/school or discipline. 

The respondents answered "Department/School" 56.9 percent of the time 

with 22.0 percent and 17.9 percent responding "University" and "Disci

pline" respectively. These results suggest a relatively young, primarily 

male, white professoriate almost equally divided between basic science 

and pharmacy practice. As a group, these individuals more closely 

identified with their department/school rather than with their univer

sity or discipline. 

Rewards 

With respect to salaries (Tables 7 and 8), the majority of the 

faculty earn between $20-30,000 per year (65.2 percent) and received an 

average raise of from 4 to 9 percent yearly over the last three years 

(79.9 percent). The mean salary was $24,000 (s.d. =$6000) (Annual 



Table 6. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Discipline. 

Absolute Freq"eUCy PercenF 

Pharmacy/Pharmaceutics 230 19.8 

Medicinal Chemistry 185 16.0 

Pharmacology 155 13.4 

Pharmacognosy 61 5.3 

Pharmacy Administration 77 6.6 

Clinical Pharmacy 383 33.0 

Hopsital Pharmacy 22 1.9 

Bionucleonics 15 1.3 

Other 31 2.7 

Total 1159 100.0 

Missing Cases: None 
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Table 7. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Salary Range. 

Salary Range (dollars/year) 
Absolute 

Frequency 
Percent (Adjusted) 

Less than 15,000 12 1.0 

15,000 - 20,000 103 9.0 

20,000 - 25,000 414 36.1 

25,000 - 30,000 334 29.1 

30,000 - 35,000 177 15.4 

35,000 - 40,000 56 4.9 

More than 40,000 52 4.5 

Total 1148 100.0 

Missing Cases: 11 
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Table 8. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Average 
Percent Salary Increased over Last Three Years. 

Percent Salary Increase Frequency 
(Three Year Average) Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 - 3  44 3.8 

4 - 6 458 40.0 

7 - 9  457 39.9 

10 - 12 120 10.5 

13 - 15 27 2.4 

Greater than 15 27 2.4 

Not applicable 12 1.0 

Total 1145 100.0 

Missing Cases: 14 
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Survey of Faculty Salaries 1978-1979 (1979) and most faculty held a 

fiscal year appointment (70.7 percent). 

The majority of faculty possessed a non-clinical rank (94.5 

percent) suggesting a tenure track (83.2 percent), while 51.7 percent 

actually have earned tenure at the time of this survey. Tables 9, 10 

and 11 describe these findings in detail. It should be noted that 

although the two questions pertaining to tenure and tenure track were 

designed to be mutually exclusive, examination of the responses indi

cated they were not. Therefore, responses to the questions regarding 

tenure track were not utilized further in this study and the reader 

should be aware of this limitation when interpreting the results pre

sented in Table 10. The mean number of years in each respondent's 

current rank was 5.2 (s.d. =4.9 years). Table 12 provides a frequency 

distribution of these data and presents a median of 3.6 years and a 

mode of 3.0 years. 

Two remaining variables assessing reward were studied: sabbati

cal and college sponsored attendance at professional meetings. The 

results showed that 86.9 percent of the faculty had not taken sabbatical 

leave; however, the mean number of college-sponsored trips to profes

sional meetings was 1.2 per faculty member per year (s.d. =0.82 meetings). 

The majority of the faculty (69.0 percent) indicated that the extent of 

financing provided by their school for attendance at meetings ranged 

from 76 to 100 percent. Tables 13 and 14 present more detailed informa

tion on professional meeting attendance. 

These results suggest a moderately rewarded faculty in terms of 

salary. Salary increases are not at a rate high enough to keep up with 



Table 9. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: 

76 

Rank. 

Rank 
Frequency 

Rank 
Absolute Percent 

Professor 276 23.8 

Associate Professor 308 26.6 

Assistant Professor 409 35.3 

Clinical Professor 2 0.2 

Clinical Associate Professor 13 1.1 

Clinical Assistant Professor 38 3.3 

Instructor 76 6.6 

Clinical Instructor 11 0.9 

Lecturer 9 0.8 

Other 17 1.5 

Total 1159 100.0 

Missing Cases: None 



77 

Table 10. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Tenure Track. 

Track Frequency 
Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

Tenure 930 83.2 

Non-tenure 188 16.8 

Total 1118 100.0 

Missing Cases: 41 

Table 11. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Tenure. 

Tenure Fluency 
Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

Yes 593 51.7 

No 510 44.5 

Not applicable 43 3.8 

Total 1146 100.0 

Missing Cases: 13 
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Table 12. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: 
Current Rank. 

Years in 

Years in Rank 
Absolute 

Frequency 
Percent (Adjusted) 

0 1 0 

1 139 12 
2 182 16 
3 233 20 
4 148 13 

5 120 10 
6 68 6 
7 41 4 
8 35 3 
9 21 2 

10 31 3 
11 13 1 
12 17 1 
13 10 1 
14 11 1 

15 14 1 
16 10 1 
17 7 1 
18 8 1 
19 4 0 

20 9 1 
21 2 0 

22 4 0 
23 2 0 

24 2 0 

25 2 0 
26 3 0 

27 1 0 
28 3 0 

29 1 0 

30 2 0 

32 1 0 

35 1 0 

Missing Cases: 13 
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Table 13. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
College Sponsored Professional Meetings Attended per Year. 

Number of Sponsored Meetings 
Frequency 

Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 or more 

173 

713 

191 

46 

9 

10 

15.1 

62.4 

16.7 

4.0 

0 . 8  

0.9 

Total 1142 100.0 

Missing Cases: 17 
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Table 14. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Percent of 
Financial Support Provided by College for Attendance at 
Professional Meetings. 

Percent Financial Support -rr-—=— -*-=—-—. (. ,.——yr rr Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 - 2 5  153 13.7 

26 - 50 67 6.0 

51 - 75 126 11.3 

76 - 99 358 32.0 

100 414 37.0 

Total 1118 100.0 

Missing Cases: 41 



double-digit inflation. The overall result was a decline in real 

purchasing power, despite the apparent increase in salary. However, 

job security does exist in that over one-half of the faculty have 

earned tenure. 

Performance 

Of the 1159 faculty responding to the questionnaire, 884 (76.3 

percent) were registered pharmacists. The percentage of non-registered 

pharmacists who were educated as pharmacists was undetermined. 

Responses to the questionnaire show that 83.2 percent of the 

faculty possessed one of two doctoral degrees as their highest earned 

degree (Ph.D. =57.5 percent; Pharm.D. =25.7 percent). The remaining 

16.8 percent were distributed among M.S. (9.1 percent), B.S. (5.9 per

cent) and other degrees (1.6 percent). 

The mean number of years teaching for each faculty member was 

9.7 (s.d. = 7.8 years) with one individual reporting 43 years of 

experience. A frequency distribution showing these data is presented 

in Table 15. To add additional perspective to this information, it was 

determined that the mean amount of time spent in teaching (including 

preparation) for each faculty member was 16.6 hours (s.d. =8.7 hours) 

adjusted for a forty hour week. An award for teaching was received by 

25.6 percent of the responding faculty. 

Research (scholarly activity) was another measure of performance 

and it was assessed in several ways. Based on a forty hour week, a 

mean of 7.2 hours (s.d. = 7.6 hours) of each faculty's time was spent 
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Table 15. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Years 
Teaching. 

Years Teaching Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 1 0 
1 17 1 
2 79 7 
3 131 11 
4 96 8 

5 105 9 
6 83 7 
7 80 7 
8 71 6 
9 50 4 

10 88 8 
11 37 3 
12 27 2 
13 33 3 
14 28 2 

15 29 3 
16 13 1 
17 8 1 
18 14 1 
19 13 1 

20 27 2 
21 5 0 
22 13 1 
23 9 1 
24 4 0 

25 12 1 
26 5 0 
27 10 1 
28 10 1 
29 5 0 

30 16 1 
31 5 0 
32 7 1 
33 10 1 
34 1 0 
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Table 15.--Continued 

Years Teaching jr—t—z Frequency .— 
6 Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

35 1 0 
37 1 0 
38 2 0 
39 2 0 

40 1 0 
42 1 0 
43 1 0 

Missing Cases: 8 
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in research activity. It is important to note that these data represent 

a highly skewed distribution. 

Examining the number of publications provided the first asses-

ment of research. The number of articles published over the last three 

years in refereed journals (X=4.9, s.d.=6.9), books or book chapters 

(X=0.8, s.d. =1.4), and all other publications (X= 3.0, s.d. =6.5) was 

requested for each faculty. Tables 16, 17 and 18 show frequency distri

butions from which these means were derived. Somewhat contradictory to 

this information is the finding that 67.6 percent of the faculty have 

participated as a journal referee or reviewer. 

Another assessment of research activity as a component of per

formance was the number of grants or contracts written and awarded 

during the last three years. Tables 19 and 20 describe these data which 

show that 29.0 percent of the faculty have not written a grant and 42.8 

percent have not received a grant. 

The final assessment of performance by this research was whether 

or not and to what extent each faculty member had directed a graduate 

student's research project over the last three years. The responding 

faculty indicated that 39.4 percent of them had directed no graduate 

research. The mean number of projects was 2.3 (s.d. = 3.2) over the 

last three years with a range of 1 to 45 (Table 21). 

These data on performance suggest a faculty comprised mainly of 

Ph.D.'s with good teaching experience but not an equal amount of time 

spent in, and hence less to show for, efforts dedicated to research or 

other scholarly activity. 
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Table 16. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
Publications in Refereed Journals over the Last Three Years. 

Number of Publications t t-— Frequency— ———-
Absolute Percent [Adjusted) 

0 282 24 
1 121 10 
2 119 10 
3 134 12 
4 81 7 

5 70 6 
6 75 6 
7 33 3 
8 27 2 
9 21 2 

10 46 4 
11 5 0 
12 29 3 
13 6 1 
14 5 0 

15 29 3 
16 7 1 
17 3 0 
18 6 1 
19 3 0 

20 14 1 
21 4 0 
22 3 0 
23 2 0 
24 2 0 

25 9 1 
26 1 0 
27 1 0 
28 1 0 

30 7 1 
35 2 0 
37 1 0 
40 1 0 

42 1 0 
50 1 0 
53 1 0 
100 1 0 

Missing Cases: 5 



Table 17. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
Books/Book Chapters Published over the Last Three Years. 

Number of Books/ Frequency 
Book Chapters Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 702 60.8 

1 225 19.5 

2 120 10.4 

3 57 4.9 

4 21 1.8 

5 12 1.0 

6 10 0.9 

7 3 0.3 

10 1 0.1 

12 2 0.2 

16 1 0.1 

Missing Cases: 5 
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Table 18. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
All Other Publications over the Last Three Years. 

All Other Publications -rr;— Frequency— .— 
Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 536 46 
1 88 8 
2 146 13 
3 98 8 
4 56 5 

5 51 4 
6 33 3 
7 19 2 
8 13 1 
9 6 1 

10 29 3 
11 6 1 
12 15 1 
13 5 0 
14 3 0 

15 12 1 
16 2 0 
17 5 0 
18 4 0 
19 1 0 

20 11 1 
21 1 0 
22 1 0 
25 3 0 
26 1 0 

30 1 0 
31 1 0 
35 1 0 
36 1 0 

40 2 0 
65 1 0 

Missing Cases: 7 
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Table 19. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
Grants Written over the Last Three Years. 

Number of Grants tt—=— Frequency— ^— 
Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 338 29 
1 150 13 
2 148 13 
3 173 15 
4 89 8 

5 71 6 
6 62 5 
7 26 2 
8 28 2 
9 10 1 

10 27 2 
11 2 0 
12 8 1 
13 2 0 
14 2 0 

15 5 0 
16 4 0 
17 2 0 
18 1 0 

20 3 0 
21 1 0 
30 1 0 
40 1 0 

Missing Cases: 5 
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Table 20. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
Grants Awarded during the Last Three Years. 

Number of Grants Awarded 
Frequency 

Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 494 42.8 

1 250 21.7 

2 180 15.6 

3 99 8.6 

4 61 5.3 

5 22 1.9 

6 21 1.8 

7 6 0.5 

8 7 0.6 

9 1 0.1 

10 5 0.4 

12 4 0.3 

15 2 0.2 

18 1 0.1 

20 1 0.1 

Missing Cases: 5 
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Table 21. Frequency Distribution for Responding Faculty: Number of 
Graduate Student Research Projects Directed over the Last 
Three Years. 

Number of Proiects Frequency 
NumDer or projects Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

0 457 39.6 

1 128 11.1 

2 179 15.5 

3 125 10.8 

4 71 6.2 

5 63 5.5 

6 49 4.2 

7 18 1.6 

8 24 2.1 

9 4 0.3 

10 18 1.6 

12 2 0.2 

13 3 0.3 

14 1 0.1 

15 8 0.7 

20 1 0.1 

24 1 0.1 

30 1 0.1 

45 1 

i—
i O

 

Missing Cases: 5 



Measures of Job Satisfaction 
CThe Dependent Variables) 

Satisfaction among pharmacy faculty was high. The mean 

responses to the two questions dealing with general job satisfaction 

on the questionnaire (questions 38 and 51) were 4.95 (s.d. =1.37) and 

4.96 (s.d. =1.33), on a seven point scale. A score this much greater 

than the scale midpoint of "4" indicates "satisfied." If they had it 

to do over again, 57.5 percent of the respondents indicated that they 

would decide without hesitation to go into academia. 

Facet-Specific Satisfaction 

Facet-specific measures indicate how satisfied an individual was 

with particular aspects (facets) of one's work. Appendix I presents the 

mean response to each facet-specific question. The means and standard 

deviations for the faculty on each of the thirteen dimensions (two ques

tions per dimension) of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss 

and England 1967) are shown in Table 22. The correlation coefficient 

between each of the two questions per facet is also shown. Except for 

all three compensation factors and the organization policies and prac

tices factor, eight of the remaining nine facets demonstrated satisfac

tion scores above 4.0. For the questions in the ninth facet, organi

zation aims and plans, there was a wide variance in responses and 

therefore this factor could not be used to evaluate satisfaction in this 

study following Weiss and England's (1967) methodology. 

Further factor analysis was performed on the responses from the 

individual 26 questions measuring facet-specific job satisfaction. 

Appendix J describes factor analytic technique and presents the data 
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Table 22. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Coefficiences for 
Facet-Specific Measures of Job Satisfaction. 

Facet 
Questionnaire 

Items* 
Mean (S.D.) r 

General Satisfaction 38 4.95 (1.37) 0.87 
51 4.96 (1.33) 

Organization Aims and 29 3.95 (1.75) 0.49 
Plans 42 4.89 (1.47) 

Compensation 33 3.73 (1.69) 0.62 
(Comparison) 45 3.72 (1.72) 

Ability Utilization 26 5.38 (1.41) 0.75 
39 5.32 (1.42) 

Feedback 35 4.54 (1.73) 0.78 
48 4.20 (1.81) 

Work Challenge 28 5.63 (1.26) 0.78 
41 5.43 (1.30) 

Staffing 31 4.07 (1.60) 0.50 
44 4.05 (1.67) 

Compensation 32 3.52 (1.71) 0.87 
(Amount) 46 3.56 (1.69) 

Supervision 36 4.05 (1.83) 0.83 
(Competence) 49 4.06 (1.85) 

Supervision 37 4.11 (1.80) 0.85 
(Human Relations) 50 4.11 (1.81) 

Organization Policies 30 3.66 (1.64) 0.83 
and Practices 43 3.74 (1.58) 

Advancement 27 4.28 (1.73) 0.80 
40 4.16 (1.72) 

Compensation 34 3.47 (1.71) 0.54 
(Practices) 47 3.95 (1.72) 

*See Appendix F--Questionnaire. 
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from which the following analysis was drawn. This researcher, unlike 

previous researchers, found college of pharmacy faculty responses were 

successfully factored into four factors using a varimax rotated factor 

matrix. These four factors in order of decreasing satisfaction were: 

Factor 1--supervision (questions 35, 36, 37, 48, 49, 50; eigenvalue = 

11.61; percent of variance = 44.6); Factor 2--utilization of skills and 

abilities (questions 26, 28, 38, 39, 41, 51; eigenvalues=2.92; percent 

of variance=11.2); Factor 3--pay (questions 32, 33, 34, 45, 46, 47; 

eigenvalue = 2.35; percent of variance = 9.0); Factor 4--application of 

policies (questions 29, 30, 31, 42, 43, 44; eigenvalue=1.50; percent 

of variance=5.8). These factors account for 70.7 percent of the 

variance and were used to answer the research questions of this study 

(pp. 101-108). 

Facet-Free Satisfaction 

The overall satisfaction of pharmacy faculty has never, to the 

knowledge of this researcher, been compared to that of other workers. 

Table 23 compares the responding pharmacy faculty surveyed and the 

stratified random sample of professional workers in the 1969 and 1973 

University of Michigan Survey of Working Conditions (Quinn and Shepard 

1974). These studies were taken from interviews with over 2000 persons 

living within the United States. These interviews included both 

"blue" and "white" collar workers, but neither the 1969 or the 1973 

survey included faculty. 

Responses to identical questions indicated an inconsistent 

pattern of job satisfaction. Questions 52, 53, 56 and 60 were items 



Table 23. Comparison of Facet-Free Measures of Satisfaction. 

Question 
Pharmacy Faculty 

1980 
(Adjusted Percent) 

52. In general how would you say 
your job measures up to the 
sort of job you wanted when 
you took it? 

Very much like the job 
I wanted 

Somewhat like the job 
I wanted 

Not very much like the 
job I wanted 

53. If you were free to go into 
any type of job you wanted, 
what would your choice be? 

Want the job I have now 
Want to retire or not 
work at all 

Prefer some other job 
to the job I have now 

54. If you were to get enough money 
to live as comfortably as you'd 
like for the rest of your life, 
would you continue to work? 

Would continue to work 
Would not continue to work 

46.9 

43.1 

10 .0  

62.1  

4.8 

33.1 

90.0 
10 .0  

Survey of Working Conditions 
University of Michigan 
1973 1969 

57.0 

34.3 

8.7 

43.8 

5.5 

50.7 

63.1 

23.6 

13.4 

49.2 

6.3 

44.4 

67.4 
32.6 



Table 23.--Continued 

Pharmacy Faculty 
Question 1980 

(Adjusted Percent) 

55. Taking all things together, how 
happy would you say you are with 
things these days? 

Very happy 20.5 
Pretty happy 60.9 
Not too happy 18.5 

56. Knowing what you know now, if you 
had to decide all over again 
whether to go into academia, what 
would you decide? 

Decide without hesitation 58.0 
Have second thoughts about 

going into academia 38.1 
Definitely not go into 

academia 3.9 

57. Taking everything into account, how 
likely is it that you will make a 
genuine effort to find a new employer 
within the next year? 

Very likely 12.6 
Somewhat likely 31.9 
Not at all likely 55.5 

Survey of Working Conditions 
University of Michigan3 

1973 1969 

37.4 
56.4 

6 . 2  

31.2 
56.6 
1 2 . 2  

60 .2  

38.6 

1 . 2  

15.7 
12.9 
71.4 

15.9 
14.6 
69.5 



Table 23.—Continued 

Pharmacy Faculty Survey of Working Conditions 
Question 1980 University of Michigan3 

(Adjusted Percent) 1973 1969 

58. How often do you leave work with 
a good feeling that you've done 
something particularly well? 

Very often 15.9 36.5 
Pretty often 58.2 41.5 
Once in a while 25.5 18.8 
Never 0.4 3.1 

59. How often do you get so wrapped 
up in your work that you lose 
track of time? 

Very often 24.7 31.4 
Pretty often 47.6 26.0 
Once in a while 26.1 29.4 
Never 1.6 13.2 

60. If a good friend of yours told 
you he/she was interested in a 
position like yours for your 
employer, what would you tell 
him/her? 

I would strongly recommend it 53.8 63.8 63.2 
I would have doubts about 
recommending it 38.5 27.1 24.7 

I would advise my friend 
against it 7.7 9.0 12.1 

cL 
Taken from Quinn and Shepard (1974). 



used to measure job satisfaction (Table 23). This table shows that in 

response to Question 52 that 46.9 percent of the faculty felt their jobs 

measured up to what they had hoped for when they took it. When non-

faculty were surveyed, 63.1 percent in 1969 and 57.0 percent in 1973 

responded that their jobs measured up to their expectations. A pattern 

of less positive responses continued for two of the other three questions 

(56 and 60). The departure from this trend appeared in question 53 when 

a relatively large number of faculty (62.1 percent) said they would want 

the job they have now. This suggests that although satisfaction did not 

exist as experienced by non-academicians, some unidentified variable is 

accounting for the security felt for one's present position. 

In spite of the lower overall levels of satisfaction, responding 

faculty demonstrated a greater commitment to their work ethic. An 

astounding 90.0 percent of the responding faculty said they would con

tinue to work even if given enough money to live comfortably for the 

rest of their lives, compared to 67.4 percent of the workers surveyed. 

Two additional questions appeared in this section of the 

questionnaire. The first, question 61, addressed workload; 46.7 percent 

responded that their workload was usually more than they could handle 

comfortably, 44.1 percent responded that their workload was just about 

right, and the remaining 9.1 percent answered that workload was not 

sufficient. The second question, 62, asked how much stress was each 

faculty member experiencing at work. Moderate (59.4 percent) and mild 

(27.8 percent) were the most frequently chosen answers to this question; 

9.4 percent of the faculty reported severe stress. 
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These data suggest that the responding pharmacy faculty are a 

dedicated group of professionals, appearing less satisfied with the 

global aspects of their positions than their non-academician counter

parts; a good percentage consider themselves overworked and experience 

mild to moderate stress in the work environment. Appendix K provides 

the means and standard deviations for each facet-free response to the 

questionnaire. 

Facet-free measures were also factored using a varimax rotated 

factor matrix technique. Appendix J describes factor analysis and 

presents the data from which the research questions of this study are 

answered (pp. 101-108). Facet-free job satisfaction was loaded into 

three factors in order of decreasing satisfaction and accounting for 

55.3 percent of the variance: Factor 1-- perceived evaluation (ques

tions 52, 53, 55, 56, 57, 60; eigenvalue= 3.35; percent of variance= 

30.5); Factor 2--intangible rewards (questions 58 and 59; eigen

value =1.59; percent of variance = 14.5); Factor 3-- workload (questions 

61 and 62; eigenvalue= 1.13; percent of variance=10.3). 

Environment 

Along with the independent variable "school type" and "disci

pline," questionnaire item 63 (Appendix D) was designed to assess the 

environment in which the faculty member works. 

Factor analysis using a varimax rotated matrix technique 

demonstrated two distinct measures of environment, in decreasing order 

of participation, measured by this question (cumulative percent of 

variance= 74.2): professional and social (Appendix J). 
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Table 24 provides the mean response to subparts of this question; a 

response of 4 represented a "midpoint" experience, 7 was "very often." 

These results suggest that the pharmacy faculty member enjoys 

a high degree of professional camaraderie with other departmental 

faculty and, to a lesser extent, maintains casual friendships. Parties 

with other department faculty and social gatherings with students did 

not occur on a regular basis. 

Job Satisfaction and Professional 
Interests in Academia 

The final portion of the study instrument examined job satis

faction in the academic setting. The University of Southern California 

Faculty Professional Interests Survey (Cliff 1975) differed from the 

two previous measures of job satisfaction in that this instrument 

assessed perceived status or relative position within the academic 

milieu to evaluate satisfaction. 

Again, examination of the data was facilitated by reducing the 

22 variables into eight factors by using a varimax rotated factor matrix 

(Appendix J). These eight factors in order of decreasing importance 

with self-perceived performance included: teaching ability; scholarly 

activity; quality of work environment; administrative emphasis on 

publication, undergraduate and graduate teaching; problem solving; and 

recognition for success. Appendix L shows the raw data response rates 

for these factors and a cumulative percent of variance equal to 66.1 

percent. 
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Table 24. Mean Response to the Question: How Often Do You Experience 
the Following Types of Personal Interaction with Other 
Faculty in Your Department? 

Type of Interaction Mean (S.D.) 

Professional 

Collaboration on Projects 4.43 (1.80) 

Informal Consultation 5.27 (1-56) 

Social 

Informal Casual Fellowship 4.26 (1.64) 

Parties, Other Social Events 3.43 (1.49) 

Social Gatherings with Students 3.33 (1.45) 
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Research Questions 

This research posed eight research questions. To answer all 

questions, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient statistic 

was applied as an initial screen. A Pearson r value of .30 or greater 

was arbitrarily chosen to indicate significance and to provide impetus 

for further investigation. If appropriate, analysis of variance was 

used to examine differences. Additional methodology and statistical 

testing used to answer each of these questions are presented below: 

1. Are the demographic characteristics of pharmacy faculty 

homogeneous between: 

a. Various schools of pharmacy by Carnegie Classification type? 

b. Clinical faculty and basic science faculty? 

c. Sex? 

Because of the small cell size in most cases, school type was 

further collapsed into Carnegie types 1, 2 and 5 and by public versus 

private institutions (Appendix H). No practically significant relation

ships (Appendix M) were found between school type, as defined above, 

and the remaining 17 independent variables (Table 1). 

Correlations existed between various independent variables and 

whether a faculty member was clinical or basic science faculty. The 

initial screen using Pearson correlation analysis demonstrated inter

esting relationships (Appendix M) between discipline (clinical pharmacy 

versus all others) and degree (r=0.4935, s=0.001), rank (r=0.3929, 

s = 0.001), years in rank (r = -0.3049, s = 0.001), age (r = -0.4689, 

s = 0.001), and years teaching (r = -0.3656, s = 0.001). Because of these 
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initial interrelationships, further statistical testing was performed 

using one-way analysis of variance which resulted in statistically 

significant relationships in all cases (Table 25). Also of interest 

were the findings that clinical faculty were not tenured to the degree 

of their basic science peers and a greater percentage of clinical faculty 

responded that they were registered pharmacists (Table 26). All findings 

suggest that clinical faculty are younger, have earned a different 

degree, have taught less, and possess less rank and years in that rank 

than their basic science peers. 

Differences in demographic characteristics were also examined 

for males and females (Appendix M). Other than the fact that a smaller 

proportion of females responded to the questionnaire than did males 

(9.8 percent female, 81.2 percent male), no significant differences 

among their demographic characteristics could be isolated. 

Therefore, in response to Research Question 1, there were 

definitive differences between demographic, rewards and performance 

characteristics of faculty when considered by clinical faculty versus 

all other faculty. These differences do not exist among individual 

disciplines alone. In general, clinical faculty are younger, of lesser 

rank, untenured and tend to be registered pharmacists. There were no 

demonstrable differences between faculty at different types of schools 

or between male and female faculty. 

2. Do satisfaction variables differ between/among faculty members 

at different schools of pharmacy as measured by Carnegie type? 



Table 25. Oneway Analysis of Variance of Age, Degree, Rank, Years in Rank and Years Teaching 
by Discipline. 

Variable Clinical X Basic Science X 

Age (years) 

Degree 
l=Ph.D 
2=Pharm.D. 
3=M.S. 
4=B.S. 
5=0ther 

Rank 
l=Professor 
2=Associate Professor 
3=Assistant Professor 
4=Clinical Professor 
5=Clinical Associate Professor 
6=Clinical Assistant Professor 
7=Instructor 
8=Clinical Instructor 
9=Lecturer 
10=0ther 

Years in Rank 

Years Teaching 

32.98 

2.24 

2.90 

3.10 

5.65 

41.65 

1.57 

2 . 2 1  

5.73 

10.96 

38.60 

80.65 

34.42 

18.55 

24.85 

<0.001 

<0.001 

<0.001 

<0.001 

<0.001 
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Table 26. Frequency Distributions for Basic Science and Clinical 
Science Faculty: Tenure and Registered Pharmacist. 

Variable Frequency (Percent): Frequency percent): 
Clinical Science Basic Science 

Tenure 
Yes 87 (22.7) 477 (62.5) 
No 259 (67.6) 280 (36.7) 
Not Applicable 37 (9.7) 6 (0.8) 

Total 383 (100.0) 763 (100.0) 

Registered Pharmacist 
Yes 375 (97.9) 427 (55.0) 
No 8 (2.1) 349 (45.0) 

Total 383 (100.0) 776 (100.0) 
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Using the Pearson statistic, it was determined that a higher 

degree of satisfaction could not be attributed to any particular school 

type. Therefore, whether the college of pharmacy is research-oriented 

or not research-oriented, its faculty tend to be satisfied to the same 

degree (Appendix M). 

3. Do satisfaction variables differ between clinical faculty 

and basic science faculty? 

Appendix M presents the Pearson correlation coefficient data 

which shows no significant higher degree of satisfaction could be 

attributed to either basic science or clinical faculty. 

4. Do satisfaction variables differ among the sexes? 

Again, applying the same criteria, no significance could be 

demonstrated for differences between male and female job satisfaction 

(Appendix M). 

5. Does a relationship exist between work environment and 

personal characteristics and job satisfaction? 

Independent variables 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (Table 1, p. 4) and 

survey instrument item 63 (Appendix D) were used to assess work environ

ment and personal characteristics. No relationship could be found 

applying the Pearson statistic (Appendix M). 
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6. Does a relationship exist between rewards and job satisfaction? 

Rewards were measured by independent variables 6 through 10 

(Table 1, p. 4). An analysis of the data using a Pearson statistic 

resulted in significant correlations between salary range and Factor-

specific Satisfaction Factor 3--pay (r = 0.3506, s = 0.001) and salary 

range and Factor 5 from the Professional Interests Survey -- success/ 

appreciation (r = -0.3196, s = 0.001). 

These findings were of considerable importance. First, the 

faculty member's actual rewards as measured by this research were posi

tively related to the individual's actual satisfaction with monetary 

reward. The higher the individual's salary, the more satisfaction with 

the job] specifically, those aspects related to monetary satisfaction. 

This deviates somewhat from the findings of other researchers who have 

indicated that salary is not a major componet of job satisfaction in 

academia (Lazarsfeld and Thielensl958; Bober 1979). Perhaps today's 

emphasis on cost of living and financial stability weighs heavily on 

satisfaction expressed by faculty. Second, salary range was negatively 

related to the success/appreciation factor as described earlier. In 

other words, the more a faculty member was paid, the less self-esteem, 

perceived reward and dedication to a career in academia was exhibited. 

This finding was disturbing and both contradicted and complemented the 

relationship between actual rewards and satisfaction with pay. Salary, 

although already identified to be of significant importance in today's 

academic environment, was not all there was to satisfaction in academia. 

In order to investigate this influence more specifically, the respondents 
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were examined by age. The responding faculty were divided into two 

groups based on the mean age of 39 years. Those faculty responding to 

the questionnaire 39 years of age and younger represented one group 

while those 40 years and older were assigned to a second group. A 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient statistic was applied 

to each group for salary range versus responses to the success/ 

appreciation factor. The results were interesting in that no relation

ship (r=0.0240, s=0.526) existed between the younger group and their 

salary ranges versus their responses to questions measuring success/ 

appreciation. On the other hand, the older faculty group demonstrated 

a negative relationship (r= -0.3946, s=0.032) between salary range and 

responses to success/appreciation questions. These data are consistent 

with the finding that the older a faculty member was, the more he/she 

was paid (r=0.4561, s= 0.001). However, increasing age also seemed to 

demonstrate an apparent frustration, perhaps associated with a perceived 

end-point in the responding faculty members' continued growth within 

their careers. 

Using further statistical testing to discriminate where differ

ences occurred would be in error due to the arbitrariness of those 

categories measured. The Pearson statistic, in this context, is accu

rate and correct. Therefore, an analysis of variance was not performed. 

Appendix M shows no other significant relationships. 

7. Does a relationship exist between performance and job 

satisfaction? 
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All remaining independent variables, 11 through 18, were used 

to assess performance, No significant relationships could be found 

between performance of responding pharmacy faculty as measured by these 

variables and job satisfaction. Of further interest were the responses 

to questions adapted from the University of Southern California Pro

fessional Interests Survey (Cliff 1975) which provided the opportunity 

to compare objective and subjective (satisfaction) measures of perform

ance. No relationships (r < .30) between actual and self-perceived 

performance was demonstrated. 

8. Are there any other relationships of significance? 

Several additional relationships were observed. Age was highly 

correlated to both years in rank (r=0.6668, s=0.001) and years teach

ing (r=0.7936, s=0.001). This expected relationship suggests that the 

older individual has been teaching longer and has held the same, current 

rank for a longer period of time than his/her younger peer (r=0.7796, 

s=0.001). As might be expected, this research bore out the relation

ships between rank and salary (r=0.6492, s=0.001), rank and years in 

rank (r = 0.4536, s = 0.001), rank and years teaching (r = 0.6373, s = 0.001) 

and rank and tenure (r= 0.6965, s=0.001). The final relationship deter

mined was that between number of grants written and number of grants 

awarded (r = 0.7256, s = 0.001). 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine to what degree work 

environment and personal characteristics, rewards and performance con

tributed to job satisfaction among full-time faculty at all accredited 

colleges of pharmacy. 

Conclusions 

Data were collected through a mail questionnaire sent to the 

overall population of 1962 subjects representing all accredited colleges 

of pharmacy. A follow-up postcard and a second mailing of the question

naire were sent if a response was not received within the designated 

time periods. Of the 1307 questionnaires returned, 148 were not usable 

because, in the opinion of the faculty member, he/she did not meet the 

criteria for inclusion in the study. The return of 1159 usable question

naires from the remaining 1814. questionnaires from full-time pharmacy 

faculty members yielded a response rate of 63.9 percent. The fact that 

the vast majority (82 percent) of the responding faculty answered as a 

result of the initial mailing suggests a commitment to the profession of 

pharmacy and to one's faculty position. 

Statistical analysis of the responding groups provided evidence 

that all were homogeneous and that there were minimal practical 

109 
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differences between the respondent and non-respondent groups. The 

analysis proceeded as planned. 

As a result of this study, all research questions were answered. 

Some of the most significant findings of interest to pharmacy faculty 

and administrators alike were as follows: 

1. Examination of work environment and personal characteristics 

of the faculty revealed a young, predominantly white, male professoriate. 

These results were not surprising when one considers that a pharmacy 

school student body profile has demonstrated similar characteristics 

over the last several decades (Manasse 1974). Only recently have 

observations shown a departure from these findings. 

A majority of the responding faculty reported a high degree of 

professional camaraderie within their academic unit and a firm dedication 

to their department or school rather than to their university or 

discipline. This finding should be of particular importance to pharmacy 

school administrators. It may be useful to increase the overall image 

and productivity of their respective schools. 

2. The mean annual salary for pharmacy faculty was found to 

be $24,000 (1979) which was slightly higher than the average salary of 

$22,600 estimated for all of higher education based on extrapolated 

data (Beazley 1977). Salary increases, however, were not at a rate 

sufficient enough to keep pace with inflationary trends; indeed, the 

overall result was a decline in real purchasing power, despite an 

apparent increase in salary. The level of monetary compensation was 

consistent with results of the study which documented a dissatisfaction 

with compensation as determined by facet-specific measures. 
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3. Other measures of rewards demonstrated significant findings. 

The importance of job security stood out as a positive influence on 

faculty positions and over one-half of the responding faculty had earned 

tenure. Also, the mean number of college-sponsored trips to profes

sional meetings was 1.2 per faculty member per year with the majority 

of the responding faculty answering that their school paid from 76 to 

100 percent of their total expenses. This finding justifies an addi

tional source of reward which could have a positive impact on faculty 

morale. 

4. Responses to study questions designed to assess performance 

were distressing from the point of view of developing new knowledge in 

pharmacy. The faculty consisted primarily of Ph.D.'s with good teaching 

experience in terms of time, recognition and enjoyment for teaching. 

However, the number of faculty demonstrating a consistent pattern of 

scholarly productivity was low. Publications, grants and the directing 

of graduate students was not reported to occupy a great deal of the 

faculty members' time. Objective measures of the same criteria, such 

as number of publications, grants and graduate students, were not impres

sive. There were no significant differences between these measures 

despite the Carnegie classification of school. 

5. The only significant differences between clinical faculty 

and basic science faculty occurred with degree, rank, years in rank, 

age, years teaching, tenure and whether or not the faculty member was 

a registered pharmacist. In general, clinical faculty were found to 

be younger, of less rank and untenured. There were no significant 

differences between clinical and basic science faculty in other critical 
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variables such as salary, attendance at professional meetings, publica

tions, grants or direction of graduate student research. These findings 

further support item 4 which emphasizes a teaching mission within 

colleges of pharmacy. 

6. Job satisfaction among college of pharmacy faculty members 

was generally high. All facet-specific measures resulted in a mean 

response indicating satisfaction except for responses to questions 

assessing compensation and consistency of policy practices over time. 

The importance of these findings were several. First, rewards were 

positively related to satisfaction with monetary compensation. This 

contradicts the work of some previous researchers who have indicated 

that salary is not one of the top four components of job satisfaction 

in academia (Lazarsfeld and Thielens 1958; Bober 1979). Second, salary 

range was negatively related to success/appreciation suggesting that 

the more a faculty member was paid, the less self-esteem, perceived 

reward and dedication to a career in academia was exhibited. This 

finding seems to be at variance with commitment to work ethic (90 per

cent of the faculty responded that they would continue to work even 

if given enough money to live comfortably for the rest of their lives) 

and the fact that 57.5 percent of the responding faculty indicated that, 

if given the choice to decide whether or not to go into academia, they 

would do it all over again. Hence, one must believe there are other, 

unspecified factors at work resulting in this apparent conflict. 

Further examination of these data revealed that older faculty 

members were more likely to exhibit this negative relationship between 

success/appreciation and salary than their younger counterparts. This 
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finding suggests an apparent frustration with the lack of provisions for 

continued growth within the older responding faculty member's career. 

7. The overall tendency toward satisfaction was also evident 

when facet-free measures were used: 

a. Only ten percent of the faculty responded that their job was 

not like the job they wanted. 

b. One-third of the faculty indicated they would prefer some 

other job to the job they now have. 

c. Only 3.9 percent of the responding faculty would definitely 

not go into academia as a career again. 

d. Over one-half of the faculty responded that they would not 

consider looking for another job during the coming year. 

e. Less than ten percent of the faculty answered that they would 

advise a friend against going into academia. 

However, although the above data suggest satisfaction, when 

compared to the results of previous studies on non-academicians, the 

level of satisfaction was comparatively lower. This conclusion, as well 

as the findings determined from facet-specific satisfaction, could well 

be consistent with the socio-economic conditions prevailing at this time. 

8. Apparently, in comparing the study group with those repre

sented by other studies on job satisfaction, the responding full-time 

pharmacy faculty is a much more homogeneous group. The respondents 

studied in this research were so similar that 26 facet-specific ques

tions could be grouped into four factors and 11 facet-free questions 

into three factors. 
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9. None of the other independent variables which were studied 

related in an important way with the satisfaction responses of the 

faculty. Therefore, whatever is causing satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

may be very specific and may very well be part of the education and 

training (socialization) process characteristic of pharmacy faculty. 

The results of this study also strongly pointed out that there 

were no differences between various categories of faculty and their 

satisfaction. Again this suggests a very homogeneous group, perhaps 

resulting from the fact that a relatively small percentage of schools 

provide the majority of the manpower in various disciplines for other 

schools. The philosophy and values of a small number of individuals 

are espoused to their students who in turn espouse the same or similar 

philosophy and values. 

Recommendations 

Locke (1976) has stated that there are two reasons for being 

concerned with job satisfaction: 1) as an end in itself; and 2) for 

its relationships to other attitudes and outcomes. This research has 

only looked at one area of the pharmacy faculty member's total self. 

The work life of a faculty member normally only takes up between eight 

and ten hours of the day. This raises two fundamental questions: 

1) What effect does this job and its level of satisfaction have on the 

other components of a person's life? 2) What is the relationship of 

job satisfaction to family life, success, anxiety, depression, stress 

and other social-behavioral aspects of life? 
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This and past research seem to suggest consistently that job 

facets concerned with work challenges and use of skills and abilities 

are highly valued by professionals. The relative autonomy of faculty 

members suggests this and provides a logical next step for developing 

opportunities for a hierarchical system of advancement within the 

profession. 

The results of this study indicated that there exists something 

more to a faculty member's position than can be described in objective 

terms. Evidently a unique philosophy or direction has developed within 

pharmacy academia that is more pervasive than the four walls of the 

physical structure. Further in-depth study should strive to identify 

and further quantify these variables and their effect on faculties and 

programs in pharmacy. 

This research also suggests the importance of the socialization 

process of pharmacy faculty members. What is their educational process? 

Future research should focus on longitudinal studies, beginning before 

faculty members start fulfilling academic obligations; perhaps, while 

still graduate students. As Manasse (1974) suggests, we cannot fail to 

examine the product of education-- the student. What socializing forces 

do faculty members pass on for continued assimilation? 

Finally, the results of this research should cause concern about 

the future of pharmacy education and the profession of pharmacy. Are 

we on a plateau or are we on a hill-shaped structure? Have we peaked 

and are beginning a downward slide, or are we yet to reach the peak of 

our efforts, our understanding, our dissemination of knowledge, and our 

satisfaction with the process? 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS ASSESSING 
FACET-SPECIFIC JOB SATISFACTION 

116 



117 

ASK YOURSELF, how satisfied am I with each of the following aspects of 
my PRESENT faculty position? 

x-o "V 
i-h o a) 
<D -H ;H 
6 d> </) v> 
h -H "H 
+J 4-> 4-> 4-> 
X rt O (d 

The chance to make use of skills w w z w 
and abilities / / / / / / / 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The chance for advancing into a 
better position 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Being able to find challenge in 
my work 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The effectiveness of planning for 
the future of this school 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The way policies and practices are 
consistent over time 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The way the administration assigns 
people so that they do not dupli
cate the work of others 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

My pay, considering the amount of 
responsibility I have 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The way my pay compares with 
persons with faculty positions 
like mine at other schools 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

The way my pay is based on 
what I deserve 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Being told what my immediate super
visor thinks about my ideas 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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The way my supervisor provides 
competent and consistent 
supervision 

The way my supervisor takes care 
of faculty complaints 

The position in general 

The opportunity to do work which 
is well suited to my abilities 

The opportunity for advancement 
in this school 

Being able to do work that is 
challenging 

My familiarity with this school's 
aims and goals 

The way policy and practices are 
applied consistently 

The way the school selects only 
first-rate faculty 

The way my pay compares to that of 
people just starting with the school 

The amount of pay for the work I do 

How often pay raises are given . . 

Being told by my immediate supervisor 
how well I am doing 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 



The way ray supervisor seems to know 
w h a t  i s  g o i n g  o n  a n d  w h a t  t o  d o  . . .  .  

The way my supervisor handles 
his/her people 

My position, all things considered 
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In general, how well would you say that your appointment measures up 
to the sort of faculty position you wanted when you took it? 

a. Very much like the position I wanted. 
b. Somewhat like the position I wanted. 
c. Not very much like the position I wanted. 

If you were free to go into any type of position you wanted, what 
would your choice be? 

a. I would want the job I have now. 
b. I would want to retire or not work at all. 
c. I would prefer some other job to the job I have now. 

If you were to get enough money to live as comfortably as you'd like 
for the rest of your life, would you continue to work? 

a. I would continue to work. 
b. I would not continue to work. 

Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are with 
things these days? 

a. Very happy. 
b. Pretty happy. 
c. Not too happy. 

Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over gain whether 
or not to go into academia, what would you decide? 

a. I would decide without hesitation to go into academia. 
b. I would have second thoughts about going into academia. 
c. I would definitely not go into academia. 

Taking everything into account, how likely is it that you will make a 
genuine effort to find a new position with another employer within the 
next year? 

a. Very likely. 
b. Somewhat likely. 
c. Not at all likely. 

How often do you leave work with a good feeling that you've done 
something particularly well? 

a. Very often. 
b. Pretty often. 
c. Once in a while. 
d. Never. 
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How often do you get so wrapped up in your work that you lose track 
of time? 

a. Very often. 
b. Pretty often. 
c. Once in a while. 
d. Never. 

If a good friend of yours told you he/she was interested in a faculty 
position at your school, what would you tell him/her? 

a. I would strongly recommend it. 
b. I would have doubts about recommending it. 
c. I would advise my friends against it. 

How would you assess your work load? 

a. Usually so light that it makes me uncomfortable. 
b. Usually I could manage more work comfortably. 
c. Usually about as much as I can manage comfortably. 
d. Usually more than I can manage comfortably. 

At work, how much stress would you say you were under from day to day? 

a. None. 
b. Mild. 
c. Moderate. 
d. Severe. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

)D1 
2 
1 

>D1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

>D1 
1 
2 
3 

ID! 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

ID1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
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Name of School (Optional) 

Discipline: (check primary one only) 
pharmacy/pharmaceutics 
pharmaceutical/medicinal chemistry 
pharmacology 
pharmacognosy 
pharmacy administration 
clinical pharmacy 
hospital pharmacy 
bionucleonics and nuclear pharmacy 
other, please specify 

Age: 

Sex: 
male 
female 

Race: 
Black non-Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Hispanic 
White non-Hispanic 

In general, do you usually think of yourself as a member 
your: 

university 
department/school 
discipline 

Approximately what AVERAGE percent increase in salary have 
you received over the past one to three years? (If you have 

0-3% taught less than three years, please 
4-6% average for those years taught.) 
7-9% 
10-12% 
13-15% 
over 15% 
not applicable, this is my first year teaching 

In what range is your present salary? 
less than $15,000. 
15-20,000. 
20-25,000. 
25-30,000. 
30-35,000. 
35-40,000. 
greater than $40,000. 
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CODE What type of appointment do you hold? 
1 academic year 
2 fiscal year 

How many professional meetings, on an average, does your 
school provide financial assistance for your attendance 

CODE during the year? 
1 0 
2 1 
3 2 
4 3 
5 4 
6 5 or more 

How much financial assistance for professional meetings does 
CODE your school usually provide? 

1 0-25% 
2 26-50% 
3 51-75% 
4 76-99% 
5 100% 

CODE What is your current rank? 
1 professor 
2 associate professor 
3 assistant professor 
4 clinical professor 
5 clinical associate professor 
6 clinical assistant professor 
7 instructor 
8 clinical instructor 
9 lecturer 
10 other, please specify 

How many years have you held this rank? 

How many years have you been teaching in a college of 
pharmacy? 

CODE Have you ever received an award for teaching? 
1 yes 
2 no 

CODE What is your highest earned degree? 
1 Ph.D. 
2 Pharm.D. 
3 M.S. 
4 B.S. 
5 other, please specify 



CODE 
1 
2 

Are you in a tenure track? 
yes 
no 
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CODE Do you have tenure? 
1 yes 
2 no 
3 not applicable 

CODE Have you ever taken a sabbatical? 
1 yes 
2 no 

How many publications have you had over the past three years? 

Journal articles (refereed) 
Books and/or book chapters 
All other publications 

How many grants and/or contracts have you written as principal 
or co-principal investigator over the past three years? 

How many grants and/or contracts have you been awarded as 
principal or co-principal investigator over the past 
three years? 

How many post-baccalaureate student research projects have 
you directed over the past three years? 

Have you served as a referee or reviewer of a professional 
CODE journal or other publication? 

1 yes 
2 no 

CODE Are you a registered pharmacist? 
1 yes 
2 no 
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How often do you experience the following types of personal interaction 
with other faculty in your department? 

r-H 
Cj rH 

N I. • , X S3 < 
Professional +£ , a> ^ o -p 

> o z < 

Collaboration on projects .... I I  I I  I I  !  

Informal consultations . . . . , 

Social 

Informal casual friendship . . , 

Parties, other social events . , 

Social gatherings with students 

r-H 4J 
To what extent do you think your school g g ° ̂ 
has appreciated and rewarded your work? / / / / / / /  

How much interest do you have in each of the four aspects of professional 
activity described below? 

Administration -- development and 
establishment of academic poli
cies, practices, programs . . . 

•p 
V) 
<D 

+j h 
rt <D 
<D 4-> 
65 
/ / / / / 

+J 
tn 
<D 
a> •p 

7 

Performance -- use of professional 
skills to solve a problem, to devise 
a procedure, to create something . . 

Research -- participation in specific 
projects that include the collection, 
organization and analyses of data 
for the advancement of knowledge . . 

Teaching -- the training and education 
of students including advisement 
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Responses for items 64 and 65: 
4 - well above average 
3 - slightly above average 
2 - slightly below average 
1 - well below average 

Using the measures appropriate to your discipline, how would you 
classify the amount of your scholarly activity in the past three 
years relative to: 

a. Faculty in your department/academic unit 
b. Faculty in your school 
c. Peers in your discipline 

How would you rate yourself as a teacher for: 

a. Undergraduate classes 
b. Graduate classes 
c. Individual instruction 

4 
4 
4 

3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 

3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

What is your opinion of the amount of emphasis put on the publications 
and teaching ability in determining rank and salary within your depart
ment, school and university? 

a. Publications 

Responses 
3 - too much emphasis 
2 - about the right emphasis 
1 - too little emphasis 

Department 
School 
University 

3 2 
3 2 
3 2 

b. Teaching ability 

Department 
School 
University 

3 2 
3 2 
3 2 
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How would you evaluate your department/academic unit (quality of faculty, 
students, curriculum, etc.) relative to other departments in your 
school, the university, and within the discipline naturally? 

a. School One of the best 
Above average 
Below average 
Well below average 

b. University One of the best 
Above average 
Below average 
Well below average 

c. Discipline One of the best 
Above average 
Below average 
Well below average 

Comparing yourself with other academicians of your age and professional 
background, how successful do you consider yourself in your career? 

very successful 
fairly successful 
fairly unsuccessful 
very unsuccessful 

If you were to begin your career again, would you still want to be a 
college professor? 

definitely yes 
probably yes 
probably no 
definitely no 
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COLLEGES OF PHARMACY JOB SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR FULL-TIME FACULTY 

Identifier No 

NOTE: This identifler number will be used for our accounting purposes only. The investigator does not want to unnecessarily bother 
respondents with follow-ups. THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF ALL RESPONDENTS IS GUARANTEED. 

Instructions for Completing the Questionnaire: 

This questionnaire has been designed to enable you to complete it in a minimum amount of time. Unless otherwise directed 
please place a check mark (V) in front of the ONE answer that most closely describes your response to the question. Several of 
the questions require a fill-in response. 

Remember, this questionnaire is a survey of FULL-TIME college of pharmacy faculty only. 

1. Name of School (Optional) 

2. Discipline: (check primary one only) 
pharmacy/pharmaceutics pharmacy administration 
pharmaceutical/medicinal chemistry clinical pharmacy 
pharmacology hospital pharmacy 
pharmacognosy bionucleonics and nuclear pharmacy 
other, please specify 

3. Age: 

4. Sex: female male 

5. Race: Black non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander White non-Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native Hispanic 

6. In general, do you usually think of yourself as a member of your: 
university department/school discipline 

7. Approximately what AVERAGE pcrcent increase in salary have you received over the past three years? (If you have taught 
less than three years, please average for those years taught.) 

0-3% 7-9% 13-15% not applicable, this is my first year teaching 
4-6% 10-12% over 15% 

8. In what range is your present salary? 

less than SI5,000 20-25,000 30-35,000 greater than S40.000 
15-20,000 25-30,000 35-40,000 

9. What type of appointment do you hold? academic year fiscal year 

10. How many professional meetings, on an average, does your school provide financial assistance for your attendance during the 

Vear? 0 2 4 

1 3 5 or more 

11. How much financial assistance for professional meetings does your school usually provide? 

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-99% 100% 

12. What is your current rank? 
professor clinical professor instructor 
associate professor clinical associate professor clinical instructor 
assistant professor clinical assistant professor lecturer 

other, please specify 

13. How many years have you held this rank? 

14. How many years have you been teaching in a college of pharmacy? 

15. Have you ever received an award for teaching? yes no 

16. What is your highest earned degree? 

Ph.D. Pharm.D. M.S. B.S. other, please specify 

17. Are you in a tenure track? yes no 
18. Do you have tenure? yes no not applicable 

19. Have you ever taken a sabbatical? yes no 

20. How many publications have you had over the past three years? 
Journal articles (refereed) Books and/or book chapters All other publications 
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21. How many grants and/or contracts have you written as principal or co-principal investigator over the past three 
years? 

22. How many grants and/or contracts have you been awarded as principal or co-principal investigator over the past 
three years? 

23. How many post-baccalaureate student research projects have you directed over the past three years? 

24. Have you served as a referee or reviewer of a professional journal or other publication? yes no 

25. Are you a registered pharmacist? yes no 

ASK YOURSELF, how satisfled am I with each of the following aspects of my PRESENT faculty position (please circle ONE response 
only). 

s| 
si 
•S* No

t 
Sa
tl
tf
Ud
 

26. The chance to make use of skills and abilities 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

27. The chance for advancing into a better position 6 5 4 3 2 I 

28. Being able to find challenge in my work 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

29. The effectiveness of planning for the future of this school 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

30. The way policies and practices are consistent over time 1 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

31. The way the administration assigns people so that they do not duplicate the work of others 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

32. My pay, considering the amount of responsibility 1 have ' 7 6 S 4 3 2 I 

,33. The way my pay compares with persons with faculty positions like mine at other schools 7 6 5 4 3 2 i 

34. The way my pay is based on what I deserve 6 5 4 3 2 I 

35. Being told what my immediate supervisor thinks about my ideas 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

36. The way my supervisor provides competent and consistent supervision 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

37. The way my supervisor takes care of faculty complaints 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

38. The position in general 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

39. The opportunity to do work which is well suited to my abilities 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

40. The opportunity for advancement in this school , , , 7 6 5 4 3 i 

41. Being able to do work that is challenging 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

42. My familiarity with this school's aims and goals . . .. 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

43. The way policy and practices are applied consistently 7 6 S 4 3 2 I 

44. The way the school selects only first-rate faculty 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

45. The way my pay compares to that of people just starting with the school 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

46. The amount of pay for the work I do 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

47. How often pay raises are given 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

48. Being told by my immediate supervisor how well I am doing 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 

49. The way my supervisor seems to know what is going on and what to do 7 6 5 4 3 2 I 
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II 6-
J •! z 3 

50. The way my supervisor handles his/her people 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

51. My position, all things considered 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS by circling the letter next to the response THAT YOU FEEL IS THE MOST APPROPRIATE 
STATEMENT FOP YOUR SITUATION-

52. In general, how well would you say that your appointment measures up to the sort of faculty position you wanted when you 
took it? a. Very much like the position I wanted. b. Somewhat like the position I wanted. 

c. Not very much like the position I wanted. 

53. If you were free to go into any type of position you wanted, what would your choice be? 
I. I would want the job I have now. b. I would want to retire or not work at all. 

c. I would prefer some other job to the job I have now. 

54. If you were to get enough money to live as comfortably as you'd like for the rest of your life, would you continue to work? 
a. I would continue to work. b. I would not continue to work. 

55. Taking all things together, how happy would you say you arc with things these days? 
l. Very happy. b. Pretty happy. c. Not too happy. 

56. Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over again whether or not to go into academia, what would you decide? 
l. I would decide without hesitation to go into academia. b. I would have second thoughts about going into academia. 

c. I would definitely not go into academia. 

57. Taking everything into account, how likely is it that you will make a genuine effort to find a new position with another 
employer within the next year? 
a. Very likely. b. Somewhat likely. c. Not at all likely. 

58. How often do you leave work with a good feeling that you've done something particularly well? 
a. Very often. b. Pretty often. c. Once in a while. d. Never. 

59. How often do you get so wrapped up in your work that you lose track of time? 
a. Very often. b. Pretty often. c. Once in a while. d. Never. 

60. If a good friend of yours told you he/she was interested in a faculty position at your school, what would you tell him/her? 
a. I would strongly recommend it. b. I would have doubts about recommending it. c. I would advise my friend against it. 

61. How would you assess your work load? 

a. Usually so light that it makes me uncomfortable, b. Usually I could manage more work comfortably. 
c. Usually about as much as I can manage comfortably. d. Usually more than 1 can manage comfortably. 

62. At work, how much stress would you say you were under from day to day? 
a. None. b. Mild. c. Moderate. d. Severe. 

PLEASE CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: 

63. How often do you experience the following types of personal interaction with other faculty in your department? 

. a * 
£2 © 3 

Professional >o 
Collaboration on projects 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Informal consultations 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Social 
Informal casual fellowship 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Parties, other social events 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Social gathering! with students 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  

T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

C O L L E G E  O F  P H A R M A C Y  

Dear Colleague: 

We are asking your help and only 15 minutes of your valuable time. 

We are requesting all full-time faculty in all colleges of pharmacy 
to participate in this study. This research is being undertaken as 
a joint project of the University of Arizona College of Pharmacy and 
the Center for the Study for Higher Education to determine to what 
degree work environment, rewards and performance contribute to job 
satisfaction. It is anticipated that the results of this survey will 
better enable administrators to relate to the needs and concerns 
of faculty in colleges of pharmacy. Further, it is hoped that faculty 
will benefit directly from the descriptive information that this study 
will reveal. 

We have developed the enclosed survey as a means to collect data on 
full-time college of pharmacy faculty. Completion of this survey 
should require only a few minutes of your time. In return for your 
generous help, we will gladly send you a summary of the study results. 
Merely return the enclosed, self-addressed business reply postcard 
with your name and address. 

A WORD ON CONFIDENTIALITY 

Please be assured that all information gathered through this process 
will be confidential. Specific data will not be identifiable with 
any specific institution or individual. The "Identifier Number" used 
on the questionnaire will be used only to facilitate our follow-up 
techniques and to prevent you from receiving bothersome reminder letters. 
Also, your completion of this questionnaire is strictly voluntary. 
So please take a few minutes and complete the survey as soon as you can. 
Please use the enclosed postpaid convenience envelope for returning 
your survey. Should you have any questions, please call Carl at 
(602) 626-1427. 

Thank you for taking time to help us out, and we will be looking 
forward to hearing from you. 

Sinperely, * 

Carl E. Trinca 
Graduate Student 

4ck R. 
Jean 
College of Pharmacy 

arcleroad 
Director and Professor 
Center for the Study of 
Higher Education 
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The University of Arizona 
Dept. of Pharmaceutical Sciences 

College of Pharmacy 

Tucson, Arizona 85721 

NONPROFIT ORG. 

U.S. POSTAGE 
P A I D  

PERMIT NO. 190 

TUCSON, ARIZONA 

Dear College of Pharmacy Faculty Member: 

Recently we mailed you a questionnaire asking for your participation in an 
important survey. 

If you already returned the questionnaire, please consider this card a "thank 
you" for your valuable help. 

If you have not had a chance to return the completed form yet, could you do 
so as soon as possible? Your participation is vita! to the success of our study. 

Sincerely, 

Cdit  ̂
Carl E. Trinca 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  

T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

C O L L E G E  O F  P H A R M A C Y  

Dear Colleague: 

Recently we sent you a survey questionnaire concerning your satisfaction 
in your current faculty position. As it is crucial to receive a most 
representative return rate, your response is very important to the 
accuracy of our survey. 

This survey will only take about 15 minutes of your time to complete, 
and you can return it in the enclosed envelope. If you have already 
done so, many thanks. If you have not yet had a chance to answer, we 
would be most grateful if you would do so now. Your response will be 
held in strict confidence, of course. 

Just in case your original went astray in the malls or became otherwise 
lost or misplaced, we have enclosed another survey form and return 
envelope. We'll be waiting to hear from you. 

Sincerely, 

Carl E. Trinca 
Graduate Student Dean Director and Professor 

College of Pharmacy Center for the Study of 
Higher Education 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
42 
43 
44 
45 

RESPONSE RATE FOR EACH COLLEGE OF PHARMACY 

Carnegie 
Type Public Private 

Number of Full-time Faculty 
Total Responding Percent 

1.2 X 20 14 70.0 
2.1 X 11 7 63.6 
1.1 X 22 20 90.9 
5.2 X 27 18 66.7 
5.2 X 51 35 68.6 
1.4 X 29 24 82.7 
1.1 X 35 18 51.4 
1.1 X 14 8 57.1 
1.2 X 27 18 66.7 
1.2 X 12 6 50.0 
2.1 X 18 9 50.0 
1.1 X 29 20 68.9 
2.1 X 26 8 30.7 
1.1 X 42 30 71.4 
1.4 X 14 7 50.0 
5.2 X 54 31 57.4 
2.1 X 11 9 81.8 
1.1 X 54 34 62.9 
2.1 X 10 4 40.0 
1.1 X 26 21 80.7 
1.2 X 28 21 75.0 
1.2 X 31 18 58.1 
2.1 X 18 11 61.1 
2.2 X 13 10 76.9 
5.2 X 43 30 69.7 
5.3 X 53 26 49.1 
1.3 X 26 10 38.4 
2.1 X 25 16 64.0 
1.1 X 19 19 100.0 
1.2 X 24 18 75.0 
1.1 s 43 28 65.1 
1.3 X 28 21 75.0 
5.3 X 23 17 73.9 
1.3 X 16 14 87.5 
1.3 X 16 9 56.3 
2.1 X 15 10 66.7 
5.2 X 34 26 76.5 
1.2 X 22 7 31.8 
1.2 X 15 10 66.7 
5.3 X 30 15 50.0 
1.3 X 19 7 36.8 

1.2 X 35 19 54.3 
5.3 X 13 11 84.6 



46 
47 
48 
49 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 

Carnegie Number of Full-time Faculty 
Type Public Private Total Responding Percent 

1.1 X 32 26 81.3 
1.4 X 20 11 55.0 
2.1 X 19 15 78.9 
1.1 X 34 17 50.0 
1.3 X 14 12 85.7 
2.1 X 19 15 78.9 
1.2 X 20 11 55.0 
1.1 X 19 9 47.4 
2.1 X 18 12 66.7 
5.3 X 31 18 58.1 
1.2 X 24 15 62.5 
1.1 X 27 20 74.1 
1.3 X 43 18 41.9 
5.2 X 25 21 84.0 
1.3 X 18 15 83.3 
1.4 X 9 7 77.7 
5.2 X 39 34 87.2 
2.1 X 15 3 20.0 
1.3 X 37 20 54.1 
1.1 X 34 20 58.8 
1.1 X 30 26 86.7 
1.3 X 36 28 77.8 
1.1 X 24 17 70.8 
1.2 X 15 14 93.3 
1.2 X 23 16 69.6 
1.1 X 29 12 41.3 
1.3 X 12 6 50.5 



FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR RESPONDING FACULTY: AGE 

Frequency Frequency 
Age Absolute Percent (Adjusted) Age Absolute Percent 

21 1 0 46 18 2 
24 4 0 47 17 2 
25 3 0 48 22 2 
26 13 1 49 21 2 
27 23 2 50 24 2 
28 45 4 51 11 1 
29 41 4 52 12 1 
30 54 5 53 20 
31 60 6 54 12 1 
32 54 5 55 15 1 
33 54 5 56 7 1 
34 40 4 57 11 1 
35 69 7 58 14 1 
36 59 6 59 11 1 
37 58 5 60 9 1 
38 27 3 61 6 1 
39 53 5 62 7 1 
40 38 4 63 1 0 
41 28 3 64 5 0 
42 22 2 65 1 0 
43 16 2 66 3 0 
44 18 2 67 4 0 
45 27 3 69 1 0 

Missing Cases: 100 



FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR 
RESPONDING FACULTY: SEX 

145 

Frequency 
Sex Absolute Percent 

Female 114 9.8 

Male 1045 90.2 

Missing Cases: None 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR 
RESPONDING FACULTY: RACE 

Frequency 
Race Absolute Percent (Adjusted) 

Black non-Hispanic 24 2.1 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 4 0.4 

Asian or Pacific Islander 62 5.5 

Hispanic 9 0.8 

White non-Hispanic 1027 91.2 

Missing Cases: 33 
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MEAN RESPONSE RATE TO 
FACET-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

Standard Missing 
Question* N Mean** Deviation Cases 

26 1153 5.38 1.42 6 

27 1134 4.29 1.75 25 

28 1153 5.64 1.28 6 

29 1146 3.96 1.77 13 

30 1144 3.66 1.65 15 

31 1134 4.06 1.62 25 

32 1153 3.51 1.72 6 

33 1127 3.71 1.71 32 

34 1131 3.49 1.73 28 

35 1121 4.57 1.73 38 

36 1124 4.06 1.83 35 

37 1134 4.09 1.81 25 

38 1148 4.97 1.38 11 

39 1147 5.34 1.44 12 

40 1130 4.16 1.72 29 

41 1152 5.44 1.31 7 

42 1148 4.92 1.47 11 

43 1145 3.75 1.60 14 

44 1142 4.08 1.67 17 

45 1113 3.74 1.74 46 

46 1143 3.55 1.71 16 

47 1137 3.96 1.73 22 

48 1133 4.19 1.80 26 

49 1135 4.05 l-»
 

• 00
 

24 

50 1134 4.09 1.81 25 

51 1147 4.97 1.36 12 

* See Appendix D—Questionnaire. 

**A mean score of 4.00 or greater indicated "satisfied." 
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Factor Analytic Technique 
CNie et al. 1975) 

The single most distinctive characteristics of factor analysis 

is its data-reduction capability. Factor analytic testing consists of 

three steps. 

1. The prepartion of the correlation matrix--most factor 

analyses require product-moment correlation coefficients. 

2. The extraction of initial factors and the exploration of 

possible data reduction -- this step is conducted by constructing a set 

of new variables on the basis of the interrelations exhibited in the 

data. For example, the variables are weighted in descending order by 

a calculated eigenvalue and a percent of variance. The eigenvalue is 

a special measure computed in the process of deriving the discriminant 

function. It is a measure of the total variance existing in the dis

criminating variables. Practice dictates choosing factors for further 

analysis on the basis of an eigenvalue greater than 1.0000. The cumu

lative variance accounted for by the factors chosen represents the 

variance of the study group. 

3. The final step is rotation of the factor matrix to a 

terminal solution resulting in simple and interpretable factors. Vari

ous procedures can be used: quartimax, varimax, equimax and oblique. 

The most widely used method is varimax and, if results are satisfactory, 

analysis should stop here. Varimax compares each of the defined factors 

identified in step 2 and calculates a correlation matrix against the 

original variables. In other words, the varimax criterion centers on 

simplifying the columns of a factor matrix. To interpret the results, 



the researcher uses the varimax rotated factor matrix much like a 

product-moment correlation coefficient matrix. Variables correlating 

highly with factors can be attributed to that factor. 
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EIGENVALUES AND PERCENT OF VARIANCE 
FOR FACET-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

Variable Est. Communality Factor Eigenvalue % of Var Cum ! 

FSQl 1.00000 1 11.60815 44.6 44.6 

FSQ2 1.00000 2 2.92368 11.2 55.9 

FSQ3 1.00000 3 2.34777 9.0 64.9 

FSQ4 1.00000 4 1.49903 5.8 70.7 

FSQ5 1.00000 5 0.92975 3.6 74.3 

FSQ6 1.00000 6 0.67559 2.6 76.9 

FSQ7 1.00000 7 0.60972 2.3 79.2 

FSQ8 1.00000 8 0.55549 2.1 81.3 

FSQ9 1.00000 9 0.48568 1.9 83.2 

FSQIO 1.00000 10 0.47479 1.8 85.0 

FSQll 1.00000 11 0.45420 1.7 86.8 

FSQl 2 1.00000 12 0.44692 1.7 88.5 

FSQl 3 1.00000 13 0.39024 1.5 90.0 

FSQl 4 1.00000 14 0.35884 1.4 91.4 

FSQl 5 1.00000 15 0.30188 1.2 92.5 

FSQl 6 1.00000 16 0.28040 1.1 93.6 

FSQl 7 1.00000 17 0.24263 0.9 94.6 

FSQl 8 1.00000 18 0.20467 0.8 95.3 

FSQl 9 1.00000 19 0.18832 0.7 96.1 

FSQ20 1.00000 20 0.18066 0.7 96.8 

FSQ21 1.00000 21 0.16633 0.6 97.4 

FSQ22 1.00000 22 0.15542 0.6 98.0 

FSQ23 1.00000 23 0.14921 0.6 98.6 

FSQ24 1.00000 24 0.13394 0.5 99.1 

FSQ25 1.00000 25 0.12046 0.5 99.6 

FSQ26 1.00000 26 0.11633 0.4 100.0 



152 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
FOR FACET-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

FSQl 0.15124 0.82359 0.12251 0.13376 

FSQ2 0.18969 0.49063 0.32699 0.32853 

FSQ3 0.10269 0.82504 0.07938 0.16454 

FSQ4 0.20342 0.26784 0.13523 0.70892 

FSQ5 0.25152 0.18471 0.17739 0.79675 

FSQ6 0.22509 0.16588 0.17717 0.71609 

FSQ7 0.08150 0.11883 0.89655 0.12893 

FSQ8 0.08324 0.16846 0.81901 0.06985 

FSQ9 0.13272 0.12643 0.86706 0.16227 

FSQIO 0.79481 0.21924 0.16790 0.16629 

FSQll 0.85275 0.17876 0.11201 0.27732 

FSQl 2 0.80873 0.17888 0.13638 0.30104 

FSQl 3 0.33929 0.66353 0.28272 0.33013 

FSQl 4 0.19309 0.84141 0.10369 0.15388 

FSQl 5 0.20091 0.45756 0.32251 0.40722 

FSQl 6 0.14720 0.85291 0.07032 0.18871 

FSQl 7 0.19740 0.17933 0.11806 0.63154 

FSQl 8 0.33515 0.17902 0.19601 0.78152 

FSQl 9 0.26512 0.22303 0.21246 0.56285 

FSQ20 0.14870 0.16984 0.70227 0.20558 

FSQ21 0.13024 0.12308 0.89260 0.13394 

FSQ22 0.17315 0.07819 0.61040 0.24234 

FSQ23 0.81235 0.18099 0.15469 0.18382 

FSQ24 0.83388 0.19397 0.13817 0.30443 

FSQ25 Q.82669 0.18342 0.14095 0.28409 

FSQ26 0.34445 0.66352 0.31972 0.31014 
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EIGENVALUES AND PERCENT OF VARIANCE 
FOR FACET-FREE QUESTIONS 

Variable Est. Communality Factor Eigenvalue % of Var Cum % 

FFQl 1.00000 1 3.35314 30.5 30.5 

FFQ2 1.00000 2 1.59112 14.5 44.9 

FFQ3 1.00000 3 1.13398 10.3 55.3 

FFQ4 1.00000 4 0.94528 8.6 83.9 

FFQ5 1.00000 5 0.72614 6.6 70.5 

FFQ6 1.00000 6 0.65303 5.9 76.4 

FFQ7 1.00000 7 0.58159 5.3 81.7 

FFQ8 1.00000 8 0.56205 5.1 86.8 

FFQ9 1.00000 9 0.54642 5.0 91.8 

FFQIO 1.00000 10 0.47121 4.3 96.0 

FFQll 1.00000 11 0.43604 4.0 100.0 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
FOR FACET-FREE QUESTIONS 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

FFQl 0.76833 0.09917 0.02371 

FFQ2 0.72297 0.09838 0.02161 

FFQ3 -0.06198 0.53430 0.05834 

FFQ4 0.66721 0.35200 0.14545 

FFQ5 0.59816 0.21241 0.06119 

FFQ6 -0.66555 0.27930 -0.08079 

FFQ7 0.33198 0.71134 0.05994 

FFQ8 0.13657 0.65693 -0.33879 

FFQ9 0.75626 0.04087 -0.06795 

FFQIO -0.04819 -0.07582 0.83347 

FFQll 0.18040 0.04588 0.79197 
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EIGENVALUES AND PERCENT OF VARIANCE 
FOR ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONS 

Variable Est. Communality Factor Eigenvalue % of Var Cum % 

EVRNQl 1.00000 1 2.52781 52.6 52.6 

EVRNQ2 1.00000 2 1.08222 21.6 74.2 

EVRNQ3 1.00000 3 0.83324 12.7 86.9 

EVRNQ4 1.00000 4 0.37883 7.6 94.4 

EVRNQ5 1.00000 5 0.27791 5.6 100.0 

EVRNQl 

EVRNQ2 

EVRNQ3 

EVRNQ4 

EVRNQ5 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
FOR ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONS 

Factor 1 

0.10087 

0.19229 

0.68865 

0.82861 

0.81961 

Factor 2 

0.87866 

0.86923 

0.45442 

0.30443 

-0.05925 
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EIGENVALUES AND PERCENT OF VARIANCE 
FOR JOB SATISFACTION AND PROFESSIONAL 

INTERESTS IN ACADEMIA QUESTIONS 

Variable Est. Communality Factor Eigenvalue % of Var Cum 1 

USCQl 1.00000 1 3.46918 15.8 15.8 

USCQ2 1.00000 2 2.79801 12.7 28.5 

USCQ3 1.00000 3 2.00062 9.1 37.6 

USCQ4 1.00000 4 1.61655 7.3 44.9 

USCQ5 1.00000 5 1.38948 6.3 51.2 

USCQ6 1.00000 6 1.20158 5.5 56.7 

USCQ7 1.00000 7 1.06743 4.9 61.6 

USCQ8 1.00000 8 1.00938 4.6 66.1 

USCQ9 1.00000 9 0.94865 4.3 70.5 

USCQl0 1.00000 10 0.78638 3.6 74.0 

USCQl1 1.00000 11 0.77442 3.5 77.6 

USCQl2 1.00000 12 0.68214 3.1 80.7 

USCQl3 1.00000 13 0.59489 2.7 83.4 

USCQl4 1.00000 14 0.58626 2.7 86.0 

USCQl5 1.00000 15 0.53748 2.4 88.5 

USCQl6 1.00000 16 0.46972 2.1 90.6 

USCQl7 1.00000 17 0.43084 2.0 92.6 

USCQl8 1.00000 18 0.38887 1.8 94.3 

USCQl9 1.00000 19 0.36115 1.6 96.0 

USCQ20 1.00000 20 0.34464 1.6 97.5 

USCQ21 1.00000 21 0.31684 1.4 99.0 

USCQ22 1.00000 22 0.22550 1.0 100.0 



VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
FOR JOB SATISFACTION AND PROFESSIONAL 

INTERESTS IN ACADEMIA QUESTIONS 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 

USCQ1 0, .23169 0. .01550 -0, .16611 -0, ,01444 -0.67531 0. .14015 -0. .11736 -0 .06678 
USCQ2 0. .02403 -0. .03491 0, .04951 0, .05319 -0.33961 0. .38125 -0, .28362 0, .54402 
USCQ3 0, .04249 0, .04329 -0, .08841 -0. .02671 0.04993 0, .00080 0 .13240 0 .87919 

USCQ4 0, .11534 0, .42796 -0, .05199 -0, .26111 0.05562 -0, .12825 0. .34742 0 .14970 
USCQ5 -0, .03516 -0, .00909 -0 .09677 0. .05377 -0.05950 0 .77419 0. .07021 0 .13877 

USCQ6 0 .00372 0, .84383 0 .07348 -0, .04782 -0.11129 0 .03159 0, .07165 -0 .00308 

USCQ7 0 .05183 0 .83274 -0 .03839 -0, .14181 0.00068 0 .15392 -0 .03727 -0 .11965 

USCQ8 -0 .02192 0 .62491 -0 .19350 0, .06479 -0.19214 -0 .24988 0 .08089 0 .16214 
USCQ9 -0, .10195 0 .00120 -0 .04900 0, .05827 -0.01937 0 .75508 0, .25730 -0 .06733 

USCQ10 0 .07686 0 .26443 0 .02484 -0 .01818 -0.01127 0 .14135 0 .67789 0 .07164 

USCQ11 -0 .02089 -0 .08641 0 .00213 0 .06083 -0.12540 0 .15891 0 .70331 -0 .02655 

USCQ12 -0 .05648 -0 .01048 -0 .05858 0 .77773 0.09982 0 .08909 -0 .00019 -0 .01471 
USCQ13 -0 .16663 -0 .05684 -0 .04490 0 .88364 0.04371 0 .02247 0 .00487 0 .02962 

USCQ14 -0 .19289 -0 .13655 -0 .03020 0 .81738 0.00915 -0 .00482 0 .01600 -0 .00881 

USCQ15 0 .79846 -0 .00773 -0 .08510 -0 .03502 -0.09467 -0 .02191 0 .00049 -0 .00176 

USCQ16 0 .87439 0 .01585 -0 .00663 -0 .15330 -0.04149 -0 .02611 0 .00830 -0 .00488 

USCQ17 0 .76235 0 .07709 -0 .01557 -0 .25292 0.00500 -0 .09402 0 .08014 0 .07367 

USCQ18 -0 .08516 -0 .06314 0 .85164 0 .00339 0.10468 -0 .12171 0 .03255 0 .00840 

USCQ19 -0 .02816 -0 .02332 0 .83649 -0 .02088 0.06247 -0 .11526 0 .02355 0 .00374 

USCQ20 -0 .00411 -0 .01774 0 .71297 -0 .13255 0.27620 0 .11743 -0 .05864 -0 .11922 

USCQ21 0 .03841 -0 .23957 0 .19330 -0 .01150 0.67001 0 .12912 -0 .13569 -0 .20772 
USCQ22 0 .01482 -0 .04285 0 .10314 0 .16541 0.72670 -0 .07151 -0 .14933 0 .03663 
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MEAN RESPONSES TO FACET-FREE QUESTIONS 

Question* N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Missing 
Cases 

52 1151 1.63 0.66 8 

52 1136 1.71 0.93 23 

54 1137 1.10 0.30 22 

55 1144 1.98 0.63 15 

56 1148 1.46 0.57 11 

57 1147 2.43 0.71 12 

58 1150 2.10 0.65 9 

59 1148 2.05 0.76 11 

60 1121 1.54 0.69 38 

61 1149 3.38 0.65 10 

62 1151 2.76 0.65 8 

* See Appdenix D--Questionnaire. 
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Question: 

Response: 

To what extent do you think your school has appreciated 
and rewarded your work: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
C%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

999 

Total 

56 

135 

168 

245 

256 

210 

74 

15 

1159 

4.8 

11 .6  

14.5 

2 1 . 1  

2 2 . 1  

1 8 . 1  

6.4 

1.3 

100.0 

4.9 

1 1 . 8  

14.7 

21.4 

22.4 

18.4 

6.5 

Missing 

100.0  

4.9 

16.7 

31.4 

52.8 

75.2 

93.5 

100.0  

100.0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

4.255 
5.000 
-0.763 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.047 
1.593 
-0.231 
7.000 

Median 
Variance 
Range 

4.369 
2.537 
6.000 

Valid Cases 1144 Missing Cases 15 
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Question: How much interest do you have in each of the four aspects 
of professional activity described below? 

Administration -- development and establishment of academic 
policies, practices, programs 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
C%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
C%) 

1 58 5.0 5.0 5.0 

2 123 10.6 10.7 15.7 

3 123 10.6 10.7 26.4 

4 198 17.1 17.2 43.6 

5 243 21.0 21.1 64.7 

6 227 19.6 19.7 84.4 

7 179 15.4 15.6 100.0 

999 8 0.7 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 4.600 Std Err 0.051 Median 4.802 
Mode 5.000 Std Dev 1.741 Variance 3.030 
Kurtosis -0.816 Skewness -0.381 Range 6.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 7.000 

Valid Cases 1151 Missing Cases 8 
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Performance --use of professional skills to solve a problem, devise a 
procedure, to create something 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

(%) C%) C%) 

1 3 0.3 0.3 0.3 

2 10 0.9 0.9 1.1 

3 26 2.2 2.3 3.4 

4 96 8.3 8.4 11.7 

5 226 19.5 19.7 31.4 

6 394 34.0 34.3 65.7 

7 394 34.0 34.3 100.0 

999 10 0.9 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 5.863 Std Err 0.033 Median 6.042 
Mode 6.000 Std Dev 1.124 Variance 1.264 
Kurtosis 1.152 Skewness -1.055 Range 6.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 7.000 

Valid Cases 1149 Missing Cases 10 
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Research -- participation in specific projects that include the collec
tion, organization and analysis of data for the advancement of 
knowledge 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) C%) C%) 

1 13 1.1 1.1 1.1 

2 50 4.3 4.3 5.5 

3 70 6.0 6.1 11.5 

4 125 10.8 10.9 22.4 

5 186 16.0 16.1 38.5 

6 273 23.6 23.7 62.2 

7 435 37.5 37.8 100.0 

999 7 0.6 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Wean 5.587 Std Err 0.045 Median 5.984 
Mode 7.000 Std Dev 1.526 Variance 2.328 
Kurtosis 0.171 Skewness -0.996 Range 6.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 7.000 

Valid Cases 1152 Missing Cases 7 
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Teaching— the training and education of students including advisement 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 

Freq 
C%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

999 

Total 

2 

13 

27 

88 

199 

377 

446 

7 

1159 

0 . 2  

1 . 1  

2.3 

7.6 

17.2 

32.5 

38.5 

0 . 6  

100.0 

0 . 2  

1 . 1  

2.3 

7.6 

17.3 

32.7 

38.7 

Missing 

100.0 

0 . 2  

1.3 

3.6 

11.3 

2 8 . 6  

61.3 

100.0  

100 .0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

5.938 
7.000 
1.290 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.034 
1.139 
-1.170 
7.000 

Median 6.155 
Variance 1.298 
Range 6.000 

Valid Cases 1152 Missing Cases 
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Question: Using the measures appropriate to your discipline, how would 
you classify the amount of scholary activity in the past 
three years relative to: 

Faculty in your department/academic unit 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
C%) 

Cum 
Freq 
C%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

999 

Total 

41 

195 

494 

393 

36 

1159 

3.5 

1 6 . 8  

42.6 

33.9 

3.1 

100.0 

3.7 

17.4 

44.0 

35.0 

Missing 

100.0  

3.7 

2 1 . 0  

65.0 

100 .0  

100 .0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

3.103 
3.000 
-0.237 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.024 
0 .812  

-0 .601  
4.000 

Median 3.159 
Variance 0.660 
Range 3.000 

Valid Cases 1123 Missing Cases 36 
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Faculty in your school 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
C%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 71 6.1 6.4 6.4 

2 237 20.4 21.4 27.8 

3 461 39.8 41.6 69.5 

4 338 29.2 30.5 100.0 

999 52 4.5 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 2.963 Std Err 0.026 Median 3.033 
Mode 3.000 Std Dev 0.881 Variance 0.775 
Kurtosis -0.514 Skewness -0.493 Range 3.000 
Minimu 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1107 Missing Cases 52 
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Peers in your discipline 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

(%) (%) (%) 

1 91 7.9 8.3 8.3 

2 300 25.9 27.2 35.4 

3 487 42.0 44.2 79.6 

4 225 19.4 20.4 100.0 

999 56 4.8 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 2.767 Std Err 0.026 Median 2.830 
Mode 3.000 Std Dev 0.867 Variance 0.752 
Kurtosis -0.570 Skewness -0.292 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1103 Missing Cases 56 
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Question: How would you rate yourself as a teacher for undergraduate 
classes? 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

999 

Total 

5 

76 

542 

516 

20 

1159 

0.4 

6 . 6  

46.8 

44.5 

1.7 

100.0 

0.4 

6.7 

47.6 

45.3 

Missing 

100.0 

0.4 

7.1 

54.7 

100.0  

100.0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

3.378 
3.000 
-0.055 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.019 
0.629 
-0.604 
4.000 

Median 3.401 
Variance 0.395 
Range 3.000 

Valid Cases 1139 Missing Cases 20 
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graduate classes 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
C%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

999 

Total 

5 

76 

542 

516 

20 

1159 

0.4 

6 . 6  

46.8 

44.5 

1.7 

100.0  

0.4 

6.7 

47.6 

45.3 

Missing 

100.0  

0.4 

7.1 

54.7 

100 .0  

100 .0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

3.378 
3.000 
-0.055 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.019 
0.629 
-0.604 
4.000 

Median 3.401 
Variance 0.395 
Range 3.000 

Valid Cases 1139 Missing Cases 20 
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individual instruction 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) (%) C%) 

1 2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

2 31 2.7 2.8 3.0 

3 425 36.7 38.5 41.5 

4 646 55.7 58.5 100.0 

999 55 4.7 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 3.553 Std Err 0.017 Median 3.646 
Mode 4.000 Std Dev 0.561 Variance 0.314 
Kurtosis 0.044 Skewness -0.845 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1104 Missing Cases 55 



171 

Question: What is your opinion of the amount of emphasis put on the 
publications and teaching ability in determining rank and 
salary within your department, school and university? 

Publications -- department 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 150 12.9 13.7 13.7 

2 743 64.1 67.9 81.6 

3 201 17.3 18.4 100.0 

999 65 5.6 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 2.057 Std Err 0.017 Median 2.034 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.565 Variance 0.319 
Kurtosis 0.121 Skewness 0.011 Range 2.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 3.000 

Valid Cases 1094 Missing Cases 65 
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Publications -- school 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) C%) C%) 

1 171 14.8 15.1 15.1 

2 609 52.5 53.8 68.8 

3 353 30.5 31.2 100.0 

999 26 2.2 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 2.161 Std Err 0.020 Median 2.149 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.661 Variance 0.437 
Kurtosis -0.749 Skewness -0.187 Range 2.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 3.000 

Valid Cases 1133 Missing Cases 26 



173 

Publications — university-

Response : 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 

2 

3 

999 

Total 

136 

525 

410 

88 

1159 

11.7 

45.3 

35.4 

7.6 

100.0  

12.7 

49.0 

38.3 

Missing 

100.0  

12.7 

61.7 

100.0  

1 0 0 . 0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

2.256 
2.000 
-0.793 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0 . 0 2 0  
0.667 
-0.345 
3.000 

Median 2.261 
Variance 0.445 
Range 2.000 

Valid Cases 1071 Missing Cases 88 



174 

Teaching ability — department 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 

Freq 
Relative 
Freq 
C%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
C%) 

Cum 
Freq 

1 

2 

3 

999 

Total 

280 

732 

81 

66 

1159 

24.2 

63.2 

8 . 0  

5.7 

100.0 

25.6 

67.0 

7.4 

Missing 

100.0 

25.6 

92.6 

100.0  

Mean 
Mode 
Kurtosis 
Minimum 

1.818 
2.000 
-0.049 
1.000 

Std Err 
Std Dev 
Skewness 
Maximum 

0.016 
0.545 
-0.085 
3.000 

Median 1.864 
Variance 0.297 
Range 2.000 

Valid Cases 1093 Missing Cases 66 
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Teaching ability — school 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

(°0 (%)• (%) 

1 441 38.1 39.0 39.0 

2 612 52.8 54.2 93.2 

3 77 6.6 6.8 100.0 

999 29 2.5 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.678 Std Err 0.018 Median 1.703 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.596 Variance 0.355 
Kurtosis -0.641 Skewness 0.256 Range 2.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 3.000 

Valid Cases 1130 Missing Cases 29 



176 

Teaching ability — university 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) C%) (%) 

1 473 40.8 44.1 44.1 

2 529 45.6 49.3 93.5 

3 70 6.0 6.5 100.0 

999 87 7.5 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.624 Std Err 0.018 Median 1.619 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.605 Variance 0.366 
Kurtosis -0.667 Skewness 0.404 Range 2.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 3.000 

Valid Cases 1072 Missing Cases 87 
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Question: How would you evaluate your department/academic unit (quality 
of faculty, students, curriculum, etc.) relative to other 
departments in your school, the university, and within the 
discipline nationally? 

School 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
C%) 

1 529 45.6 46.9 46.9 

2 490 42.3 43.5 90.4 

3 98 8.5 8.7 99.1 

4 10 0.9 0.9 100.0 

999 32 2.8 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.635 Std Err 0.020 Median 1.570 
Mode 1.000 Std Dev 0.678 Variance 0.459 
Kurtosis 0.156 Skewness 0.770 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1127 Missing Cases 32 



178 

University 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) C%) (%) 

1 351 30.3 32.1 32.1 

2 602 51.9 55.0 87.1 

3 131 11.3 12.0 99.1 

4 10 0.9 0.9 100.0 

999 65 5.6 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.817 Std Err 0.020 Median 1.826 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.666 Variance 0.446 
Kurtosis -0.020 Skewness 0.412 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1094 Missing Cases 65 



179 

Discipline 

Response: 

Absolute Relative Adjusted Cum 
Category Label Code Freq Freq Freq Freq 

C%) (%) (%) 

1 365 31.5 32.2 32.2 

2 557 48.1 49.2 81.4 

3 184 15.9 16.2 97.6 

4 27 2.3 3.4 100.0 

999 26 2.2 Missing 100.00 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.888 Std Err 0.022 Median 1.862 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.754 Variance 0.568 
Kurtosis -0.128 Skewness 0.523 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1133 Missing Cases 26 



180 

Question: Comparing yourself with other academicians of your age and 
professional background, how successful do you consider 
yourself in your career? 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
C%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
(%) 

1 298 25.7 26.1 26.1 

2 763 65.8 66.8 92.9 

3 74 6.4 6.5 99.4 

4 7 0.6 0.6 100.0 

999 17 1.5 Missing 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.816 Std Err 0.017 Median 1.858 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.563 Variance 0.317 
Kurtosis 0.836 Skewness 0.189 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1142 Missing Cases 17 



181 

Question: If you were to begin your career again, would you still want 
to be a college professor? 

Response: 

Category Label Code 
Absolute 
Freq 

Relative 
Freq 
(%) 

Adjusted 
Freq 
(%) 

Cum 
Freq 
C%) 

1 432 37.3 37.7 37.7 

2 554 47.8 48.4 86.1 

3 139 12.0 12.1 98.3 

4 20 1.7 1.7 100.0 

999 14 1.2 Missing 100.0 

Total 1159 100.0 100.0 

Mean 1.779 Std Err 0.021 Median 1.754 
Mode 2.000 Std Dev 0.721 Variance 0.520 
Kurtosis 0.096 Skewness 0.639 Range 3.000 
Minimum 1.000 Maximum 4.000 

Valid Cases 1145 Missing Cases 14 
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CORRELATION MATRIX FOF 

I II III IV 

I Carnegie Types 
1,2 and 3 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
s=.001 

II Public/Private 
School 

0.2390 
(1152) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

III Clinical versus 
Basic 

0.0413 
(1152) 
S=.162 

0.0167 
(1152) 
S=.571 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

.IV Degree 0.1152 
(1132) 
S=.001 

0.0264 
(1132) 
S=.374 

0.4935 
(1132) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

V Sex -0.0176 
(1152) 
S=.551 

-0.0977 
(1152) 
S=.001 

-0.1498 
(1159) 
S=.001 

-0.1870 
(1139) 
S=.001 

VI Rank 0.0489 
(1135) 
S=.099 

0.0083 
(1135) 
S=.779 

0.3929 
(1142) 
S=.001 

0.5595 
(1123) 
S=.001 

VII Age -0.0421 
(1053) 
S=.173 

0.0814 
(1053) 
S=.008 

-0.4689 
(1059) 
S=.001 

-0.2733 
(1042) 
S=.001 

VIII Race 0.0103 
(1119) 
S=.732 

-0.0567 
(1119) 
S= .058 

-0.0262 
(1126) 
S=.380 

0.0675 
(1106) 
S=.025 

IX Peer Group -0.0502 
(1115) 
S=.094 

-0.0072 
(1115) 
S=.809 

0.0888 
(1121) 
S=.003 

0.0151 
(1101) 
S= .616 

X Salary - Percent 
Increase 

-0.0241 
(1126) 
S=.418 

-0.0563 
(1126) 
S=.059 

0.1058 
(1133) 
S=.001 

0.0598 
(1114) 
S=.046 

ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

V VI VII 

1.0000 
( o ) 
S=.001 

-0.2233 
(1142) • 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

0.1374 
(1059) 
S=.001 

-0.6053 
(1044) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

0.1064 
(1126) 
S=.001 

-0.0198 
(1109) 
S=.510 

0.0174 
(1037) 
S= .576 

0.0002 
(1121) 
S=.995 

0.0365 
(1104) 
S=.225 

-0.0501 
(1031) 
S=. 108 

-0.0251 
(1133) 
S=.399 

0.0937 
(1117) 
S=.002 

-0.1867 
(1039) 
S=.001 

VIII IX X 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

0.0079 1.0000 
(1095) ( 0 ) 
S=.795 S=.001 

0.0388 -0.0786 1.0000 
(1107) (1102) ( 0 ) 
S=.196 S=.009 S=.001 i-* 

30 
OJ 



I II III IV 

XI Salary - Range -0.0213 
(1141) 
S=.472 

-0.1558 
(1141) 
S=.001 

-0.2131 
(1148) 
S=.001 

-0.3657 
(1128) 
S=.001 

XII Appointment -0.0028 
(1121) 
S=.925 

-0.1005 
(1121) 
S=.001 

0.0992 
(1128) 
S=.001 

0.0567 
(1109) 
S=.059 

XIII Meetings 0.0711 
(1138) 
S=.017 

0.0684 
(1135) 
S=.021 

0.0830 
(1142) 
S=.005 

0.1561 
(1122) 
S=.001 

XIV Meeting Support 0.0306 
(1111) 
S=.308 

0.1157 
(1111) 
S=.001 

0.0709 
(1118) 
S=.018 

0.0654 
(1098) 
S=.030 

XV Years in Rank -0.0273 
(1139) 
S=.357 

0.0175 
(1139) 
S= .554 

-0.3049 
(1146) 
S=.001 

-0.2256 
(1126) 
S=.001 

XVI Years Teaching -0.0146 
(1144) 
S=.621 

0.0418 
(1144) 
S=.158 

-0.3656 
(1151) 
S=.001 

-0.2704 
(1131) 
S=.001 

XVII Teaching Award 0.0323 
(1134) 
S=.276 

0.0054 
(1134) 
S=.857 

0.1502 
(1141) 
S=.001 

0.1479 
(1122) 
S=.001 

XVIII Tenure Track 0.1486 
(1111) 
S=.001 

0.0773 
(1111) 
S=.010 

0.2145 
(1118) 
S=.001 

0.4123 
(1098) 
S=.001 

XIX Tenure 0.1098 
(1097) 
S=.001 

0.0467 
(1097) 
S=.122 

0.3956 
(1103) 
S=.001 

0.3706 
(1084) 
S=.001 

XX Sabbatical 0.0264 
(1142) 
S=.373 

-0.0229 
(1142) 
S=.440 

0.1798 
(1149) 
S=.001 

0.1876 
(1129) 
S=.001 

V 

0.1963 
(1148) 
S=.001 

0.0106 
(1128) 
S=.732 

0.0S07 
(1142) 
S=.087 

0.0046 
(1118) 
S-.877 

0.0845 
(1146) 
S=.004 

0.1345 
(1151) 
S=.001 

0.0720 
(1141) 
S= .015 

0.0747 
(1118) 
S=.013 

•0.1850 
(1103) 
S=.001 

0.0679 
(1149) 
S=.021 

VI 

-0.6472 
(1131) 
S=.001 

0.0585 
(1111) 
S= .051 

0.0550 
(1125) 
S=.065 

0.0673 
(1102) 
S= .026 

-0.4536 
(1130) 
S=.001 

-0.6373 
(1135) 
S=.001 

0.2178 
(1125) 
S=.001 

0.3480 
(1101) 
S=.001 

0.6965 
(1092) 
S=.001 

0.3481 
(1132) 
S=.001 

VII 

0.4561 
(1054) 
S=.001 

-0.0962 
(1041) 
S=.002 

-0.0598 
(1049) 
S=.053 

-0.0764 
(1025) 
S=.014 

0.6668 
(1053) 
S=.001 

0.7936 
(1056) 
S=.001 

-0.1644 
(1046) 
S=.001 

-0.1248 
(1027) 
S=.001 

-0.5722 
(1012) 
S=.001 

-0.3217 
(1055) 
S=.001 

VIII 

0.0037 
(1120) 
S=.901 

0.0623 
(1100) 
S=.039 

-0.0258 
(1115) 
S=.389 

-0.0028 
(1092) 
S=.926 

0.0405 
(1119) 
S=.176 

0.0586 
(1123) 
S=.050 

0.0356 
(1113) 
S=.235 

0.0075 
(1091) 
S=.804 

-0.0251 
(1075) 
S=.412 

0.0241 
(1121) 
S=.420 

IX 

-0.0446 
(1117) 
S=.136 

0.0489 
(1098) 
S=.105 

-0.0299 
(1109) 
S=.320 

-0.0276 
(1086) 
S=.364 

-0.0103 
(1113) 
S=.730 

-0.0594 
(1118) 
S=.047 

0.0230 
(1109) 
S=.444 

0.0177 
(1086) 
S=.559 

0.0841 
(1070) 
S=.006 

0.0223 
(1116) 
S=.458 

X 

0.0483 
(1128) 
S=.105 

0.0164 
(1108) 
S=.585 

0.1482 
(1122) 
S=.001 

0.0883 
(1100) 
S=.003 

-0.1678 
(1125) 
S=.001 

-0.1500 
(1130) 
S=.001 

0.0387 
(1120) 
S=.195 

-0.0195 
(1097) 
S=.519 

0.1171 
(1083) 
S=.001 

0.0703 
(1128) 
S=.018 



I II III IV 

XXI Publications -
Journals 

-0.0910 
(1147) 
S=.002 

-0.1729 
(1147) 
S=.001 

-0.1845 
(1154) 
S=.001 

-0.2807 
(1134) 
S=.001 

XXII Publications -
Books 

0.0601 
(1147) 
S=.042 

-0.0471 
(1147) 
S=.111 

0.0160 
(1154) 
S=.587 

-0.0925 
(1134) 
S=.002 

XXIII Publications -
Other 

0.0268 
(1145) 
S=.364 

-0.0004 
(1145) 
S=.989 

0.0581 
(1152) 
S=.049 

-0.0437 
(1132) 
S=.142 

XXIV Grants Written -0.0803 
(1147) 
S= .007 

-0.1756 
(1147) 
S=.001 

-0.1547 
(1154) 
S=.001 

-0.2635 
(1134) 
S=.001 

XXV Grants Awarded -0.0571 
(1147) 
S= .053 

-0.1566 
(1147) 
S=.001 

-0.0703 
(1154) 
S=.017 

-0.1711 
(1134) 
S=.001 

XXVI Gradaute Students -0.0758 
(1147) 
S=.010 

-0.0556 
(1147) 
S=.060 

-0.1260 
(1154) 
S=.001 

-0.2157 
(1134) 
S=.001 

XXVII Journal Referee 0.0333 
(1135) 
S=.262 

0.1057 
(1135) 
S=.001 

0.1100 
(1141) 
S=.001 

0.2906 
(1122) 
S=.001 

XXVIII Pharmacist -0.0548 
(1144) 
S=.064 

-0.0400 
(1144) 
S=.177 

-0.3596 
(1151) 
S=.001 

-0.3109 
(1132) 
S=.001 

V 

0 . 1 1 1 2  
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.0709 
(1154) 
S= .016 

0.0367 
(1152) 
S=.213 

0.0944 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.0678 
(1154) 
S=.021 

0.0693 
(1154) 
S- .019 

-0.2051 
(1141) 
S=.001 

0.0361 
(1151) 
S=.222 

VI 

-0.2539 
(1137) 
S=.001 

-0.1741 
(1137) 
S=.001 

-0.0749 
(1135) 
S=.012 

-0.1284 
(1137) 
S=.001 

-0.1183 
(1137) 
S=.001 

-0.2429 
(1137) 
S=.001 

0.3375 
(1126) 
S=.001 

-0.1456 
(1135) 
S=.001 

VII 

0.0051 
(1059) 
S=.869 

-0.0118 
(1059) 
S=.702 

-0.0420 
(1057) 
S=.173 

-0.0618 
(1069) 
S=.041 

-0.0579 
(1059) 
S=.060 

0.0510 
(1059) 
S=.097 

-0.1429 
(1048) 
S=.001 

0.1458 
(1056) 
S=.001 

VIII 

-0.0845 
(1126) 
S=.005 

-0.0782 
(1126) 
S= .009 

-0.0303 

(1124) 
S=.310 

-0.0138 

(1126) 
S=.644 

-0.0300 
(1126) 
S=.314 

-0.0315 
(1126) 
S=.291 

-0.0565 
(1113) 
S=.059 

-0.0817 
(1123) 
S=.006 

IX 

-0.0044 
(1121) 
S=.884 

0.0117 
(1121) 
S=.696 

0.0166 
(1119) 
S=.580 

0.0586 
(1121) 
S=.050 

0.0254 
(1121) 
S=.396 

0.0322 
(1121)  
S=.281 

0.0259 
(1108) 
S=.389 

0.0444 
(1118) 
S=.137 

X 

0.1092 
(1133) 
S=.001 

0.0533 
(1133) 
S=.073 

0.0267 
(1131) 
S=.369 

0.0757 
(1133) 
S=.0U 

0.0815 
(1133) 
S=.006 

0.0287 
(1133) 
S=.335 

-0.0230 
(1120) 
S=.442 

-0.0285 
(1130) 
S=.339 

00 
tn 



XI XII XIII XIV 

XI Salary Range 1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XII Appointment 0.1608 
(1122) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 * 

XIII Meetings 0.0032 
(1136) 
S-.915 

-0.0334 
(1117) 
S=.265 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XIV Meeting Support -0.0470 
(1113) 
S=.117 

0.0650 
(1092) 
S=.032 

0.3715 
(1112) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XV Years in Rank 0.3788 
(1140) 
S=.001 

-0.0531 
(1120) 
S=.076 

-0.0453 
(1134) 
S=.127 

-0.1089 
(1111) 
S=.001 

XVI Years Teaching 0.4977 
(1145) 
S=.001 

-0.0741 
(1125) 
S=.013 

-0.0234 
(1139) 
S=.430 

-0.0867 
(1115) 
S=.004 

XVII Teaching Award -0.1378 
(1135) 
S=.001 

0.06-16 
(1115) 
S=.031 

-0.0196 
(1130) 
S=.511 

0.0306 
(1106) 
S=.310 

XVIII Tenure Track -0.2396 
(1112) 
S=.001 

0.0886 
(1094) 
S=.003 

0.0042 
(1107) 
S=.889 

-0.0766 
(1083) 
S=.012 

XIX Tenure -0.5599 
(1097) 
S=.001 

0.0386 
(1079) 
S=.205 

0.0701 
(1091) 
S=.020 

0.0667 
(1070) 
S=.029 

XX Sabbatical -0.2549 
(1143) 
S=.001 

0.1318 
(1123) 
S=.001 

0.0919 
(1137) 
S=.002 

0.1215 
(1113) 
S=.001 

XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX XX 

1.0000 
C 0 ) 
S=.001 

0.7796 1.0000 
(1144) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 

-0.1132 -0.2070 1.0000 
(1133) (1139) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 S=.001 

-0.1046 -0.1519 0.0668 1.0000 
(1111) (1115) (1106) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 S=.026 S=.001 

-0.3726 -0.5929 0.1948 0.3563 1.0000 
(1096) (1101) (1091) (1070) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 S=.001 S=.001 S=.001 

-0.3305 -0.3716 0.0621 0.1516 0.3324 1.0000 
(1141) (1146) (1136) (1114) (1100) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 S=.036 S=.001 S=.001 S=.001 

(-* 

00 
o\ 



XI XII XIII XIV 

XXI Publications -
Journals 

0.3945 
(1148) 
S=.001 

-0.0204 
(1128) 
S=.495 

-0.1370 
(1142) 
S=.001 

-0.1770 
(1118) 
S=.001 

XXII Publications -
Books 

0.2714 
(1148) 
S=.001 

0.0410 
(1128) 
S=.168 

-0.0135 
(1142) 
S=.650 

-0.1154 
(1118) 
S=.001 

XXIII Publications -
Others 

0.1070 
(1146) 
S=.001 

-0.0356 
(1126) 
S=.233 

0.0093 
(1140) 
S=.753 

0.0271 
(1116) 
S=. 366 

XXIV Grants Written 0.2244 
(1148) 
S=.001 

0.0255 
(1128) 
S= .392 

-0.0846 
(1142) 
S= .004 

-0.0405 
(1118) 
S=.176 

XXV Grants Awarded 0.2193 
(1148) 
S=.001 

0.0141 
(1128) 
S=.635 

-0.0928 
(1142) 
S=.002 

-0.0898 
(1118) 
S=.003 

XXVI Graduate Students 0.3091 
(1148) 
S=.001 

0.0085 
(1128) 
S=.77S 

-0.0286 
(1142) 
S=.334 

-0.0810 
(1118) 
S=.007 

XXVII Journal Referee -0.3796 
(1135) 
S=.001 

-0.0302 
(1116) 
S=.314 

0.0633 
(1129) 
S=.033 

0.1074 
(1105) 
S=.001 

XXVIII Pharmacist 0.0845 
(1145) 
S=.004 

-0.0211 
(1125) 
S=.479 

-0.1770 
(1139) 
S=.001 

-0.1286 
(1U5) 
S=.001 

XV 

0.0103 
(1146) 
S=.728 

-0.0004 
(1146) 
S= .989 

-0.0326 
(1144) 
S=.271 

-0.0545 
(1146) 
S=.065 

-0.0568 
(1146) 
S=.054 

0.0484 
(1146) 
S=.102 

-0.0906 
(1133) 
S=.002 

0.0670 
(U43) 
S=.023 

XVI 

0.0505 

(1151) 
S=.087 

0.0259 
(1151) 
S=.381 

0.0018 
(1149) 
S=.951 

-0.0705 
(1151) 
S=.017 

-0.0593 
(1151) 
S= .044 

0.1037 
(1151) 
S=.001 

-0.1807 
(1138) 
S=.001 

0.0004 
(1148) 
S=.990 

XVII 

-0.0126 
(1141) 
S=.670 

-0.0260 
(1141) 
S=.380 

-0.0290 
(1139) 
S=.328 

-0.0379 
(1141) 
S=.200 

-0.0319 
(1141) 
S=.281 

-0.0259 
(1141) 
S=.381 

0 . 1 2 8 2  
(1129) 
S=.001 

0.0508 
(1138) 
S=.086 

XVIII 

-0.1772 
(1118) 
S=.001 

-0.0116 
(1118) 
S= .699 

-0.0693 
(1116) 
S=.021 

-0.2056 
(1118) 
S=.001 

-0.1745 
(1118) 
S=.001 

-0.1666 
(1118) 
S=.001 

0.1822 
(1105) 
S=.001 

-0.1092 
(1115) 
S=.001 

XIX 

-0 .2212 
(1103) 
S=.001 

-0.1068 
(1103) 
S=.001 

-0.0634 
(1101) 
S=.036 

-0.0600 
(1103) 
S=.046 

-0.0690 
(1103) 
S=.022 

-0.1906 
(1103) 
S=.001 

0.2897 
(1091) 
S=.001 

-0.1129 
(1100) 
S=.001 

XX 

-0.1356 
(1149) 
S=.001 

-0.1279 
(1149) 
S=.001 

-a. 02 73 
(1147) 
S=.355 

-0.0538 
(1149) 
S=.068 

-0.0245 
(1149) 
S=.406 

-0.0656 
(1149) 
S=.026 

0.1481 
(1136) 
S=.001 

-0.0921 
(1146) 
S=.002 

oo 



XXI XXII XXIII XXIV 

XXI Publications -
Journal 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XXII Publications -
Books 

0.3514 
(1154) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XXIII Publications -
Others 

0.1780 
(1152) 
S=.001 

0.1771 
(1152) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XXIV Grants Written 0.4036 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.2149 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.1316 
(1152) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

XXV Grants Awarded 0.4012 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.2232 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.1519 
(1152) 
S=.001 

0.7256 
(1154) 
S=.001 

XXVI Graduate Students 0.4347 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.2107 
(1154) 
S=.001 

0.1130 
(1152) 
S=.001 

0.3312 
(1154) 
S=.001 

XXVII Journal Referee -0.3284 
(1141) 
S=.001 

-0.2520 
(1141) 
S=.001 

-0.1736 
(1139) 
S=.001 

-0.2686 
(1141) 
S=.001 

XXVIII Pharmacist 0.2268 
(1141) 
S=.001 

0.0685 
(1151) 
S=.020 

-0.0541 
(1149) 
S- 067 

0.2009 
(1151) 
S=.001 

XXV XXVI XXVII XXVIII 

1.0000 
C 0 ) 
s=.00i 

0.3266 1.0000 
(1154) ( 0 ) 
S=.001 S=.001 

-0.2546 
(1141) 
S=.001 

-0.2514 
(1141) 
S=.001 

1.0000 
( 0 ) 
S=.001 

0.1251 
(1151) 
S=.001 

0.1020 -0.0818 1.0000 
(1151) (1140) ( 0 ) 
S».001 S=.006 S=.001 



CORRELATION MATRIX FOR ALL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
VERSUS ALL SATISFACTION FACTORS 

Facet-Specific Factors Facet-Free Factors 

I Carnegie Types 
1, 2 and 3 

-0.0412 
(1085) 
S=.175 

-0.0191 
(1101) 
S=.526 

-0.0388 
(1062) 
S=.206 

-0.1079 
(U04) 
Sn.001 

0.0052 
(1084) 
S=.864 

-0.0203 
(1123) 
S= .497 

-0.0048 
(1140) 
S=.871 

II Public/Private 
School 

-0.0123 
(1085) 
S=.685 

-0.0414 
(1101) 
S=.170 

-0.0292 
(1062) 
S=.342 

-0.1196 
(1104) 
S=.001 

0.0271 
(1084) 
S=.372 

-0.0405 
(1123) 
S=.175 

-0.0738 
(1140) 
S=.013 

III Clinical versus 
Basic 

0.0486 
(1092) 
S=.108 

0.0916 
(1108) 
S= .002 

-0.0428 
(1068) 
S=.163 

0.0740 
(1111) 
S=.014 

-0.0372 
(1091) 
S=.219 

-0.0013 
(1130) 
S-.965 

0.1752 
(U47) 
S=.001 

IV Degree 0.0840 
(1074) 
S=.006 

0.0144 
(1089) 
S=.636 

-0.0395 
(1049) 
S=.202 

0.0718 
(1093) 
S=.018 

-0.0547 
(1072) 
S= .073 

0.0082 
(Hll) 
S=.784 

0.0549 
(1127) 
S=.065 

V Sex -0.0093 
(1092) 
S=.760 

0.0349 
(1108) 
S=. 246 

0.0114 
(1068) 
S=.709 

0.0068 
(1111) 
S=.820 

-0.0169 
(1091) 
S= .577 

-0.0183 
(1130) 
S=.S39 

-0.0493 
(1147) 
S=.095 

VI Rank 0.0288 
(1075) 
S=.345 

-0.0475 
(1091) 
S=.117 

-0.1343 
(1051) 
S=.001 

-0.0574 
(1095) 
S=.058 

0.0931 
(1074) 
S=.002 

0.0414 
(1114) 
S=. 168 

0.0566 
(1132) 
S=.057 

VII Age 0.0050 
(1008) 
S=.874 

-0.0591 
(1015) 
S=.060 

0.1041 
( 979) 
S=.001 

0.0575 
(1021) 
S= .066 

-0.0499 
(1002) 
S=. 115 

-0.0158 
(1040) 
S=.611 

-0.1585 
(1052)-
S=.001 

VIII Race -0.0095 
(1068) 
S=.758 

0.0071 
(1082) 
S=.816 

-0.0157 
(1042) 
S= .612 

-0.0108 
(1085) 
S=.723 

-0.0330 
(1066) 
S=.282 

0.0724 
(1103) 
S=.016 

0.0112 
(1119) 
S=.708 

IX Peer Group -0.0980 
(1060) 
S=.001 

-0.0808 
(1077) 
S=.008 

-0.0903 
(1038) 
S=.004 

-0.0849 
(1078) 
S=.005 

0.1225 
(1059) 
S=.001 

0.0062 
(1098) 
S=.837 

-0.0084 
(1114) 
S=.780 

X Salary - Percent 
Increase 

0.1386 
(1073) 
S=.001 

0.2469 
(1089) 
S=.001 

0.2884 
(1051) 
S=.001 

0.1702 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.2030 
(1072) 
S=.001 

-0.0526 
(1110) 
S=.080 

0.0247 
(U27) 
S=.408 



Facet-Specific Factors 
1 2 3 

XI Salary - Range " 0.0640 

(1088) 
S=.035 

XII Appointment 0.0128 
(1067) 
S=.677 

XIII Meetings 0.1213 
(1084) 
S=.001 

XIV Meeting Support 0.0371 
(1060) 
S=.227 

XV Years in Rank -0.0649 
(1085) 
S=.033 

XVI Years Teaching -0.0308 
(1089) 
S=.311 

XVII Teaching Award 0.0274 
(1080) 
S=.367 

XVIII Tenure Track 0.0171 
(1059) 
S=.579 

XIX Tenure 0.0003 
(1042) 
S=.993 

XX Sabbatical 0.0545 
(1088) 
S=.072 

0.1981 0.3506 
(1103) (1062) 
S=.001 S=.001 

0.0443 0.0429 
(1082) (1042) 
S=.146 S=.167 

0.1529 0.1239 
(1097) (1058) 
S=.00-1 S=.001 

0.0879 0.0881 
(1075) (1035) 
S= .004 S= .005 

•0.0965 0.0596 
(1101) (1061) 
S=.001 S=.052 

•0.0275 0.0850 
(1105) (1066) 
S=.362 S= .006 

0.0502 0.0019 
(1097) (1056) 
S=.097 S=.950 

0.0589 -0.0729 
(1075) (1036) 
S=.054 S=.019 

•0.0124 -0.0998 
(1058) (1019) 
S=.687 S=.001 

0.0243 0.0060 
(1103) (1063) 
S=.421 S-.845 

Facet-Free Factors 
4 12 3 

0.1864 
(1105) 
S=.001 

0.0311 
(1085) 
S=.306 

0.1214 
(1102) 
S=.001 

0.0851 
(1080) 
S=.005 

0.0040 
(1103) 
S=.894 

0.0578 
(1110) 
S=.054 

0.0086 
(1102) 
S=.775 

-0.0305 
(1077) 
S= .318 

-0.0740 
(1063) 
S=.016 

-0.2072 
(1086) 
S=.001 

-0.0214 
(1066) 
S=.485 

-0.1233 
(1080) 
S=.001 

-0.0614 
(1060) 
S= .046 

0.0075 
(1084) 
S=.805 

-0.0501 
(1088) 
S=.099 

-0.0168 
(1080) 
S= .581 

0.0453 
(1055) 
S=.141 

0.0853 
(1042) 
S=.006 

-0.0767 
(1125) 
S=.010 

0.0834 
(1106) 
S=.006 

-0.1014 
(1118) 
S=.001 

0.0150 
(1095) 
S=.621 

0.0069 
(1122) 
S=.817 

0.0080 
(1127) 
S= .768 

0.0094 
(1118) 
S=.754 

0.0027 
(1095) 
S=.929 

-0.0142 
(1081) 
S=,641 

0.0557 

(1141) 
S=.060 

0.0387 
(1121) 
S=.195 

0.0351 
(1135) 
S=.237 

-0.0219 
(1112) 
S= .465 

-0.0997 
(1139) 
S=.001 

-0.1225 
(1144) 
S=.001 

-0.0231 
(1134) 
S=.438 

0.0442 
(1111) 
S=.140 

0.1144 
(1097) 
S=.001 

0.0113 
(1106) 
S=.706 

-0.0048 
(1086) 
S=.876 

-0.0135 
(1125) 
S=.650 

0.0656 
(1142) 
S».027 



Facet-Specific Factors 
1 2 3 

XXI Publications- 0.0591 
Journals (1092) 

S».051 

XXII Publications- 0.0547 
Books (1092) 

S= .071 

XXIII Publications- -0.0241 
Other (1090) 

S=.427 

XXIV Grants Written 0.0046 
(1092) 
S=.880 

XXV Grants Awarded 0.0514 
(1092) 
S=.089 

XXVI Graduate Students 0.0288 
(1092) 
S=.341 

XXVII Journal Referee -0.0404 
(1079) 
S=.184 

XXVIII Pharmacist -0.0069 
(1089) 
S=.821 

0.1767 0.0965 
(1108) (1068) 
S=.001 S=.002 

0.1289 0.0872 
(1108) (1068) 
S=.001 S=.004 

0.0318 0.0300 
(1106) (1066) 
S=. 291 S=. 328 

0.1140 -0.0037 
(1108) (1068) 
S=.001 S=.905 

0.1784 0.0050 
(1108) (1068) 
S=.001 S=.871 

0.1353 0.0192* 
(1108) (1068) 
S=.001 S=.532 

•0.1243 -0.0845 
(1096) (1055) 
S=.001 S=.006 

•0.0461 -0.0099 
(1105) (1065) 
S=.126 S=.747 

Facet-Free Factors 
4 1 2 3 

0.1023 
(1111) 
S=.001 

0.0724 
(1111) 
S= .016 

0.0011 
(1109) 
S=.970 

0.0062 
(1111) 
S=.836 

0.0732 
(1111) 
S=.015 

0.0096 
(1111) 
S=.748 

-0.0795 
(1099) 
S=.008 

-0.1594 
(1091) 
S=.001 

-0 .1261  
(1091) 
S=.001 

-0.0547 
(1089) 
S=.071 

-0.0458 
(1091) 
S=.130 

-0.1149 
(1091) 
S=.001 

-0.1059 
(1091) 
S=.001 

0.1215 
(1079) 
S=.001 

-0.1426 
(1130) 
S=.001 

-0.1531 
(1130) 
S=.001 

-0.0492 

(1128) 
S=.099 

-0.1042 
(1130) 
S=.001 

-0.1473 
(1130) 
S=.001 

-0.1804 
(1130) 
S=.001 

0.0484 
(1117) 
S=.106 

0.0713 
(1147) 
S= .016 

0.0839 
(1147) 
S=.004 

0.0591 

(1145) 
S=.046 

0.1116 
(1147) 
S=.001 

0.1676 
(1147) 
S=.001 

0.0972 
(1147) 
S=.001 

-0.0390 
(1134) 
S=.190 

-0.0391 
(1108) 
S=.194 

0.0226 
(1088) 
S=.456 

-0.0562 
(1127) 
S=.059 

-0.0651 
(1144) 
S=.028 



1 
Professional Interests in Academia Factors 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

I Carnegie Types 
1, 2 and 3 

-0.0102 
(1034) 
S=.744 

-0.0133 
(1085) 
S=.662 

-0.0786 
(1070) 
S=.010 

-0.0594 
(1030) 
S=.057 

0.0193 
(1123) 
S= .519 

0.0192 
(1132) 
S=.518 

0.0237 
( 928) 
S=.470 

0.0014 
(1086) 
S=.963 

II Public/Private 
School 

0.1571 
(1034) 
S=.001 

0.0795 
(1085) 
S=.009 

0.0396 
(1070) 
S=.195 

-0.2291 
(1030) 
S=.001 

0.0084 
(1123) 
S=.778 

0.1293 
(1132) 
S=.001 

0.0666 
( 928) 
S= .042 

-0.0179 
(1086) 
S=.555 

III Clinical versus 
Basic 

-0.0544 
(1041) 
S=.079 

-0.1581 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.0777 
(1077) 
S=.011 

0.1300 
(1037) 
S=.001 

-0.0198 
(1129) 
S=.507 

-0.1212 
(1139) 
S=.001 

-0.0332 
( 933) 
S=.311 

0.0969 
(1093) 
S=.001 

IV Degree -0.0869 
(1024) 
S=.005 

-0.2479 
(1076) 
S=.001 

-0.0842 
(1059) 
S=.006 

0.1380 
(1020) 
S=.001 

0.0137 
(1111) 
S=.648 

-0.0012 
(1121) 
S=.969 

-0.1615 
( 920) 
S=.001 

0.0780 
(1076) 
S=.010 

V Sex 0.0185 
(1041) 
S=.551 

0.0783 
(1092) 
S=.010 

0.0009 
(1077) 
S= .978 

-0.0435 
(1037) 
S=.162 

-0.0610 
(1129) 
S= .040 

-0.0016 
(1139) 
S= .957 

0.0131 
( 933) 
S=.688 

-0.0285 
(1093) 
S=.347 

VI Rank -0.0818 
(1025) 
S=.009 

-0.2091 
(1078) 
S=.001 

0.0585 
(1061) 
S= .057 

0.1521 
(1023) 
S=.001 

0.1691 
(1112) 
S=.001 

-0.0923 
(1124) 
S=.002 

-0.0720 
( 920) 
S=.029 

0.0143 
(1077) 
S=.640 

VII Age 0.0266 
( 951) 
S=.413 

0.0594 
(1001) 
S= .060 

-0.0653 
( 988) 
S= .040 

-0.0067 
( 947) 
S=.837 

-0.0400 
(1037) 
S=.199 

0.1682 
(1045) 
S=.001 

-0.0135 
( 855) 
S= .694 

0.0127 
(1000) 
S=.688 

VIII Race -0.0950 
(1019) 
S=.002 

-0.0526 
(1065) 
S=.086 

-0.0260 
(1053) 
S= .400 

0.0437 
(1014) 
S=.165 

0.0200 
(1105) 
S=.507 

-0.0266 
(1111) 
S=.376 

-0.1098 
( 909) 
S=.001 

-0.0449 
(1066) 
S=.143 

IX Peer Group -0.0034 
(1010) 
S= .915 

-0.0054 
(1060) 
S=.862 

0.1102 
(1047) 
S=.001 

-0.0065 
(1006) 
S=.836 

0.0931 
(1099) 
S=.002 

-0.0382 
(1106) 
S=.204 

0.0224 
( 904) 
S=.501 

0.0233 
(1062) 
S=.448 

X Salary - Percent 
Increase 

-0.0027 
(1023) 
S=.931 

0.0800 
(1075) 
S=.Q09 

-0.0518 
(1059) 
S=.092 

-0.0086 
(1019) 
S=.784 

-0.2469 
(1109) 
S=.001 

0.0020 
(1119) 
S=.947 

-0.0009 
( 920) 
S=.977 

0.0018 
(1074) 
S=.952 

<o 
K> 



1 2 
Professional 

3 

XI Salary - Range 

XII Appointment 

XIII Meetings 

XIV Meeting Support 

XV Years in Rank 

XVI Years Teaching 

XVII Teaching Award 

XVIII Tenure Track 

XIX Tenure 

XX Sabbatical 

0.0550 0.1683 -0.1511 
(1036) (1086) (1071) 
S=.077 S=.001 S=.001 

-0.0622 -0.0264 0.0016 
(1018) (1068) (1054) 
S= .047 S =. 389 S=.958 

0.0237 0.0371 -0.0202 
(1033) (1082) (1070) 
X=.447 S=.222 S=.S10 

0.0055 0.0237 0.0812 
(1013) (1062) (1048) 
S=.862 S=.440 S=.009 

-0.0288 0.0170 -0.0304 
(1035) (1084) (1071) 
S=. 355 S= .577 S=.320 

-0.0239 0.0549 -0.0580 
(1038) (1090) (1074) 
S=.443 S=.070 S=.058 

0.0563 -0.1413 -0.0125 
(1032) (1082) (1067) 
S= .071 S=.001 S=.683 

-0.0468 -0.1785 -0.0864 
(1012) (1061) (1046) 
X=.137 S=.001 S=.005 

-0.0219 -0.1106 0.0720 
( 997) (1045) (1035) 
S=.489 S=.001 S=.021 

-0.0625 -0.0789 0.0249 
(1036) (1087) (1072) 
S=.044 S=.009 S=.415 

Interests in Academia Factors 
4 5 6 

0.0477 -0.3196 0.0296 
(1032) (1123) (1133) 
S= .125 S-.001 S=.320 

0.0994 -0.0202 -0.0264 
(10J.4) (1103) (1113) 
S= .002 S= .502 S=.378 

0.0409 -0.1606 0.0501 
(1029) (1118) (1128) 
S=.190 S=.001 S=.093 

0.0407 -0.0656 0.0212 
(1009) (1096) (1104) 
S=.197 S=.030 S=.481 

0.0504 0.0154 0.1065 
(1031) (1122) (1131) 
S=.106 S= .607 S=.001 

0.0336 -0.0544 0.1780 
(1034) (1126) (1137) 
S= .281 S=.068 S=.001 

0.0637 0.0547 -0.1977 
(1028) (1118) (1129) 
S =.041 S= .068 S=.001 

0.1024 0.0803 -0.0081 
(1108) (1093) (1104) 
S=.001 S=.008 S=.788 

0.0767 0.1213 -0.0972 
( 994) (1079) (1089) 
S=.016 S=.001 S=.001 

0.0706 -0.0120 0.0131 
(1032) (1124) (1134) 
S=.023 S=.688 S=.659 

7 8 

0.0592 0.0340 
( 929) (1088) 
S= .071 S=.263 

-0.0112 0.0527 
( 915) (1069) 
S=.735 S=.085 

0.0241 0.0605 
( 926) (1083) 
S= .463 S=.046 

0.0170 0.0448 
( 904) (1061) 
S= .610 S-.145 

-0.0428 0.0399 
( 929) (1086) 
S=.192 S=.189 

-0.0522 0.0092 
( 930) (1090) 
S=.112 S=.761 

-0.0536 0.0279 
( 924) (1082) 
S=.103 S=.360 

-0.0813 0.0362 
( 905) (1059) 
S= .014 S=.239 

-0.0135 0.0308 
( 894) (1043) 
S=.687 S=.321 

-0.0295 0.0172 
( 929) (1088) 
S=.369 S=,572 

U3 
W 



Professional Interests in Academia Factors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

XXI Publications -
Journals 

0.0680 
(1041) 
S= .028 

0.2676 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.1146 
(1077) 
S=.001 

-0.1241 
(1037) 
S=.001 

-0.2155 
(1129) 
S=.001 

-0.1126 
(1139) 
S=.001 

0.1011 
( 933) 
S=.002 

-0.0343 
(1093) 
S=.257 

XXII Publications -
Books 

0.0288 
(1041) 
S=.354 

0.1873 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.1035 
(1077) 
S=.001 

-0.0947 
(1037) 
S=.002 

-0.2029 
(1129) 
S=.001 

-0.0934 
(1139) 
S=.002 

0.0856 
( 933) 
S= .009 

0.0279 
(1093) 
S=.357 

XXIII Publications -
Other 

0.0171 
(1039) 
S=.581 

0.1213 
(1090) 
S=.001 

-0.0062 
(1075) 
S=.839 

-0.0419 
(1035) 
S=.178 

-0.0871 
(1127) 
S=.003 

-0.0526 
(1137) 
S=.076 

0.0125 
( 931) 
S=.702 

0.0275 
(1091) 
S=.364 

XXIV Grants Written 0.0646 
(1041) 
S=.037 

0.1917 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.0173 
(1077) 
S=.571 

-0.0877 
(1037) 
S=.005 

-0.1082 
(1129) 
S=.001 

-0.1433 
(1139) 
S=.001 

0.1364 
( 933) 
S=.001 

-0.0318 
(1093) 
S=.294 

XXV Grants Awarded 0.0496 
(1041) 
S=.110 

0.1712 
(1092) 
S-.001 

-0.0558 
(1077) 
S=.067 

• 

-0.1138 
(1037) 
S=,001 

-0.1605 
(1129) 
S*.001 

-0.1355 
(1139) 
S=.001 

0.1103 
( 933) 
S=.001 

-0.0198 
(1093) 
S= .513 

XXVI Graduate Students 0.0877 
(1041) 
S=.005 

0.2046 
(1092) 
S=.001 

-0.1155 
(1077) 
S=.001 

-0.1184 
(1037) 
S=.001 

-0.1638 
(1129) 
S=.001 

-0.0716 
(1139) 
S= .016 

0.1157 
( 933) 
S=.001 

0.0062 
(1093) 
S=.839 

XXVII Journal Referee 0.0044 
(1029) 
S=.888 

-0.1586 
(1081) 
S=.001 

0.0819 
(1065) 
S=.008 

0.0786 
(1025) 
S=.012 

0.1777 
(1117) 
S=.001 

0.0839 
(1127) 
S=.005 

-0.0821 
( 924) 
S= .013 

0.0129 
(1081) 
S=.672 

XXVIII Pharmacist 0.0746 
(1038) 
S=.016 

0.0696 
(1089) 
S=.022 

0.0338 
(1074) 
S=.268 

-0.1085 
(1034) 
S=.001 

0.0144 
(1126) 
S=.630 

-0.0649 
(1136) 
S=.029 

0.0982 
( 930) 
S=.003 

-0.0878 
(1090) 
S=.004 

to 
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