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ABSTRACT

Teaching Computer Science 
in a Collegiate Setting

Paula Price Tanner 

Committee Chairperson: Robert C. Cloud, Ed.D.

Faced with a growing demand for computer science classes and a shortage of new 

computer science Ph.D.s choosing to remain in academia, college administrators often must 

look to business and industry to recruit qualified professionals for their faculties. Though it is 

difficult for administrators to match industry salaries, other aspects of academic life can serve as 

incentives in the recruiting process— factors such as flexible working conditions, opportunities 

for research or travel, relative job security, tuition reimbursement, mentoring opportunities, and 

continuing advancement opportunities for older workers. This study uses data gathered through 

the National Study o f Postsecondarv Faculty in 1993 and 1999 to develop a profile of the 

working conditions o f computer science faculty at four-vear colleges and universities in the 

United States.

The “hygiene/motivator" theory ofjob satisfaction was used as a theoretical framework 

for this study, which analyzed responses to questions about intrinsic factors, extrinsic factors and 

demographic factors related to the teaching of computer science in a collegiate setting. The 

original data set for the tw o surveys (25.780 responses in 1993 and 18,043 responses in 1999) 

w as filtered to isolate the responses of full-time faculty members at four-year or greater 

institutions, whose primary activity was teaching “for credit” classes in a computer science field. 

This brought the final sample size to 202 for 1993 and 145 for the 1999 survey. Analysis ofthe 

NSOPF data included use of independent samples t-tests to compare conditions reported at
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upper echelon institutions vs. other, smaller colleges and universities; data were also subgrouped 

by survey year to analyze di fferences in responses in 1993 and 1999.

Significant differences in salary and work patterns were found between responses from 

different types of institutions, but all reflected a high degree o f satisfaction and security in the 

work. Results suggested that academic recruiters can and should whenever possible offer 

candidates a high degree o f autonomy, flexible work time, tuition remission, and institutional 

support for professional growth through travel, continued training, professional organizations, 

and sabbaticals, because these factors can have a strong appeal to computer science 

professionals who are considering a move to academia.
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction

For the past decade, higher education administrators have Faced a growing dilemma: 

student demand for undergraduate courses in computer science has steadily outpaced the num

ber of qualified faculty members available to teach those courses. The most recent results of the 

Computer Research Association's annual Taulbee Survey of Ph.D.-granting departments of 

computer science and computer engineering confirmed that the current and future Ph.D. output 

will not satisfy the demand for faculty in the field (Bryant & Vardi. 2002). The survey reported 

that total enrollments in bachelor’s programs continued to rise, increasing 8 percent over the 

previous year, and enrollment tallies for master's-level students came in at 10 percent over the 

previous year. At the same time that many universities were predicting additional growth of 

more than 21 percent over the next two years, the survey found that the number of Ph.D. stu

dents produced had barely increased from the ten-year low reported in 2001 —and that only 43 

percent of the new computer science Ph.D.s were taking jobs in academia. Statistics such as 

these have led researchers to conclude that “universities will need to look to sources beyond 

new Ph.D.s and existing faculty to meet their growth targets” (Bryant & Irwin. 2001, p. 7).

Yet higher education administrators who look outside academia for qualified candidates 

to fill faculty positions usually find it difficult to match the compensation packages those people 

can earn in business and industry. Although the current information technology workforce is 

huge (estimated at 2.5 million workers), the demand for these workers continues to increase 

steadily in most segments of the economy, driving compensation levels up at a faster-than- 

average pace(Mateyaschuk, 1999; Information Technology Association o f America, 2000; 

Information Technology Association of America, 2001; National Research Council Committee 

on Workforce Needs in Information Technology, 2001). Real wages for academics, however, 

are not much di fferent than they were nearly 30 years ago (American Association of University

1
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Professors, 2001). In a recent report on the economic status o f the profession, the American 

Association ofUniversity Professors found that “the average faculty member earns roughly 26 

percent (SI 5.299) less than the average highly educated professional” (American Association of 

University Professors, 2001). The resulting salary gap leaves many administrators wondering 

how they can possibly assemble a compensation package that will attract computer science 

(CS) professionals away from industry and into academe.

In the current climate o f cutbacks and economic uncertainty, it is unlikely that adminis

trators would be able to increase faculty salaries significantly, thereby making their openings 

more attractive to CS professionals in industry. However, literature on job satisfaction suggests 

that there are many factors beyond salary that can significantly affect a worker’s willingness to 

accept a job and ability to find satisfaction in it (Maslow, 1954; Herzberg, Mauser & 

Synderman, 1959; Herzberg, 1969; Locke, 1976; DeVries. 1975; Kalleberg, 1977; 

McKeachie. 1979: Locke. Fitzpatrick & White. 1983; Waggamon, 1983; Yuker, 1984; 

Mortimer. Bagshaw & Masland. 1985; Woloshin. 1986; Leslie, 1989; Copur. 1990; 

Hemmas, Graf & Lust. 1992; Moore &Amev. 1993; Fiorentino. 1999: Lawler. 2000). Re

searchers in the area ofjob satisfaction have found that worker autonomy, flexible working con

ditions, opportunities for research or travel, intellectual property rights, relative job security, tu

ition reimbursement, comfortable workloads, mentoring opportunities, continuing advancement 

opportunities for older w orkers, and many other work conditions can prove to be strong selling 

points for accepting or remaining in a job.

Certainly computer science teaching positions offer many of these factors, but to date 

the presence of these factors has not been documented or reviewed in an organized way. (The 

Taulbee Survey, now in its 31 st year, has done an excellent job of documenting the salary levels 

of computer science faculty across the United States, but it has not examined work conditions 

beyond salary.) What is needed, then, is a profile o f these work conditions, a “big picture” that 

administrators can use to do a better job of recruiting the qualified professionals they so 

desperately need to recruit from business and industry.
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the development of a profile of the working conditions of 

computer science faculty at four-year colleges and universities in the United States during the 

years from 1993 through 1999.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compile data profiling the work conditions and 

satisfactions experienced by computer science faculty in higher education. This information had 

been gathered by the United States Department of Education through its National Study of 

Postsecondarv Faculty (NSOPF). which was administered in 1988,1993. and 1999: however, 

the responses o f computer science faculty members on those surveys had not, to date, been 

isolated and analyzed. Due to the design o f the NSOPF88, it was not possible to do a post

survey isolation by discipline of the data gathered (U.S. Department of Education National 

Center for Education Statistics, 1990). Teaching fields could, however, still be identified by 

specific discipline in the data for NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99. The task of this study, therefore, 

was to segment the data from NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 so that an analysis might be done on 

the responses of faculty members who taught in computer science and related fields.

To place this information into context, the researcher provided a brief summary of 

contemporary findings on the work conditions of computer science professionals in business and 

industry'. Findings from several surveys of the profession—conducted during the same time 

period as the NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99—were summarized to give policymakers a 

contextual frame of reference for comparing academic work conditions to conditions elsewhere 

(Mateyaschuk, 1999; Morales, 1999; Datamasters 1999; National Research Council. 2001; 

U.S. Department of Labor, 2001).

Research Questions

A review of the literature revealed that an excellent framework for organizing this study 

could be found in Herzberg. Mauser and Snydermans (1959) two-factor (motivator-hygiene) 

theory, a long-accepted theoretical framework for assessing job satisfaction. According to the
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Herzberg et al. model, employees' attitudes about their work are influenced by “intrinsic 

factors" (also known as “job content” or “motivators”) that include the nature o f the work, 

achievement, recognition, responsibility, and growth or advancement. The model also 

emphasizes the importance of “extrinsicfactors" (also known as “job context” or “hygiene”) 

upon job satisfaction; these factors include the institutional policies, administrative practices and 

supervision, physical w orking conditions, salary and benefits, status, security, and interpersonal 

relationships that are a part o f the job. Herzberg et al. found that both sets o f factors were 

needed to gain a complete understanding of both the satisfactions and dissatisfactions associated 

with a worker's job experience.

The organizing framework for this study was also influenced by the findings of two 

important studies, published in the 1980s. which focused on the working conditions of faculty at 

American colleges and universities. In The American Academic Profession (1984). Martin 

Finkelstein presented a comprehensive overview of research done on the academic profession 

in the United States since World War II. Finkelstein's review revealed that faculty members at 

large, prestigious research universities and at doctorate-granting institutions experienced similar 

workloads and faced common professional demands, but these working conditions were 

significantly different from the experiences of their counterparts at smaller, less prestigious 

colleges and universities. Based on the findings of many of the studies reviewed. Finkelstein 

concluded that observations about the academic life should take into consideration the 

differences between the culture at the “elite" institutions and the campus culture of the smaller 

comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges.

Finkelstein's observations were corroborated by a massive 1983 survey of the 

academic profession, conducted by researchers at UCLA and sponsored by Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement ofTeaching and the Mellon Foundation. The findings of that 

survey became the basis for Burton Clark's landmark book. The Academic Life: Small 

Worlds. Different Worlds (1987). After studying the survey responses and qualitative data 

gathered through follow -up interviews with academics, Clark concluded that faculty members
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were generally satisfied with their chosen professions but that the factors which contributed to 

theirjob satisfaction were somewhat varied at different types o f schools. Distinct differences in 

campus cultures noted by Carnegie researchers had led them to establish a hierarchy of ten 

institutional “types,” with specialized schools and two-year institutions at the bottom of the 

hierarchy and research universities at the top (Carnegie, 1987); Clark found, when reviewing 

the 1983 data, that there were marked differences in the workloads and attitudes reported by 

the faculties at the doctorate-granting institutions w hen compared with those reported at the 

“comprehensive," “liberal arts.” and “two-year" institutions. These differences led Clark to 

conclude that the “fault lines are deep” betw een faculty experiences at doctorate-granting 

institutions and at “lesser” institutions, and that institutional differences should be taken into 

account in analyses of academic professionals' experiences.

In the light of these theoretical models, and the need to profile the computer science 

teaching profession, this study sought to answ er the follow ing research questions:

1. WTiat is the nature o f the intrinsic factors computer science faculty members 
experience working at four-year colleges and universities?

2. What is the nature of the extrinsic factors computer science faculty' members 
experience working at four-vear colleges and universities?

3. What is the demographic profile of the computer science faculty members surveyed 
in NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99'1

4. Are there differences in the reported working conditions experienced by computer 
science faculty members at research universities and doctorate-granting universities 
when compared with those of faculty at other four-year institutions?

5. Were the working conditions reported by computer science faculty in NSOPF:93 
different from those reported by computer science faculty in NSOPF:99?

Design of the Study

To answer the research questions, this study produced a matrix of information, based on 

the data gathered by N'SOPF:93 and NSOPF:99. Table 1 illustrates the information sets that 

were generated by this data analysis. Once these sets were generated, the results w’ere
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analyzed for significant differences over time (i.e.. 1993 responses vs. 1999 responses) and for 

differences between types o f institutions (i.e., responses from doctorate-granting institutions vs. 

other four-year institutions).

Significance of the Study

Information gained through this study offered policymakers three benefits:

1. The information served as a needed benchmark against which higher education 

administrators could measure their own computer science teaching positions, to assess how their 

programs fall short or exceed the norms for such positions.

Table I

Information Matrix for Current Study

1993 1999

Intrinsic factors, research and Intrinsic factors, research and
doctorate-granting institutions doctorate-granting institutions

Intrinsic factors, com prehensive and Intrinsic factors, com prehensive and
liberal arts institutions liberal arts institutions

Intrinsic factors. Intrinsic factors.
all institutions a ll institutions

Extrinsic factors, research and Extrinsic factors, research and
doctorate-granting institutions doctorate-granting institutions

Extrinsic factors, com prehensive and Extrinsic factors, com prehensive and
liberal arts institutions liberal arts institutions

Extrinsic factors. Extrinsic factors.
all institutions a ll institutions

Demographic data, research and Dem ographic data, research and
doctorate-granting institutions doctorate-granting institutions

Demographic data, com prehensive and Dem ographic data, com prehensive and
liberal arts institutions liberal arts institutions

D em ographic data. D em ographic data.
all institutions a ll institutions
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2. When recruiting CS professionals for teaching positions, higher education 

administrators could use these data to better inform candidates about non-salary benefits that 

could make academia a satisfying place for them to work.

3. This study utilized NCES data to inform policymakers on an issue of particular 

importance to the United States Department of Education—how policymakers may increase the 

supply of postsecondary teachers in the field of computer science. The data analysis done in the 

course of this study provided much needed empirical evidence that had not been documented at 

a national level before.

Limitations

The study was subject to the limitation that any study based on a written survey of a 

population must accede to: the information on the subjects was self-reported and was not 

corroborated by a third party. Because many of the questions on the survey had to do with 

perceptions o f the intrinsic and extrinsic factors experienced by the faculty members, this w as 

not seen to be a crippling limitation.

A second limitation o f this study was that the information constituted a snapshot in time.

If major changes were to occur in the computer science teaching field in coming years, the 

generalizability o f the results could be impaired.

A third limitation was that a degree of overlap could exist between the respondents on 

the 1993 survey and the 1999 survey. Because the database did not retain identifying 

information, it is impossible to know if some individuals responded to both surveys, which could 

skew the results for the combined group analyses to an undetermined degree.

Finally, this study provided a broad overview of the working conditions of computer 

science faculties, but it did not attempt to provide in-depth analysis o f  specific dimensions of 

those conditions. Because little empirical research had been done on this topic, this broad 

overview w as an appropriate first step toward understanding these conditions and was needed 

to provide a groundwork for future in-depth studies of particular factors.
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Definitions

Computer science faculty: full-time faculty whose primary activity is teaching “ for 

credit” courses in the areas o f computer and information sciences, computer programming, 

data processing, systems analysis, or other computer science topics

Research or doctorate-granting institution: universities that were among the one 

hundred leading institutions in federal funding for academic science who also awarded at 

least fifty doctoral degrees in the year prior to the survey (Research I or Research II in the 

1987 Carnegie classifications) or universities that awarded at least twenty doctoral degrees 

in the year prior to the survey (Doctorate-granting I or Doctorate-granting II in the 1987 

Carnegie classifications)

Extrinsic factors: aspects of an individual’s work experience that relate to the external 

conditions o f that experience ( such as physical working conditions, salary, benefits, status, 

security, level o f supervision, regulations limiting activity, and interpersonal relationships)

Intrinsic factors: aspects of an individual’s work experience that relate to the 

worker's perceptions and emotional responses to that experience (such as opportunities to 

do interesting work or obtain recognition, level o f responsibility, perceived opportunities for 

personal growth and advancement)

Job satisfaction: a positive emotional state resulting from appraisal ofone's job or 

job experiences

Basic Assumptions

1. Faculty answering the survey for the 1993 and 1999 National Study of 

Postsecondarv Faculty provided accurate information to the best o f their abilities.

2. Factors that contribute to job satisfaction are factors that influence the decision 

to stay in a job or take a different job. These may not be the sole factors that influence the 

decision, but they represent a significant aspect o f the decision-making process and are 

therefore worthy o f study.
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Data Collection

The 1993 and 1999 editions o f the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty provided 

excellent opportunities for profiling the working conditions of computer science faculty members 

at colleges and universities in the United States. Because NSOPF was designed to “provide a 

national profile of faculty: their professional backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries, 

benefits, and attitudes” (U.S. Department of Education National Center for Education Statistics, 

2001), it was well suited to provide data for the study. The 1993 study collected responses 

from 31,354 faculty at 974 degree-granting postsecondary institutions in the United States; in 

1999, the NSOPF surveyed 28,704 faculty at 960 institutions. The designs o f the NSOPF:93 

and NSOPF:99 were tested extensively and verified by researchers at the National Center for 

Education Statistics.

Delimitations
The sample for the current research was selected from the NSOPF data sets using 

several criteria. The data sample was limited to faculty who reported

• they were employed at a “four-year, doctorate-granting college or university, 
graduate or professional school” or at a “four-year, non-doctorate granting college 
or university.” Faculty who taught at a two-year community, junior, or technical 
college were excluded in order to enable comparisons among faculty from institu
tions offering a “traditional” and complete baccalaureate education.

• they were full-time faculty (questions 4-5) whose primary activity was teaching 
(question 3), and that some or all of their instructional duties related to “for credit” 
courses (question 2). Part-time faculty were excluded because their pay and benefit 
packages are often quite different from those of full-time faculty. Faculty who taught 
only non-credit courses and faculty whose primary activities were research, admin
istration, or other non-teaching activities were excluded because the goal of this 
study was to profile full-time computer science faculty members who teach degree- 
seeking students— the type of faculty member that is currently in short supply and 
thus was the focus of this current study.

• their principal field o f teaching was in a computer science field (question 14, field 
codes 201—computer & information sciences, 202—computer programming,
203—data processing, 204— systems analysis, or 210—other computer science).
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Selection of the Sample 

The investigator used SPSS 11.5 software to conduct a descriptive analysis of selected 

variables relating to work conditions and job satisfaction in the study sample described above. 

For each edition of the survey, the variables were organized into three groups: intrinsic factors, 

extrinsic factors, and sociodemographic information. Under these three categorical headings, 

the study examined the following variables. (For a full listing o f  the identification codes and 

questionnaire wordings for the questions listed below, see Appendix A.)

Intrinsic Factors

Nature o f the work done by the respondents—time spent working, and the type of 
activities engaged in during that time (questions 30,31,32,33.34,35,37, and 51)

• Opportunities for research (questions 52 and 53)

• Opportunities for funded research (questions 54 and 55)

• Opportunities for personal growth through continuing education, travel, training, and 
sabbaticals or release time (question 61)

Satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the degree of authority held, time available, and 
the quality o f students taught (question 65)

Satisfaction with workload (question 66a), opportunities for advancement (question 
66c). self-improvement (question 66d), consulting opportunities (question 660, and 
overall satisfaction with the job (question 66j)

• Factors which could possibly induce the respondent to accept another position 
inside or outside academia: opportunities to advance (question 69d), no pressure to 
publish (question 690, greater opportunities to teach (question 691), and greater 
opportunities to do research (question 69m).

Extrinsic Factors

• Respondent’s current rank, tenure status, and length o f contract (questions 8,10, 
and 11)

• Job stability: number of years in current job, number o f academic positions held, 
and number of years he/she has taught in higher education (questions 7,23, and 25)
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• Consulting or other outside professional employment that the respondent has 

engaged in while employed as a faculty member (questions 20,21, and 22)

• Facilities and resources available to the respondent (question 60)

• Respondents ’ satisfaction with job security (question 66b), salary (question 66g), 
benefits (question 66h), and local job opportunities for spouses (question 66i)

• Factors which could possibly induce the respondent to accept another position 
inside or outside academia: salary (question 69a), tenure (question 69b), job 
security (question 69c), benefits (question 69e), facilities (questions 69g and 69h), 
job opportunities for spouses (question 69i), geographic location (question 69j), 
and good schools for children (question 69k)

• Salary earned as a faculty member and outside income also earned (questions 75 
and 76)

• Total household income of the respondent (question 79)

Sociodemographic Information and General Attitudinal Data

• Highest degree held, and field of degree (question 16)

• Gender (question 81)

• Age (question 82)

• Ethnic origin (questions 83 and 84)

• Marital status (question 87); whether respondent has a spouse who is employed in 
higher education (question 88)

• Nationality and citizenship (questions 89 and 90)

• General attitudinal responses that do not necessarily fit under the headings 
“intrinsic” or “extrinsic” factors, but which could provide additional interesting 
information for the profile of this faculty. These questions range from attitudes 
about retirement (When do you plan to retire? Would you take early retire
ment? Would you consider teaching part-time after retirement? Have you 
already retired from another position?) to how likely it is that the respondent 
will leave his/her current position and what factors would induce the respondent 
to leave (questions 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, and 74).
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Data Analysis

The downloaded data files for the NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 were verified prior to 

analysis by comparing field layouts to those printed in the code books published for those 

surv eys (U.S. Department ofEducation National Center for Education Statistics. 1997; U.S. 

Department ofEducation National Center for Education Statistics. 2001). The data were 

filtered to select only the answers provided by full-time faculty members teaching in computer 

science fields at four-year institutions. Responses were then calculated for the questions listed 

above. Though the questions were grouped into the three categories o f “intrinsic factors," 

“extrinsic factors." and “demographic information and general attitudinal data,” each question 

was calculated and reported separately. Responses on individual questions were then sorted 

according to the year they were reported (1993 or 1999), to determine whether there were 

significant changes in the responses gathered at the different times. Finally, responses on 

individual questions were resorted according to the Carnegie classification of the institutions 

where the respondents worked, to determine whether there were significant differences in 

responses coming from research and doctorate-granting universities vs. other colleges and 

universities.

Summary

The need for recruiting computer science professionals to teach at colleges and 

universities in the United States is well documented, but to date there has been little empirical 

evidence gathered about the benefits and satisfactions of teaching computer science at the 

postsecondarv' level. The National Survey o f Postsecondary Faculty offers a wealth of raw 

data on this subject but the results had never before been filtered and analyzed for specifics 

about computer science faculty. By doing so. the current study offered useful information to 

policymakers and university administrators seeking to assess their computer science programs 

and attract qualified professionals to the professoriate.
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CHAPTER TWO

Review ofRelated Literature

The literature upon which this study is grounded was best reviewed by dividing it into 

two sets: theoretical literature and empirical literature. The theoretical literature provided the 

framework for the study and included sources that offered conceptual support for the study.

The empirical literature summarized what was known about the job conditions of computer 

science professionals in academia and those of their counterparts outside academia. This 

second section of the literature review was therefore organized into two subsections—studies 

that described the working conditions of computer science professionals in business and 

industry, and studies that described the working conditions of faculty in higher education.

Theoretical Literature

Thousands of articles, books, and research studies have been written exploring the fac

tors that lead people to choose jobs and find satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) in those jobs. The 

subject holds interest for researchers in a wide range of fields, from industrial psychology to or

ganizational sociology to human resource management. Though generally the researchers agree 

that what draws a person to accept a job is the perception that the job will satisfy his/her desires 

and needs (Lawler. 2000). from there the research is divergent and, ultimately, inconclusive.

Research in job satisfaction is usually traced back to the Hawthorne studies, conducted 

in the early 1930s by Harvard professors Elton Mayo and Fritz Roethlisberger. Their observa

tions of American workers in an industrial setting led them to question many basic assumptions 

then in vogue among business managers and administrators. Mayo and Roethlisberger were the 

first to suggest that workers could be motivated by factors other than economic incentives, and 

many of their conclusions paved the way for future research in job satisfaction (Hoy & Miskel. 

1991).

13
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The next major milestone in the development o f job satisfaction theories came with the 

publication of A. H. Maslow’s “A Theory of Human Motivation” in 1943. Maslow detailed a 

theory of a “hierarchy of needs” which separated human needs into five categories: 

physiological, safety, social, esteem, and self-actualization. Maslow suggested that these needs 

function in a pyramid-like hierarchy, with physical well-being forming the base o f the hierarchy 

and self-actualization being the ultimate need. When lower-level needs (those relating to food, 

shelter, and safety) are satisfied, the successively higher needs become influential in motivating 

human behavior, he said; but if lower-level needs remain unsatisfied, higher needs such as 

esteem and self-actualization may be minimized or forgotten (Maslow. 1943).

Maslow’s “hierarchy of needs” offered an essentially one-dimensional explanation of 

human motivation, positing that the presence of motivators (at one’s current level of need) 

causes satisfaction and the absence of those motivators causes dissatisfaction. Herzberg, et al.

(1959) took the discussion to a two-dimensional level with his “motivator/hvgiene” theory of job 

satisfaction. Herzberg claimed that factors leading to job satisfaction are “separate and distinct" 

from factors that lead to job dissatisfaction. The presence o f “motivators” or “intrinsic factors” 

(opportunities to do interesting work and to obtain recognition, responsibility, growth, and 

advancement) contributes to a satisfying work experience. The absence of these factors, 

however, does not necessarily bring job dissatisfaction, according to Herzberg; it just renders 

the situation neutral. Job dissatisfaction, he said, is created by the lack of “extrinsic” or 

“hygiene” factors (appropriate institutional policies, supervision, physical w'orking conditions, 

salary and benefits, status, security, and interpersonal relationships). When these “extrinsic” 

factors are not provided, job dissatisfaction is the result, but the presence o f these factors only 

renders the situation neutral once again. Therefore, job satisfaction, according to Herzberg. is a 

two-factor phenomenon: the presence of “motivators” stimulates growth and increases 

satisfaction, while the absence of “hygiene factors” frustrates the worker and leads to job 

dissatisfaction.
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In more recent years, researchers have built upon the theories o f Maslow and Herzberg 

et al. in a variety of ways. Some, such as Kalleberg (1977) and Locke (1976), have argued 

that Herzberg’s two categories are too artificial—that factors that lead to satisfaction are not 

always separate and distinct from the factors that lead to dissatisfaction. Others have concluded 

that Herzberg’s theory fails to consider the importance o f personal values (Thompson & 

McNamara, 1997) and the degree of “fit” or congruence between the worker and the 

workplace environment (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984).

A preponderance of the research done since the publication o f Herzberg et al.. 

however, has gone the direction of investigating the relative importance of the various intrinsic 

and extrinsic factors. In the area of intrinsic factors, studies have found a positive correlation 

between job satisfaction and the use of the worker’s abilities (Iiacqua & Schumacher. 1995; 

Locke. Fitzpatrick & White, 1983;01sen 1993;01sen, Maple&Stage, 1995). the nature of 

the work (Lillvdahl & Singell. 1993; Nicholson & Miljus, 1972; Moody. 1996), recognition and 

support (Hill. 1986-1987; Olsen 1993; Pearson & Seiler, 1983) and opportunities for research 

(Iiacqua & Schumacher, 1995; Moody. 1996; Pearson & Seiler 1983). Other studies have 

documented the significance of extrinsic factors such as salary (Aguirre. Martinez & Hernandez. 

1993; Hagedom, 1994; Hemmasi, Graf & Lust. 1992; Lillydahl & Singell. 1993; Olsen 

1993; Schultz & Chung, 1988), relations with administrators and co-workers (Aguirre. 

Martinez & Hernandez 1993; Hagedom. 1994; Hill. 1982.1984; Lillydahl & Singell. 1993; 

Locke, Fitzpatrick & WTiite, 1983; Nicholson & Miljus, 1972), and facilities (Lillydahl & 

Singell. 1993; Locke, Fitzpatrick & White, 1983).

With so many different and overlapping approaches having been taken to studies of 

these factors, it could be expected that a consensus has emerged about the relative importance 

ofone factor or another upon job satisfaction. But this has not been the case, forasoftenasa 

study has come out championing a particular set of factors, another study has come out giving 

weight to another set of variables.

This jumble of conflicting studies moved researcher Martin Finkelstein to undertake a 

comprehensive review and analysis of the literature, in an effort to “bring together the scattered.
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largely inaccessible results of social scientific and dissertation research on faculties and research

on different aspects o f the faculty role into a single, broadly accessible format” (1984, p. 3).

The results, published in 1984 under the title. The American Academic Profession: A

Synthesis o f Social Scientific Inquiry Since World War II, reflect the many approaches

researchers have taken to the topic of faculty job satisfaction. Finkelstein notes these

differences but also observes a common thread running through the variants: “Among that small

group of studies that consider both intrinsic and extrinsic factors in relation to faculty job

satisfaction, the former uniformly emerge as much more important,” he writes.

The absence of multivariate analysis precludes any precise specification of the magni
tude o f impact of intrinsic, job related factors, but it appears that their relative signifi
cance vis-a-vis extrinsic ones is most certainly higher. Although a considerable body of 
evidence suggests that intrinsic, work related factors maybe the most important deter
minants o f job satisfaction, some further evidence suggests that the extrinsic factors 
examined earlier may be more important determinants of job ^satisfaction, (p. 147)

Citing the findings ofSvvierenga (1970), Avakian (1971), and Leon (1973). Finkelstein 

concludes that

satisfaction/dissatisfaction may not be a uni-dimensional construct, but may rather exist 
as two separate continua. subject to unique sets of determinants (roughly equivalent to 
Herzberg's (1959) “Hygiene”—job context—and “Motivator”—job content factors).
. . .  In sum. it would appear that faculty satisfaction with their work, while broadly 
shaped by the academic career process, is derived primarily from the nature of the 
work itself and the relative autonomy with which it is pursued, whereas dissatisfaction 
tends to center on extrinsic, organizational factors, such as administrative leadership and 
salary. The primary source of satisfaction, no less than of work motivation, is clearly 
internal, (pp. 147-148)

Finkelstein’s review ofthe literature also led him to conclude that the academic work 

experience varies substantially across different types of institutions. He outlines three possible 

causes for these differences in campus cultures:

1. Differential regard systems. At elite institutions, the reward system is more 
monolithic and emphasizes research, while at other institutions, it is more flexible and 
oriented toward teaching. Faculty tend to expend their efTort in those areas perceived 
to “pay off.”

2. Differential work load assignment. At elite institutions, the teaching load is 
uniformly lower, while at other institutions, it is uniformly higher, albeit flexible.
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3. Differential faculty selection. Different allocation patterns may be a function of 
selecting faculty with a particular sense of their professional responsibilities and 
internalized standards for effort, (p. 91)

Finkelstein’s observations on how varied academic settings can be were echoed three 

years later in Burton Clark’s The Academic Life: Small Worlds. Different Worlds (1987). 

Clark writes.

The extensive differentiation of American higher education.. .  provides a variety of 
settings in which individual academics can play to their preferences and strengths. 
Individuals do not have to attune themselves to one set o f incentives and rewards and to 
fit one set o f duties and competencies. By self-selection, researchers drift toward 
research settings, teachers toward teaching settings; big-city folk toward urban universi
ties, pastoral types toward the small campus in the rolling countryside; those who insist 
on teaching bright undergraduates toward the better liberal arts colleges, those with the 
open access spirit toward the public two-year campuses, (p. 231)

Like Finkelstein, Clark notes that many of the differences in campus cultures can be 

traced back to the differences in work loads that are typical at different levels of the higher 

education hierarchy:

Using the nine basic Carnegie categories of institutions, we see . . .  that only about one 
in twenty faculty members in the leading research universities was teaching undergradu
ates more than eleven hours a week compared with three out of four in the two-year 
colleges; about one-third of the Research University I faculty were not teaching under
graduates at all in a given semester or term compared with a tiny minority so reporting in 
the community colleges—staff members who apparently were otherwise occupied in 
counseling or administration. Two thirds of the faculty in the leading universities were
teaching undergraduates less than four hours a week or not at all Between the two
extremes, the figures run smoothly in order up and down the institutional types, the 
exception being that fewer faculty in the better liberal arts colleges teach larger loads 
than do faculty in the comprehensive four-and five-year institutions, (p. 74)

Despite these varied circumstances, Clark also found a common thread running through

faculty attitudes about professional satisfaction:

The explanation lies in the compensating power o f intrinsic rewards.. . .  Over
whelmingly. in all institutional sectors, faculty members reported a strong belief in 
education, that “education offers the best hope for improvement o f the human 
condition.” Here we find a sustaining myth that can overshadow diminished mate
rial rew ards. When faculty members believe they are actively engaged in providing 
man’s best hope for improvement, they possess a supreme fiction of great power 
that echoes with a sense of calling.. . .
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In response to another question, faculty members noted that they greatly enjoy 
interacting with young people: As many as nine out of ten professors, from all types of 
institutions, claim they “enjoy opportunities to interact informally with students outside 
the classroom," let alone meet them in classes and laboratories. Even in the leading 
universities, where professors reputedly avoid informal contact with students, the surv ey
respondents took the high road and claimed otherwise----

Most important, whenever the intensive field interviews touched the domain 
o f satisfaction, they tapped the strength o f intrinsic motivation, the rewards o f doing 
academic work for it own sake, its own challenge and passion, (pp. 221-222)

Clark, Finkelstein, and the many other researchers who have addressed the topic may 

thus come up with varying results on which factors influence job satisfaction in what setting, but 

they do all agree on this: that the intrinsic and extrinsic factors identified by Herzberg and later 

researchers somehow w'ork in combination to influence a worker’s sense of satisfaction with his 

or her job. It may be the case, as later researchers have argued, that in addition to these factors 

there must be a congruency between the values of the worker and the values o f the workplace 

(what could seem like a “dream job" for one person definitely could be less than satisfying for 

another). But that does not eliminate the basic importance of the intrinsic and extrinsic factors; 

though there may be more to the total “picture" ofjob satisfaction, the fact remains that the 

intrinsic and extrinsic factors are important components that job seekers consider when 

choosing a job, components which together affect the workers' ultimate satisfaction with the job 

experience. .And because these factors are also elements over which higher education 

administrators have some degree o f control, they are worthwhile subjects for study as we seek 

to find new' ways o f attracting new recruits to the teaching profession.

Empirical Literature

CS Professionals in Business and Industry

When the National Research Council Committee on Workforce Needs in 

Information Technology embarked on a study of the industry in 1998, the group quickly 

found that statistics pertaining to CS workers varied widely from one source to another. 

Eventually, the group concluded that it was impossible to reconcile the varying estimates of
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the size and compensation rates o f the CS workforce produced by various analysts 

because they used different data sets and counted different populations (National 

Research Council, 2001). In keeping with this observation, the present study did not 

attempt the “impossible" but, instead, cited several sources that provided information on 

CS compensation in 1998-99 (the time frame o f the most recent NSOPF survey).

1. According to the U.S. Department of Labor, in 1998 the median annual earnings o f 

computer systems analysts were S52,180, with the middle 50 percent earning between 

S40.570 and S74,180. Median annual earnings o f computer engineers were S61,910. with 

the middle 50 percent earnings between S46,240 and 580,500 (U.S. Department o f Labor.

2 0 0 1 ) .

2. Based on the results o f its National IT Salary Survey o f more than 21.000 CS 

professionals. Information Week magazine reported that in 1999 CS managers earned a 

median annual base salary of S71.000 and CS staff members earned a median annual base 

salary o f S54.000 (Mateyaschuk, 1999).

3. Though CS median salaries might not seem remarkably higher than those found in 

other sectors, the U.S. Department o f Labor notes that starting salaries in the CS can be 

significantly higher than those o f other fields. According to Robert Half International, 

starting salaries in 1999 ranged from S61.300 to S88.000 for database administrators and 

from S42.800 to S59.800 for network administrators. Starting salaries in software devel

opment ranged from S55.000 to S80.000 for software engineers and from S50.000 to 

$65,000 for software installer/developers. Salaries for Internet-related occupations ranged 

from $50,000 to 573,000 for security administrators, 551.500 to $73,000 for webmasters, 

and from S47.000 to 565,000 for web developers (U.S. Dept o f  Labor, 2001).

4. Another factor which must be considered when looking at CS salaries is that base 

salary only represents one part o f the compensation picture. The National Research 

Council Committee on Workforce Needs in Information Technology notes that statistics on 

base wages often do not reflect the complexity o f compensation packages for computer
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professionals in business and industry. In addition to salary, non-salary cash awards and 

long-term incentives such as stock options made up from 23 to 48 percent o f the CS 

professionals’ total compensation packages, according to industry surveys conducted by 

SC/CHiPS in 1997, 1998, and 1999 (National Research Council. 2001).

The competitive salaries and attractive incentives offered to CS professionals in 

business and industry testify to the steadily increasing demand for these workers. The lat

est Bureau o f Labor Statistics data on job trends show' computer and data processing ser

vices jobs to be both the fastest growing job sector (with an average annual rate of in

crease of 6.4 percent) and the one show ing the greatest total grow th (expected to increase 

by 1.805.100 jobs between the years 2000 and 2010) (Professional Education & Em

ployment Reporter. 2002). A surv ey commissioned by the Information Technology Asso

ciation of America estimated that the information technology (IT) workforce numbered 10 

million in 1999. In a year 2000 survey by the same group, the number had risen to over 

10.4 million. The IT.AA survey found that 9.5 million o f these workers were employed in 

non-IT companies. The greatest need for CS workers, they found, was in the largest seg

ment of the economy— in smaller. non-IT firms. ITAA reported that these firms (of the size 

employing 50 to 99 employees) would need one million new CS workers in 2000 or 70 

percent o f the total demand for all new CS employees (ITAA. 2000). More recent find

ings indicate that the demand for CS workers has not been affected by the recent “dot 

com" downturn, primarily because the need for such workers is spread throughout the 

economy (U.S. Department o f Labor, 2002; New York Times Job Market Research,

2002 ).

In short, the trend seen in the late 1990s is expected to continue, and it is anticipated 

that demand for CS w orkers will continue to push salary benefit packages higher in coming 

years—presenting a constantly moving target for higher education administrators who hope to 

match those salaries.
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It is a commonly held belief that information technology professionals earn these higher 

salaries by working longer hours than the average worker. However, the literature does not 

always support that notion:

• The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau o f Labor Statistics Current Population 
Survey in March 1999 showed that CS workers put in an average o f  just under 
40 hours a week, with full-time managers, executives, and professional specialty 
workers averaging 44.7 hours per week. The same report showed that only 10.5 
percent o f computer systems analysts and scientists and 8.6 percent o f  computer 
programmers worked more than 50 hours per week in 1999 (National Research 
Council, 2001).

• A November 1999 survey by Software Development magazine yielded similar 
results, with 61 percent o f those surveyed reporting that they worked 41 to 50 
hours per week; only 13 percent said they worked 51 to 60 hours per week, and 
4 percent said they worked 61 hours or more (Morales. 1999).

• On the other hand, the National Research Council’s Committee on Workforce 
Needs in Information Technology conducted research on the IT w orkloads in
1999 and concluded that the statistics mask a wide variation in work hours 
characteristic o f different individual employers. The committee attributed this 
phenomenon to the fact that market windows for certain IT firms are small, which 
leads those firms to push employees to work long hours. The committee also 
noted that “the individual culture of some firms—not only in the IT sector— 
involves very long hours. People who work reduced hours are often seen as 
uncommitted to project success and/or to their employer. And, in competitive 
environments that reward differential effort, private incentives lead people to 
work too much” (National Research Council. 2001, p. 193).

The profile of CS workers in industry is generally one o f youth and frequent moves from 

one job to another. A 1999 Software Development magazine survey with 3,969 responses 

revealed that 60 percent o f  those surveyed have worked for their company for five years or 

less and 77 percent are younger than 45 (Morales. 1999). The 1999 Information Week survey 

concluded that job hopping is common, with staffers moving on after four years, while managers 

stay for about five years. Seventy percent of those responding to that survey said that they had 

been contacted by headhunters in the previous year (Mateyaschuk, 1999). And the Information 

Technology Associationof America found thatnon-CS firms expected their CS employees to 

remain on staff for an average o f 36 months, where CS firms reported that they expected their
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employees to remain on staff for an average o f 30 months (Information Technology Association 

of.America, 2001).

The downside o f this highly mobile workforce is that some CS workers find the industry

offers less job security than they might find in other fields. A growing number of computer

professionals are employed on a temporary or contract basis; many are self-employed, working

independently as contractors or self-employed consultants (U.S. Department of Labor. 2001).

Older workers have sometimes charged that the profession’s highly mobile nature can create

problems for workers as they get older. Exploring these charges o f age discrimination, the

National Research Council reported.

The available data relevant to age and employment o f  older Category 1 IT workers 
indicate that the IT workforce is younger than that in other occupations with work
ers of comparable educational attainment (46 percent o f those in professional 
specialty occupations overall are under the age o f 40, while 58 percent o f IT 
workers are under the age o f 40 ), and that older IT workers (those 40 years and 
older) are more likely to lose their jobs than younger IT workers. However, these 
data also indicate that older IT workers are just as likely to find new jobs as are 
younger IT workers, and the length of time it takes for them to find new jobs is 
similar to that for younger IT workers. Finally, these data indicate (though not at a 
level that is statistically significant) that when displaced older workers find new 
jobs, their base salary is lower than that of their previous jobs, whereas displaced 
younger workers in a comparable position find higher base salaries.. . .  The data 
available to the committee are insufficient to establish either the presence or the 
absence o f age discrimination (National Research Council, 2001. pp. 7. 149).

In many ways. CS w ork in industry requires abilities similar to those required in 

academia. The U.S. Department o f Labor Occupational Outlook Handbook states that 

CS workers must be able to think logically, have good communication skills, and be able to 

deal with a number o f tasks simultaneously. The handbook also notes that “Technological 

advances come so rapidly in the field that continuous study is necessary to keep skills up to 

date. To keep a competitive edge, firms will continue to demand computer professionals 

who are knowledgeable about the latest technologies and able to apply them to meet the 

needs of businesses” (U.S. Department of Labor, 2001, p. 112). Like faculty members at 

colleges and universities across the country, CS professionals must devote some o f their
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work time to on-going professional development and activities that will help them stay current in 

their field.

The literature also suggests that the factors that motivate CS professionals are situations 

that are often found in the campus environment. One o f the charges of the National Research 

Council's Committee on Workforce Needs in Information Technology in 1999 was to identify 

ways that the U.S. government could attract needed CS professionals. Though the committee 

found that government pay scales are significantly lower than the pay offered by industry, the 

group identi fied a number of nonmonetary incentives that might make the federal government 

more competitive with the private sector for CS workers. Those incentives included interesting 

work, flexible working conditions, and tuition reimbursement for attaining a new degree or 

certification (National Research Council, 2001).

Other studies corroborate those findings. Software De\'elopment magazine's 1999

survey with 3.969 responses revealed that, for those planning to change jobs, more were

motivated by the prospect of finding greater challenge than that of receiving higher compensation

(Morales. 1999). The 1999 Information IVeek survey results reported that 86 percent of staff

members and 89 percent of the managers said job challenge was more important than base pay

and job atmosphere (Mateyaschuk, 1999). And the conclusions drawn by the National

Research Council offer hope to higher education administrators seeking to attract CS

professionals to academia:

Many surv eys report that employees commonly rank compensation lower on their 
priority lists than technical challenges and the opportunity to leam new technical 
skills. Many IT workers . . .  are sustained by a love of technology and the 
intellectual challenges o f working on cutting-edge problems with others of compa
rable technical skill and intelligence. This is not to say that money is unimpor
tant—but rather that they are also motivated strongly by their intellectual environ
ment (National Research Council. 2001. p. 195).

CS Professionals in Higher Education

It is generally acknowledged that the most comprehensive study of college and 

university faculties in recent times is found in Howard Bowen and Jack Schuster’s American
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Professors: A National Resource Imperiled(1986). Bowen and Schuster’s study, which

received the support o f such leading groups as TIAA-CREF, the American Association for

Higher Education, the Carnegie Corporation ofNew York, the Ford Foundation, and the Exxon

Education Foundation, looked at a wide range of issues pertaining to the professoriate—from

the attributes o f those who choose the profession and the nature o f their daily work environment

to the health ofthe academic labor market in the U.S. The authors concluded that the

profession was in peril:

In our view, three congeries of problems today press hard upon the professoriate 
and affect also those who contemplate academic careers: inadequate compensa
tion, a deteriorating work environment, and an inhospitable academic labor market 
The most visible of these three is the steep decline in real faculty compensation 
over the past dozen years. As serious as the erosion o f faculty earnings is, less 
tangible developments pose an even greater threat to the faculty. After all, those 
who are attracted to “the life ofthe mind” rarely value income potential above 
other considerations (p. 268).

Bowen and Schuster emphasized that “the rewards o f the academic profession are to an unusual

degree intrinsic” (p. 113):

This includes the teaching load; the kinds of colleagues; the qualifications of students; the 
facilities, equipment and supplies; secretarial and research assistance; the physical, 
cultural, and social ambience; support of professional travel; sabbatical and other 
leaves; and non-monetary fringe benefits such as use o f recreational facilities and 
scholarship funds for faculty children. These emoluments are very important to faculty 
and often weigh more heavily in decisions to join or to leave the academic profession, or 
to join or leave a particular institution, than monetary compensation (p. 260).

American Professors: A National Resource Imperiled provided a thorough 

documentation o f the academic profession as it stood in the mid-1980s, detailing not only 

statistics about compensation but also about the attitudes and activities of faculty members. The 

authors’ observations were generally about the professoriate as a group. Occasionally, 

however, they would include information about specific disciplines. Such was the case when 

they cited the findings of a National Science Foundation study on the workloads of full-time 

faculty members in science, engineering and social sciences. When considering these faculty 

members as a group, the study found that the professors' average workload of45.8 hours per
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week actually had seasonal variations: during the academic year, their average went up to 50 

hours a week but during the summer it fell back to 35 hours a week. When the study broke out 

the faculties by discipline, however, it was found that professors in mathematics, statistics, and 

computer science worked an average of 40.6 hours over the course of a year—an average 

somewhat lower than the 45.8 hour-per-week average of the total group.

Bowen and Schuster based their report on more than 500 interviews conducted at 38 

colleges and universities located across the country in 1985. The generally acknowledged value 

of this research led to the creation of a new', nationwide survey of faculty, sponsored by the U.S. 

Department of Education. The National Study of Postsecondarv Faculty CNSOPF). first 

conducted in 1988 and repeated in 1993 and 1999. went a step beyond Bowen and Schuster's 

efforts by documenting survey responses from faculty at a far greater number of institutions— 

480 schools in 1988.974 schools in 1993. and 960 schools in 1999. The results ofthe 1988 

and 1993 surveys have served as the basis of a large number o f articles and publications, many 

of which have been sponsored by the U.S. Department o f Education Office of Educational 

Research and Improvement. The results of the 1999 survey have not been studied to as great 

an extent, since the results w'ere not made available to researchers until the fall o f2001.

Fiorentino (1999) offers one of the most useful studies relating the NSOPF:93 data to

research in faculty job satisfaction; her work provides not only an excellent bibliographic review

on the topic but also proposes an interesting analytical model for exploring the relationship

between various intrinsic and extrinsic factors and job satisfaction. Asignificant limitation of

Fiorentino's work, how'ever. is that it treats the surveyed faculty as a group; it does not examine

possible differences between disciplines. Adecade before. Bowen and Schuster (1986)

warned that it could be shortsighted to take such an approach:

The American professoriate is in many w'ays a homogeneous professional group 
with shared interests and values. At the same time, it is composed of persons 
identified w'ith hundreds of different disciplines and subspecialities. .And people in 
the various disciplines tend to differ as to personal and educational backgrounds 
and w orld outlooks—  Many studies have shown that faculty members in 
different fields exhibit significantly different personal characteristics and attitudes. 
Ladd and L ipset. . .  in their extensive studies o f the professoriate conclude, “ . . .
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we commonly find greater differences o f opinion among the various scholarly 
disciplines than we can locate among the most grossly differential groups in the 
general public, such as rich and poor, young and old, and white and black”
(pp. 49-50).

A few recent studies have acknowledged these differences, but unfortunately few of 

them have chosen to focus on the discipline of computer science. Conley and Zimbler 

(1997) come close in their “Characteristics and Attitudes of Instructional Faculty and Staff 

in the Humanities,” which breaks the data from NSOPF:93 into five major discipline areas: 

business, law and communications; humanities (English literature, foreign languages, history, 

philosophy, and religion); natural sciences and engineering; social sciences and education; 

and “all other program areas.” Conley and Zimbler compare the responses o f the 

humanities faculties to the faculty responses in the other areas, on a question-by-question 

basis, which sheds light on the broad differences between the disciplines. Any possible 

differences w ithin the non-humanities categories, however, go unexplored.

The few recent studies that do focus exclusively on the discipline o f  computer 

science have limited their analyses to demographic variables such as gender and ethnicity 

(Cohoon, 2000; Howell, 1996; Robst et al., 1996). The exceptions can be found in 

reports on the Taulbee Survey of Ph.D.-granting departments o f computer science and 

computer engineering, conducted annually by the Computing Research Association.

Though the Taulbee Survey does document gender representation and ethnicity of 

computer science faculty members at the instructor, assistant professor, associate 

professor, and full professor levels, it goes several steps further, comparing new hires to 

continuing faculty, documenting trends in faculty losses, and salary averages and ranges for 

the various ranks. The 1999-2000 surv ey report (Bryant & Irwin, 2001) provides 

correlativ e data for the NSOPF:99, with salary information and estimated percentage of 

salary increase over the previous year (Table 2).

The most recent Taulbee report also reports that since 1995 there has been a 

noteworthy increase in the percentage of students who are nonresident aliens among
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computer science Ph.D. students in the United States (Bryant & Vardi, 2002). This trend 

is a noteworthy factor in the total picture of faculty recruiting prospects, because it means that 

many of the qualified new graduates coming out o f Ph.D. programs are students who do not 

intend to remain in the United States after graduation. More than 50 percent o f the current 

Ph.D. students identified themselves as nonresident aliens in 2000/01, according to the 

2002 survey (Bryant & Vardi, 2002), and though these students were certainly welcomed 

in CS departments across the country, their long-term career plans did not hold promise for 

educators hoping to recruit them into the teaching ranks.

With the exception o f the annual Taulbee reports, then, there was little in the 

literature that offered documentation specifically on computer science faculty in American 

colleges and universities. Though there have been a number o f recent studies that have 

utilized the NSOPF data ( Bradbum & Sikora, 2002: Chen, 2002; Conley & Leslie. 2002: 

Parsad & Glover. 2002), they have not provided detailed information about computer 

science faculty. The Conley and Zimbler (1997) study took a step in the right direction, but 

it utilized only data from the 1993 NSOPF; the availability o f un-analyzed 1999 data made 

a new study focused on computer science data both worthwhile and desirable.

Table 2

Sine-M onth  Salaries. U.S. Computer Science D epartm ents 1999-2000

Faculty Rank Reported Salary' 
M inimum. Mean

Average o f All 
Salaries

Reported Salary 
M aximum. Mean

% Increase Over 
Previous Year

Instructor S45.455 S52.034 560.062 7.6%

Assistant P rofessor S64.91? S68.671 571563 6.9%

Associate Professor S70_?78 S77.156 S85.701 6.9%

Full Professor S80.864 S99.811 5129.991 4.5%

So le  Bryant. R.. & Irwin. M. (2001). 1999-2000 Taulbee Survey: current and future Ph.D. output will not 
satisfy demand for faculty. Computing Research Sews, 13 (2). 11.
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Summary

More than 80 articles and books were reviewed for information relevant to this project, 

including three landmark studies on the academic profession in America (Bowen & Schuster,

1986; Clark, 1987; Finkelstein, 1984). There was concurrence among the works relating to 

theories of job satisfaction that workers’ satisfaction is influenced to some degree by both 

intrinsic and extrinsic factors; this confirmed that the intrinsic/extrinsic model is a suitable 

framework for this study. The literature also suggested that differences exist in campus cultures 

at “elite" universities that can make the work experience there different from that at other four- 

vear institutions; this justified an examination ofthe NSOPF data, to see if such differences were 

reflected there. Finally, literature documenting the working conditions o f computer science 

professionals in business and industiy and in academe confirmed that salary levels were indeed 

higher outside of academia; the literature did not. however, provide information about the 

working conditions o f computer science faculty at the university level. The results of the current 

study therefore were expected to make a needed addition to the literature on this subject.
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CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

Introduction

The data used in this study were obtained from the National Center o f Education Statis

tics’ (NCES) National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), conducted in 1992-93 and 

in 1998-99. Because NSOPF was designed to “provide a national profile o f faculty: their pro

fessional backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes” (U.S. De

partment o f Education National Center for Education Statistics, 2001), it was well suited to 

provide data for the current study. There were slight variations in the survey formats and criteria 

for sample selection between the 1993 and 1999 versions ofthe survey, but these minor varia

tions had no significant effect on the versions’ comparability to each other, together they proved 

to be excellent sources o f raw data for this study of the working conditions o f computer science 

faculty members at colleges and universities in the United States.

Suney• Design and Response Rates

1993 Suney

The 1992-93 version ofthe National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93) 

was conducted by the National Opinion Research Center at the University o f Chicago at the 

behest of the U.S. Department o f Education. The first phase o f the NSOPF:93 consisted of an 

institutional survey that went to a stratified, random sample of public and private, not-for-profit 

higher education institutions in the United States. In order to obtain accurate, reliable data. 

NCES determined that a minimum of 789 institutions would have to be surveyed; to offset po

tential non-participation by some institutions, the NCES chose to survey 974 institutions. From 

these institutions, faculty lists were requested, and 817 (84.9 percent) agreed to participate.

This provided a list o f31,354 faculty members to be surveyed in the second phase of the

29
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NSOPF:93:25.780 questionnaires were then completed by faculty members at those institu

tions for a response rate o f 86.6 percent (U.S. Department of Education, NCES 98-287.

1997). The NCES verified the representativeness o f  the sample by comparing characteristics of 

the sampled faculty with characteristics of faculty in the entire universe of institutions known 

through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), a recurring set o f sur

veys maintained by the NCES. The researchers found no significant differences in the popula

tions (U.S. Department of Education. NCES 98-287,1997). A lengthy analysis of these and 

other procedures used to design and collect NSOPF:93 can be found in the 1993 National 

Study o f Postsecondary Faculty: Methodology Report, NCES 97—467 (Washington, D.C.: 

U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. 1997).

1999 Sur\’ev

A two-stage stratified, clustered probability design was also used to select the sample 

for the NSOPF:99, which was conducted in 1998-99 by the Gallup Organization. The first- 

stage sampling frame consisted o f the 3.396 postsecondary institutions that provided formal 

instructional programs of at least two years’ duration and that were public or private, not-for- 

profit institutions, drawn from EPEDS records. Where the 1993 version of the NSOPF was 

aimed at institutions that the Department of Education recognized as accredited, that criterion 

was supplanted in the 1999 version by the criterion that participating schools had to have signed 

participation agreements to receive Title IV federal financial assistance. And though the IPEDS 

universe included private institutions that were both for-profit and not-for-profit, the institutional 

universe forNSOPF:99 excluded the private, for-profit institutions.

The 3,396 qualifying institutions were stratified based on the highest degrees they of

fered. the amount of federal research dollars they received, and whether they were public or 

private. Each institution was asked to provide a list o f full- and part-time faculty and instruc

tional staff that would include all personnel who had faculty status or instructional responsibilities 

during the 1998 fall term (i.e., the term that included November 1,1998). A total of 818 institu
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tions agreed to participate by providing lists o f faculty and instructional staff, for a participation 

rate of 85.3 percent. Faculty and instructional staff at the institutions completed and returned 

18,043 questionnaires, for a weighted response rate o f 83.0 percent; faculty nonresponse bias 

analyses did not detect any bias (U.S. Department of Education, NCES 2002-154,2002).

A lengthy analysis o f these and other procedures used to design and collect NSOPF :99 can be 

found in the 1999 National Study o f Postsecondary Faculty: Methodology Report, NCES 

2002— 154 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2002).

Accuracy o f Estimates

The statistics in this study are estimates derived from a sample of the population 

universe. Such estimates are subject to two broad categories of errors. Sampling errors can 

occur because the estimates are based on a sample o f individuals in the population, rather than 

the entire population. Sampling errors can be quantified by using statistical procedures to 

calculate the standard error for the mean (an estimate ofthe variance that could be obtained in 

the sample in repeated samplings, using the same sample design and sample size).

Sampling estimates can also be biased by nonsampling errors, which can arise not only 

in sample surveys but also in complete censuses of entire populations. Such errors can arise 

because of nonresponses, differences in respondents’ interpretations of the meaning of 

questions, memory effects, misrecordingof responses, incorrect coding or data entry, time 

effects, or errors in data processing. To minimize nonsampling errors in these studies, the 

questionnaires and the procedures for sample design, data collection, and data processing were 

field tested by NCES researchers with a national probability sample of postsecondary 

institutions and faculty members in 1992 and again in 1998. To evaluate reliability, a subsample 

of faculty respondents was re-interviewed in each instance. Extensive item nonresponse 

analyses of the questionnaires were conducted, and a computer-based editing system was used 

to check data for range errors, logical inconsistencies, and erroneous skip patterns. When 

erroneous skip patterns were detected, values were logically assigned on the basis of the
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presence or absence o f responses within the skip pattern whenever feasible, given the responses 

(U.S. Department o f Education, NCES 98-287.1997; U.S. Department o f Education, NCES 

2002-154. 2002 ).

Study Sample

In order to conduct the needed analysis on data gathered through the faculty 

surveys ofthe NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99, the author applied for and received, from the 

U.S. Department o f Education, a restricted data license for use o f the raw data sets. The 

data records for these surveys initially contained all recorded responses from faculty and 

staff who completed the surveys ( 25.780 respondents for the 1993 survey. 18,043 

respondents for the 1999 surv ey). For each survey, the data were then filtered, using the 

following variables to narrow the responses so that the final data set matched the 

population parameters established for the study:

• Principal field o f teaching (question al2a. 1993; question 14, 1999): filtered to 
retain only those surveys indicating computer science as the primary teaching field 
(field codes “200— computer science.” “201—computer & information sci
ences.” “202—computer programming,” “203— data processing,” “204— 
systems analysis.” or “210— other computer science” ). This step reduced the 
number o f qualified respondents from 25,780 to 699 on the 1993 survey and 
from 18.043 to 597 on the 1999 survey.

• Principal activity (question z2, 1993; question 3, 1999): filtered to retain only 
those surveys answering “ 1 —teaching.” This step reduced the number of quali
fied respondents from 699 to 608 on the 1993 survey and from 597 to 497 on 
the 1999 survey.

• Institution 1987 Carnegie classification / Institution 1994 Carnegie classifica
tion (derived variable x 05_0 on both surveys): filtered to exclude survey responses 
from faculty at institutions coded as “9—2 year” or “ 10— other;” the remaining 
responses were from faculty at institutions classified as Research I, Research II. 
Doctoral I. Doctoral II, Comprehensive I, Comprehensive II, Liberal Arts I. or 
Liberal Arts II. This step reduced the number of qualified respondents from 608 to 
265 on the 1993 survey and from 497 to 217 on the 1999 survey.

• Employed part time/full time (question a4. 1993; question 5. 1999): filtered to 
retain only respondents who identified themselves as “2— full time.” This step
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reduced the number o f qualified respondents from 265 to 202 on the 1993 survey 
and from 217 to 145 on the 1999 survey.

By filtering for these four variables, it was possible to create a subset of the data, which 

consisted ofthe responses returned by full-time faculty who taught “for credit" computer science 

courses at four-year colleges and universities in the United States.

Comparison o f the survey questions for NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 revealed that the 

latter survey constituted an expansion ofthe 1993 survey. Though most ofthe questions that 

appeared on the 1993 surv ey also appeared on the 1999 version, they did not always appear in 

the same order, and with the addition of new questions, the resulting number system on 

NSOPF:99 was very different from that of its predecessor. To facilitate comparisons between 

the two versions, the author matched the questions from 1993 with those from 1999; those 

pairings and the wording of the questions are listed in Appendix A.

In several instances, the author also chose to analyze responses to questions that 

appeared only on NSOPF:99:

• questions 35 and 37 focused on the amount o f time faculty spent teaching remedial 
courses;

• question 34 asked how many different courses the respondent taught (as opposed to 
number o f sections he she taught);

• questions 23 and 25 looked at job stability— how many years the respondent had 
taught in higher education and how many different positions he/she had held in that 
time;

• question 70 asked the respondent to select the most important factor that could 
induce him/her to leave teaching;

• question 72 asked whether the respondent had already retired from another position; 
and

• question 88 asked whether the respondent’s spouse was also employed in higher 
education.

Because each o f these areas were of particular interest to this study, the author chose to 

include these questions in the analysis, though they had no counterparts in the 1993 version.
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Data Alignment

Differences in the numbering systems and in some ofthe response options in 

NSOPF:93 and NSOPF :99 made it necessary to align the data from the two surveys so that 

comparisons could be made. Generally, because the 1999 survey was the more comprehensive 

of the two, the author worked to bring the 1993 variables in line with the structure of the 1999 

variables. The exception to this rule came when the 1993 answers contained an undifferentiated 

category that was broken down into several smaller categories in the 1999 version; in those 

cases, the 1999 options were recombined to bring them into alignment with the 1993 version.

Actions taken to bring the NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 variables into alignment were as 

follows. Variables are listed by their 1999 labels, with the 1993 counterpart variables noted in 

brackets.

Q10 Employment, current: Tenure status, collapsed [a7 ,1993]
1993 answer contained the options

“4. No tenure system for my faculty status"
"5. No tenure system at this institution”

These two options were collapsed; both were coded as 
“4. No tenure system at this institution”

Q 11 Employment, current: Duration of contract [a8 .1993]
1993 options recoded to align with 1999 version:

“ 1. One academic term” recoded to 2 
“2. One academic calendar year" recoded to 3 
“3. A limited number o f years” recoded to 4 
“4. Unspecified duration” recoded to 1

Q16A1 Education: Highest degree [b 16 a l, 1993]
1999 answer contained the options

“3. Master’s of Fine Arts. Master’s of Social Work”
“4. Other master’s degrees”

These two options were collapsed; both were coded as 
“3. Master’s degree or equivalent"

One other 1999 option was recoded to align with 1993 version:
“5. Bachelor's degree" recoded to 4

Q20 Employment, current: Other employment, consulting [b 17,1993]
Q21 Employment, current: Other employment, non-consulting [b 17,1993]

1999 questions w ere collapsed to align with 1993 version.
1999 answer options were recoded to align with 1993 version:
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“ 1. Yes" recoded to 2 
“2. No” recoded to 1

Q31A 1 Workload: Time actually spent at teaching undergraduates [c37aa, 1993]
Q31A2 Workload: Time actually spent at teaching graduates [c3 7aa, 1993]

Deriv ed variable (Q31A 1 + Q31A2) was created to align with 1993 version. 
“c37aa. Time actually spent teaching"

Q31B1 Workload: Time preferred at teaching undergraduates [c37ba, 1993]
Q31B2 Workload: Time preferred at teaching graduates [c3 7ba, 1993]

Derived variable (Q31B1 + Q31B2) was created to align with 1993 version. 
"c37ba. Time preferred spent teaching"

Q32A1 Instruction, committees: Served on. number undergrad committees [c21.1993] 
1993 survey offered three categories:

“c21 a l . Undergraduate thesis or dissertation committees"
"c21 a2. Undergraduate comprehensive exams or orals committees" 
“c21 a3. Undergraduate exam/certification committees"

Derived variable (c21al +c21a2 + c21a3) was created to align with 1999 
version's single category.

Q32.A2 Instruction, committees: Served on, number graduate committees [c21.1993]
1993 survey offered three categories:

“c21 a4. Graduate thesis or dissertation committees"
“c21 a5. Graduate comprehensive exams or orals committees"
“c21 a6. Graduate exam/certification committees"

Deriv ed variable (c21a4 + c21a5 + c21a6) was created to align with 1999 
v ersion's single category.

Q32B1 Instruction, committees: Chaired, undergrad committees [c21 .1993]
1993 survey offered three categories:

“c21 b 1. Undergraduate thesis or dissertation committees"
"c21 b2. Undergraduate comprehensive exams or orals committees"
“c21 b3. Undergraduate exam/certification committees”

Derived variable (c21bl -f-c21b2 + c21b3) was created to align with 1999 
version's single category.

Q32B2 Instruction, committees: Chaired, graduate committees [c21,1993]
1993 survey offered three categories:

"c21 b4. Graduate thesis or dissertation committees"
“c21 b5. Graduate comprehensive exams or orals committees”
"c21 b6. Graduate exam/certification committees”

Derived variable (c21 b4 + c21b5 + c21b6) was created to align with 1999 
version's single category.

Q49A1 Instruction, individual: Number of undergraduate students [c25.1993]
1993 survey offered the categories:
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“c25al. Lower division students”
“c25a2. Upper division students”

Derived variable (c25al + c25a2) was created to align with 1999 
version’s single category.

Q49A2 Instruction, individual: Contact hrs/wk, undergraduate students [c25,1993]
1993 survey offered the categories:

“c25bl. Lower division students”
“c25b2. Upper division students”

Derived variable (c25b 1 + c25b2) was created to align with 1999 
version’s single category.

Q53 Research: Any creative work/writing/research, type [c29 .1993]
1993 options recoded to align with 1999 version:

“3. Policy-oriented research or analysis" recoded to 2
”4. Literary or expressive” recoded to 3
“5. Program/curriculum design and development” recoded to 4
“6. Other” recoded to 5
“Legitimate skip” recoded to -4

Q60A Rating: Basic research equipment/instruments [c34a, 1993]
Q60B Rating: Laboratory space and supplies [c34b, 1993]
Q60D Rating: Availability o f research assistants [c34c, 1993]
Q60E Rating: Personal computers and local networks [c34d, 1993]
Q60F Rating: Centralized computer facilities [c34e, 1993]
Q60G Rating: Internet connections [c34f, 1993]
Q60I Rating: Audiovisual equipment [c34g, 1993]
Q60J Rating: Classroom space [c34h, 1993]
Q60K Rating: Office space [c34i, 1993]
Q60M Rating: Secretarial support [c34k, 1993]
Q60N Rating: Library holdings [c341,1993]

On both the 1993 and the 1999 versions, a four-point Likert scale was 
offered for these questions. On the 1993 version, the options were labeled 
“ 1. Very poor, 2. Poor, 3. Good, 4. Very good.” On the 1999 version, the 
options were labeled “ 1. Poor, 2. Fair, 3. Good, 4. Excellent.” The two 
scales were judged to be roughly equivalent and were therefore treated 
as comparable values.

Q61A Professional development: Internal tuition remission fiinds[c35al &c35bl, 
1993]

1993 options were collapsed and recoded to align with 1999 version: 
c35bl “ 1. Yes” recoded to 1 
c35bl “2. No” recoded to 2 
c35al “2. No” recoded to 3 
c35al “DK. Don’t know” recoded to 4
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Q61B Professional development: Internal prof. assn. funds [c35a2 & c35b2,1993]
1993 options were collapsed and recoded to align with 1999 version: 

c35b2 “ 1 .Yes” recoded to 1 
c35b2 “2. No” recoded to 2 
c35a2 “2. No” recoded to 3 
c35a2 “DK. Don't know” recoded to 4

Q61C Professional development: Internal prof. travel funds [c35a3 & c35b3.1993]
1993 options were collapsed and recoded to align with 1999 version: 

c35b3 “ 1 .Yes” recoded to 1 
c35b3 “2. No” recoded to 2 
c35a3 ”2. No" recoded to 3 
c35a3 “DK. Don’t know" recoded to 4

Q61D Professional development: Internal training to improve [c35a4 & c35b4.1993]
1993 options were collapsed and recoded to align with 1999 version: 

c35b4 “ 1 .Yes" recoded to 1 
c35b4 “2. No" recoded to 2 
c35a4 "2. No” recoded to 3 
c35a4 “DK. Don’t know" recoded to 4

Q61F Professional development: Internal sabbatical leave [c35a6 & c35b6.1993]
1993 options were collapsed and recoded to align with 1999 version: 

c35b6 “ 1 .Yes" recoded to 1 
c35b6 “2. No" recoded to 2 
c35a6 “2. No” recoded to 3 
c35a6 “DK. Don’t know" recoded to 4

Q76 Income [e47. 1993]
1999 NCES derived variable “x04_76 Compensation: Total income from the 
institution" was selected for this area. For a comparable 1993 figure, a derived 
variable (xOl E47 + x03E47) was created from two NCES derived variables: 

"xO 1E47 Compensation: Basic salary from institution”
“x03E47 Compensation: Other income from institution”

Q82Y Demographics, age [f52,1993]
Two NCES derived variables were used for this question: 

for the 1993 data. “x02F52 Demographics, age" 
for the 1999 data, “x02_82 Demographics, age”

Q84 Demographics, race [f53 .1993]
Two NCES derived variables were used for this question: 

for the 1993 data, “x02F53 Demographics, race” 
for the 1999 data, “x03_84 Demographics, race”
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Q87 Demographics: Marital status [f55 ,1993]
1993 answer contained the options 

“4. Separated”
“5. Divorced”
”6. Widowed”

These three options were collapsed to align them with the 1999 version; all 
were coded as

"4. Separated, divorced, or widowed”

Statistical Procedures

The research questions called for the data to be analyzed in several w ays. The first three 

research questions called for a summary of the data:

1. What is the nature of the intrinsic factors computer science faculty members experi
ence working at four-year colleges and universities?

2. What is the nature of the extrinsic factors computer science faculty members experi
ence working at four-year colleges and universities?

3. What is the demographic profile of the computer science faculty members surveyed 
in NiSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99?

To answer these questions, the author used SPSS 11.5 to create simple frequency tables that 

tallied the number of responses for each answer and showed the mean and standard deviation 

for each question.

The remaining research questions called for a different son of analysis:

4. Are there differences in the reported working conditions experienced by computer 
science faculty members at research universities and doctorate-granting universities 
when compared with those of faculty at other four-year institutions?

5. Were the working conditions reported by computer science faculty members in 
NSOPF:93 different from those reported by computer science faculty members in 
NSOPF:99?

To answer these questions, it was necessary to divide the data according to the date of the 

survey and the Carnegie classification of the faculty member’s institution; various responses of 

these subgroups w ere then paired and tested for differences in means, using an independent 

samples t-test.
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When the faculty responses were divided into two subgroups (research and doctoral 

institutions vs. comprehensive and liberal arts institutions for research question 4; 1993 

responses vs 1999 responses for research question 5) and then analyzed for differences, it 

introduced the possibility o f  a Type I error. Because the tallies were based on samples of the 

populations and did not include answers from every computer science professor in the United 

States, they represented estimates o f  how the entire population would answer these questions. 

Observed differences between such estimates can reflect either o f two possibilities: differences 

that exist in the population at large, or differences due solely to the composition of the sample 

(but that are not representative o f the population at large). The independent samples t-test 

makes it possible to minimize the risk of erroneously interpreting sampling differences as 

population differences. The independent samples t-test computes the difference between a

pair of means with the formula

t -  E - E , ! v s e f - s e ,2

where Et and E: are the means to be compared, and set and se2 are their corresponding 

standard errors. Statistical significance was determined by calculating t values for differences 

between pairs o f subgroup means and comparing these with published values for t for two- 

tailed hypothesis testing, using a 5 percent probability o f a Type I error (a significance level of 

.05). The independent t-test was the appropriate test for analyzing the differences between the 

groups in the study, it is the method most commonly used in education to measure the 

differences in the means o f two groups that are known to differ with respect to one variable, to 

measure whether differing responses on a second variable could be associated with differences 

on the first variable (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).

The descriptive statistics for each question showed mean scores for the subgroups, and 

a rough comparison could be done by looking at these numbers. However, to assess the 

statistical significance o f such a difference, it must be assumed that the variance (degree of 

spread) for scores for each variable must be roughly equal. To check this assumption,
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Levene's test was used. Levine’s test uses the absolute value o f  the di fference between each 

measurement in a treatment and the treatment mean. The test rests on the premise that the 

variances of the treatments are equal i f the means of the absolute values are equal. The null 

hypothesis for Levene’s test is that the variances are equal, while the alternative hypothesis is 

that at least one variance differs. (This is thus a two-tailed test, because the null hypothesis does 

not specify a direction—only the condition of equality.) The output from this test shows these 

alternative hypotheses on two lines—one labeled “Equal Variances Assumed” and the second 

labeled “Equal variances not assumed.”

The Levene’s test produced, for each comparison of means, an “F value” and then 

indicated whether the value was significant (i.e../? < 0.05). If the Levene’s test produced a 

non-significant result (/? > 0.05). then the line on the summary table labeled “Equal variances 

assumed” was used to further interpret the statistical significance ofthe means’ difference. If 

the Levene's test revealed a significant result, then the second line, labeled “Equal variances not 

assumed” was used. (In such instances, the statistics on line two were adjusted by SPSS to 

correct for the lack of homogeneity o f variance.)

Once the equality o f variances was tested, the / value, degree of freedom, and p value 

were computed accordingly, also calculated w as a confidence interval for each difference 

analyzed, using a standard 95 percent confidence, to show the range of possible mean 

differences that could be produced with repeated samplings. A statistically significant difference 

in the means of the two selected groups was deduced when the p value for the comparison 

[listed in the column labeled “Sig. (2-tailed)”] was less than 0.05.

Summary

Data from the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty’s 1993 and 1999 surveys were 

used in this study to document the working conditions and attitudes of computer science faculty 

members at four-year colleges and universities across the United States. Because the 

NSOPF's design and procedures for collection had already met rigorous research standards
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that were checked and double-checked by the National Center of Education Statistics research 

teams, the data were known to be reliable sources for information on this population. The 

author filtered the surv ey data to obtain a specialized data set that fell within the parameters 

outlined for the study: SPSS 11.5 was then used to analyze the data set, to produce descriptive 

summaries of the data and statistical analyses of differences in means between subgroups. The 

resulting tables of information provided statistical information needed to answer the five research 

questions outlined for the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Analysis and Findings

Introduction

Data from the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 1993 and National Study of 

Postsecondary Faculty 1999 were filtered and analyzed in an effort to answer five research 

questions. The first three research questions called for a broad summary ofthe data:

1. What is the nature o f the intrinsic factors computer science faculty members 
experience working at four-year colleges and universities?

2. What is the nature ofthe extrinsic factors computer science faculty members 
experience working at four-year colleges and universities?

3. What is the demographic profile of the computer science faculty members surveyed 
in NSOPF:93 andNSOPF:99?

To answer these questions, the author filtered the database for each version of the 

survey to isolate the responses of full-time faculty from four-year colleges and universities whose 

primary activity was teaching “for credit” courses in the areas o f computer and information 

sciences, computer programming, data processing, systems analysis, or other computer science 

topics. The responses given by these computer science faculty members to specific questions 

were then tabulated as a group; means and standard deviations were then calculated for all 

questions where the responses were offered on an interval scale.

The remaining research questions called for a division ofthe data into subgroups:

4. Are there differences in the reported working conditions experienced by computer 
science faculty members at research universities and doctorate-granting universities 
when compared with those of faculty at other four-year institutions?

5. Were the working conditions reported by computer science faculty members in 
NSOPF:93 different from those reported by computer science faculty members in 
NSOPF:99?

42
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To answer these questions, it was necessary to sort the responses according to the date 

ofthe survey and the Carnegie classification o f the faculty member’s institution; various 

responses of these subgroups were then paired and tested for differences in means, using an 

independent samples t-test

Intrinsic Factors

To answer the research question, “What is the nature of the intrinsic factors computer 

science faculty members experience working at four-year colleges and universities?,” responses 

to questions relating to faculty perceptions of and emotional responses to their work 

environment were analyzed. Frequency tables for the following questions were created to 

provide information on intrinsic factors. The data were then cross-tabulated for each question, 

to show the frequencies o f responses when subdivided by type of institution and year o f survey.

Nature of the Work

• How many hours per week did you spend on paid activity at your institution?
(Tables 3,107 A, 107B)

• How many hours per week did you spend on unpaid activity at your institution?
(Tables 4.108 A, 108B)

• How many hours per week did you spend on paid activity outside your institution?
(Tables 5,109 A, 109B)

• How many hours per week did you spend on unpaid activity outside your institution?
(Tables 6,110A, 11 OB)

• What percent o f your time do you spend...
teaching? (Tables 7,111 A, 111B) 
in research/scholarship activities? (Tables 8,112A, 112B) 
in professional growth activities? (Tables 9,113 A, 113B) 
in administration? (Tables 10,114A, 114B) 
on service activities? (Tables 11,115 A, 115B) 
on consulting? (Tables 12,116A 116B)

• What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend. . .
teaching? (Tables 13,117A, 117B) 
in research/scholarship activities? (Tables 14,118 A, 118B)
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• What percent o f  your time would you prefer to spend. . .
in professional growth activities? (Tables 15,119 A, 119B) 
in administration? (Tables 16,120A, 120B) 
on service activities? (Tables 17,121 A, 121B) 
on consulting? (Tables 18,122A, 122B)

• How many undergraduate committees did you serve on during the fall term?
(Tables 19,123 A, 123B)

• How many graduate committees did you serve on during the fall term? (Tables 20,
124 A, 124B)

• How many undergraduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables 21,
125 A, 125B)

• How many graduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables 22 ,126A, 
126B)

• How many classes or sections did you teach during the fall term? (Tables 23,127A, 
127B)

• How many different courses did you teach during the fall term? (Tables 24,128)

• How many ofthe classes you taught in the fall were remedial? (Tables 25,129)

• How many ofthe classes you taught in the fall were continuing education? (Tables 26, 
130)

• How many scheduled office hours did you have per week? (Tables 27,131 A, 131B)

Opportunities for Research, Personal Growth

• Were you engaged in any professional research, proposal writing, creative writing, or 
creative works during the fall term? (Tables 2 8 ,132A, 132B)

• What type of professional research, proposal writing, or creative work did you do? 
(Tables 29,133A, 133B)

• During this term, were you engaged in any funded research or funded creative work? 
(Tables 3 0 ,134A, 134B)

• During this term, were you a principal investigator or co-principal investigator for any 
grants or contracts? (Tables 31,135A, 135B)
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• During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for... 
tuition remission? (Tables 32,136A, 136B)
professional association memberships or registration fees? (Tables 33 ,137A. 137B) 
professional travel? (Tables 34,138A, 138B) 
training to improve research or teaching skills? (Tables 35,139A, 139B) 
sabbatical leave? (Tables 36,140A, 140B)

Satisfaction with Opportunities Afforded

• How satisfied are you with...
the authority you have to make decisions about the content of your courses?

(Tables 3 7 ,141A, 141B) 
the authority you have to decide what courses you will teach? (Tables 38,

142 A, 142B)
the authority you have to make other job decisions? (Tables 39,143A, 

143B)
the time you have available to advise students? (Tables 40,144A, 144B) 
the quality o f the undergraduate students whom you have taught? (Tables 41, 

145 A, 145B)
the quality o f  the graduate students whom you have taught? (Tables 42,146A, 

146B)
your workload? (Tables 4 3 ,147A, 147B)
opportunities for advancement in rank at your institution? (Tables 44,148A, 

148B)
time available for keeping current in your field? (Tables 45,149A, 149B) 
freedom to do outside consulting? (Tables 46,150A, 150B) 
your job overall? (Tables 47,151 A, 151B)

Factors Which Could Induce Faculty to Take a Different Job

• If you were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
of academia, how important would these factors be in your decision? 

opportunities for advancement (Tables 4 8 ,152A, 152B) 
no pressure to publish (Tables 49,153A, 153B) 
greater opportunity to teach (Tables 5 0 ,154A, 154B) 
greater opportunity to do research (Tables 51,155 A, 155B)

Extrinsic Factors

To answer the research question, “What is the nature o f the extrinsic factors computer 

science faculty members experience working at four-year colleges and universities?,” responses
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to questions relating to the external working conditions of computer science faculty were 

analyzed. Frequency tables for the following questions were created to provide information on 

extrinsic factors. The data were then cross-tabulated for each question, to show the frequencies 

of responses when subdivided by type o f institution and year of survey.

Rank, Tenure, Contracts

• What is your academic rank, title, or position? (Tables 52,156A, 156B)

• What is your tenure status? (Tables 53, 157A, 157B)

• What is the duration ofyourpresent contract? (Tables 5 4 ,158A, 158B)

Job Stability

• How long have you held your current job? (Tables 55,159A, 159B)

• In total, how many professional positions in higher education institutions have you 
held? (Tables 56,160)

• How many years have you been teaching in higher education institutions? (Tables 57, 
161)

Consulting, Other Outside Employment

• Do you do outside consulting in addition to your employment at this institution? 
(Tables 58, 162A, 162B)

• How many different jobs, other than your employment at this institution or consulting 
jobs, did you have this term? (Tables 59,163A, 163B)

Facilities and Resources Available

• How satisfied are you w ith. . .
basic research equipment or instruments? (Tables 60,164A, 164B) 
laboratory or research space and supplies? (Tables 61,165 A, 165B) 
availability of research assistants? (Tables 62,166A, 166B) 
personal computers and local networks? (Tables 63,167A, 167B)
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• How satisfied are you with. . .
centralized (main frame) computer facilities? (Tables 64,168A, 168B)
Internet connections? (Tables 65,169 A, 169B)
audio-visual equipment? (Tables 66,170A, 170B)
classroom space? (Tables 67,171 A, 171B)
office space? (Tables 6 8 ,172A, 172B)
secretarial support? (Tables 69,173A, 173B)
library holdings? (Tables 70 ,174A, 174B)

Salary, Benefits, Job Security

• How satisfied are you with. . .
your job security? (Tables 71,175 A, 175B)
your salary? (Tables 72,176A, 176B)
your benefits, generally? (Tables 7 3 ,177A 177B)
employment opportunities for your spouse? (Tables 74,178A, 178B)

Factors Which Could Induce Faculty to Take a Different Job

• If you were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
o f academia, how important would these factors be in your decision? 

salary level (Tables 75,179A, 179B) 
tenure-track or tenured position (Tables 76 ,180A, 180B) 
job security (Tables 77, 181 A, 18IB) 
benefits (Tables 7 8 ,182A, 182B)
good research facilities and equipment (Tables 79,183 A, 183B) 
good instructional facilities and equipment (Tables 80,184A, 184B) 
good job opportunities for your spouse or partner (Tables 81,185A,

185B)
good geographic location (Tables 8 2 ,186A, 186B)
good environment or schools for your children (Tables 83, 187A,

187B)

Current Salary, Other Income

• What is your total income that you earn from your institution? (Tables 84, 188A, 
188B)

• What is your total personal income from all sources? (Tables 85,189A 189B)

• What is your total household income? (Tables 8 6 ,190A, 190B)
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Demographic Factors 

To answer the research question, “What is the demographic profile ofthe computer 

science faculty members surveyed in NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99?,“ responses to questions 

relating to the respondents’ characteristics and general plans for employment were analyzed. 

Frequency tables for the following questions were created to provide information on 

demographic factors. The data were then cross-tabulated for each question, to show the 

frequencies of responses when subdivided by type of institution and year o f survey.

Educational Background

• What is the highest degree that you have received? (Tables 87,191 A, 191B)

• What is the field in which you received this degree? (Tables 88,192A, 192B)

Gender. Age. Ethinicity, Marital Status

• Are you male or female? (Tables 89,193A, 193B)

• What is your age? (Tables 90,194A, 194B)

• What is your race? (Tables 9 1 .195A, 195B)

• What is your marital status? (Tables 92,196A, 196B)

• Is your spouse employed in higher education? (Tables 93,197)

• In what country were you bom? (Tables 94,198A, 198B)

• What is your citizenship status ? (Tables 95,199A, 199B)

Plans for Future Work. Retirement

• How likely are you to accept a part-time job at another postsecondary institution in 
the next three years? (Tables 96 ,200A, 200B)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job at another postsecondary institution in the 
next three years? (Tables 97,201 A, 201B)
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• How likely are you to accept a part-time job somewhere other than a postsecondary 
institution in the next three years? (Tables 9 8 ,202A, 202B)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job somewhere other than a postsecondary 
institution in the next three years? (Tables 99,203A, 203B)

• How likely are you to retire in the next three years? (Tables 100,204A, 204B)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondary 
institution? (Tables 101,205A, 205B)

• If you could elect to draw on your retirement and still work at this institution on a 
part-time basis, would you do so? (Tables 102,206A, 206B)

• Have you retired from another position? (Tables 103,207)

• If an early retirement option were offered to you at this institution, would you take it? 
(Tables 104,208A, 208B)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment? 
(Tables 105,209A, 209B)

• If you were to decide to take another job outside or inside academia, what factor 
would be most important in your decision to leave? (Tables 106,210)

The frequency tables for all of the intrinsic, extrinsic, and demographic questions are 

presented on the following pages. (The mean and standard deviation for each set of responses 

are listed in the notes below each table.) In the section following these tables, crosstabulated 

results are presented for each of the intrinsic, extrinsic, and demographic questions. These 

tables make it possible to see how responses varied between the faculty at different types of 

institutions (research institutions, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive universities, and 

liberal arts colleges) and between the different years in which the surveys were conducted 

(1993 and 1999). After these two sections of tables, discussion resumes on page 215 on the 

independent samples t-tests done to determine whether there were statistically significant 

differences between the computer science faculty responses from elite institutions and those of 

faculty from other institutions.
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Table 3

Hours Per Week Paid Activities at Institution

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid 0 2 .6 .6 .6

1 1 .3 .3 .9
3 1 .3 .3 1.2
4 1 .3 .3 1.4
8 1 .3 .3 1.7

14 1 .3 .3 2.0
15 1 .3 .3 2.3
16 1 .3 .3 2.6
17 1 .3 .3 2.9
18 1 .3 .3 3.2
20 6 1.7 1.7 4.9
24 •%J .9 .9 5.8
25 4 1.2 1.2 6.9
28 3 .9 .9 7.8
30 16 4.6 4.6 12.4
32 1 .3 .3 12.7
33 2 .6 .6 13.3
34 2 .6 .6 13.8
35 18 5.2 5.2 19.0
38 1 .3 .3 19.3
40 77 22.2 22.2 41.5
41 2 .6 .6 42.1
42 4 1.2 1.2 43.2
43 1 .3 .3 43.5
45 28 8.1 8.1 51.6
47 1 .3 .3 51.9
48 2 .6 .6 52.4
50 82 23.6 23.6 76.1
52 4 1.2 1.2 77.2
53 1 .3 .3 77.5
54 1 .3 .3 77.8
55 18 5.2 5.2 83.0
58 1 .3 .3 83.3
60 40 11.5 11.5 94.8
62 1 .3 .3 95.1
63 1 .3 .3 95.4
65 9 2.6 2.6 98.0
66 1 .3 .3 98.3
70 4 1.2 1.2 99.4
84 1 .3 .3 99.7

100 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 45.14, Standard Deviation = 12.696
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Table 4

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities at Institution

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid 0 189 54.5 54.5 54.5

1 7 2.0 2.0 56.5
2 25 7.2 7.2 63.7
3 13 3.7 3.7 67.4
4 6 1.7 1.7 69.2
5 34 9.8 9.8 79.0
6 5 1.4 1.4 80.4
8 3 .9 .9 81.3
9 1 .3 .3 81.6

10 38 11.0 11.0 92.5
12 4 1.2 1.2 93.7
15 2 .6 .6 94.2
16 1 .3 .3 94.5
20 14 4.0 4.0 98.6
25 2 .6 .6 99.1
30 2 .6 .6 99.7
40 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 3.62, Standard Deviation = 5.987

Table 5

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Hot at Institution

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid 0 251 72.3 72.3 72.3

1 7 2.0 2.0 74.4
2 18 5.2 5.2 79.5
3 2 .6 .6 80.1
4 6 1.7 1.7 81.8
5 15 4.3 4.3 86.2
6 2 .6 .6 86.7
8 7 2.0 2.0 88.8

10 17 4.9 4.9 93.7
12 2 .6 .6 94.2
13 1 .3 .3 94.5
15 2 .6 .6 95.1
17 1 .3 .3 95.4

(table continues)
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Table 5 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

20 7 2.0 2.0 97.4
25 1 .3 .3 97.7
30 3 .9 .9 98.6
32 1 .3 .3 98.8
35 1 .3 .3 99.1
40 2 .6 .6 99.7
45 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.64, Standard Deviation = 6.619

Table 6

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activity Not at Institution

a
Frequency- Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 232 66.9 66.9 66.9
1 26 7.5 7.5 74.4
2 31 8.9 8.9 83.3
3 11 3.2 3.2 86.5
4 4 1.2 1.2 87.6
5 22 6.3 6.3 93.9
6 6 1.7 1.7 95.7
8 5 1.4 1.4 97.1
9 1 .3 .3 97.4

10 6 1.7 1.7 99.1
12 1 .3 .3 99.4
20 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 1.28, Standard Deviation = 2.664
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Time Actually Spent Teaching

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid 10 1 .3 .3 .3

13 1 .3 .3 .6

18 1 .3 .3 .9

20 4 1.2 1.2 2.0
25 1.7 1.7 3.7

28 2 .6 .6 4.3
30 10 2.9 2.9 7.2
33 2 .6 .6 7.8

35 7 2.0 2.0 9.8
40 20 5.8 5.8 15.6
43 1 .3 .3 15.9
45 7 2.0 2.0 17.9
48 1 .3 .3 18.2
50 38 11.0 11.0 29.1
54 2 .6 .6 29.7
55 2.3 2.3 32.0
56 2 .6 .6 32.6
59 1 .3 .3 32.9
60 28 8.1 8.1 40.9
64 1 .3 .3 41.2
65 13 3.7 3.7 45.0
66 4 1.2 1.2 46.1
67 1 .3 .3 46.4
68 1 .3 .3 46.7
70 35 10.1 10.1 56.8
72 2 .6 .6 57.3
73 1 .3 .3 57.6
74 1 .3 .3 57.9
75 23 6.6 6.6 64.6
79 2 .6 .6 65.1
80 44 12.7 12.7 77.8
83 2 .6 .6 78.4
84 1 .3 .3 78.7
85 12 3.5 3.5 82.1
88 4 1.2 1.2 83.3
89 1 .3 .3 83.6
90 23 6.6 6.6 90.2
91 2 .6 .6 90.8
92 1 .3 .3 91.1
93 1 .3 .3 91.4
94 2 .6 .6 91.9

(table continues)
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Table 7 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

95 8 2.3 2.3 94.2
98 1 .3 .3 94.5
99 1 .3 .3 94.8

to o 18 5.2 5.2 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 66.25, Standard Deviation =  20.657

Table 8

Time Actually Spent at Research

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid 0 101 29.1 29.1 29.1

1 3 .9 .9 30.0
2 9 2.6 2.6 32.6
3 5 1.4 1.4 34.0
4 2 .6 .6 34.6
5 41 11.8 11.8 46.4
6 5 1.4 1.4 47.8
7 2 .6 .6 48.4
9 1 .3 .3 48.7

10 45 13.0 13.0 61.7
11 1 .3 .3 62.0
12 5 1.4 1.4 63.4
13 2 .6 .6 64.0
15 15 4.3 4.3 68.3
17 1 .3 .3 68.6
18 2 .6 .6 69.2
19 2 .6 .6 69.7
20 28 8.1 8.1 77.8
22 3 .9 .9 78.7
23 2 .6 .6 79.3
25 17 4.9 4.9 84.1
28 1 .3 .3 84.4
29 1 .3 .3 84.7
30 16 4.6 4.6 89.3
35 / 2.0 2.0 91.4
40 16 4.6 4.6 96.0
43 1 .3 .3 96.3
44 I .3 .3 96.5
45 3 .9 .9 97.4

(table continues)
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Table 8 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

50 5 1.4 1.4 98.8
60 I .3 .3 99.1
67 1 .3 .3 99.4
75 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 12.78, Standard Deviation = 14.407

Table 9

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth

Frequency
a

Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 153 44.1 44.1 44.1
1 5 1.4 1.4 45.5
2 13 3.7 3.7 49.3
3 10 2.9 2.9 52.2
4 4 1.2 1.2 53.3
5 57 16.4 16.4 69.7
6 3 .9 .9 70.6
7 5 1.4 1.4 72.0
8 1 .3 .3 72.3
9 1 .3 .3 72.6

10 57 16.4 16.4 89.0
11 1 .3 .3 89.3
12 2 .6 .6 89.9
13 2 .6 .6 90.5
15 6 1.7 1.7 92.2
18 1 .3 .3 92.5
20 14 4.0 4.0 96.5
23 1 .3 .3 96.8
25 4 1.2 1.2 98.0
30 2 .6 .6 98.6
34 1 .3 .3 98.8
35 1 .3 .3 99.1
40

Total
3

347
.9

100.0
.9

100.0
100.0

a. M ean = 5.25, S tandard Deviation = 7.27
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Table 10

Time Actually Spent at Administration

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 128 36.9 36.9 36.9
1 5 1.4 1.4 38.3
2 4 1.2 1.2 39.5
3 4 1.2 1.2 40.6
4 5 1.4 1.4 42.1
5 47 13.5 13.5 55.6
6 5 1.4 1.4 57.1
7 4 1.2 1.2 58.2
8 1 .3 .3 58.5
9 2 .6 .6 59.1

10 62 17.9 17.9 76.9
13 3 .9 .9 77.8
14 1 .3 .3 78.1
15 12 3.5 3.5 81.6
16 2 .6 .6 82.1
17 1 .3 .3 82.4
18 2 .6 .6 83.0
19 1 .3 .3 83.3
20 20 5.8 5.8 89.0
23 1 .3 .3 89.3
25 9 2.6 2.6 91.9
26 1 .3 .3 92.2
28 1 .3 .3 92.5
30 7 2.0 2.0 94.5
35 2 .6 .6 95.1
36 1 .3 .3 95.4
40 7 2.0 2.0 97.4
50 5 1.4 1.4 98.8
55 1 .3 .3 99.1
57 1 .3 .3 99.4
60 1 .3 .3 99.7
70 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 8.97, Standard Deviation = 11.969

Reproduced with permission o fthe copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

57

Table 11

Time Actually Spent on Service Activity

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 189 54.5 54.5 54.5

1 11 3.2 3.2 57.6

2 11 3.2 3.2 60.8

3 8 2.3 2.3 63.1
4 5 1.4 1.4 64.6
5 52 15.0 15.0 79.5
6 2 .6 .6 80.1

8 3 .9 .9 81.0
9 1 .3 .3 81.3

10 37 10.7 10.7 91.9

11 2 .6 .6 92.5
12 1 .3 .3 92.8
13 1 .3 .3 93.1
15 7 2.0 2.0 95.1
18 1 .3 .3 95.4
20 4 1.2 1.2 96.5
22 2 .6 .6 97.1

25 6 1.7 1.7 98.8
30 3 .9 .9 99.7

60 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 3.88. Standard Deviation = 6.672

Table 12 

Time Actually Spent on Consulting

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 252 72.6 72.6 72.6
1 9 2.6 2.6 75.2
2 11 3.2 3.2 78.4
3 4 1.2 1.2 79.5
4 1 .3 .3 79.8
5 32 9.2 9.2 89.0
6 2 .6 .6 89.6

10 12 3.5 3.5 93.1
11 2 .6 .6 93.7
12 1 .3 .3 93.9
15 2 .6 .6 94.5

(table continues)
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a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

20 9 2.6 2.6 97.1
25 1 .3 .3 97.4
29 1 .3 .3 97.7
30 2 .6 .6 98.3
35 1 .3 .3 98.6
36 1 .3 .3 98.8
40 1 .3 .3 99.1
50 1 .3 .3 99.4
60 1 .3 .3 99.7
80 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.88, S tandard Deviation = 8.264

Table 13 

Time Preferred at Teaching

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 2 .6 .6 .6
10 2 .6 .6 1.2
18 2 .6 .6 1.7
20 7 2.0 2.0 3.7
24 1 .3 .3 4.0
25 10 2.9 2.9 6.9
30 22 6.3 6.3 13.3
33 2 .6 .6 13.8
35 4 1.2 1.2 15.0
37 1 .3 .3 15.3
38 1 .3 .3 15.6
40 35 10.1 10.1 25.6
43 1 .3 .3 25.9
45 11 3.2 3.2 29.1
50 58 16.7 16.7 45.8
51 1 .3 .3 46.1
52 2 .6 .6 46.7
53 2 .6 .6 47.3
54 3 .9 .9 48.1
55 10 2.9 2.9 51.0
56 1 .3 .3 51.3
57 1 .3 .3 51.6

(tab le  continues)
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Table 13 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent

58 2 .6 .6 52.2
60 39 11.2 11.2 63.4
63 1 .3 .3 63.7
64 1 .3 .3 64.0
65 8 2.3 2.3 66.3
66 2 .6 .6 66.9
67 2 .6 .6 67.4
70 24 6.9 6.9 74.4
73 1 .3 .3 74.6
74 1 .3 .3 74.9
75 19 5.5 5.5 80.4
76 1 .3 .3 80.7
77 1 .3 .3 81.0
78 1 .3 .3 81.3
79 2 .6 .6 81.8
80 21 6.1 6.1 87.9
85 8 2.3 2.3 90.2
86 1 .3 .3 90.5
88 4 1.2 1.2 91.6
89 1 .3 .3 91.9
90 7 2.0 2.0 93.9
91 1 .3 .3 94.2
93 1 .3 .3 94.5
95 2 .6 .6 95.1
96 1 .3 .3 95.4
98 1 .3 .3 95.7
99 1 .3 .3 96.0

100 14 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 57.43, Standard Deviation = 20.874
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Table 14 

Time Preferred a t Research

r- a , ,  , Cumul at i ve
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Percent

V alid 0 59 17.0 17.0 17.0
1 8 2.3 2.3 19.3
2 1 .3 .3 19.6
3 1 .3 .3 19.9
4 1 .3 .3 20.2
5 19 5.5 5.5 25.6
7 4 1.2 1.2 26.8
8 2 .6 .6 27.4
9 1 .3 .3 27.7

10 44 12.7 12.7 40.3
11 2 .6 .6 40.9
12 3 .9 .9 41.8
13 1 .3 .3 42.1
15 18 5.2 5.2 47.3
17 1 .3 .3 47.6
18 2 .6 .6 48.1
19 1 .3 .3 48.4
20 32 9.2 9.2 57.6
22 1 .3 .3 57.9
25 20 5.8 5.8 63.7
26 1 .3 .3 64.0
27 1 .3 .3 64.3
28 3 .9 .9 65.1
30 38 11.0 11.0 76.1
33 2 .6 .6 76.7
35 6 1.7 1.7 78.4
36 2 .6 .6 79.0
40 29 8.4 8.4 87.3
44 1 .3 .3 87.6
45 5 1.4 1.4 89.0
50 20 5.8 5.8 94.8
55 1 .3 .3 95.1
57 1 .3 .3 95.4
59 1 .3 .3 95.7
60 6 1.7 1.7 97.4
67 1 .3 .3 97.7
70 5 1.4 1.4 99.1
75 2 .6 .6 99.7

100 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 21.42, Standard Deviation = 18.487
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Table 15

Time Preferred on Professional Growth

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid 0 89 25.6 25.6 25.6

1 4 1.2 1.2 26.8
2 1 .3 .3 27.1
3 5 1.4 1.4 28.5
4 1 .3 .3 28.8
5 59 17.0 17.0 45.8
6 3 .9 .9 46.7
7 5 1.4 1.4 48.1
8 4 1.2 1.2 49.3
9 2 .6 .6 49.9

10 87 25.1 25.1 74.9
11 2 .6 .6 75.5
12 1 .3 .3 75.8
13 3 .9 .9 76.7
14 4 1.2 1.2 77.8
15 22 6.3 6.3 84.1
18 1 .3 .3 84.4
19 1 .3 .3 84.7
20 30 8.6 8.6 93.4
25 14 4.0 4.0 97.4
26 1 .3 .3 97.7
30 5 1.4 1.4 99.1
35 1 .3 .3 99.4
40 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 8.73. S tandard Deviation = 8.014
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Table 16

Time Preferred a t Administration

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

V alid 0 169 48.7 48.7 48.7
1 15 4.3 4.3 53.0
2 7 2.0 2.0 55.0
3 4 1.2 1.2 56.2
4 4 1.2 1.2 57.3
5 55 15.9 15.9 73.2
7 5 1.4 1.4 74.6
8 1 .3 .3 74.9
9 3 .9 .9 75.8

10 51 14.7 14.7 90.5
13 1 .3 .3 90.8
15 3 .9 .9 91.6
20 5 1.4 1.4 93.1
23 1 .3 .3 93.4
25 5 1.4 1.4 94.8
30 9 2.6 2.6 97.4
35 1 .3 .3 97.7
40 4 1.2 1.2 98.8
41 1 .3 .3 99.1
45 1 .3 .3 99.4
50 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 5.39, Standard Deviation = 9.001

Table 17

Time Preferred on Service Activity

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

V alid 0 176 50.7 50.7 50.7
1 16 4.6 4.6 55.3
2 9 2.6 2.6 57.9
3 5 1.4 1.4 59.4
4 3 .9 .9 60.2
5 71 20.5 20.5 80.7
6 1 .3 .3 81.0
7 2 .6 .6 81.6
8 3 .9 .9 82.4
9 2 .6 .6 83.0

(table continues)
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Table 17 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

10 46 13.3 13.3 96.3
11 1 .3 .3 96.5
15 5 1.4 1.4 98.0
20 2 .6 .6 98.6
22 1 .3 .3 98.8
25 1 .3 .3 99.1
29 1 .3 .3 99.4
33 1 .3 .3 99.7
35 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 3.48. Standard Deviation = 5.132

Table 18 

Time Preferred on Consulting

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

V'alid 0 238 68.6 68.6 68.6
1 5 1.4 1.4 70.0
2 6 1.7 1.7 71.8
3 5 1.4 1.4 73.2
5 38 11.0 11.0 84.1
7 2 .6 .6 84.7
8 1 .3 .3 85.0
9 1 .3 .3 85.3

10 23 6.6 6.6 91.9
11 1 .3 .3 92.2
14 1 .3 .3 92.5
15 3 .9 .9 93.4
20 14 4.0 4.0 97.4
23 1 .3 .3 97.7
25 2 .6 .6 98.3
37 1 .3 .3 98.6
50 3 .9 .9 99.4
61 1 .3 .3 99.7
80 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 3.56, Standard Deviation = 8.758
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Table 19

N um ber o f  Undergraduate Committees Served On

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 289 83.3 83.3 83.3
1 27 7.8 7.8 91.1
2 10 2.9 2.9 93.9
3 7 2.0 2.0 96.0
4 5 1.4 1.4 97.4

5 3 .9 .9 98.3
6 2 .6 .6 98.8
7 1 .3 .3 99.1

10 1 .3 .3 99.4
14 1 .3 .3 99.7
16 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = .47. Standard Deviation = 1.597

Table 20

Number o f  Graduate Committees Served On

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 226 65.1 65.1 65.1
1 21 6.1 6.1 71.2
2 22 6.3 6.3 77.5
3 18 5.2 5.2 82.7
4 17 4.9 4.9 87.6
5 9 2.6 2.6 90.2
6 6 1.7 1.7 91.9
7 1 .3 .3 92.2
s 3 .9 .9 93.1

10 4 1.2 1.2 94.2
11 3 .9 .9 95.1
12 2 .6 .6 95.7
13 2 .6 .6 96.3
14 2 .6 .6 96.8
15 2 .6 .6 97.4
20 3 .9 .9 98.3
22 1 .3 .3 98.6
26 1 .3 .3 98.8
32 1 .3 .3 99.1
50 1 .3 .3 99.4
60 1 .3 .3 99.7
80 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 2.33, Standard Deviation = 7.101
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Table 21

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Chaired

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 316 91.1 91.1 91.1
1 13 3.7 3.7 94.8

2 7 2.0 2.0 96.8
3 4 1.2 1.2 98.0
4 5 1.4 1.4 99.4

5 1 .3 .3 99.7

10 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2 1 .  Standard Deviation = .877

Table 22

Num ber o f  Graduate Committees Chaired

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid 0 279 80.4 80.4 80.4
1 24 6.9 6.9 87.3
2 12 3.5 3.5 90.8
3 6 1.7 1.7 92.5
4 5 1.4 1.4 93.9
6 4 1.2 1.2 95.1
7 2 .6 .6 95.7
8 5 1.4 1.4 97.1

10 2 .6 .6 97.7
14 3 .9 .9 98.6
20 3 .9 .9 99.4
25 1 .3 .3 99.7
30 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = .98, Standard Deviation = 3.377
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Table 23

Total Classes Taught

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 4 1.2 1.2 1.2
1 22 6.3 6.3 7.5
2 85 24.5 24.5 32.0
3 92 26.5 26.5 58.5
4 97 28.0 28.0 86.5
5 22 6.3 6.3 92.8
6 6 1.7 1.7 94.5
7 7 2.0 2.0 96.5
8 3 .9 .9 97.4
9 2 .6 .6 98.0

10 2 .6 .6 98.6
11 1 .3 .3 98.8
12 1 .3 .3 99.1
16 1 .3 .3 99.4
20 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 3.44, Standard Deviation = 2.171

Table 24 

Total Courses Taught

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid 0 1 .3 .7 .7

1 21 6.1 14.7 15.4
2 59 17.0 41.3 56.6
3 37 10.7 25.9 82.5
4 18 5.2 12.6 95.1
5 6 1.7 4.2 99.3
8 1 .3 .7 100.0

Total 143 41.2 100.0
Missing System 204 58.8
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = 2.52, S tandard Deviation = 1.144
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Table 25

Remedial Classes Taught

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

V alid 0 134 38.6 93.7 93.7
1 6 1.7 4.2 97.9
2 1 .3 .7 98.6
3 1 .3 .7 99.3
4 1 .3 .7 100.0

Total 143 41.2 100.0
M issing System 204 58.8
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = .10. Standard Deviation = .485

Table 26

Continuing Eduiution Classes Taught

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid 0 132 38.0 92.3 92.3
1 7 2.0 4.9 97.2
2 1 .3 .7 97.9
4 1 .3 .7 98.6
5 1 .3 .7 99.3
7 1 .3 .7 100.0

Total 143 41.2 100.0
M issing System 204 58.8
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = .17, Standard Deviation = .825
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Table 27

Total O ffice Hours Per Week

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

V alid 0 17 4.9 4.9 4.9
1 7 2.0 2.0 6.9
2 20 5.8 5.8 12.7

3 39 11.2 11.2 23.9
4 46 13.3 13.3 37.2
5 59 17.0 17.0 54.2
6 37 10.7 10.7 64.8
7 9 2.6 2.6 67.4
8 22 6.3 6.3 73.8
9 12 3.5 3.5 77.2

10 49 14.1 14.1 91.4
11 1 .3 .3 91.6
12 13 3.7 3.7 95.4
14 1 .3 .3 95.7
15 3 .9 .9 96.5
16 1 .3 .3 96.8
20 1 .3 .3 97.1
23 2 .6 .6 97.7
25 2 .6 .6 98.3
35 1 .3 .3 98.6
36 2 .6 .6 99.1
40 2 .6 .6 99.7
43 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 6.60. Standard Deviation = 5.711

Table 28

Any Creative Work /  Writing /  Research

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid Yes 219 63.1 63.1 63.1
No 128 36.9 36.9 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 1.37, Standard Deviation = .483
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Table 29

Type o f  Primary Work /  Writing /  Research

Frequency Percent V alid Percent
Cumulative

Percent
Valid Basic research 81 23.3 37.0 37.0

A pplied or policy-oriented 
research or analysis 90 25.9 41.1 78.1
Literary, perform ance or 
exhibitions 8 2.3 3.7 81.7
Program /curriculum  design 
and development 39 11.2 17.8 99.5
O ther 1 .3 .5 100.0
Total 219 63.1 100.0

Missing System 128 36.9
Total 347 100.0

Table 30

Any Funded Research

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid Yes 78 22.5 28.0 28.0
No 201 57.9 72.0 100.0
Total 279 80.4 100.0

Missing System 68 19.6
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = 1.72. S tandard  D eviation = .450

Table 31

Principal Investigator /  Co-Principal Investigator on Grants or Contracts

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Yes 60 17.3 33.1 33.1

No 121 34.9 66.9 100.0
Total 181 52.2 100.0

M issing System 166 47.8
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = 1.67, S tandard  Deviation = .472
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Table 32

Receive Institutional Funds fo r  Tuition Remission

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid Yes 38 11.0 11.0 11.0
No, although funds w ere 
available

135 38.9 38.9 49.9

N o, no  funds were 
available, or not eligible 133 38.3 38.3 88.2

No, don't know if  funds 
w ere available

41 11.8 11.8 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.51, Standard D eviation = .841

Table 33

Receive Institutional Funds fo r Professional Association M embers. Registration Fees

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Yes 92 26.5 26.5 26.5

No, although funds were 
available 38 11.0 11.0 37.5

N o. no  funds were 
available, or not eligible 186 53.6 53.6 91.1

No, don't know if  funds
31 8.9 8.9 100.0

w ere available
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 2.45, Standard D eviation = .979

Table 34

Receive Institutional Funds fo r  Professional Travel •

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Yes 191 55.0 55.0 55.0

No, although funds were 
available

81 23.3 23.3 78.4

No, no  funds were 
available, or not eligible 70 20.2 20.2 98.6

No, don 't know if funds 
w ere available 5 1.4 1.4 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 1.68, Standard Deviation = .842
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Table 35

Receive Institutional Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research o r  Teaching Skills

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Yes 69 19.9 19.9 19.9

No, although funds were 
available

99 28.5 28.5 48.4

No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

154 44.4 44.4 92.8

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

25 7.2 7.2 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 2.39, Standard Deviation = .884

Table 36

Receive Institutional Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid Yes 22 6.3 6.3 6.3
No, although funds were 
available 139 40.1 40.1 46.4

No. no funds were 
available, or not eligible

165 47.6 47.6 93.9

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

21 6.1 6.1 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 2.53, Standard D eviation = .706

Table 37

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Not applicable 7 2.0 2.0 2.0

Very dissatisfied 6 1.7 1.7 3.7
Somewhat dissatisfied 11 3.2 3.2 6.9
Somewhat satisfied 59 17.0 17.0 23.9
Very satisfied 264 76.1 76.1 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 3.53, Standard D eviation = 1.369

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

72

Table 38

Satisfaction with Authority to D ecide Courses Taught

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
V alid Not applicable 9 2 . 6 2 . 6 2 . 6

Very dissatisfied 1 6 4 . 6 4 . 6 7 . 2

Somewhat dissatisfied 3 6 1 0 . 4 1 0 . 4 1 7 . 6

Somewhat satisfied 1 5 3 4 4 . 1 4 4 . 1 6 1 . 7

Very satisfied 1 3 3 3 8 . 3 3 8 . 3 1 0 0 . 0

Total 3 4 7 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0

a. M ean = 2 . 9 8 .  Standard Deviation = 1 . 5 2 9

Table 3 9

Satisfaction with Authority to M ake Other Job Decisions

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid Not applicable 1 2 3 . 5 3 . 5 3 . 5

Very dissatisfied 2 8 8 . 1 8 . 1 1 1 . 5

Somewhat dissatisfied 6 3 1 8 . 2 1 8 . 2 2 9 . 7

Somewhat satisfied 1 4 9 4 2 . 9 4 2 . 9 7 2 . 6

Very satisfied 9 5 2 7 . 4 2 7 . 4 1 0 0 . 0

Total 3 4 7 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0

a. M ean = 2 . 6 5 ,  Standard Deviation = 1 . 6 9 7

Table 4 0

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid Not applicable 9 2 . 6 2 . 6 2 . 6

Very dissatisfied 1 3 3 . 7 3 . 7 6 . 3

Somewhat dissatisfied 4 9 1 4 . 1 1 4 . 1 2 0 . 5

Somewhat satisfied 1 6 5 4 7 . 6 4 7 . 6 6 8 . 0

Very satisfied 1 1 1 3 2 . 0 3 2 . 0 1 0 0 . 0

Total 3 4 7 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0

a. M ean = 2.90. Standard Deviation = 1.506
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Table 41

Satisfaction with Q uality o f  U ndergraduate Students

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot applicable 

Very dissatisfied  
Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied 
Total

12
38

100
144
S3

347

3.5
11.0
28.8
41.5
15.3

100.0

3.5
11.0
28.8
41.5
15.3

100.0

3.5
14.4
43.2
84.7

100.0

a. Mean = 2.37, S tandard Deviation = 1.644

Table 42

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Not applicable 

Very d issatisfied 
Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied 
Total

115
18
51

112
51

347

33.1
5.2

14.7 
32.3
14.7 

100.0

33.1
5.2

14.7 
32.3
14.7 

100.0

33.1
38.3
53.0
85.3

100.0

a. Mean = 24, S tandard Deviation = 3.763

Table 43

Satisfaction with Workload

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Very dissatisfied

Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied 
Total

41
92

138
76

347

11.8
26.5
39.8
21.9 

100.0

11.8
26.5
39.8
21.9 

100.0

11.8
38.3
78.1

100.0

a. Mean = 2.72, S tandard Deviation = .938

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

74

Table 44

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Very d issatisfied

Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied  
Total

49
77

140
81

347

14.1
22.2
40.3
23.3 

100.0

14.1
22.2
40.3
23.3 

100.0

14.1
36.3
76.7

100.0

a. Mean = 2.73. S tandard Deviation = .974

Table 45

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V'alid Very dissatisfied

Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied 
Total

74
140
98
35

347

21.3
40.3 
28.2 
10.1

100.0

21.3
40.3 
28.2 
10.1

100.0

21.3
61.7
89.9

100.0

a. M ean = 2.27, S tandard Deviation = .910

Table 46

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid V ery d issa tis fe d

Som ew hat dissatisfied 
Som ew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied  
Total

20
60

144
123
347

5.8
17.3 
41.5
35.4 

100.0

5.8
17.3 
41.5
35.4 

100.0

5.8
23.1
64.6

100.0

a. Mean = 3.07, S tandard D eviation = .869
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Table 47

Satisfaction with Job  Overall

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid V ery dissatisfied 18 5.2 5.2 5.2

Som ewhat dissatisfied 61 17.6 17.6 22.8
Som ew hat satisfied 194 55.9 55.9 78.7
V ery satisfied 74 21.3 21.3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.93. Standard Deviation = .771

Table 48

Decision to Leave: How Important Advancem ent Opportunities?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot important

Som ewhat important 
V ery important 
Total

36
123
188
347

10.4
35.4 
54.2 

100.0

10.4
35.4 
54.2 

100.0

10.4
45.8

100.0

a. M ean =  2.44, Standard Deviation = .675

Table 49

Decision to Leave: How Im portant No Pressure to Publish?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot important

Som ewhat important 
V ery important 
Total

103
145
99

347

29.7
41.8 
28.5

100.0

29.7

41.8 
28.5

100.0

29.7
71.5

100.0

a. M ean = 1.99, Standard Deviation = .764

Table 50

Decision to Leave: How Im portant Increased Opportunities to Teach?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot important 93 26.8 26.8 26.8

Som ew hat important 145 41.8 41.8 68.6
V ery important 109 31.4 31.4 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean =  2.05, Standard Deviation = .763
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Table 51

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Increased Opportunities to Do Research?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid Not important 103 29.7 29.7 29.7
Somewhat im portant 126 36.3 36.3 66.0
Very im portant 118 34.0 34.0 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.04. S tandard Deviation = .798

Table 52 

Academic Rank, Title, or Job

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Professor 76 21.9 21.9 21.9

Associate professor 87 25.1 25.1 47.0
Assistant professor 117 33.7 33.7 80.7
Instructor 41 11.8 11.8 92.5
Lecturer 20 5.8 5.8 98.3
Other 6 1.7 1.7 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.60. S tandard Deviation = 1.214

Table 53

Tenure Status

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Tenured 166 47.8 47.8 47.8

On tenure track, but
103 29.7 29.7 77.5not tenured

Not on tenure track, 
although institution 
has a tenure system

60 17.3 17.3 94.8

No tenure system  at 
this institution 18 5.2 5.2 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0
a. M ean = 1.80. S tandard Deviation = .906

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

77

Table 54 

Duration o f  Contract

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Unspecified duration, or 
tenured

88 25.4 34.8 34.8

One academic term 29 8.4 11.5 46.2
One academic year or 
one calendar year

100 28.8 39.5 85.8

Two or more 
academic/calendar vears

33 9.5 13.0 98.8

Other 3 .9 1.2 100.0
Total 253 72.9 100.0

M issing System 94 27.1
Total 347 100.0

Table 55 

Number o f  Years in Current Job

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid 1 39 11.2 11.2 11.2

2 29 8.4 8.4 19.6
3 37 10.7 10.7 30.3
4 25 7.2 7.2 37.5
5 19 5.5 5.5 42.9
6 15 4.3 4.3 47.3
7 16 4.6 4.6 51.9
8 13 3.7 3.7 55.6
9 8 2.3 2.3 57.9

10 19 5.5 5.5 63.4
11 12 3.5 3.5 66.9
12 10 2.9 2.9 69.7
13 9 2.6 2.6 72.3
14 10 2.9 2.9 75.2
15 11 3.2 3.2 78.4
16 8 2.3 2.3 80.7
17 6 1.7 1.7 82.4
18 6 1.7 1.7 84.1
19 7 2.0 2.0 86.2
20 1 .3 .3 86.5
21 4 1.2 1.2 87.6

(table continues)
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Table 55 (continued)

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

22 5 1.4 1.4 89.0
23 8 2.3 2.3 91.4
24 6 1.7 1.7 93.1
25 3 .9 .9 93.9
26 4 1.2 1.2 95.1
27 1 .3 .3 95.4
28 1 .3 .3 95.7
29 3 .9 .9 96.5
30 3 .9 .9 97.4
31 1 .3 .3 97.7
32 1 .3 .3 98.0
33 3 .9 .9 98.8
35 2 .6 .6 99.4
36 2 .6 .6 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 9.72, Standard Deviation = 8.374

Table 56

Positions in Higher Education D uring Career

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid 1 89 25.6 61.4 61.4

2 11 3.2 7.6 69.0
3 24 6.9 16.6 85.5
4 8 2.3 5.5 91.0
5 6 1.7 4.1 95.2
6 3 .9 2.1 97.2
8 3 .9 2.1 99.3

11 1 .3 .7 100.0
Total 145 41.8 100.0

M issing System 202 58.2
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = 2.06, Standard Deviation = 1.739
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Table 57

Years Teaching in Higher Education Institutions

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

V alid 1 3 .9 2.1 2.1
2 6 1.7 4.1 6.2
3 3 .9 2.1 8.3
4 9 2.6 6.2 14.5
5 4 1.2 2.8 17.2
6 9 2.6 6.2 23.4
7 6 1.7 4.1 27.6
8 6 1.7 4.1 31.7
9 •>

S .9 2.1 33.8
10 7 2.0 4.8 38.6
11 6 1.7 4.1 42.8
12 7 2.0 4.8 47.6
13 2 .6 1.4 49.0
14 6 1.7 4.1 53.1
15 5 1.4 3.4 56.6
16 6 1.7 4.1 60.7
17 6 1.7 4.1 64.8
18 8 2.3 5.5 70.3
19 2 .6 1.4 71.7
20 4 1.2 2.8 74.5
21 1 .3 .7 75.2
22 5 1.4 3.4 78.6
23 1 .3 .7 79.3
24 2 .6 1.4 80.7
25 3 .9 2.1 82.8
26 3 .9 2.1 84.8
27 1 .3 .7 85.5
28 2 .6 1.4 86.9
29 4 1.2 2.8 89.7
30 4 1.2 2.8 92.4
31 2 .6 1.4 93.8
32 4 1.2 2.8 96.6
33 4 1.2 2.8 99.3
37 1 .3 .7 100.0

Total 145 41.8 100.0
M issing System 202 58.2
Total 347 100.0

a. M ean = 14.82, Standard Deviation = 9.279
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Table 58

Employed O nly a t This Institution

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cum ulative

Percent
V alid Inst only em ploy 240 69.2 69.2 69.2

Other employment 107 30.8 30.8 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 59

Other Employment in Year o f  Survey. Number o f  Positions

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cum ulative

Percent
Valid 0 97 28.0 54.2 54.2

1 55 15.9 30.7 84.9
2 16 4.6 8.9 93.9
3 8 2.3 4.5 98.3
4 1 .3 .6 98.9
6 1 .3 .6 99.4
7 1 .3 .6 100.0

Total 179 51.6 100.0
Missing System 168 48.4
Total 347 100.0

Table 60

Rating o f  Research Equipment. Instruments

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid Poor 51 14.7 14.7 14.7
Fair 78 22.5 22.5 37.2
Good 114 32.9 32.9 70.0
Excellent 38 11.0 11.0 81.0
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

66 19.0 19.0 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.97, Standard Deviation = 1.299
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Rating o f Laboratory■ Space, Supplies

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Poor 46 13.3 13.3 13.3

Fan- 87 25.1 25.1 38.3
Good 107 30.8 30.8 69.2
Excellent 36 10.4 10.4 79.5
Not available/N ot 
applicable/Don't know

71 20.5 20.5 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 3.00, S tandard Deviation = 1.307

Table 62

R ating o f  Availability o f  Research Assistants

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Poor 96 27.7 27.7 27.7

Fair 66 19.0 19.0 46.7
Good 51 14.7 14.7 61.4
Excellent
Not available/N ot

10 2.9 2.9 64.3

124 35.7 35.7 100.0applicable/Don't know
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 3.00. S tandard Deviation = 1.662

Table 63

Rating o f  Computers and Local Networks

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Poor 17 4.9 4.9 4.9

Fair 58 16.7 16.7 21.6
Good 148 42.7 42.7 64.3
Excellent 106 30.5 30.5 94.8
Not available/N ot 
applicable/Don't know 18 5.2 5.2 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 3.14, S tandard Deviation = .926
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Table 64

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Poor 33 9.5 9.5 9.5

Fair 69 19.9 19.9 29.4
Good 132 38.0 38.0 67.4

Excellent 55 15.9 15.9 83.3
N ot available/Not 
applicable/D on't know 58 16.7 16.7 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean =  3.10. S tandard Deviation = 1.183

Table 65 

Rating o f  Internet Connections

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Poor 30 8.6 8.6 8.6

Fair 46 13.3 13.3 21.9
G ood 146 42.1 42.1 64.0
Excellent 88 25.4 25.4 89.3
N ot available/N ot ^ 10.7 10.7 100.0applicable/D on't know
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a- Mean = 3.16. S tandard Deviation = 1.066

Table 66

Rating o f  Audio-visual Equipm ent

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Poor 28 8.1 8.1 8.1
Fair 87 25.1 25.1 33.1
Good 170 49.0 49.0 82.1

Valid Excellent 35 10.1 10.1 92.2
N ot available/N ot
applicable/D on't know 27 7.8 7.8 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0
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Table 67

Racing o f  Classroom Space

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid Poor 23 6.6 6.6 6.6

Fair 87 25.1 25.1 31.7

G ood 179 51.6 51.6 83.3
Excellent 46 13.3 13.3 96.5
N ot available/N ot 
applicable/D on't know 12 3.5 3.5 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 2 .83, S tandard Deviation = .869

Table 68 

Rating o f  Office Space

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Poor 32 9.2 9.2 9.2

Fair 67 19.3 19.3 28.5
G ood 167 48.1 48.1 76.7
Excellent 68 19.6 19.6 96.3
Not available/N ot 
applicable/D on't know 13 3.7 3.7 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.89. S tandard Deviation = .948

Table 69 

Rating o f  Secretarial Support

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid Poor 60 17.3 17.3 17.3

Fair 88 25.4 25.4 42.7
Good 128 36.9 36.9 79.5
Excellent 53 15.3 15.3 94.8
N ot available/N ot 
applicable/D on't know 5.2 5.2 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.66. S tandard Deviation = 1.091
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Table 70

Rating o f  Library Holdings

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Poor 54 

Fair 105 
G ood 142 
Excellent 25 
N ot available/N ot ^ j 
applicable/D on't know 
Total 347

15.6
30.3
40 .9

7.2

6.1

100.0

15.6
30.3
40.9

7.2

6.1

100.0

15.6
45.8
86.7
93.9

100.0

a. Mean = 2.58. S tandard Deviation = 1.032

Table 71

Satisfaction with Job Security

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Very dissatisfied  36 

Som ew hat dissatisfied 33 
Som ew hat satisfied 125 
Very satisfied 153 
Total 347

10.4
9.5

36.0
44.1 

100.0

10.4
9.5

36.0
44.1 

100.0

10.4
19.9
55.9 

100.0

a. Mean = 3.14, S tandard Deviation = .967

Table 72

Satisfaction h ith Salary•

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid V ery d issatisfied 85 

Som ew hat dissatisfied 101 
Som ew hat satisfied 133 
V ery satisfied  28 
Total 347

24.5
29.1
38.3

8.1
100.0

24.5
29.1

38.3
8.1

100.0

24.5
53.6 
91.9 

100.0

a. Mean = 2.30, S tandard Deviation = .929
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Table 73 

Satisfaction with Benefits

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid Very dissatisfied 37 10.7 10.7 10.7

Som ew hat dissatisfied 63 18.2 18.2 28.8
Som ew hat satisfied 176 50.7 50.7 79.5
Very satisfied 71 20.5 20.5 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.81, Standard Deviation = .882

Table 74

Satisfaction with Employment Opportunities fo r  Spouse

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid N ot applicable 32 9.2 9.2 9.2
Very dissatisfied 45 13.0 13.0 22.2
Som ew hat dissatisfied 49 14.1 14.1 36.3
Som ew hat satisfied 132 38.0 38.0 74.4
Very satisfied 89 25.6 25.6 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.12, Standard Deviation = 2.461

Table 75

Decision to Leave: How Important Salary Level?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid N ot important 14 4.0 4.0 4.0

Som ew hat im portant 139 40.1 40.1 44.1
Very important 194 55.9 55.9 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.52, Standard Deviation = .576
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Table 76

Decision to Leave: H ow Im portant Tenure?

a
Frequency P ercent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid N ot im portant 69 
Som ew hat important 90 
V ery im portant 188 
T otal 347

19.9
25.9 
54.2 

100.0

19.9
25.9 
54.2

100.0

19.9
45.8

100.0

a. M ean = 2.34. Standard Deviation = .790

Table 77

Decision to Leave: How Im portant Job Security?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot im portant 22 

Som ew hat important 110 
V ery  im portant 215 
T otal 347

6.3
31.7
62.0

100.0

6.3
31.7
62.0

100.0

6.3
38.0

100.0

a. Mean = 2 .56. Standard Deviation = .612

Table 78

Decision to Leave: How Im portant Benefits?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid N ot im portant 15 

Som ew hat important 119 
V ery im portant 213 
Total 347

4.3
34.3
61.4 

100.0

4.3
34.3
61.4 

100.0

4.3
38.6

100.0

a. M ean = 2.57, Standard Deviation = .577

Table 79

Decision to Leave: How Important Research Facilities?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot im portant 47 

Som ew hat important 134 
V ery im portant 166 
Total 347

13.5
38.6 
47.8 

100.0

13.5
38.6 
47.8 

100.0

13.5
52.2

100.0

a. M ean = 2.34. Standard Deviation = .705
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Table 80

D ecision to Leave: How Important Instructional Facilities?

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot im portant 15 4.3 4.3 4.3

Som ew hat important 115 33.1 33.1 37.5
V ery im portant 217 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.58, S tandard Deviation = .575

Table 81

D ecision to Leave: How Important Employment O pportunities fo r  Spouse?

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot applicable 26 7.5 7.5 7.5

N ot im portant 68 19.6 19.6 27.1
Som ew hat important 116 33.4 33.4 60.5
V ery important 137 39.5 39.5 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 1.67. S tandard Deviation = 2.042

Table 82

Decision to Leave: How Important G eographic Location?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot im portant 21 6.1 6.1 6.1

Som ew hat important 135 38.9 38.9 45.0
V ery im portant 191 55.0 55.0 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 2.49. S tandard Deviation = 6 1 0

Table 83

D ecision to Leave: How Important Good Schools fo r  Children?

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot applicable 46 13.3 13.3 13.3

N ot im portant 107 30.8 30.8 44.1
Som ew hat important 50 14.4 14.4 58.5
Very im portant 144 41.5 41.5 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 1.18. Standard Deviation = 2.562
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Table 84 

Total Income from  Institution

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid Less than $20,000 12 3.5 3.5 3.5
$20,000 to 29.999 27 7.8 7.8 11.2
$30,000  to 39.999 66 19.0 19.0 30.3
$40,000 to 49,999 75 21.6 21.6 51.9
$50,000 to 59.999 68 19.6 19.6 71.5
$60,000  to  $69,999 40 11.5 11.5 83.0
$70,000 to 79,999 31 8.9 8.9 91.9
$80,000 to 89.999 12 3.5 3.5 95.4
$90,000  to 99.999 7 2.0 2.0 97.4
M ore than $100,000 9 2.6 2.6 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean =  4.64

Table 85 

Total Income. A ll Sources

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Valid Less than $20,000 7 2.0 2.0 2.0
$20 ,000  to 29,999 20 5.8 5.8 7.8
$30 ,000  to 39.999 55 15.9 15.9 23.6
$40 ,000  to 49.999 69 19.9 19.9 43.5
$50 ,000  to 59,999 63 18.2 18.2 61.7
$60,000  to $69,999 46 13.3 13.3 74.9
$70 ,000  to 79.999 37 10.7 10.7 85.6
$80 ,000  to 89.999 17 4.9 4.9 90.5
$90 ,000  to 99,999 13 3.7 3.7 94.2
M ore than $ 100,000 20 5.8 5.8 100.0
T otal 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 5.16
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Table 86 

Total H ousehold Income

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cum ulative

Percent
Valid Less than 520,000 7 2.0 2.0 2.0

520,000 to 29,999 9 2.6 2.6 4.6
530.000 to 39,999 23 6.6 6.6 11.2
540,000 to 49,999 32 9.2 9.2 20.5
550,000 to 59,999 39 11.2 11.2 31.7
560.000 to 569,999 39 11.2 11.2 42.9
570,000 to 79,999 54 15.6 15.6 58.5
580.000 to 89.999 20 5.8 5.8 64.3
590.000 to 99.999 20 5.8 5.8 70.0
M ore than 5100.000 104 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 6.94

Table 87 

Highest Degree Type

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cimiulative

Valid First-professional degree 10 2.9 2.9 2.9
D octoral degree 216 62.2 62.2 65.1
M aster o f  Fine Arts, 1 .3 .3 65.4M aster o f  Social Work
O ther M aster's degree 117 33.7 33.7 99.1
Bachelor's degree 3 .9 .9 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0
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Table 88 

Highest D egree F ield

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cum ulative

Percent

Valid Business 29 8.4 8.4 8.4
Education 29 8.4 8.4 16.7

Engineering 23 6.6 6.6 23.3
English &  Literature 3 .9 .9 24.2
M athematics/Statistics 21 6.1 6.1 30.3
Physical Sciences 10 2.9 2.9 33.1
Parks & Recreation 34 9.8 9.8 42.9
Philosophy 5 1.4 1.4 44.4

Com puter Science 16 4.6 4.6 49.0
Com puter & Information 
Sciences

121 34.9 34.9 83.9

Com puter Programming 9 2.6 2.6 86.5
Systems Analysis 4 1.2 1.2 87.6
O ther Com puter Science 21 6.1 6.1 93.7

O ther 22 6.3 6.3 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 89 

Gender

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Male
Female
Total

264
83

347

76.1
23.9

100.0

76.1
23.9

100.0

76.1
100.0

Table 90

A ge

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

V alid Under 30
30-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65+
Total

4
140
139
36
18
10

347

1.2
40.3 
40.1
10.4 

5.2 
2.9

100.0

1.2
40.3 
40.1
10.4 
5.2 
2.9

100.0

1.2
41.5
81.6 
91.9 
97.1 

100.0
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Table 91 

Race /  Ethnicity

Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Valid American Indian or 1 .3 .3 .3
Alaska Native
Asian and/or Pacific 58 16.7 16.7 17.0
Islander
Black/African Am erican 
non-Hispanic

15 4.3 4.3 21.3

Hispanic 12 3.5 3.5 24.8
W hite, non-Hispanic 261 75.2 75.2 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 92 

M arital Status

Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Valid Single, never married 45 13.0 13.0 13.0
M arried 273 78.7 78.7 91.6
Living with som eone in a 
marriage-like relationship

2 .6 .6 92.2

Separated, divorced, or 
widowed

27 7.8 7.8 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 93

Spouse Em ployed in Higher Education

Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Valid N ot applicable 24 6.9 16.6 16.6
Yes, at this institution 14 4.0 9.7 26.2
Yes, at another higher 
education institution

10 2.9 6.9 33.1

No 97 28.0 66.9 100.0
Total 145 41.8 100.0

Missing System 202 58.2
Total 347 100.0

a. Mean = 1.80, Standard Devation = .400
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Table 94

Country o f  Birth

Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative
Percent

V alid USA 252 72.6 72.6 72.6
O ther 95 27.4 27.4 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 95 

Citizenship Status

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid U nited States citizen.
256 73.8 73.8 73.8native

U nited States citizen, 
naturalized 31 8.9 8.9 82.7

Perm anent resident 
o f  the United States 49 14.1 14.1 96.8
(im m igrant visa) 
Tem porary resident 
o f  United States 11 3.2 3.2 100.0
(non-im m igrant visa) 
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 96

How Likely a Part-time Job at Another Postsecondary Institution?

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid N ot at all likely 299 86.2 86.2 86.2

Som ewhat likely 34 9.8 9.8 96.0
Very likely 14 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 1.18, Standard Deviation = .478

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

93

Table 97

H ow Likely a Full-time Job a t A nother Postsecondary Institution?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid N ot at all likely 191 

Somewhat likely 111 
Very likely 45 
Total 347

55.0
32.0
13.0 

100.0

55.0
32.0
13.0 

100.0

55.0
87.0

100.0

a. M ean =1.58, Standard Deviation = .710

Table 98

H ow Likely a Part-time Job. N ot at a Postsecondary Institution?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Not at all likely 292 

Somewhat likely 41 
Very likely 14 
Total 347

84.1
11.8
4.0

100.0

84.1
11.8
4.0

100.0

84.1
96.0

100.0

a. M ean = 1.20. Standard Deviation = .491

Table 99

H ow Likely a Full-time Job. N ot at a Postsecondary Institution?

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Not at all likely 230 

Somewhat likely 83 
Very likely 34 
Total 347

66.3
23.9

9.8
100.0

66.3
23.9

9.8
100.0

66.3
90.2

100.0

a. M ean = 1.44, Standard Deviation = .666

Table 100

How Likely to Retire in Next Three Years?

a
Frequency Percent V alid Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid Not at all likely 305 

Somewhat likely 29 
Very likely 13 
Total 347

87.9
8.4
3.7

100.0

87.9
8.4
3.7

100.0

87.9
96.3

100.0

a. M ean = 1.16, Standard Deviation = .457
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Table 101

Age M ost Likely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution

a
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cum ulative
Percent

Valid Don't know 91 26.2 26.2 26.2
32 1 .3 .3 26.5
35 1 .3 .3 26.8
40 1 .3 .3 27.1
50 3 .9 .9 28.0
53 1 .3 .3 28.2
55 17 4.9 4.9 33.1
56 2 .6 .6 33.7
58 4 1.2 1.2 34.9
59 3 .9 .9 35.7
60 29 8.4 8.4 44.1
61 2 .6 .6 44.7
62 16 4.6 4.6 49.3
63 6 1.7 1.7 51.0
64 3 .9 .9 51.9
65 89 25.6 25.6 77.5
66 6 1.7 1.7 79.3
67 6 1.7 1.7 81.0
68 1 .3 .3 81.3
69 2 .6 .6 81.8
70 47 13.5 13.5 95.4
71 1 .3 .3 95.7
72 4 1.2 1.2 96.8
74 1 .3 .3 97.1
75 3 .9 .9 98.0
79 1 .3 .3 98.3
80 1 .3 .3 98.6
83 2 .6 .6 99.1
84 1 .3 .3 99.4
90 I .3 .3 99.7
99 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. Mean = 64.55, Standard D eviation = 6.729
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Table 102

Retire and  Work Part-time at Current Institution?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Don't know 92 26.5 26.5 26.5
Yes 155 44.7 44.7 71.2
No 100 28.8 28.8 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0

Table 103 

Retired  fro m  Another Position

Frequency Percent V alid Percent
Cumulative

Percent
V alid Yes 6 1.7 4.1 4.1

No 139 40.1 95.9 100.0
Total 145 41.8 100.0

M issing System 202 58.2
Total 347 100.0

Table 104 

Would You Take Early Retirement?

Frequency Percent V alid Percent
Cumulative

Percent
V alid Don't know 128 36.9 36.9 36.9

Yes 97 28.0 28.0 64.8
No 122 35.2 35.2 100.0
Total 347 100.0 100.0
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Table 105

Age Likely to Retire from  A ll P aid Em ploym ent

a
Frequency Percent V alid  Percent Cumulative

Percent
V alid D on't know 95 27.4 27.4 27.4

50 1 .3 .3 27.7
53 1 .3 .3 28.0
55 10 2.9 2.9 30.8
56 1 .3 .3 31.1
57 1 .3 .3 31.4
59 3 .9 .9 32.3
60 32 9.2 9.2 41.5
61 2 .6 .6 42.1
62 11 3.2 3.2 45.2
63 5 1.4 1.4 46.7
65 80 23.1 23.1 69.7
66 6 1.7 1.7 71.5
67 8 2.3 2.3 73.8
68 4 1.2 1.2 74.9
69 2 .6 .6 75.5
70 58 16.7 16.7 92.2
71 1 .3 .3 92.5
72 3 .9 .9 93.4
73 2 .6 .6 93.9
75 10 2.9 2.9 96.8
76 2 .6 .6 97.4
80 2 .6 .6 98.0
82 1 .3 .3 98.3
84 1 .3 .3 98.6
85 2 .6 .6 99.1
89 1 .3 .3 99.4
90 1 .3 .3 99.7
95 1 .3 .3 100.0

Total 347 100.0 100.0

a. M ean = 66.23. Standard Deviation = 6.088
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Table 106

Decision to Leave: Most Important Factor

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent

Valid Salary level
Tenure-track o r  tenured
position
Job security
Opportunities for
advancement
Benefits
No pressure to  publish 
Good research facilities 
and equipm ent 
Good instructional 
facilities and equipm ent 
G ood job  or jo b  
opportunities fo r your 
spouse or partner 
Good geographic 
location

Good environm ent or 
schools for your children

Greater opportunity  to 
teach
Greater opportunity  to 
do research 
None 
Total 

Missing System 
Total

54 15.6 37.2 37.2

7 2.0 4.8 42.1

10 2.9 6.9 49.0

5 1.4 3.4 52.4

1 .3 .7 53.1
5 1.4 3.4 56.6

8 2.3 5.5 62.1

7 2.0 4.8 66.9

9 2.6 6.2 73.1

9 2.6 6.2 79.3

1 .3 7 80.0

4 1.2 2.8 82.8

22 6.3 15.2 97.9

3 .9 2.1 100.0
145 41.8 100.0
202 58.2
347 100.0
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Table 107A

Hours Per Week Paid Activities at Institution  -  Sun 'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Hours/week Less than 20 hrs 1 3% 6 5% 1 4% 8 4%
paid 20-29 hrs 1 3% 6 5% 3 12% 10 5%
activities at 30-39 hrs 1 6% 8 21% 18 15% 5 19% 32 16%
institution

40-49 hrs 8 44% 14 36% 47 39% 7 27% 76 38%
50-59 hrs 5 28% 7 18% 30 25% 7 27% 49 24%
60-69 hrs 2 11% 8 21% 12 10% 2 8% 24 12%
70-79 hrs 1 4% 1 0%
80 or more hrs 2 11% 2 1%

Table 107B

Hours Per Week Paid Activities a t Institution  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

■ Count Col %
Count C ol % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Hours/week Less than 20 hrs 3 5% 3 2%
paid 20-29 hrs 2 5% 4 6% 6 4%
activities at 30-39 hrs 2 9% 5 8% 1 6% 8 6%
institution

40-49 hrs 9 21% 9 41% 15 24% 6 33% 39 27%
50-59 hrs 26 60% 7 32% 18 29% 7 39% 58 40%
60-69 hrs 6 14% 4 18% 15 24% 3 17% 28 19%
70-79 hrs 2 3% 1 6% 3 2%
80 or more hrs
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Table 108 A

Hours P er Week U npaid Activities a t Institution  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % C ount C ol %

Hrs/wk 0 hrs 12 67% 21 54% 46 39% 6 23% 85 42%
unpaid 1-9 hrs 4 22% 9 23% 41 34% 12 46% 66 33%
activities at 10-19 hrs 2 11% 6 15% 24 20% 6 23% 38 19%
institution

20-29 hrs 3 8% 8 7% 1 4% 12 6%
30-39 hrs 1 4% 1 0%
40-49 hrs

Table 108B

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities a t Institution -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Cot % Count Col % Count Col %

Hrs/wk 0 hrs 30 70% 17 77% 43 69% 14 78% 104 72%
unpaid 1-9 hrs 6 14% 4 18% 15 24% 3 17% 28 19%
activities at 10-19 hrs 3 7% 3 5% 1 6% 7 5%
institution

20-29 hrs 3 7% 1 2% 4 3%

30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 1%

40-49 hrs 1 5% 1 1%

VO
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Table 109A

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Not at Institution  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Hrs/wk paid 0 hrs 15 83% 30 77% 85 71% 17 65% 147 73%
activity not at 1-9 hrs 2 11% 6 15% 20 17% 6 23% 34 17%
institution 10-19 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 9 8% 3 12% 15 7%

20-29 hrs 1 3% 3 3% 4 2%
30-39 hrs 2 2% 2 1%
40-49 hrs

Table 109B

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Not a t Institution -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Hrs/wk paid 0 hrs 32 74% 15 68% 44 71% 13 72% 104 72%
activity not at 1-9 hrs 9 21% 3 14% 8 13% 3 17% 23 16%
institution 10-19 hrs 1 2% 2 9% 3 5% 2 11% 8 6%

20-29 hrs 1 5% 3 5% 4 3%

30-39 hrs 1 5% 2 3% 3 2%

40-49 hrs 1 2% 2 3% 3 2%
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Table 110A

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities Not a t Institution  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Hrs/wk unpaid 0 hrs 13 72% 25 64% 81 68% 16 62% 135 67%
activity not at 1 -9 hrs 4 22% 13 33% 34 29% 10 38% 61 30%
institution 10-19 hrs 1 6% 1 3% 3 3% 5 2%

20-29 hrs 1 1% 1 0%

Table HOB

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities Not a t Institution -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Hrs/wk unpaid 0 hrs 24 56% 15 68% 44 71% 14 78% 97 67%
activity not at 1-9 hrs 17 40% 7 32% 18 29% 3 17% 45 31%
institution 10-19 hrs 1 2% 1 6% 2 1%

20-29 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
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Table 1UA

Time Actually Spent Teaching -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

10-19 hrs 1 6% 1 1% 2 1%
20-29 hrs 1 6% 1 3% 8 7% 1 4% 11 5%
30-39 hrs 1 6% 6 15% 6 5% 13 6%

40-49 hrs 1 6% 4 10% 8 7% 1 4% 14 7%
50-59 hrs 3 17% 5 13% 16 13% 4 15% 28 14%
60-69 hrs 4 22% 5 13% 20 17% 29 14%
70-79 hrs 2 11% 8 21% 23 19% 5 19% 38 19%
80 or more hrs 5 28% 10 26% 37 31% 15 58% 67 33%

Time
actually
spent
teaching

Table 11 IB

Time Actually Spent Teaching -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 10-19 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
actually 20-29 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
spent
teaching

30-39 hrs 3 7% 1 5% 1 2% 1 6% 6 4%
40-49 hrs 8 19% 2 9% 3 5% 2 11% 15 10%

50-59 hrs 6 14% 5 23% 11 18% 1 6% 23 16%
60-69 hrs 7 16% 3 14% 6 10% 3 17% 19 13%
70-79 hrs 9 21% 4 18% 11 18% 2 11% 26 18%
80 or m ore hrs 9 21% 7 32% 29 47% 9 50% 54 37%
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Tabic 112 A

Time Actually Spent at Research -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 2 11% 9 23% 28 24% 13 50% 52 26%
actually
spent at 1 -9 hrs 3 8% 29 24% 7 27% 39 19%
research

10-19 hrs 6 33% 7 18% 30 25% 3 12% 46 23%

20-29 hrs 5 28% 12 31% 17 14% 3 12% 37 18%

30-39 hrs 2 11% 3 8% 9 8% 14 7%

40-49 hrs 1 6% 5 13% 3 3% 9 4%

50-59 hrs 1 6% 1 1% 2 1%

60-69 hrs 2 2% 2 1%

70-79 hrs 1 6% 1 0%
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Table 112B

Time Actually Spent at Research -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 7 16% 7 32% 23 37% 12 67% 49 34%
actually
spent at 1-9 hrs 4 9% 2 9% 20 32% 3 17% 29 20%
research

10-19 hrs 12 28% 4 18% 8 13% 3 17% 27 19%

20-29 hrs 4 9% 5 23% 6 10% 15 10%

30-39 hrs 6 14% 3 5% 9 6%

40-49 hrs 9 21% 2 9% 1 2% 12 8%

50-59 hrs 2 9% 1 2% 3 2%

60-69 hrs

70-79 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
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Table 113A

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth -  Sun'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time actually 0 hrs 13 72% 22 56% 45 38% 9 35% 89 44%
spent on 1 -9 hrs 1 6% 10 26% 35 29% 6 23% 52 26%
professional 10-19 hrs 3 17% 5 13% 25 21% 10 38% 43 21%

20-29 hrs 1 3% 11 9% 1 4% 13 6%
30-39 hrs 2 2% 2 1%
40-49 hrs 1 6% 1 3% 1 1% 3 1%

Table 113B

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth  - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts 0/

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
i/Ouni l/Ol /0

Time actually 0 hrs 26 60% 8 36% 25 40% 5 28% 64 44%
spent on 1 -9 hrs 12 28% 7 32% 21 34% 7 39% 47 32%
professional 10-19 hrs 4 9% 6 27% 12 19% 4 22% 26 18%
growth

20-29 hrs 1 2% 1 5% 3 5% 1 6% 6 4%

30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 6% 2 1%
40-49 hrs
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Table 114A

Time Actually Spent a t Administration  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time actually 0 hrs 8 44% 11 28% 53 45% 9 35% 81 40%
spent at
administration 1-9 hrs 6 33% 8 21% 23 19% 6 23% 43 21%

10-19 hrs 3 17% 11 28% 22 18% 5 19% 41 20%

20-29 hrs 1 6% 8 21% 11 9% 3 12% 23 11%

30-39 hrs 3 3% 1 4% 4 2%

40-49 hrs 2 2% 1 4% 3 1%

50-59 hrs 1 3% 4 3% 1 4% 6 3%

60-69 hrs 1 1% 1 0%

70-79 hrs

o
O n



www.manaraa.com

R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright 
ow

ner. 
Further 

reproduction 
prohibited 

w
ithout 

perm
ission.

Tabic 114B

Time Actually Spent a t Administration  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time actually 0 hrs 11 26% 3 14% 27 44% 6 33% 47 32%
spent at
administration 1-9 hrs 7 16% 8 36% 15 24% 4 22% 34 23%

10-19 hrs 19 44% 9 41% 11 18% 4 22% 43 30%

20-29 hrs 3 7% 1 5% 5 8% 9 6%

30-39 hrs 2 5% 1 5% 1 2% 2 11% 6 4%

40-49 hrs 1 2% 3 5% 4 3%

50-59 hrs 1 6% 1 1%

60-69 hrs

70-79 hrs 1 6% 1 1%
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Table 115 A

Time Actually Spent on Service Activity  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time actually 0 hrs 11 61% 22 56% 59 50% 15 58% 107 53%
spent on 1-9 hrs 2 11% 11 28% 32 27% 9 35% 54 27%
service 10-19 hrs 4 22% 4 10% 19 16% 2 8% 29 14%

20-29 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 5 4% 8 4%
30-39 hrs 3 3% 3 1%
60-69 hrs 1 1% 1 0%

Table 115B

Time Actually Spent on Service Activity  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time actually 0  hrs 17 40% 12 55% 39 63% 14 78% 82 57%
spent on 1-9 hrs 15 35% 6 27% 15 24% 3 17% 39 27%
service 10-19 hrs 10 23% 3 14% 6 10% 1 6% 20 14%
activity

20-29 hrs 1 2% 1 5% 2 3% 4 3%

30-39 hrs
60-69 hrs

ooo
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Table 116A

Time Actually Spent on Consulting -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0  hrs 15 83% 33 85% 85 71% 18 69% 151 75%
actually
spent on 1 -9 hrs 2 11% 3 8% 15 13% 6 23% 26 13%
consulting

10-19 hrs 2 5% 11 9% 1 4% 14 7%

20-29 hrs 1 6% 5 4% 1 4% 7 3%

30-39 hrs 1 3% 2 2% 3 1%

40-49 hrs

50-59 hrs 1 1% 1 0%

60-69 hrs

80 or more hrs
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Table 116B

Time Actually Spent on Consulting -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0  hrs 31 72% 15 68% 44 71% 11 61% 101 70%
actually
spent on 1 -9 hrs 9 21% 6 27% 11 18% 7 39% 33 23%
consulting

10-19 hrs 2 5% 1 2% 3 2%

20-29 hrs 1 2% 1 5% 3% 4 3%

30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 1%

40-49 hrs 1 2% 1 1%

50-59 hrs

60-69 hrs 1 2% 1 1%

80 or more hrs 1 2% 1 1%
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Table 117A

Time Preferred at Teaching — Survey Year /  993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time Ohrs 1 3% 1 0%
preferred
at 10-19 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 3 1%
teaching

20-29 hrs 4 22% 8 7% 1 4% 13 6%

30-39 hrs 2 11% 2 5% 13 11% 2 8% 19 9%

40-49 hrs 2 11% 7 18% 15 13% 3 12% 27 13%

50-59 hrs 3 17% 10 26% 32 27% 2 8% 47 23%

60-69 hrs 4 22% 5 13% 19 16% 2 8% 30 15%

70-79 hrs 1 6% 6 15% 12 10% 11 42% 30 15%

80 or more hrs 1 6% 6 15% 20 17% 5 19% 32 16%
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Tabic 117B

Time Preferred at Teaching -S u r v e y  Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
preferred
at 10-19 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
teaching

20-29 hrs 2 5% 1 5% 2 3% 5 3%

30-39 hrs 6 14% 2 9% 3 5% 11 8%

40-49 hrs 9 21% 3 14% 5 8% 3 17% 20 14%

50-59 hrs 11 26% 10 45% 10 16% 2 11% 33 23%

60-69 hrs 3 7% 3 14% 13 21% 4 22% 23 16%

70-79 hrs 4 9% 1 5% 13 21% 2 11% 20 14%

80 or more hrs 8 19% 2 9% 14 23% 7 39% 31 21%
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Table 118A

Time Preferred at Research -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 1 6% 8 21% 16 13% 8 31% 33 16%
preferred
at 1-9 hrs 2 5% 16 13% 3 12% 21 10%
research

10-19 hrs 1 6% 4 10% 27 23% 8 31% 40 20%

20-29 hrs 3 17% 3 8% 17 14% 4 15% 27 13%

30-39 hrs 4 22% 9 23% 17 14% 2 8% 32 16%

40-49 hrs 5 28% 5 13% 13 11% 1 4% 24 12%

50-59 hrs 1 6% 5 13% 10 8% 16 8%

60-69 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 1 1% 4 2%

70-79 hrs 2 11% 2 2% 4 2%

80 or more hrs 1 3% 1 0%
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Table 118B

Time Preferred at Research -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 3 7% 3 14% 12 19% 8 44% 26 18%
preferred
at 1-9 hrs 3 7% 2 9% 9 15% 2 11% 16 11%
research

10-19 hrs 5 12% 3 14% 20 32% 4 22% 32 22%

20-29 hrs 12 28% 6 27% 10 16% 3 17% 31 21%

30-39 hrs 7 16% 3 14% 5 8% 1 6% 16 11%

40-49 hrs 7 16% 1 5% 3 5% 11 8%

50-59 hrs 4 9% 3 14% 7 5%

60-69 hrs 1 2% 1 5% 1 2% 3 2%

70-79 hrs 1 2% 2 3% 3 2%

80 or more hrs
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Tabic 119A

Time Preferred on Professional Growth -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time preferred 0 hrs 5 28% 19 49% 25 21% 5 19% 54 27%
on professional 1-9 hrs 5 28% 9 23% 28 24% 7 27% 49 24%
growth 10-19 hrs 5 28% 9 23% 44 37% 7 27% 65 32%

20-29 hrs 3 17% 20 17% 5 19% 28 14%
30-39 hrs 1 3% 1 1% 2 8% 4 2%
40-49 hrs 1 3% 1 1% 2 1%

Table 119B

Time Preferred on Professional Growth - Surx'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count C*t\\ o/
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

LOI /o

Time prcfened 0 hrs 16 37% 2 9% 13 21% 4 22% 35 24%
on professional 1 -9 hrs 9 21% 9 41% 12 19% 5 28% 35 24%
growth 10-19 hrs 15 35% 5 23% 31 50% 5 28% 56 39%

20-29 hrs 3 7% 6 27% 5 8% 3 17% 17 12%
30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 6% 2 1%
40-49 hrs
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Table 120A

Time Preferred on Administration  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time preferred 0 hrs 12 67% 19 49% 69 58% 13 50% 113 56%
on administration 1-9 hrs 4 22% 13 33% 16 13% 6 23% 39 19%

10-19 hrs 2 11% 4 10% 22 18% 4 15% 32 16%
20-29 hrs 2 5% 5 4% 7 3%
30-39 hrs 5 4% 1 4% 6 3%
40-49 hrs 1 3% 2 2% 1 4% 4 2%
50-59 hrs 1 4% 1 0%

Table 120B

Time Preferred on Administration  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time preferred 0 hrs 15 35% 4 18% 31 50% 6 33% 56 39%
on administration 1-9 hrs 16 37% 11 50% 22 35% 6 33% 55 38%

10-19 hrs 9 21% 4 18% 6 10% 4 22% 23 16%

20-29 hrs 2 9% 2 3% 4 3%

30-39 hrs 3 7% 1 5% 4 3%

40-49 hrs 1 2% 1 6% 2 1%

50-59 hrs 1 6% 1 1%
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Table 121A

Time Preferred on Service Activity  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time preferred 0 hrs 10 56% 21 54% 58 49% 12 46% 101 50%
on service 1 -9 hrs 1 6% 15 38% 37 31% 12 46% 65 32%
activity

10-19 hrs 6 33% 1 3% 21 18% 2 8% 30 15%
20-29 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 2 2% 5 2%
30-39 hrs 1 1% 1 0%

Table 121B

Time Preferred on Service Activity -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Time preferred 0 hrs 15 35% 11 50% 36 58% 13 72% 75 52%
on service 1 -9 hrs 17 40% 6 27% 20 32% 4 22% 47 32%
activity 10-19 hrs 10 23% 5 23% 6 10% 1 6% 22 15%

20-29 hrs

30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
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Table 122A

Time Preferred on Consulting  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Time 0 hrs 15 83% 33 85% 82 69% 18 69% 148 73%
preferred on 1-9 hrs 1 6% 3 8% 16 13% 4 15% 24 12%
consulting 10-19 hrs 1 6% 2 5% 13 11% 3 12% 19 9%

20-29 hrs 1 6% 1 3% 7 6% 1 4% 10 5%
30-39 hrs
50-59 hrs 1 1% 1 0%
60-69 hrs
80 or more hrs

Table 122B

Time Preferred on Consulting -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts o/

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
LOUm v*OI /o

Time 0 hrs 29 67% 12 55% 39 63% 10 56% 90 62%
preferred on 1-9 hrs 10 23% 7 32% 10 16% 7 39% 34 23%
consulting 10-19 hrs 2 5% 2 9% 5 8% 9 6%

20-29 hrs 2 5% 1 5% 3 5% 1 6% 7 5%
30-39 hrs 1 2% 1 1%
50-59 hrs 2 3% 2 1%
60-69 hrs 1 2% 1 1%

80 or more hrs 1 2% 1 1%
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Table 123 A

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Served On -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 2 11% 7 6% 9 4%
undergraduate
committees 2 1 6% 2 2% 2 8% 5 2%
served on

3 1 6% 1 1% 2 1%

4 2 11% 2 2% 4 2%

5

6 1 3% 1 1% 2 1%

7

10 or more 1 6% 1 4% 2 1%

N one/no answer 11 61% 38 97% 106 89% 23 88% 178 88%
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Tabic 123B

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Served On -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 6 14% 1 5% 9 15% 2 11% 18 12%
undergraduate
committees 2 1 2% l 5% 3 5% 5 3%
served on

3 2 5% 1 5% 2 3% 5 3%

4 1 2% 1 1%

5 2 3% 1 6% 3 2%

6

7 1 2% 1 1%

10 or more 1 6% 1 1%

None/no answer 33 77% 19 86% 45 73% 14 78% 111 77%

o
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Table 124 A

Number o f  Graduate Committees Served On -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count C o l% Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 1 6% 4 10% 3 3% 8 4%
graduate
committees 2 2 11% 3 8% 7 6% 1 4% 13 6%
served on

3 2 5% 4 3% 1 4% 7 3%

4 2 11% 2 5% 3 3% 7 3%

5 1 6% 3 3% 4 2%

6 2 2% 2 1%

7 1 1% 1 0%

8 1 1% 1 0%

10 or more 5 28% 6 15% 7 6% 18 9%

N one/no answer 7 39% 22 56% 88 74% 24 92% 141 70%
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Table 124D

Number o f  Graduate Committees Served On -  Survey Year /  999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 5 12% 2 9% 5 8% 1 6% 13 9%
graduate
committees 2 5 12% 1 5% 3 5% 9 6%
served on

3 5 12% 3 14% 3 5% 11 8%

4 7 16% 1 5% 2 3% 10 7%

5 2 5% 3 5% 5 3%

6 1 5% 3 5% 4 3%

7

8 1 2% 1 2% 2 1%

10 or more 4 9% 2 9% 6 4%

N one/no answer 14 33% 12 55% 42 68% 17 94% 85 59%
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Table 125 A

Number Undergraduate Committees Chaired -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 2 11% 3 3% 5 2%
undergraduate 2 1 6% 1 3% 2 2% 1 4% 5 2%
committees 3 1 6% 2 2% 3 1%chaired

4
<

3 17% 2 2% 5 2%

10 or more
None/no answer 11 61% 38 97% 110 92% 25 96% 184 91%

Table 125B

Number Undergraduate Committees Chaired -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 1 2% 5 8% 2 11% 8 6%
undergraduate 2 1 2% 1 2% 2 1%
committees 3 1 5% 1 1%
chaired

4

5 1 2% 1 1%

10 or more 1 6% 1 1%

None/no answer 41 95% 21 95% 55 89% 15 83% 132 91%

N>u>
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Table 126A

Number Graduate Committees Chaired -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 1 6% 5 13% 5 4% 11 5%
graduate
committees 2 1 6% 2 2% 3 1%
chaired

3

4 1 6% 2 5% 1 1% 4 2%

6 1 1% 1 0%

7 2 2% 2 i%

8 1 6% 1 3% 1 1% 3 1%

10 or more 3 17% 1 3% 4 3% 8 4%

None/no answer 11 61% 30 77% 103 87% 26 100% 170 84%

NJ-U



www.manaraa.com

R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright 
ow

ner. 
Further 

reproduction 
prohibited 

w
ithout 

perm
ission.

Table 126B

Number Graduate Committees Chaired  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1 7 16% 3 14% 3 5% 13 9%
graduate
committees 2 6 14% 3 5% 9 6%
chaired

3 2 5% 1 5% 3 5% 6 4%

4 1 2% 1 1%

6 1 2% 1 5% 1 2% 3 2%

7

8 2 5% 2 1%

10 or more 1 2% 1 5% 2 1%

None/no answer 24 56% 16 73% 51 82% 18 100% 109 75%

N>
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Tabic 127B

Total Classes Taught -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total 0 1 5% 1 6% 2 1%
classes 1 8 19% 2 9% 10 7%
taught 2 16 37% 8 36% 13 21% 2 11% 39 27%

3 11 26% 9 41% 18 29% 3 17% 41 28%
4 2 5% 1 5% 19 31% 8 44% 30 21%
5 4 9% 1 5% 6 10% 2 11% 13 9%
6 1 2% 3 5% 1 6% 5 3%
7
O

1 2% 1 1%
O

9 1 2% 1 1%

10 
1 1

1 6% 1 1%
1 1 
12

16
20 2 3% 2 1%

fs»
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Table 129

Remedial Classes Taught -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type________________________________________ Total
Research____________Doctoral_________Com prehensive_______ Liberal Arts

Count Col %  Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Count Col %

Remedial 0 42 98%  18 86% 58 94%  16 94% 134 94%
classes 1 1 2% 2 10% 3 5% 6 4%
taught 2 1 6%  1 1%

3 1 2% 1 1%
4 1 5% 1 1%

Table 130

Continuing Education Classes Taught -  Sur\>ey Year 1999

Classes
taught,
continuing
education

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count
0
1
2
4

5 
7

42

1
98%

2%
19

1
1

90%

5%
5%

57

3

92%

5%

2%
2%

14

2

Col % 
82% 

12%

6%

Count Col %

132

7
1
1
1
1

92%

5%
1%
1%
1 %
1%
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Table 131A

Total Office Hours Per Week -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Cot %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total 0 2 11% 4 10% 5 4% 1 4% 12 6%
office 1 1 1% 1 0%
hours/week 2 4 22% 2 5% 4 3% 10 5%

3 3 17% 5 13% 11 9% 5 19% 24 12%
4 4 22% 6 15% 11 9% 4 15% 25 12%

5 2 5% 30 25% 1 4% 33 16%

6 1 6% 6 15% 6 5% 5 19% 18 9%
7 2 5% 3 3% 5 2%
8 2 11% 2 5% 9 8% 13 6%
9 1 3% 2 2% 1 4% 4 2%

10 1 6% 5 13% 27 23% 4 15% 37 18%
11
12 1 6% 1 3% 5 4% 3 12% 10 5%
14 1 3% 1 0%
15 1 1% 1 0%
16 1 1% 1 0%
20

23 1 4% 1 0%

25 1 3% 1 1% 2 1%
35
36 1 1% 1 4% 2 1%

40 1 1% 1 0%

43 1 3% 1 0%

u>o
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Table 13 IB

Total Office Hours Per Week -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type________________________________________ Total
Research____________Doctoral_________Com prehensive_______ Liberal Arts

_________________ Co
Total 
office 
hours/week

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
v-ouni UOI Vo

0 1 2% 2 9% 2 3% 5 3%
1 2 5% 2 9% 2 3% 6 4%
2 6 14% 1 5% 2 3% 1 6% 10 7%
3 5 12% 3 14% 6 10% 1 6% 15 10%
4 11 26% 6 27% 3 5% 1 6% 21 14%
5 4 9% 1 5% 18 29% 3 17% 26 18%
6 7 16% 2 9% 7 11% 3 17% 19 13%
7 3 5% 1 6% 4 3%
8 3 7% 2 9% 1 2% 3 17% 9 6%
9 2 9% 5 8% 1 6% 8 6%

10 2 5% 7 11% 3 17% 12 8%
11 1 2% 1 1%
12 1 5% 2 3% 3 2%
14

15 1 2% 1 2% 2 1%
16
20 1 2% 1 1%
23 1 6% 1 1%
25
35 1 2% 1 1%
36
40 1 2% 1 1%
43
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Table 132A

A ny Creative Work /  Writing /  Research -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

C ount Col %
Count Col % Count C ol % Count Col % Count Col %

Any creative Yes 17 94% 28 72% 77 65% 12 46% 134 66%
work/writing/research No 1 6% 11 28% 42 35% 14 54% 68 34%

Table 132B

A ny Creative Work /  Writing /  Research -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Any creative Yes 32 74% 16 73% 31 50% 6 33% 85 59%
work/writing/research No 11 26% 6 27% 31 50% 12 67% 60 41%
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Tabic 133A

Type o f  Primary Work t  Writing /  Research -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Type o f Basic research 11 61% 12 31% 14 12% 37 18%
primary
work/
writing/
research

Applied or
policy-oriented research 
or analysis

5 28% 13 33% 46 39% 7 27% 71 35%

Literary, performance or 
exhibitions 1 6% 1 3% 1 1% 3 1%

Program/ curriculum 
design and development

1 3% 16 13% 5 19% 22 11%

Other 1 3% 1 0%

N ot applicable/ missing 1 6% 11 28% 42 35% 14 54% 68 34%

u>u>
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Table 133B

Type o f  Primary Work /  Writing /  Research -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Type o f Basic research 19 44% 10 45% 14 23% 1 6% 44 30%
primary
work/
writing/
research

Applied or
policy-oriented research 
or analysis

9 21% 3 14% 6 10% 1 6% 19 13%

Literary, perform ance or 
exhibitions

1 2% 1 5% 2 3% 1 6% 5 3%

Program/ curriculum 
design and development

3 7% 2 9% 9 15% 3 17% 17 12%

Other

Not applicable/ missing 11 26% 6 27% 31 50% 12 67% 60 41%

134



www.manaraa.com

R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright 
ow

ner. 
Further 

reproduction 
prohibited 

w
ithout 

perm
ission.

Table 134A

Any Funded Research -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Any funded Yes 7 39% 10 26% 16 13% 3 12% 36 18%
research No 10 56% 18 46% 61 51% 9 35% 98 49%

Missing 1 6% 11 28% 42 35% 14 54% 68 34%

Table 134B

Any Funded Research -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Any funded Yes 19 44% 8 36% 13 21% 2 11% 42 29%
research No

M issing
24 56% 14 64% 49 79% 16 89% 103 71%

u>



www.manaraa.com

R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright 
ow

ner. 
Further 

reproduction 
prohibited 

w
ithout 

perm
ission.

Tabic 135 A

Principal Investigator /  Co-Principal Investigator on Grants or Contracts -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

PI/Co-PI on Yes 6 33% 9 23% 13 11% 1 4% 29 14%
any grants or No 1 6% 1 3% 3 3% 2 8% 7 3%
contracts M issing 11 61% 29 74% 103 87% 23 88% 166 82%

Tabic 135B

Principal Investigator /  Co-Principal Investigator on Grants or Contracts -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
PI/Co-PI on Yes 15 35% 5 23% 9 15% 2 11% 31 21%
any grants or 
contracts

No
M issing

28 65% 17 77% 53 85% 16 89% 114 79%

u»
On
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Table 136A

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Tuition Remission -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 3 17% 8 21% 8 7% 19 9%
tuition
remission

No, although funds were 
available

5 28% 16 41% 45 38% 16 62% 82 41%

funds No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible 
No, don't know if  funds 
were available

10 56% 15 38% 66 55% 10 38% 101 50%

Table 136B

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Tuition Remission -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

• Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 8 19% 3 14% 5 8% 3 17% 19 13%
tuition
remission

No, although funds were 
available

IS 35% 9 41% 25 40% 4 22% 53 37%

funds No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

8 19% 6 27% 12 19% 6 33% 32 22%

No, don't know if funds 
were available

12 28% 4 18% 20 32% 5 28% 41 28%

u>-j
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Table 137A

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Professional Association M emberships -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 4 22% 8 21% 29 24% 9 35% 50 25%
prof.
assoc.

No, although funds were 
available 2 11% 4 10% 14 12% 2 8% 22 11%

funds No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible 
No, don't know if funds 
were available

12 67% 27 69% 76 64% 15 58% 130 64%

Table 137B

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Professional Association M emberships -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
■ Count Col %

Count Col % Count C ol % Count Col % Count Col %
Internal Yes 12 28% 1 5% 21 34% 8 44% 42 29%
prof.
assoc.
funds

No, although funds were 
available
No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

5

16

12%

37%

3

13

14%

59%

7

22

11%

35%

1

5

6%

28%

16

56

11%

39%

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

10 23% 5 23% 12 19% 4 22% 31 21%

u>oo
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Table 138A

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Professional Travel -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 9 50% 16 41% 59 50% 15 58% 99 49%
prof.
travel

No, although funds were 
available 3 17% 12 31% 29 24% 8 31% 52 26%

funds No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible 
No, don't know if  funds 
were available

6 33% 11 28% 31 26% 3 12% 51 25%

Table 138B

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Professional Travel -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

• Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 27 63% 12 55% 39 63% 14 78% 92 63%
prof.
travel

No, although funds were 
available

6 14% 7 32% 13 21% 3 17% 29 20%

funds No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

7 16% 3 14% 8 13% 1 6% 19 13%

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

3 7% 2 3% 5 3%

u>vo
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Table 139A

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research or Teaching -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

• Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 1 6% 4 10% 19 16% 6 23% 30 15%
training to
improve
res/teachng

No, although funds were 
available
No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible 
No, don't know if  funds 
were available

2

15

11%

83%

11

24

28%

62%

30

70

25%

59%

8

12

31%

46%

51

121

25%

60%

Table 139B

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research or Teaching -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 12 28% 6 27% 17 27% 4 22% 39 27%
training to
improve
res/teachng

No, although funds were 
available
No, no  funds were 
available, or not eligible

9

12

21%

28%

8

6

36%

27%

21

12

34%

19%

10

3

56%

17%

48

33

33%

23%

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

10 23% 2 9% 12 19% 1 6% 25 17%
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Table 140A

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave -  Sun>ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 1 6% 5 13% 9 8% 1 4% 16 8%
sabbatical
leave

No, although funds were 
available

7 39% 16 41% 49 41% 15 58% 87 43%

No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

10 56% 18 46% 61 51% 10 38% 99 49%

No, don't know if funds
were available

Table HOB

Receive Internal Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

■ Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Internal Yes 3 7% 1 5% 2 3% 6 4%
sabbatical
leave

No, although funds were 
available

21 49% 8 36% 18 29% 5 28% 52 36%

No, no funds were 
available, or not eligible

14 33% 11 50% 32 52% 9 50% 66 46%

No, don't know if  funds 
were available

5 12% 2 9% 10 16% 4 22% 21 14%
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Table 141A

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction with N ot applicable 2 5% 5 4% 7 3%
authority to V ery dissatisfied 5 4% 5 2%
decide course Somewhat dissatisfied 2 5% 2 2% 1 4% 5 2%

Somewhat satisfied 4 22% 3 8% 27 23% 3 12% 37 18%
Very satisfied 14 78% 32 82% 80 67% 22 85% 148 73%

Table 14 IB

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content -  S u n ’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction with N ot applicable
authority to Very dissatisfied 1 5% 1 1%
decide course Somewhat dissatisfied 3 7% 1 2% 2 11% 6 4%
content

Somewhat satisfied 3 7% 7 32% 8 13% 4 22% 22 15%

Very satisfied 37 86% 14 64% 53 85% 12 67% 116 80%
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Table 142A

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction with Not applicable 1 6% 2 5% 6 5% 9 4%
authority to Very dissatisfied 1 6% 7 6% 1 4% 9 4%
decide courses Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 9 23% 11 9% 1 4% 25 12%
taught

Somewhat satisfied 7 39% 14 36% 50 42% 14 54% 85 42%

Very satisfied 5 28% 14 36% 45 38% 10 38% 74 37%

Table 142B

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

■ Count

Satisfaction with Not applicable
authority to Very dissatisfied 2 5% 2 9% 2 3% 1 6% 7 5%
decide courses Somewhat dissatisfied 4 9% 2 9% 3 5% 2 11% 11 8%iflugni

Somewhat satisfied 21 49% 9 41% 27 44% 11 61% 68 47%
Very satisfied 16 37% 9 41% 30 48% 4 22% 59 41%

-p>.ui
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Table 143 A

Satisfaction with Authority to Make O ther Job Decisions -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Not applicable 1 6% 3 8% 8 7% 12 6%
with authority Very dissatisfied 13 11% 1 4% 14 7%
to make other Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 6 15% 25 21% 2 8% 37 18%

Somewhat satisfied 10 56% 16 41% 51 43% 14 54% 91 45%
Very satisfied 3 17% 14 36% 22 18% 9 35% 48 24%

Table 143B

Satisfaction with Authority to M ake Other Job Decisions - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts P /J  0/

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
LOuni L/Ol /o

Satisfaction Not applicable
with authority Very dissatisfied 1 2% 5 23% 6 10% 2 11% 14 10%
to make other Somewhat dissatisfied 6 14% 4 18% 11 18% 5 28% 26 18%
job decision

Somewhat satisfied 19 44% 8 36% 25 40% 6 33% 58 40%

Very satisfied 17 40% 5 23% 20 32% 5 28% 47 32%

t
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Tabic 144 A

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction with N ot applicable 1 6% 2 5% 6 5% 9 4%
time available to Very dissatisfied 5 4% 1 4% 6 3%
advise students Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 6 15% 13 11% 3 12% 26 13%

Somewhat satisfied 9 50% 18 46% 59 50% 12 46% 98 49%

Very satisfied 4 22% 13 33% 36 30% 10 38% 63 31%

Table 144B

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
i/ount i-/Oi /o

Satisfaction with Not applicable
time available to Very dissatisfied 2 5% 3 14% 2 3% 7 5%
advise students Somewhat dissatisfied 8 19% 2 9% 7 11% 6 33% 23 16%

Somewhat satisfied 18 42% 10 45% 31 50% 8 44% 67 46%

Very satisfied 15 35% 7 32% 22 35% 4 22% 48 33%

■Ui/i
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Table 145 A

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students -  Sur\’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Not applicable 3 8% 6 5% 1 4% 10 5%
with quality Very dissatisfied 3 8% 14 12% 1 4% 18 9%
o f  undergrad Somewhat dissatisfied 8 44% 11 28% 35 29% 7 27% 61 30%□ lUUvlIld

Somewhat satisfied 9 50% 14 36% 47 39% 14 54% 84 42%
Very satisfied 1 6% 8 21% 17 14% 3 12% 29 14%

Table 145B

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students - Sun 'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Satisfaction N ot applicable 2 9% 2 1%
with quality Very dissatisfied 4 9% 5 23% 8 13% 3 17% 20 14%
of undergrad Somewhat dissatisfied 12 28% 4 18% 19 31% 4 22% 39 27%
students

Somewhat satisfied 21 49% 7 32% 22 35% 10 56% 60 41%

Very satisfied 6 14% 4 18% 13 21% 1 6% 24 17%

o\
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Table 146A

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Not applicable 2 11% 5 13% 43 36% 15 58% 65 32%
with quality Very dissatisfied 1 3% 7 6% 8 4%
o f graduate Somewhat dissatisfied 5 28% 7 18% 16 13% 2 8% 30 15%

Somewhat satisfied 5 28% 14 36% 40 34% 7 27% 66 33%
Very satisfied 6 33% 12 31% 13 11% 2 8% 33 16%

Table 146B

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count C ol % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Not applicable 5 12% 4 18% 26 42% 15 83% 50 34%
with quality Very dissatisfied 4 9% 2 9% 4 6% 10 7%
o f  graduate Somewhat dissatisfied 7 16% 5 23% 8 13% 1 6% 21 14%
students

Somewhat satisfied 20 47% 7 32% 19 31% 46 32%

Very satisfied 7 16% 4 18% 5 8% 2 11% 18 12%

4*■̂1
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Table 147 A

Satisfaction with Workload -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 2 11% 3 8% 14 12% 2 8% 21 10%
with work Somewhat dissatisfied 5 28% 7 18% 29 24% 4 15% 45 22%
load Somewhat satisfied 9 50% 15 38% 47 39% 12 46% 83 41%

Very satisfied 2 11% 14 36% 29 24% 8 31% 53 26%

Table 147B

Satisfaction with Workload -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
vOUni COI /o

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 4 9% 3 14% 8 13% 5 28% 20 14%
with work Somewhat dissatisfied 10 23% 7 32% 24 39% 6 33% 47 32%
load Somewhat satisfied 20 47% 10 45% 20 32% 5 28% 55 38%

Very satisfied 9 21% 2 9% 10 16% 2 11% 23 16%

oo



www.manaraa.com

R
eproduced 

with 
perm

ission 
of the 

copyright 
ow

ner. 
Further 

reproduction 
prohibited 

w
ithout 

perm
ission.

Table 148A

Satisfaction with Advancem ent Opportunities -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction with Very dissatisfied 3 17% 6 15% 21 18% 3 12% 33 16%
advancement Somewhat dissatisfied 7 39% 6 15% 28 24% 5 19% 46 23%
opportunity Somewhat satisfied 6 33% 14 36% 44 37% 11 42% 75 37%

Very satisfied 2 11% 13 33% 26 22% 7 27% 48 24%

Table 148B

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
■ Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Satisfaction with Very dissatisfied 2 5% 4 18% 7 11% 3 17% 16 11%
advancement Somewhat dissatisfied 12 28% 3 14% 14 23% 2 11% 31 21%
opportunity Somewhat satisfied 14 33% 12 55% 30 48% 9 50% 65 45%

Very satisfied 15 35% 3 14% 11 18% 4 22% 33 23%

v©
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Table I49A

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 2 11% 4 10% 23 19% 6 23% 35 17%
with time to Somewhat dissatisfied 10 56% 15 38% 50 42% 11 42% 86 43%
keep current Somewhat satisfied 4 22% 12 31% 34 29% 7 27% 57 28%
in iiciQ

Very satisfied 2 11% 8 21% 12 10% 2 8% 24 12%

Table 149B

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
c o u n t c o i  To

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 6 14% 5 23% 20 32% 8 44% 39 27%
with time to Somewhat dissatisfied 20 47% 6 27% 22 35% 6 33% 54 37%
keep current
in Somewhat satisfied 11 26% 11 50% 15 24% 4 22% 41 28%
111 IlGlQ

Very satisfied 6 14% 5 8% 11 8%

©
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Table 150A

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction V ery  dissatisfied 2 11% 1 3% 9 8% 3 12% 15 7%
with freedom to Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 4 10% 21 18% 5 19% 34 17%
do consulting Somewhat satisfied 7 39% 17 44% 46 39% 11 42% 81 40%

V ery satisfied 5 28% 17 44% 43 36% 7 27% 72 36%

Table 150B

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 1 5% 1 2% 3 17% 5 3%
with freedom to Somewhat dissatisfied 5 12% 4 18% 15 24% 2 11% 26 18%
do consulting Somewhat satisfied 21 49% 10 45% 22 35% 10 56% 63 43%

Very satisfied 17 40% 7 32% 24 39% 3 17% 51 35%
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Tabic 151A

Satisfaction with Job Overall -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 1 3% 5 4% 3 12% 9 4%
with job Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 8 21% 18 15% 1 4% 31 15%
overall Somewhat satisfied 11 61% 17 44% 72 61% 11 42% 111 55%

Very satisfied 3 17% 13 33% 24 20% 11 42% 51 25%

Table 15 IB

Satisfaction with Job Overall -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
• Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Satisfaction Very dissatisfied I 2% 2 9% 4 6% 2 11% 9 6%
with job Somewhat dissatisfied 9 21% 5 23% 13 21% 3 17% 30 21%
overall Somewhat satisfied 28 65% 12 55% 31 50% 12 67% 83 57%

Very satisfied 5 12% 3 14% 14 23% 1 6% 23 16%

U\SJ
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Table 152A

Decision to Leave: H ow  Important Advancement Opportunities?  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 6 15% 11 9% 1 4 % 18 9 %
advancement Somewhat important 9 5 0 % 15 3 8 % 41 34 % 7 2 7 % 72 3 6 %
opportunities? Very important 9 5 0 % 18 4 6 % 6 7 5 6 % 18 6 9 % 112 5 5 %

Table 152B

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Advancem ent Opportunities? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 6 14% 11 18% 1 6% 18 12%
advancement Somewhat important 12 2 8 % 10 4 5 % 22 3 5 % 7 3 9 % 51 3 5 %
opportunities? V e ry  im p o rta n t 2 5 5 8 % 12 5 5 % 2 9 4 7 % 10 5 6 % 7 6 5 2 %
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Table 153 A

Decision to Leave: H ow Important No Pressure to Publish? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 8 44% 16 41% 34 29% 2 8% 60 30%
no pressure to Somewhat important 9 50% 13 33% 47 39% 13 50% 82 41%
publish? Very important 1 6% 10 26% 38 32% 11 42% 60 30%

Table 153B

Decision to Leave: H ow Important No Pressure to Publish? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 15 35% 8 36% 18 29% 2 11% 43 30%
no pressure to Som ewhat important 22 51% 11 50% 24 39% 6 33% 63 43%
publish? Very important 6 14% 3 14% 20 32% 10 56% 39 27%

4*-
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Table 154A

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Teaching Opportunities? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 4 22% 11 28% 32 27% 5 19% 52 26%
teaching opportunities? Somewhat important 10 56% 15 38% 50 42% 7 27% 82 41%

Very important 4 22% 13 33% 37 31% 14 54% 68 34%

Table 154B

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Teaching Opportunities? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: N ot important 15 35% 6 27% 20 32% 41 28%
teaching opportunities? Somewhat important 20 47% 9 41% 23 37% 11 61% 63 43%

Very important 8 19% 7 32% 19 31% 7 39% 41 28%
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Table 155A

Decision to Leave: How Important Research Opportunities? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count iCol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 4 22% 17 44% 31 26% 6 23% 58 29%
research opportunities? Somewhat important 5 28% 7 18% 46 39% 16 62% 74 37%

Very important 9 50% 15 38% 42 35% 4 15% 70 35%

Table 155B

Decision to Leave: How Important Research Opportunities? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: N ot important 10 23% 4 18% 21 34% 10 56% 45 31%
research opportunities? Somewhat important 12 28% 9 41% 26 42% 5 28% 52 36%

Very important 21 49% 9 41% 15 24% 3 17% 48 33%

o \
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Table 156A

Academic Rank, Title, or Job  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Academic Professor 3 17% 11 28% 27 23% 4 15% 45 22%
rank, title Associate professor 2 11% 5 13% 30 25% 5 19% 42 21%
or job Assistant professor 9 50% 12 31% 42 35% 11 42% 74 37%

Instructor 1 6% 5 13% 16 13% 5 19% 27 13%
Lecturer 2 11% 3 8% 2 2% 1 4% 8 4%
Other 1 6% 3 8% 2 2% 6 3%

Table 156B

Academic Rank, Title, or Job  - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Count t O I  70

Academic Professor 12 28% 5 23% 12 19% 2 11% 31 21%
rank, title Associate professor 13 30% 3 14% 20 32% 9 50% 45 31%
or job A ssistant professor 12 28% 11 50% 17 27% 3 17% 43 30%

Instructor 1 2% 2 9% 7 11% 4 22% 14 10%
Lecturer 5 12% 1 5% 6 10% 12 8%

Other

-j
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Table 157A 

Tenure Status -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Tenure Tenured 5 28% 17 44% 65 55% 7 27% 94 47%
status On tenure tTack, but 

not tenured 

N ot on tenure track,

8 44% 9 23% 36 30% 9 35% 62 31%

although institution 2 11% 12 31% 13 11% 6 23% 33 16%
has a tenure system
No tenure system at 
this institution

3 17% 1 3% 5 4% 4 15% 13 6%

Table 157B

Tenure Status -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Tenure Tenured 25 58% 9 41% 29 47% 9 50% 72 50%
status On tenure track, but 

not tenured 
Not on tenure track,

11 26% 7 32% 18 29% 5 28% 41 28%

although institution 7 16% 5 23% 12 19% 3 17% 27 19%
has a tenure system
No tenure system at 
this institution

1 5% 3 5% 1 6% 5 3%
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Table 158A 

Duration o f  Contract -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Duration
o f

Unspecified duration, or 
tenured 2 11% 2 5% 3 3% 4 15% 11 5%

contract
One academic term 2 11% 4 10% 10 8% 2 8% 18 9%

One academic year or one 
calendar year

6 33% 11 28% 38 32% 10 38% 65 32%

Two or more 
academic/calendar years

3 17% 5 13% 3 3% 3 12% 14 7%

O ther

M issing 5 28% 17 44% 65 55% 7 27% 94 47%

vo
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Table 158B 

Duration o f  Contract -  Sur\'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Duration
o f

Unspecified duration, or 
tenured

27 63% 9 41% 30 48% 11 61% 77 53%

contract
One academic term 2 5% 2 9% 7 11% 11 8%

One academic year or one 
calendar year 3 7% 6 27% 20 32% 6 33% 35 24%

Two or more 
academ ic/calendar years 9 21% 5 23% 4 6% 1 6% 19 13%

Other 2 5% 1 2% 3 2%

M issing

O s
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Table 159 A

Number o f  Years in Current Jo b  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Number 1-5 years 11 61% 18 46% 50 42% 15 58% 94 47%
o f  years 6-10 years 5 28% 12 31% 22 18% 8 31% 47 23%
in current 11-15 years 4 10% 25 21% 1 4% 30 15%

16-20 years 2 11% 1 3% 6 5% 9 4%
21-25 years 2 5% 12 10% 1 4% 15 7%
26-30 years 4 3% 1 4% 5 2%
M ore than 30 years 2 5% 2 1%

Table 159B

N um ber o f  Years in Current Job -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts P A| 0/

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Count LOI /o

Number 1-5 years 17 40% 9 41% 23 37% 6 33% 55 38%
o f  years 6-10 years 4 9% 5 23% 11 18% 4 22% 24 17%
in current 11-15 years 9 21% 2 9% 8 13% 3 17% 22 15%
job

16-20 years 5 12% 4 18% 8 13% 2 11% 19 13%

21-25 years 5 12% 5 8% 1 6% 11 8%

26-30 years 2 5% 2 9% 1 2% 2 11% 7 5%
M ore than 30 years 1 2% 6 10% 7 5%
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Tabic 160

Number o f  Positions in H igher Education During Career -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Positions 1 29 67% 12 55% 38 61% 10 56% 89 61%
in higher 2 2 5% I 5% 6 10% 2 11% 11 8%
ed during

3 3 7% 6 27% 11 18% 4 22% 24 17%career
4 3 7% 2 9% 3 5% 8 6%
5 1 2% 4 6% 1 6% 6 4%
6 3 1% 3 2%
8 1 2% 1 5% 1 6% 3 2%

11 1 2% 1 1%

Table 161

Years Teaching in Higher Education Institutions -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Years 1-5 years 7 16% 3 14% 13 21% 2 11% 25 17%
teaching in 6-10 years 7 16% 7 32% 14 23% 3 17% 31 21%
higher ed 11-15 years 7 16% 6 27% 9 15% 4 22% 26 18%
institutions

16-20 years 9 21% 2 9% 9 15% 6 33% 26 18%

21-25 years 5 12% 6 10% 1 6% 12 8%

26-30 years 3 7% 4 18% 5 8% 2 11% 14 10%

M ore than 30 years 5 12% 6 10% 11 8%
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Tabic 162 A

E m ployed Only a t Current Institution? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

C ount Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Employed only at
Inst only employ 17 94% 34 87% 97 82% 20 77% 168 83%

this institution?
O ther employment 1 6% 5 13% 22 18% 6 23% 34 17%

Table 162B

Employed Only at Current Institution? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Employed only at 
this institution?

Inst only employ 22 51% 7 32% 36 58% 7 39% 72 50%

O ther employment 21 49% 15 68% 26 42% 11 61% 73 50%
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Table 163A

Other Employment in Year o f  Survey, Number o f  Positions -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Other employment 1 4 10% 15 13% 4 15% 23 11%
in year o f  survey, 2 3 3% 2 8% 5 2%
number o f 3 1 3% 3 3% 4 2%
positions

4 1 6% 1 0%
6 1 1% 1 0%

Missing 17 94% 34 87% 97 82% 20 77% 168 83%

Table 163B

Other Employment in Year o f  Survey, Num ber o f  Positions -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

• Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Other employment 1 9 21% 6 27% 11 18% 6 33% 32 22%
in year o f  survey, 2 3 7% 2 9% 5 8% 1 6% 11 8%
number of 3 2 9% 2 11% 4 3%
positions

4
6
7 1 2% 1 1%
Missing 30 70% 12 55% 46 74% 9 50% 97 67%
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Table 164 A

Rating o f  Research Equipment, Instruments -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 1 3% 23 19% 3 12% 27 13%
research Fair 1 6% 5 13% 23 19% 6 23% 35 17%
equipment,
instruments

Good
Excellent

9
5

50%
28%

21
2

54%
5%

39
8

33%
7%

7
3

27%
12%

76
18

38%
9%

Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 3 17% 10 26% 26 22% 7 27% 46 23%

Table 164B

Rating o f  Research Equipment, Instruments -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 5% 3 14% 14 23% 5 28% 24 17%
research Fair 14 33% 5 23% 20 32% 4 22% 43 30%
equipment,
instruments

Good 10 23% 11 50% 13 21% 4 22% 38 26%

Excellent 9 21% 2 9% 9 15% 20 14%

Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

8 19% 1 5% 6 10% 5 28% 20 14%

ON
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Table 165 A

Rating o f  Laboratory Space, Supplies -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 1 3% 16 13% 3 12% 20 10%
laboratory Fair 1 6% 10 26% 23 19% 5 19% 39 19%
space and 
supplies

Good 9 50% 13 33% 43 36% 9 35% 74 37%
Excellent 4 22% 4 10% 11 9% 4 15% 23 11%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 4 22% 11 28% 26 22% 5 19% 46 23%

Table 165B

Rating o f  Laboratory Space, Supplies -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating of Poor 6 14% 4 18% 11 18% 5 28% 26 18%
laboratory Fair 13 30% 9 41% 22 35% 4 22% 48 33%
space and 
supplies

Good 9 21% 5 23% 15 24% 4 22% 33 23%

Excellent 6 14% 1 5% 6 10% 13 9%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 9 21% 3 14% 8 13% 5 28% 25 17%
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Table 166 A

Rating o f  Availability o f  Research Assistants -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 11% 5 13% 33 28% 3 12% 43 21%
availability Fair 3 17% 17 44% 20 17% 3 12% 43 21%
o f research Good 6 33% 9 23% 16 13% 4 15% 35 17%
assistants

Excellent 3 17% 2 5% 5 2%
Not available/Not 4 22% 6 15% 50 42% 16 62% 76 38%
applicable/Don't know

Table 166B

Rating o f  Availability o f  Research Assistants -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

■ Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 13 30% 8 36% 26 42% 6 33% 53 37%
availability Fair 7 16% 5 23% 10 16% 1 6% 23 16%
o f research Good 11 26% 4 18% 1 2% 16 11%

Excellent 2 5% 3 5% 5 3%
Not available/Not 10 23% 5 23% 22 35% 11 61% 48 33%
applicable/Don't know
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Table 167 A

Rating o f  Computers and Local Networks -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Co) %
V̂ UUIll V̂ UI TO

Rating o f Poor 2 5% 6 5% 2 8% 10 5%
computers Fair 1 6% 3 8% 21 18% 5 19% 30 15%
and local 
networks

Good 8 44% 17 44% 47 39% 12 46% 84 42%
Excellent 8 44% 12 31% 38 32% 5 19% 63 31%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 1 6% 5 13% 7 6% 2 8% 15 7%

Table 167B

Rating o f  Computers and Local Networks -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 1 2% 2 9% 4 6% 7 5%
computers Fair 13 30% 2 9% 10 16% 3 17% 28 19%
and local 
networks

Good 12 28% 11 50% 30 48% 11 61% 64 44%

Excellent 17 40% 6 27% 17 27% 3 17% 43 30%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

1 5% 1 2% 1 6% 3 2%

Ooo
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Table 168 A

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
v^ouni 1 , 0 1  /o

Rating o f Poor 11 9 % 4 15% 15 7 %
centralized Fair 1 6 % 5 13% 27 2 3 % 5 19% 38 19%
computer
facilities

Good 8 4 4 % 18 4 6 % 4 9 4 1 % 8 3 1 % 83 4 1 %

Excellent 4 2 2 % 6 15% 19 16% 2 8 % 31 15%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 5 2 8 % 10 2 6 % 13 11% 7 2 7 % 35 17%

Table 168B

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 3 7% 3 14% 10 16% 2 11% 18 12%
centralized Fair 9 2 1 % 1 5 % 12 19% 9 50% 31 21%
computer
facilities

Good 11 2 6 % 12 5 5 % 22 3 5 % 4 2 2 % 49 3 4 %

Excellent 11 2 6 % 12 19% 1 6 % 24 17%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

9 21% 6 27% 6 10% 2 11% 23 16%

O n
NO
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Table 169A

Rating o f  Internet Connections -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 5% 15 13% 5 19% 22 11%
Internet
connections

Fair
Good

1
5

6%
28%

3
22

8%
56%

18
47

15%
39%

6
8

23%
31%

28
82

14%

41%
Excellent 10 56% 6 15% 20 17% 1 4% 37 18%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 2 11% 6 15% 19 16% 6 23% 33 16%

Table 169B

Rating o f  Internet Connections - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

• Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 5% 2 9% 4 6% 8 6%
Internet Fair 4 9% 2 9% 9 15% 3 17% 18 12%
connections Good 17 40% 9 41% 29 47% 9 50% 64 44%

Excellent 18 42% 8 36% 20 32% 5 28% 51 35%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 2 5% 1 5% 1 6% 4 3%
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Table 170A

Rating o f  Audio-visual Equipment -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 1 3% 8 7% 3 12% 12 6%
audio
visual
equipment

Fair

Good
Excellent

2
11

1

11%
61%

6%

9
20

4

23%
51%
10%

31
59
10

26%
50%

8%

5
15

1

19%
58%

4%

47
105

16

23%
52%

8%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 4 22% 5 13% 11 9% 2 8% 22 11%

Table 170B

Rating o f  Audio-visual Equipment - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Rating o f Poor 5 12% 3 14% 6 10% 2 11% 16 11%
audio Fair 13 30% 4 18% 14 23% 9 50% 40 28%
visual Good 16 37% 11 50% 33 53% 5 28% 65 45%
equipment

Excellent 8 19% 3 14% 7 11% 1 6% 19 13%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

1 2% 1 5% 2 3% 1 6% 5 3%
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Tabic 171A

Rating o f  Classroom Space -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Rating o f Poor 5 4% 5 2%
classroom Fair 1 6% 12 31% 19 16% 6 23% 38 19%
space Good 15 83% 19 49% 73 61% 13 50% 120 59%

Excellent 5 13% 17 14% 6 23% 28 14%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know 2 11% 3 8% 5 4% 1 4% 11 5%

Table 171B

Rating o f  Classroom Space  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 8 19% 3 14% 6 10% 1 6% 18 12%
classroom Fair 16 37% 5 23% 22 35% 6 33% 49 34%
space Good 14 33% 11 50% 25 40% 9 50% 59 41%

Excellent 5 12% 3 14% 9 15% 1 6% 18 12%
N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

1 6% 1 1%
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Table 172A 

Rating o f  Office Space -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 5% 8 7% 3 12% 13 6%
office Fair 2 11% 9 23% 19 16% 3 12% 33 16%
space Good 10 56% 22 56% 64 54% 13 50% 109 54%

Excellent 6 33% 4 10% 21 18% 5 19% 36 18%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

2 5% 7 6% 2 8% 11 5%

Table 172B

Rating o f  Office Space -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
■ Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Rating o f Poor 6 14% 2 9% 10 16% 1 6% 19 13%
office Fair 10 23% 5 23% 13 21% 6 33% 34 23%
space Good 15 35% 12 55% 25 40% 6 33% 58 40%

Excellent 12 28% 3 14% 13 21% 4 22% 32 22%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

1 2% 1 6% 2 1%
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Table 173 A

Rating o f  Secretarial Support -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 4 10% 16 13% 3 12% 23 11%
secretarial Fair 7 39% 9 23% 33 28% 7 27% 56 28%
support Good 5 28% 15 38% 46 39% 11 42% 77 38%

Excellent 4 22% 9 23% 15 13% 4 15% 32 16%
Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

2 11% 2 5% 9 8% 1 4% 14 7%

Table 173B

Rating o f  Secretarial Support -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
\^uuiu v

Rating o f Poor 14 33% 3 14% 15 24% 5 28% 37 26%
secretarial Fair 9 21% 7 32% 12 19% 4 22% 32 22%
support Good 12 28% 11 50% 22 35% 6 33% 51 35%

Excellent 8 19% 1 5% 11 18% 1 6% 21 14%

N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

2 3% 2 11% 4 3%

'-l
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Tabic 174 A

Rating o f  Library Holdings -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Rating o f Poor 2 11% 5 13% 17 14% 24 12%
library
holdings

Fair

Good

5

9

28%

50%

10

18

26%

46%

39

49

33%

41%

11

12

42%

46%
65

88

32%

44%
Excellent 1 6% 3 8% 6 5% 2 8% 12 6%
N ot available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

1 6% 3 8% 8 7% 1 4% 13 6%

Table 174B

Rating o f  Library H oldings -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count C ol %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Rating o f Poor 5 12% 6 27% 16 26% 3 17% 30 21%
library Fair 13 30% 2 9% 18 29% 7 39% 40 28%
holdings Good 17 40% 12 55% 20 32% 5 28% 54 37%

Excellent 5 12% 8 13% 13 9%

Not available/Not 
applicable/Don't know

3 7% 2 9% 3 17% 8 6%
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Table 175A

Satisfaction with Job Security -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 4 22% 4 10% 16 13% 3 12% 27 13%
with job Somewhat dissatisfied 3 17% 4 10% 8 7% 2 8% 17 8%
security Somewhat satisfied 7 39% 14 36% 46 39% 11 42% 78 39%

Very satisfied 4 22% 17 44% 49 41% 10 38% 80 40%

Table 175B

Satisfaction with Job Security - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
vOuni u o i /o

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 5 23% 1 2% 3 17% 9 6%
with job Somewhat dissatisfied 5 12% 10 16% 1 6% 16 11%
security Somewhat satisfied 18 42% 8 36% 16 26% 5 28% 47 32%

Very satisfied 20 47% 9 41% 35 56% 9 50% 73 50%
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Tabic 176A

Satisfaction with Salary -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 3 17% 11 28% 25 21% 6 23% 45 22%
with salary Somewhat dissatisfied 9 50% 8 21% 35 29% 5 19% 57 28%

Somewhat satisfied 5 28% 16 41% 50 42% 13 50% 84 42%
Very satisfied 1 6% 4 10% 9 8% 2 8% 16 8%

Table 176B

Satisfaction with Salary -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 11 26% 2 9% 20 32% 7 39% 40 28%
with salary Somewhat dissatisfied 10 23% 11 50% 17 27% 6 33% 44 30%

Somewhat satisfied 18 42% 6 27% 20 32% 5 28% 49 34%

Very satisfied 4 9% 3 14% 5 8% 12 8%
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Table 177A

Satisfaction with Benefits -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 6 15% 12 10% 4 15% 22 11%
with benefits Somewhat dissatisfied 4 22% 6 15% 23 19% 4 15% 37 18%

Somewhat satisfied 9 50% 19 49% 57 48% 12 46% 97 48%
Very satisfied 5 28% 8 21% 27 23% 6 23% 46 23%

Table 177B

Satisfaction with Benefits -  S u n ’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction Very dissatisfied 3 7% 9 15% 3 17% 15 10%
with benefits Somewhat dissatisfied 6 14% 8 36% 9 15% 3 17% 26 18%

Somewhat satisfied 23 53% 12 55% 34 55% 10 56% 79 54%
Very satisfied 11 26% 2 9% 10 16% 2 11% 25 17%
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Table 178A

Satisfaction with Spouse Employment Opportunities -  Sur\>ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Satisfaction N ot applicable
with spouse Very dissatisfied 4 2 2 % 5 13% 20 17% 3 12% 32 16%
employment Somewhat dissatisfied 2 11% 6 15% 22 18% 6 2 3 % 36 18%
opportunity

Somewhat satisfied 7 3 9 % 17 44% 48 40% 9 3 5 % 81 40%
Very satisfied 5 28% U 28% 29 24% 8 31% 53 26%

Table 178B

Satisfaction with Spouse Employm ent Opportunities - , Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

• C o u n t C
Count C o l % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

->Ol /o

Satisfaction Not applicable 6 14% 5 23% 17 2 7 % 4 2 2 % 32 22%
with spouse Very dissatisfied 5 12% 2 9% 5 8% 1 6% 13 9%
employment Somewhat dissatisfied 3 7% 1 5% 5 8% 4 2 2 % 13 9%
opportunity

Somewhat satisfied 14 33% 8 36% 24 39% 5 2 8 % 51 35%
Very satisfied 15 35% 6 27% 11 18% 4 22% 36 25%
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Table 179 A

Decision to Leave: How Important Salary Level? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 2 5% 4 3% 6 3%
salary level? Somewhat important 9 50% 18 46% 42 35% 13 50% 82 41%

Very important 9 50% 19 49% 73 61% 13 50% 114 56%

Tabic 179B

Decision to Leave: How Important Salary Level? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
How important: Not important 3 7% 3 5% 2 11% 8 6%
salary level? Somewhat important 18 42% 9 41% 23 37% 7 39% 57 39%

Very important 22 51% 13 59% 36 58% 9 50% 80 55%
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Table I80A

Decision to Leave: How Important Tenure? -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 1 6% 7 18% 21 18% 5 19% 34 17%
tenure? Somewhat important 3 17% 13 33% 28 24% 9 35% 53 26%

Very important 14 78% 19 49% 70 59% 12 46% 115 57%

Table 180B

Decision to Leave: How Important Tenure? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 5 12% 4 18% 23 37% 3 17% 35 24%
tenure? Somewhat important 12 28% 10 45% 8 13% 7 39% 37 26%

Very important 26 60% 8 36% 31 50% 8 44% 73 50%
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Table 181A

Decision to Leave: How Important Job  Security? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Libera] Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 1 3% 6 5% 2 8% 9 4%
job security? Somewhat important 4 22% 14 36% 40 34% 5 19% 63 31%

Very important 14 78% 24 62% 73 61% 19 73% 130 64%

Table 18 IB

Decision to Leave: How Important Job  Security? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 2 5% 10 16% 1 6% 13 9%
job  security? Somewhat important 13 30% 11 50% 18 29% 5 28% 47 32%

Very important 28 65% 11 50% 34 55% 12 67% 85 59%
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Table 182 A

Decision to Leave: How Important Benefits? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 4 10% 2 2% 1 4% 7 3%
benefits? Somewhat important 9 50% 15 38% 39 33% 12 46% 75 37%

Very important 9 50% 20 51% 78 66% 13 50% 120 59%

Table 182B

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Benefits? -  S u n ’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: N ot important 2 5% 5 8% 1 6% 8 6%
benefits? Somewhat important 11 26% 10 45% 17 27% 6 33% 44 30%

Very important 30 70% 12 55% 40 65% 11 61% 93 64%
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Table 183 A

Decision to Leave: How Important Research Facilities? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 8 21% 13 11% 4 15% 25 12%
research facilities? Somewhat important 5 28% 10 26% 48 40% 12 46% 75 37%

Very important 13 72% 21 54% 58 49% 10 38% 102 50%

Table 183B

Decision to Leave: How Important Research Facilities?  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: N ot important 2 9% 14 23% 6 33% 22 15%
research facilities? Somewhat important 18 42% 12 55% 21 34% 8 44% 59 41%

Very important 25 58% 8 36% 27 44% 4 22% 64 44%
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Table 184 A

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Instructional Facilities? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 4 10% 5 4% 9 4%
instructional facilities? Somewhat important 7 39% 11 28% 38 32% 11 42% 67 33%

Very important 11 61% 24 62% 76 64% 15 58% 126 62%

Table 184B

Decision to Leave: How Important Instructional Facilities? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 6 10% 6 4%
instructional facilities? Somewhat important 20 47% 9 41% 14 23% 5 28% 48 33%

Very important 23 53% 13 59% 42 68% 13 72% 91 63%
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Table 185 A

Decision to Leave: How Important Employment Opportunities fo r  Spouse?  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: N ot applicable
job  for spouse? Not important 3 17% 12 31% 25 21% 4 15% 44 22%

Somewhat important 5 28% 12 31% 46 39% 10 38% 73 36%
Very important 10 56% 15 38% 48 40% 12 46% 85 42%

Table 185B

Decision to Leave: H ow Important Employment Opportunities fo r  Spouse? - Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

• Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not applicable 6 14% 5 23% 12 19% 3 17% 26 18%
job  for spouse? Not important 9 21% 2 9% 11 18% 2 11% 24 17%

Somewhat important 11 26% 4 18% 20 32% 8 44% 43 30%

Very important 17 40% 11 50% 19 31% 5 28% 52 36%
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Table 186A

Decision to Leave: How Important Geographic Location? -  Sun 'ey  Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 4 10% 10 8% 14 7%
geographic location? Somewhat important 8 44% 9 23% 52 44% 11 42% 80 40%

Very important 10 56% 26 67% 57 48% 15 58% 108 53%

Table 186B

Decision to Leave: How Important Geographic Location? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not important 1 2% 1 5% 4 6% 1 6% 7 5%
geographic location? Somewhat important 24 56% 6 27% 18 29% 7 39% 55 38%

Very important 18 42% 15 68% 40 65% 10 56% 83 57%
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Table 187A

Decision to Leave: H ow Important G ood Schools fo r  Children?  -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not applicable
schools for Not important 2 11% 19 49% 39 33% 7 27% 67 33%
kids? Somewhat important 2 11% 3 8% 24 20% 8 31% 37 18%

Very important 14 78% 17 44% 56 47% 11 42% 98 49%

Table 187B

Decision to Leave: How Important G ood Schools fo r  Children? -  Survey year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

■ Count iCol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How important: Not applicable 12 28% 5 23% 22 35% 7 39% 46 32%
schools for Not important 10 23% 6 27% 20 32% 4 22% 40 28%
kids? Somewhat important 4 9% 5 23% 3 5% 1 6% 13 9%

Very important 17 40% 6 27% 17 27% 6 33% 46 32%
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Table 188 A

Total Income from  Institution -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total Less than $20,000 2 11% 2 5% 6 5% 10 5%
income
from $20,000 to 29,999 1 6% 3 8% 10 8% 8 31% 22 11%
institution

$30,000 to 39,999 2 11% 5 13% 28 24% 9 35% 44 22%

$40,000 to 49,999 4 22% 9 23% 33 28% 4 15% 50 25%

$50,000 to 59,999 3 17% 10 26% 25 21% 4 15% 42 21%

$60,000 to $69,999 4 22% 3 8% 11 9% 1 4% 19 9%

$70,000 to 79,999 6 15% 5 4% 11 5%

$80,000 to 89,999 1 6% 1 0%

$90,000 to 99,999 1 6% 1 3% 2 1%

More than $100,000 1 1% 1 0%
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Table 188B

Total Income fro m  Institution -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total Less than $20,000 2 3% 2 1%
income
from $20,000 to 29,999 1 2% 4 6% 5 3%
institution

$30,000 to 39,999 6 14% 5 23% 7 11% 4 22% 22 15%

$40,000 to 49,999 8 19% 2 9% 11 18% 4 22% 25 17%

$50,000 to 59,999 5 12% 4 18% 13 21% 4 22% 26 18%

$60,000 to $69,999 2 5% 6 27% 9 15% 4 22% 21 14%

$70,000 to 79,999 7 16% 2 9% 9 15% 2 11% 20 14%

$80,000 to 89,999 5 12% 6 10% 11 8%

$90,000 to 99,999 2 5% 3 14% 5 3%

M ore than $100,000 7 16% 1 2% 8 6%
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Table 189A

Total Personal Income, A ll Sources -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total Less than $20,000 2 11% 5 4% 7 3%
income
all $20,000 to 29,999 1 6% 5 13% 5 4% 8 31% 19 9%
sources

$30,000 to 39,999 2 11% 5 13% 25 21% 6 23% 38 19%

$40,000 to 49,999 4 22% 7 18% 31 26% 7 27% 49 24%

$50,000 to 59,999 3 17% 8 21% 27 23% 4 15% 42 21%

$60,000 to $69,999 4 22% 6 15% 16 13% 26 13%

$70,000 to 79,999 4 10% 4 3% 1 4% 9 4%

$80,000 to 89,999 2 5% 1 1% 3 1%

$90,000 to 99,999 2 11% 1 3% 2 2% 5 2%

M ore than $100,000 1 3% 3 3% 4 2%
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Table 189D

Total Personal Income, A ll Sources -  S u n ’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total
income
all
sources

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to 29,999 

$30,000 to 39,999 4 9% 3 14%

1

6

2%

10% 4 22%

1

17

1%

12%

$40,000 to 49,999 6 14% 1 5% 11 18% 2 11% 20 14%

$50,000 to 59,999 5 12% 3 14% 9 15% 4 22% 21 14%

$60,000 to $69,999 2 5% 5 23% 9 15% 4 22% 20 14%

$70,000 to 79,999 8 19% 6 27% 11 18% 3 17% 28 19%

$80,000 to 89,999 5 12% 1 5% 8 13% 14 10%

$90,000 to 99,999 3 7% 2 9% 2 3% 1 6% 8 6%

M ore than $100,000 10 23% 1 5% 5 8% 16 11 %
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Tabic 190A 

Total H ousehold Income -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total
household

Less than $20,000 1 6% 3 3% 4 2%

income $20,000 to 29,999 1 6% 3 8% 2 2% 2 8% 8 4%

$30,000 to 39,999 2 11% 9 8% 7 27% 18 9%

$40,000 to 49,999 2 5% 23 19% 1 4% 26 13%

$50,000 to 59,999 1 6% 7 18% 17 14% 3 12% 28 14%

$60,000 to $69,999 6 33% 5 13% 18 15% 3 12% 32 16%

$70,000 to 79,999 4 22% 7 18% 26 22% 4 15% 41 20%

$80,000 to 89,999 2 5% 6 5% 1 4% 9 4%

$90,000 to 99,999 1 6% 4 10% 2 2% 1 4% 8 4%

More than $100,000 2 11% 9 23% 13 11% 4 15% 28 14%
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Table 190B 

Total H ousehold Income -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Total
household

Less than $20,000 2 3% 1 6% 3 2%

income $20,000 to 29,999 1 2% 1 1%

$30,000 to 39,999 1 2% 1 2% 3 17% 5 3%

$40,000 to 49,999 2 5% 1 5% 2 3% 1 6% 6 4%

$50,000 to 59,999 3 7% 1 5% 5 8% 2 11% 11 8%

$60,000 to $69,999 4 9% 1 5% 1 2% 1 6% 7 5%

$70,000 to 79,999 2 5% 3 14% 6 10% 2 11% 13 9%

$80,000 to 89,999 2 5% 7 11% 2 11% 11 8%

$90,000 to 99,999 4 9% 2 9% 6 10% 12 8%

M ore than $100,000 25 58% 14 64% 31 50% 6 33% 76 52%
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Table 191A 

Highest Degree Type -  Survey Year /  993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
C ount Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Highest First-professional degree 1 6% 6 5% 1 4% 8 4%
degree Doctoral degree 13 72% 28 72% 73 61% 8 31% 122 60%
type M aster o f  Fine Arts,

M aster o f  Social Work
O ther M aster's degree 4 22% 11 28% 40 34% 16 62% 71 35%
Bachelor's degree I 4% 1 0%

Table 191B

Highest Degree Type -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Highest First-professional degree 1 2% 1 5% 2 1%
degree Doctoral degree 31 72% 17 77% 38 61% 8 44% 94 65%
type M aster o f  Fine Arts, I i t%

M aster o f  Social Work
O ther Master's degree 10 23% 4 18% 22 35% 10 56% 46 32%

Bachelor's degree 1 2% 1 2% 2 1%
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Table 192 A 

Field o f  H ighest Degree -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type_________________________________________Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Highest Business 1 3% 12 10% 2 8% 15 7%
degree Education 3 8% 8 7% 4 15% 15 7%
field Engineering 

English & Literature 
M athem atics/Statistics

2 11% 3 8% 7
2

6%
2%

12

2

6 %

1%

Physical Sciences 1 3 % 6 5% 7 3 %

Parks &  Recreation 1 6 % 9 2 3 % 20 17% 4 15% 34 17%

Philosphy 1 3 % 1 1% 2 1%

Com puter Science 2 11% 2 5% 8 7% 4 15% 16 8%
Com puter & Information 
Sciences

10 5 6 % 15 38% 40 34% 7 27% 72 3 6 %

Com puter Programming 4 3% 4 2%

Systems Analysis 1 6 % 1 1% 2 1%

Other Com puter Science 1 3 % 5 4% 3 12% 9 4%
Other 2 11% 3 8% 5 4% 2 8% 12 6%
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Tabic 192B 

Field o f  H ighest D egree -  Survey Year 1999

field

Institutional type________________________________________ Total
Research____________Doctoral_________Com prehensive_______ Liberal Arts

Count Col %  Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Count Col %

Highest Business 2 5% 11 18% 1 6%  14 10%
degree Education 3 7% 2 9%  6 10% 3 17% 14 10%

Engineering 7 16% 2 9% 2 3% 11 8%
English & Literature 1 2% 1 1%
M athem atics/Statistics 5 23%  13 21%  3 17% 21 14%
Physical Sciences 1 2% 1 2% 1 6% 3 2%
Parks &  Recreation
Philosphy 1 2%
Com puter Science
Com puter & Information 10 0

. t o  nL /o o
Sciences
Com puter Programming 1 2% 1
Systems Analysis 1 2%
O ther Com puter Science 3 7% 1

O ther 5 12% 3

1 2% 1 6% 3 2%

36% 16 26% 7 39% 49 34%

5% 3 5% 5 3%
1 2% 2 1%

5% 6 10% 2 11% 12 8%
14% 2 3% 10 7%
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Table 193 A 

Gender -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count iCol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Gender Male 16 89% 27 69% 93 78% 15 58% 151 75%

Female 2 11% 12 31% 26 22% 11 42% 51 25%

Table 193B 

Gender -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

G ender Male 36 84% 15 68% 50 81% 12 67% 113 78%

Female 7 16% 7 32% 12 19% 6 33% 32 22%
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Table 194 A 

Age -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type________________________________________ Total
Research____________Doctoral_________Com prehensive_______ Liberal Arts

_______________ Co
Age

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
co u n t COl 76

Under 30 2 2% 1 4% 3 1%
30-44 12 67% 16 41% 50 42% 11 42% 89 44%
45-54 4 22% 18 46% 51 43% 11 42% 84 42%
55-59 2 11% 4 10% 11 9% 1 4% 18 9%
60-64 1 3% 3 3% 1 4% 5 2%
65+ 2 2% 1 4% 3 1%

Table 194B

Age  -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Age Under 30 1 2% 1 1%
30-44 16 37% 9 41% 20 32% 6 33% 51 35%

45-54 14 33% 10 45% 21 34% 10 56% 55 38%

55-59 6 14% 2 9% 9 15% 1 6% 18 12%

60-64 4 9% 1 5% 8 13% 13 9%

65+ 2 5% 4 6% 1 6% 7 5%
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Table 195 A

Race /  Ethnicity -  Sun'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Race American Indian or 
Alaska Native
Asian and/or Pacific 
Islander

5 28% 4 10% 24 20% 2 8% 35 17%

Black/African American 
non-Hispanic

1 3% 6 5% 3 12% 10 5%

Hispanic 2 11% 2 5% 4 3% 8 4%
W hite, non-Hispanic 11 61% 32 82% 85 71% 21 81% 149 74%

Table 195B

Race /  Ethnicity -  Sun’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Race American Indian or 

Alaska Native
1 2% 1 1%

Asian and/or Pacific 
Islander

11 26% 3 14% 9 15% 23 16%

Black/African American 
non-Hispanic

5 8% 5 3%

Hispanic 1 5% 2 3% 1 6% 4 3%
W hite, non-Hispanic 32 74% 18 82% 45 73% 17 94% 112 77%
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Table 196A 

Marital Status -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Marital Single, never married 2 11% 5 13% 13 11% 5 19% 25 12%
status Married

Living with someone in a 
marriage-like relationship

15 83% 30 77% 94 79% 17 65% 156 77%

Separated, divorced, or 
widowed

1 6% 4 10% 12 10% 4 15% 21 10%

Table 196B

Marital Status -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Marital Single, never married 6 14% 3 14% 7 11% 4 22% 20 14%
status Married

Living with someone in a 
marriage-like relationship

36 84% 17

1

77%

5%

51

1

82%

2%

13 72% 117

2

81%

1%

Separated, divorced, or 
widowed 1 2% 1 5% 3 5% 1 6% 6 4%
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Table 197

Spouse Employed in H igher Education -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Spouse/sig Not applicable 7 16% 3 14% 9 15% 5 28% 24 17%
other emp Yes, at this institution 4 9% 5 23% 4 6% 1 6% 14 10%
in higher 
ed

Yes, at another higher 
education institution 2 5% 1 5% 6 10% 1 6% 10 7%

No 30 70% 13 59% 43 69% 11 61% 97 67%

Table 198 A 

Country o f  Birth -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Country USA 10 56% 29 74% 81 68% 23 88% 143 71%
o f  birth Other 8 44% 10 26% 38 32% 3 12% 59 29%
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Table I98B 

Country o f  Birth -  Sun 'ey  Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Counbry USA 30 70% 15 68% 48 77% 16 89% 109 75%
o f birth Other 13 30% 7 32% 14 23% 2 11% 36 25%

Table 199A

Citizenship Status -  Sun 'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Citizenship
status

United States citizen, 
native

11 61% 30 77% 85 71% 23 88% 149 74%

United States citizen, 
naturalized

2 11% 1 3% 10 8% 1 4% 14 7%

Permanent resident o f
the United States 3 17% 7 18% 21 18% 2 8% 33 16%
(immigrant visa)
Temporary resident o f  
United States 2 11% 1 3% 3 3% 6 3%
(non-immigrant visa)
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Tabic 199B 

Citizenship Status -  Sun'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count C ol %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Citizenship
status

United States citizen, 
native 30 70% 15 68% 46 74% 16 89% 107 74%

United States citizen, 
naturalized

7 16% 1 5% 7 11% 2 11% 17 12%

Permanent resident o f 
the United States 
(immigrant visa)

4 9% 6 27% 6 10% 16 11%

Tem porary resident o f 
United States 
(non-immigrant visa)

2 5% 3 5% 5 3%
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Table 200A

How Likely a Part-time Job at Another Postsecondary Institution? -  Sun’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept P/T job  at Not at all likely 18 100% 34 87% 100 84% 21 81% 173 86%
another postsec. Somewhat likely 2 5% 15 13% 4 15% 21 10%
inst. in 3 yr Very likely 3 8% 4 3% 1 4% 8 4%

Table 200B

How Likely a Part-time Job at Another Postsecondary Institution? -  Sun'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept P/T job  at Not at all likely 37 86% 19 86% 52 84% 18 100% 126 87%
another postsec. Somewhat likely 3 7% 2 9% 8 13% 13 9%
inst. in 3 yT Very likely 3 7% 1 5% 2 3% 6 4%
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Table 201A

How Likely a Full-time Job at Another Postsecondary Institution? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept F/T jo b  at N ot at all likely 7 39% 23 59% 59 50% 15 58% 104 51%
another postscc. Somewhat likely 8 44% 12 31% 42 35% 8 31% 70 35%
inst. in 3 yr Very likely 3 17% 4 10% 18 15% 3 12% 28 14%

Table 201B

How Likely a Full-time Job at Another Postsecondary Institution? -  Sun'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept F/T job  at Not at all likely 24 56% 14 64% 40 65% 9 50% 87 60%
another postsec. Somewhat likely 15 35% 4 18% 15 24% 7 39% 41 28%
inst. in 3 yr Very likely 4 9% 4 18% 7 11% 2 11% 17 12%
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Table 202A

How Likely a Part-time Job, Not at a Postsecondary Institution ? -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept P/T job, Not at all likely 17 94% 33 85% 102 86% 24 92% 176 87%
not postsec., in Somewhat likely 1 6% 4 10% 12 10% 1 4% 18 9%
3 y r Very likely 2 5% 5 4% 1 4% 8 4%

Table 202B

How Likely a Part-time Job, Not at a Postsecondary Institution? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept P/T job. Not at all likely 38 88% 14 64% 49 79% 15 83% 116 80%
not postsec., in Somewhat likely 3 7% 8 36% 9 15% 3 17% 23 16%
3 yr Very likely 2 5% 4 6% 6 4%
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Table 203A

How Likely a Full-time Job, Not at a Postsecondary Institution? -  Sun'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept F/T job, Not at all likely 9 50% 26 67% 83 70% 15 58% 133 66%
not postscc., in Somewhat likely 7 39% 9 23% 26 22% 8 31% 50 25%
3 yr Very likely 2 11% 4 10% 10 8% 3 12% 19 9%

Table 203D

How Likely a Full-time Job, Not at a Postsecondary Institution? -  Sun’ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Accept F/T job, Not at all likely 31 72% 14 64% 40 65% 12 67% 97 67%
not postsec., in Somewhat likely 9 21% 5 23% 14 23% 5 28% 33 23%
3 yr Very likely 3 7% 3 14% 8 13% 1 6% 15 10%
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Table 204A

How Likely to Retire in Next Three Years? -  Sun'ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How likely Not at all likely 18 100% 35 90% 104 87% 24 92% 181 90%
retire in 3 Somewhat likely 4 10% 11 9% 1 4% 16 8%
years Very likely 4 3% 1 4% 5 2%

Table 204B

How Likely to Retire in Next Three Years? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total

Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts
Count Col %

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

How likely Not at all likely 38 88% 20 91% 48 77% 18 100% 124 86%

retire in 3 Somewhat likely 3 7% 2 9% 8 13% 13 9%
years Very likely 2 5% 6 10% 8 6%
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Table 205A

Age Most Likely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution -  Survey Year 199}

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Don't know 6 33% 14 36% 36 30% 6 23% 62 31%
Before age 55 2 5% 2 2% 3 12% 7 3%

Age most likely Age 55-59 9 8% 1 4% 10 5%

to stop working Age 60-64 4 22% 6 15% 17 14% 3 12% 30 15%
at postsecondary Age 65-69 4 22% 9 23% 36 30% 7 27% 56 28%
institution Age 70-74 2 11% 6 15% 17 14% 6 23% 31 15%

Age 75-79 2 11% 1 1% 3 1%
Age 80 or later 2 5% 1 1% 3 1%

Table 205B

Age Most Likely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution -  Survey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
l^UUIH l_,Ul /o

Don't know 7 16% 6 27% 11 18% 5 28% 29 20%
Before age 55

Age most likely Age 55-59 4 9% 6 27% 4 6% 2 11% 16 11%

to stop working Age 60-64 11 26% 2 9% 13 21% 26 18%
at postsecondary Age 65-69 14 33% 4 18% 22 35% 8 44% 48 33%
institution Age 70-74 7 16% 3 14% 10 16% 2 11% 22 15%

Age 75-79 1 5% 1 1%
Age 80 or later 2 3% 1 6% 3 2%



www.manaraa.com

Reproduced 
with 

perm
ission 

of the 
copyright 

ow
ner. 

Further 
reproduction 

prohibited 
w

ithout 
perm

ission.

Table 206A

Retire and  Work Part-time at Current Institution?  -  S u n ’ey Year 1993

Institutional type________________________________________ Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Retire and work Don't know 3 17% 10 26% 35 29% 9 35% 57 28%
P/T at institution Yes 10 56% 19 49% 51 43% 11 42% 91 45%

No 5 28% 10 26% 33 28% 6 23% 54 27%

Table 206B

Retire and Work Part-time at Current Institution? -  Sun'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Retire and work Don't know 8 19% 5 23% 16 26% 6 33% 35 24%
P/T at institution Yes 23 53% 9 41% 25 40% 7 39% 64 44%

No 12 28% 8 36% 21 34% 5 28% 46 32%

Table 207

Retired from Another Position -- Sun'ey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

■ Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Have you retired from Yes 1 2% 3 5% 2 11% 6 4%
another position No 42 98% 22 100% 59 95% 16 89% 139 96%
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Table 208A

Would You Take Early Retirement? -  Sun’ey Year 1993

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

W ould you take Don't know 6 33% 17 44% 44 37% 10 38% 77 38%
early retirement Yes 3 17% 12 31% 29 24% 6 23% 50 25%

No 9 50% 10 26% 46 39% 10 38% 75 37%

Table 208B

Would You Take Early Retirement? -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Comprehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Would you take Don't know 16 37% 3 14% 23 37% 9 50% 51 35%
early retirement Yes 15 35% 8 36% 21 34% 3 17% 47 32%

No 12 28% 11 50% 18 29% 6 33% 47 32%

ro
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Table 209A

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment -  Sun’ey Year 199 A

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Age likely to Don't know 6 33% 14 36% 41 34% 6 23% 67 33%
retire from all Before age 60 1 3% 6 5% 1 4% 8 4%
paid employment Age 60-64 4 22% 3 8% 15 13% 3 12% 25 12%

Age 65-69 3 17% 10 26% 29 24% 8 31% 50 25%
Age 70-74 3 17% 9 23% 22 18% 7 27% 41 20%
Age 75-79 1 6% 2 5% 3 3% 1 4% 7 3%

Age 80 or later 1 6% 3 3% 4 2%

Table 209B

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

Age likely to Don't know 6 14% 8 36% 8 13% 6 33% 28 19%
retire from all Before age 60 2 5% 2 9% 2 3% 3 17% 9 6%
paid employment Age 60-64 9 21% 3 14% 13 21% 25 17%

Age 65-69 18 42% 4 18% 21 34% 7 39% 50 34%

Age 70-74 6 14% 3 14% 12 19% 2 11% 23 16%

Age 75-79 2 5% 1 5% 2 3% 5 3%

Age 80 or later 1 5% 4 6% 5 3% 213
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Table 210

Decision to Leave: Most Important Factor -  Survey Year 1999

Institutional type Total
Research Doctoral Com prehensive Liberal Arts

Count Col %
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %

If  leave, Salary level 15 35% 7 32% 25 40% 7 39% 54 37%
most
important
factor

Tcnure-track or tenured
position
Job security

1

3

2%

7%

1 5% 5

5

8%

8% 2 11%

7

10

5%

7%
Opportunities for 
advancement

3 14% 1 2% 1 6% 5 3%

Benefits 1 6% 1 1%
No pressure to publish 2 5% 2 3% 1 6% 5 3%
Good research facilities

5% 2 9% 1 5% 1 OVo 8 6%
and equipment i . J

Good instructional A 6% •l 17% 7 5%facilities and equipment 4 /

Good jo b  or job
opportunities for your 5 12% 3 5% 1 6% 9 6%
spouse or partner

Good geographic location 3 7% 2 9% 4 6% 9 6%

Good environm ent or
1 2% 1 1%

schools for your children
Greater opportunity to 
teach

3 7% 1 2% 4 3%

Greater opportunity to do 
research 9 21% 7 32% 5 8% 1 6% 22 15%

None 3 5% 3 2% 214
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Type o f Institution

In order to answer die research question, “Are there differences in the reported working 

conditions experienced by computer science faculty members at research universities and 

doctorate-granting universities when compared with those of faculty at other four-year 

institutions?,” the computer science faculty responses were sorted according to the Carnegie 

classification of the institution where they taught. The literature which generated this research 

question suggested that there could be significant differences between “elite” institutions (which 

the literature suggested were Research I, Research II, Doctoral I, and Doctoral II institutions) 

and other institutions which offered four-year undergraduate programs (Carnegie classifications 

Comprehensive I, Comprehensive II, Liberal Arts I, and Liberal Arts II). The most efficient 

way to analyze the data for this research question, then, was to divide the responses into two 

groups—those from faculty at research or doctoral institutions and those from faculty at 

comprehensive or liberal arts institutions.

Before such a grouping could be made, however, it was necessary to run a preliminary 

analysis of the data from the research and doctoral institutions. If significant differences existed 

in the faculty responses from these two types o f institutions, it would be improper to group them 

together. An independent samples t-test was therefore run for each of the questions, comparing 

the means from the research institutions with those from the doctoral institutions. The results of 

these means comparisons are summarized in Appendix E, Tables E. 1, E.2, and E.3. The 

independent t-tests revealed seven statistically significant differences between the two sets of 

responses. As could be expected, the questions that did show a significant difference in means 

(i.e.,/? < 0.05) were primarily clustered in the areas of salary,hours, and tenure:

• Question 30A Hours per week spent in paid activities at your institution
• Question 32A1 Number o f undergraduate committees served on
• Question 69B How important is tenure?
• Question 69G How important are research facilities?
• Question 75 Total income from institution
• Question 76 Total personal income, all sources
• Question 81 Gender
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(In regard to questions 75 and 76, it is interesting to note that no statistically significant 

difference in means was shown for the subsequent question 79, ‘Total household income"; 

apparently the faculty at the doctoral institutions make up for the lag in their personal income by 

having a working spouse contributing to the total household income.) Another question which 

showed a statistically significant difference in means. Question 81 ("Gender”), was also 

predictable; given the dearth o f women in the profession, one would expect to find fewer 

w omen in the most elite positions, which are highly sought.

Because the number of statistically significant differences were few between the faculty 

responses from research institutions and doctoral institutions, it w;as deemed appropriate to 

group these responses together, for comparison to the faculty responses from the "other” 

institutions. The few questions w hich did show statistically significant differences were flagged, 

so that in the final analysis o f the data they could be considered in a different manner.

With the data divided into two groups. “Research or Doctoral" and "Comprehensive or 

Liberal .Arts,” an independent samples t-test was run for each question. For each t-test. two 

tables were created to show the results. For the question. "Hours Per Week Paid Activities at 

Institution,” for example. Table E.4a shows the means and standard deviations of the two 

groups being compared. Table E.4b shows the results of the Levene’s test for equality o f  

variances and the t-test; on this table, the second row shows ap value of .049, indicating that 

the result of the Levene’s test was non-significance (i.e.,/K0.05), which means that the numbers 

in the column labeled “Equal variances assumed” were used; moving on down that column to 

the row labeled “Sig. (2-tailed),” the table shows that they? value produced by the t-test was 

.006. indicating a statistically significant difference.

The test results revealed statistically significant differences on 29 of the 95 questions 

analyzed. Table 211 lists the questions that elicited responses from the two groups w hich were 

statistically significantly different. Results for each test are detailed in Appendix E; the tables 

there correspond to the following questions, grouped under the headings "Intrinsic factors,” 

“Extrinsic factors,” and "Demographic factors.”
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Table 211

Significant Differences in Means. Comparisons by Type o f  Institution

Q uestion Label

t-test for 
equality o f 
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Difference 
in means

Q30A Hours, week paid activities at institution .000 -4.87

Q31A1 Tim e actually  spent teaching .008 -6.11

Q31A3 Tim e actually spent at research .000 1024

Q31A4 Tim e actually spent on professional grow th .003 -231

Q31A7 Tim e actually spent on consulting .039 -1.92

Q31B1 Tim e preferred at teaching .004 -6.66

Q31B3 Tim e preferred at research .000 10.62

Q31B4 Tim e preferred on professional growth .003 -2.71

Q31B7 Tim e preferred on consulting .007 -221

Q32A2 N"br. graduate committees served on .006 2.67

Q32B2 Nbr. graduate committees chaired .012 1.13

Q33 Total classes taught .000 -1.11

Q34 Total courses taught .000 -0.74

Q51 Total office hours, week .012 -1.61

Q52 Any creative work writing research .000 •020

QS4 Any funded research .000 -0.81

Q55 PI or Co-PI on grants or contracts .000 -I 10

Q61A Funds for tuition remission .006 -0.11

Q65G Satis w quality o f grad students .000 2.52

Q66D Satis w tim e to keep current in field .013 025

Q69F How important: no publishing pressure .000 -0.32

Q60A Rating o f  research equip, instruments .009 036

Q60D Rating o f  avail, o f  research assistants .025 -0.39

Q60F Rating o f  centralized com puter facilities .000 031

Q60G Rating o f  Internet connections .018 028

Q69G How important: research facilities .015 0.19

Q75 Total income from institution .000 1.01

Q76 Total personal income, all sources .000 0.98

Q79 Total household income .000 1.14

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

218

Intrinsic Factors

• How many hours per week did you spend on paid activity at your institution? (Tables 
E.4a. E.4b)

• How many hours per week did you spend on unpaid activity at your institution? 
(Tables E.5a, E.5b)

• How many hours per week did you spend on paid activity outside your institution? 
(Tables E.6a, E.6b)

• How many hours per week did you spend on unpaid activity outside your institution? 
(Tables E.7a, E.7b)

• What percent o f your time do you spend . . .
teaching? (Tables E.8a. E.8b) 
in research/scholarship activities? (Tables E.9a, E.9b) 
in professional growth activities? (Tables E. 1 Oa. E. 1 Ob) 
in administration? (Tables E. 11 a. E. 11 b) 
on service activities? (Tables E.12a. E. 12b) 
on consulting? (Tables E. 13a, E. 13b)

• What percent of your time would you prefer to spend . . .
teaching? (Tables E.14a, E. 14b)
in research scholarship activities? (Tables E. 15a, E. 15b)
in professional growth activities? (Tables E. 16a, E. 16b)
in administration? (Tables E. 17a, E. 17b)
on service activities? (Tables E. 18a, E. 18b)
on consulting? (Tables E. 19a, E. 19b)

• How many undergraduate committees did you serve on during the fall term? (Tables 
E.20a, E.20b)

• How many graduate committees did you serve on during the fall term? (Tables E.21 a. 
E.21b)

• How many undergraduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables 
E.22a. E.22b)

• How many graduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables E.23a, 
E.23b)

• How many classes or sections did you teach during the fall term? (Tables E.24a. 
E.24b)
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• How many different courses did you teach during the fall term? (Tables E.25a,
E.25b)

• How many o f the classes you taught in the fall were remedial? (Tables E.26a.
E.26b)

• How many ofthe classes you taught in the fall were continuing education? (Tables
E.27a. E.27b)

• How many scheduled office hours did you have per week? (Tables E.28a, E.28b)

• Were you engaged in any professional research, proposal writing, creative writing, or 
creative works during the fall term? (Tables E.29a, E.29b)

• During this term, were you engaged in any funded research or funded creative work? 
(Tables E.30a, E.30b)

• During this term, were you a principal investigator or co-principal investigator for any 
grants or contracts? (Tables E.31 a. E.31 b)

• During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for...
tuition remission? (Tables E.32a, E.32b)
professional association memberships or registration fees? (Tables E.33a.

E.33b)
professional travel? (Tables E.34a, E.34b)
training to improve research or teaching skills? (Tables E.35a, E.35b)
sabbatical leave? (Tables E.36a, E.36b)

• How satisfied are you w ith. . .
the authority you have to make decisions about the content o f your courses?

(Tables E.37a,E.37b) 
the authority you have to decide what courses you will teach? (Tables

E.38a, E.38b)
the authority you have to make other job decisions? (Tables E.39a. E.39b) 
the time you have available to advise students? (Tables E.40a. E.40b) 
the quality of the undergraduate students whom you have taught? (Tables

E.41a, E.41b)
the quality of the graduate students whom you have taught? (Tables E.42a,

E.42b)
your workload? (Tables E.43a, E.43b)
opportunities for advancement in rank at your institution? (Tables E.44a,

E.44b)
time available for keeping current in your field? (Tables E.45a, E.45b) 
freedom to do outside consulting? (Tables E.46a, E.46b) 
your job overall? (Tables E.47a, E.47b)
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• If you were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
of academia, how important would these factors be in your decision?

opportunities for advancement (Tables E.48a, E.48b) 
no pressure to publish (Tables E.49a, E.49b) 
greater opportunity to teach (Tables E.SOa, E.50b) 
greater opportunity to do research (Tables E.51 a, E.51 b)

Extrinsic Factors

• What is your academic rank, title, or position? (Tables E.52a. E.52b)

• How long have you held your current job? (Tables E.53a.. E.53b)

• How many years have you been teaching in higher education institutions? (Tables
E.54a. E.54b)

• Do you do outside consulting in addition to your employment at this institution? 
(Tables E.55a. E.55b)

• How many different jobs, other than your employment at this institution or consulting 
jobs, did you have this term? (Tables E.56a, E.56b)

• How satisfied are you w ith . . .
basic research equipment or instruments? (Tables E.57a. E.57b) 
laboratory or research space and supplies? (Tables E.58a. E.58b) 
availability’o f research assistants? (Tables E.59a. E.59b) 
personal computers and local networks? (Tables E.60a. E.60b) 
centralized (main frame) computer facilities? (Tables E.61 a. E.61b)
Internet connections? (Tables E.62a. E.62b) 
audio-visual equipment? (Tables E.63a, E.63b) 
classroom space? (Tables E.64a, E.64b) 
office space? (Tables E.65a, E.65b) 
secretarial support? (Tables E.66a, E.66b) 
library holdings? (Tables E.67a, E.67b)

• How satisfied are you w ith . . .
your job security? (Tables E.68a, E.68b)
your salary? (Tables E.69a, E.69b)
your benefits, generally? (Tables E.70a. E.70b)
employment opportunities for your spouse? (Tables E.71a. E.71b)

• Ifyou were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
of academia, how important would these factors be in your decision?
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salary level (Tables E.72a, E.72b)
tenure-track or tenured position (Tables E.73a. E.73b)
job security (Tables E.74a, E.74b)
benefits (Tables E.75a, E.75b)
good research facilities and equipment (Tables E.76a. E.76b)
good instructional facilities and equipment (Tables E.77a. E.77b)
good job opportunities for your spouse or partner (Tables E.78a. E.78b)
good geographic location (Tables E.79a. E.79b)
good environment or schools for your children (Tables E.80a. E.SOb)

• What is your total income that you earn from your institution? (Tables E.8 la. E.Slb)

• What is your total personal income from all sources? (Tables E.82a. E.82b)

• What is your total household income? (Tables E.83a. E.83b)

Demographic Factors

• .Are you male or female? (Tables E.84a. E.84b)

• What is your age? (Tables E.85a. E.85b)

• Is your spouse employed in higher education? (Tables E.86a. E.86b)

• In what country were you bom? (Tables E.87a. E.87b)

• WTiat is your citizenship status ? (Tables E.88a. E.88b)

• How likely are you to accept a part-time job at another postsecondary institution in 
the next three years? (Tables E.89a. E.89b)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job at another postsecondary institution in the 
next three years? (Tables E.90a. E.90b)

• How likely are you to accept a part-time job somewhere other than a postsecondarv 
institution in the next three years? (Tables E.91 a. E.91b)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job somewhere other than a postsecondary 
institution in the next three years? (Tables E.92a. E.92b)

• How likely are you to retire in the next three years? (Tables E.93a. E.93b)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondary 
institution? (Tables E.94a. E.94b)
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• If you could elect to draw on your retirement and still work at this institution on a 
part-time basis, would you do so? (Tables E.95a, E.95b)

• Have you retired from another position? (Tables E.96a. E.96b)

• If an early retirement option were offered to you at this institution, would you take it? 
(Tables E.97a. E.97b)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment? 
(Tables E.98a. E.98b)

Year o f Sur\ e\-

In order to answ er the research question, “Were the working conditions reported by- 

computer science faculty members in NSOPF:93 different from those reported by computer 

science faculty members in NSOPF:99?.” the computer science faculty responses were sorted 

according to the year ofthe survey through which they were gathered. .An independent samples 

t-test was then run for each question that appeared on both surveys, to determine if there were 

statistically significant differences between the 1993 responses and the 1999 responses. The 

test results revealed statistically significant differences on 27 of the 89 questions analyzed, 

fable 212 lists the questions that elicited responses from the two groups which were statistically 

significantly different. Results for each test are detailed in Appendix F: the tables there corre

spond to the following questions, grouped under the headings “Intrinsic factors." “Extrinsic 

factors." and “Demographic factors."

Intrinsic Factors

• How many hours per week did you spend on paid activity at your institution? (Tables
F.la, F.lb)

• How many hours per week did you spend on unpaid activity at your institution? 
(Tables F.2a, F.2b)

• How many hours per w eek did you spend on paid activity outside your institution? 
(Tables F.3a. F.3b)

• How many hours per w eek did you spend on unpaid activity outside your institution? 
(Tables F.4a. F.4b)
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Table 212

Significant Differences in Means. Comparisons by Year o f  Suney

Question Label

t-test for 
equality o f 
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Difference 
in means

Q30A Hours week paid activities at institution .000 4.87

Q30B Hours week unpaid activities at institution .000 2.51

Q61C Funds for professional travel .008 0.14

Q61D Funds improving teaching, research .007 0.12

Q65A Satis w, authority to decide course content .005 -036

Q65B Satis w authority to decide courses taught .003 -0.44

Q65C Satis w authority to make other decisions .002 -031

Q65D Satis w tim e available to advise students .036 -031

Q66A Satis w work load 007 037

Q66J Satis w jo b  overall .030 0.1S

Q7 Years in current job .004 -2.~2

Q20-21 Em ployed only at institution .000 -034

022 N br o f  positions outside insntution .000 1.11

Q60A Rating o f  research equip, instruments .024 032

Q60B Rating o f  lab space and supplies .002 0.43

Q60I Rating o f  audio-visual equipment .023 034

Q60J Rating o f  classroom  space .000 0.46

Q60K Raring o f  office space .020 034

Q60M Rating o f  secretarial support .006 032

Q66B Satis w jo b  security .033 -032

Q66I Satis w spouse job  opportunities .000 135

Q69I How important: spouse job opportunities .000 137

Q69K How important: good schools for children .000 233

Q75 Total income from institution .000 -135

Q76 Total personal income, all sources .000 -1.77

Q79 Total household income .000 -2.15

Q82 A ge .001 -0.37
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• What percent o f your time do you spend. . .
teaching? (Tables F.5a, F.5b) 
in research/scholarship activities? (Tables F.6a. F.6b) 
in professional growth activities? (Tables F.7a. F.7b) 
in administration? (Tables F.8a, F.8b) 
on service activities? (Tables F.9a. F.9b) 
on consulting? (Tables F. 1 Oa, F. 1 Ob)

• What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend . . .
teaching? (Tables F. 11 a. F. 11 b)
in research/scholarship activities? (Tables F. 12a. F. 12b)
in professional growth activities? (Tables F. 13a. F. 13b)
in administration? (Tables F. 14a. F. 14b)
on service activities? (Tables F. 15 a. F. 15b)
on consulting? (Tables F.16a. F.16b)

• How many undergraduate committees did you serve on during the fall term? (Tables
F.17a. F.lTb)

• How many graduate committees did you serve on during the fall teim? (Tables F. 18a.
F. 18b)

• How many undergraduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables
F. 19a. F. 19b)

• How many graduate committees did you chair during the fall term? (Tables F.20a.
F.20b)

• How many classes or sections did you teach during the fall term? (Tables F.2 la.
F.21 b)

• How many scheduled office hours did you have per week? (Tables F.22a. F.22b)

• Were you engaged in any professional research, proposal writing, creative writing, or 
creative works during the fall term? (Tables F.23a. F.23b)

• During this term, were you engaged in any funded research or funded creative work? 
(Tables F.24a. F.24b)

• During this term, were you a principal investigator or co-principal investigator for any 
grants or contracts? (Tables F.25a, F.25b)

• During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for...
tuition remission? (Tables F.26a, F.26b)
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professional association memberships or registration fees? (Tables F.27a.
F.27b)

professional travel? (Tables F.28a, F.28b)
training to improve research or teaching skills? (Tables F.29a. F.29b) 
sabbatical leave? (Tables F.30a. F.30b)

• How satisfied are you w ith. . .
the authority you have to make decisions about the content of your courses?

(Tables F.31a. F.31b) 
the authority you have to decide what courses you will teach? (Tables F.32a.

F.32b)
the authority you have to make other job decisions? (Tables F.33a, F.33b) 
the time you have available to advise students ? (Tables F.34a, F.34b) 
the quality' of the undergraduate students whom you have taught? (Tables

F.35a. F.35b) "
the quality of graduate students whom you have taught? (Tables F.36a. F.36b) 
your workload? (Tables F.37a. F.37b)
opportunities for advancement in rank at your institution? (Tables F.38a. F.38b) 
time available for keeping current in your field? (Tables F.39a. F.39b) 
freedom to do outside consulting? (Tables F.40a. F.40b) 
your job overall? (Tables F.41a. F.41 b )

• If you were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
of academia, how important would these factors be in your decision?

opportunities for advancement (Tables F.42a. F.42b) 
no pressure to publish (Tables F.43a. F.43b) 
greater opportunity to teach (Tables F.44a, F.44b) 
greater opportunity to do research (Tables F.45a, F.45b)

Extrinsic Factors

• What is your academic rank, title, orposition? (Tables F.46a. F.46b)

• How long have you held your current job? (Tables F.47a, F.47b)

• Do you do outside consulting in addition to your employment at this institution? 
(Tables F.48a, F.48b)

• How many different jobs, other than your employment at this institution or consulting 
jobs, did you have this term? (Tables F.49a. F.49b)

• How satisfied are you with .. .
basic research equipment or instruments? (Tables F.50a, F.50b) 
laboratory or research space and supplies? (Tables F.51a, F.51 b )
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availability o f research assistants? (Tables F.52a, F.52b) 
personal computers and local networks? (Tables F.53a, F.53b) 
centralized (main Same) computer facilities? (Tables F.54a, F.54b)
Internet connections? (Tables F.55a, F.55b) 
audio-visual equipment? (Tables F.56a, F.56b) 
classroom space? (Tables F.57a, F.57b) 
office space? (Tables F.58a, F.58b) 
secretarial support? (Tables F.59a, F.59b) 
library holdings? (Tables F.60a, F.60b)

• How satisfied are you with...
yourjob security?(Tables F.6 la, F.6 lb)
your salary? (Tables F.62a. F.62b)
your benefits, generally? (Tables F.63a, F.63b)
employment opportunities for your spouse? (Tables F.64a. F.64b)

• If you were to leave your current position to accept another position inside or outside 
of academia, how important would these factors be in your decision?

salary' level (Tables F.65a, F.65b)
tenure-track or tenured position (Tables F.66a, F.66b)
job security (Tables F.67a, F.67b)
benefits (Tables F.68a, F.68b)
good research facilities and equipment (Tables F.69a, F.69b)
good instructional facilities and equipment (Tables F.70a. F.70b)
good job opportunities for your spouse or partner (Tables F.71 a, F.71 b)
good geographic location (Tables F.72a, F.72b)
good environment or schools for your children (Tables F.73a„ F.73b)

• What is your total income that you earn from your institution? (Tables F.74a, F.74b)

• What is your total persona] income from all sources? (Tables F.75a, F.75b)

• What is your total household income? (Tables F.76a, F.76b)

Demographic Factors

• Are you male or female? (Tables F.77a, F.77b)

• What is your age? (Tables F.78a. F.78b)

• In what country were you bom? (Tables F.79a, F.79b)

• What is your citizenship status ? (Tables F.80a. F.80b)
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• How likely are you to accept a part-time job at another postsecondarv institution in 
the next three years? (Tables F.81 a, F.81b)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job at another postsecondary institution in the 
next three years? (Tables F.82a, F.82b)

• How likely are you to accept a part-time job somewhere other than a postsecondary 
institution in the next three years? (Tables F.83a, F.83b)

• How likely are you to accept a full-time job somew'here other than a postsecondarv 
institution in the next three years? (Tables F.84a. F.84b)

• How likely are you to retire in the next three years? (Tables F.85a. F.85b)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondarv 
institution? (Tables F.86a, F.86b)

• If you could elect to draw on your retirement and still work at this institution on a 
part-time basis, would you do so? (Tables F.87a, F.87b)

• If an early retirement option were offered to you at this institution, w'ould you take it? 
(Tables F.88a. F.88b)

• At what age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment? 
(Tables F~89a. F.89b)

Summary

Data from the National Study of Postsecondarv Faculty 1993 and National Study of 

Postsecondary Faculty 1999 wrere filtered and analyzed in an effort to answer the five research 

questions of this study. The responses given by computer science faculty members to specific 

questions were tabulated as a group; on each question where responses w ere offered on an 

interv al scale, means and standard deviations were calculated. The resulting frequency tables 

provided a broad summary o f  the responses to questions about intrinsic and extrinsic factors 

experienced by computer science faculty, as well as information about the demographic profile 

of this group. To provide more detailed information, the data were then cross-tabulated for 

each question, to show response frequencies when subdivided by type of institution and year of 

survey.
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Research questions about differences in subgroups were addressed by sorting the re

sponses according to date o f  survey and the Carnegie classification o f the faculty member’s in

stitution; various responses o f these subgroups were then paired and tested for differences in 

means, using an independent samples t-test. The results o f these tests provided information on 

whether there were statistically significant differences in the responses of faculty at di fferent 

types of institutions, and whether responses to NSOPF:93 differed from the NSOPF:99 re

sponses to a degree o f statistical significance.

These analyses revealed interesting and useful information about computer science fac

ulty. The faculty members reported that they work, on average, a 45-hour work week, with the 

majority of their time spent on teaching activities. Though faculty members said they would like 

to have more time to devote to research and professional growth, they do have some time for 

those activities, and those who want to do consulting on the side seem to be able to do so.

Most of the faculty said they taught three to five classes each semester, with an average of two 

to four different courses to prepare; the number of classes and course preparations tended to be 

lower at research and doctoral institutions, where research work was given more time, instead. 

The faculty also reported that they enjoy a high degree o f autonomy and authority in their jobs 

and that many o f their institutions supported their professional development activities through 

funds for travel, memberships in professional organizations, tuition remission, and sabbaticals.

Questions about extrinsic factors revealed that the faculty members found their work 

environment to be a stable and secure one. Most of the respondents said they held tenured or 

tenure-track positions, and the statistics on “number o f jobs held" and “years in the profession” 

indicated that job changes in the profession were infrequent and that those who choose the pro

fession tend to stay there. The respondents expressed general satisfaction with the quality o f 

their work setting (offices. labs, classrooms, equipment). It was only in the area of salary that 

significant dissatisfactions were expressed. Though the reported salaries were higher on the 

1999 survey than they were on the 1993 survey, the salary ranges reported lagged behind re

ported salaries for comparably trained professionals in industry by about S10,000 a year.
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The demographic data showed the group to be primarily young, white, and male. As 

would be expected the group was highly educated, though only half of the respondents had 

earned their highest degrees in computer science—a phenomenon to be expected in a discipline 

that is relatively new. Most ofthe respondents expressed general satisfaction with their careers 

and confidence that the salary and benefits earned thereby will allow them to retire comfortably 

at age 60 to 70.

When the faculty members were divided into subgroups by the type o f institution where 

they taught, means comparisons rev ealed that the groups’ answ ers were statistically signi ficantly 

different on 29 of the 95 questions analyzed. As would be expected, faculty at research and 

doctorate-granting institutions did spend less time on teaching and more time on research than 

did their counterparts at comprehensive and liberal arts institutions, and their average income 

was higher than that of their counterparts. On the other hand, the two subgroups were similar in 

many ways: they both enjoyed pleasant work surroundings, a high degree o f job stability, and a 

general sense of satisfaction about their work overall.

When responses from the 1993 NSOPF w ere compared to those from the 1999 

survey, statistically significant differences could be seen on 27 out of 89 questions. The faculty 

members reported a slight increase in the average time spent on paid activities in the 1999 

survey, and funds for travel and continuing education were not as readily available as those 

reported in the 1993 survey. These changes seemed to be balanced, though, by reports of 

higher compensation levels and greater satisfaction in 1999 w'ith the levels o f autonomy, 

authority, and security the faculty experienced in their work.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Introduction

Faced with a steadily growing demand for computer science courses and a limited 

number of new computer science Ph.D.s choosing to teach, higher education administrators are 

finding they must look to business and industry to recruit qualified professionals for their 

computer science faculties. Current economic realities make it difficult for these administrators 

to meet or beat industry standards in the area of salary, but it is possible that other aspects of 

academic life could serv e as strong selling points in the recruiting process— factors such as 

flexible w'orking conditions, opportunities for research or travel, relative job security, tuition 

reimbursement comfortable workloads, mentoring opportunities, and continuing advancement 

opportunities for older workers. Though the presence of these factors had not been previously 

documented or reviewed in an organized way.the data gathered through the National Study of 

Postsecondarv’ Faculty in 1993 and 1999 offered the information needed to develop a profile of 

the w orking conditions of computer science faculty at four-year colleges and universities in the 

United States. Through analysis of the NSOPF data, this study produced findings that 

answ'ered the five research questions below and suggested ways college and university 

administrators could use the information to their benefit as they work to recruit qualified 

personnel for the teaching of computer science.

Major Findings and Conclusions

Research Question I : What is the nature o f the intrinsic factors computer science faculty 
members experience working at four-year colleges and universities?

Time on the job. Computer science faculty at four-vear colleges and universities 

reported that they devoted an average of 45 hours per week to paid activity at their institutions

230
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(Table 3). Faculty at research institutions tended to report more time spent at work than did 

their counterparts at other institutions (Tables 107 A and 107B); however, this extra time 

appears to be devoted to research, because their average hours spent teaching were actually 

less than those reported by faculty at other institutions (Tables 218 A and 218B).

Time spent working at other activities was negligible in comparison to the respondents' 

paid work at their institutions. The respondents reported they worked an average of3.62 hours 

a week doing unpaid activities at their institutions and an average o f 2.64 hours per week doing 

paid activities for other employers (Tables 4 and 5); at the same time, 54 percent of the respon

dents said they did no unpaid activity at their institutions, and 72 percent reported that they had 

done no work for an outside employer during that year. J ust over 16 percent o f the respon

dents said that they worked an average of 1 to 8 hours per w eek for outside pay. which left only 

11 percent who worked 10 or more hours a week for a second employer. The group reported 

very little time spent on unpaid outside w ork: 66.9 percent reported zero hours in this category, 

and most of the rest said they averaged 5 or less hours on unpaid activity outside their institution 

(Table 6 ).

Nature of the work. It was interesting to note that though the computer science faculty 

members spend little time on unpaid outside activities, they reported the time they spend on ser

vice activities is, on average, close to the amount of time they want to spend on those activi

ties—3.88 hours vs. 3.48 hours desired (Tables 11 and 17). In contrast, they reported that, on 

average, they spend more time than they want to on teaching (66.25 hours vs. 57.43 hours de

sired) and on administrative duties (8.97 hours vs. 5.39 hours desired) (Tables 7. 13.10, and 

16). The average hours the respondents spent on research were less than the hours they de

sired for that activity (12.78 hours vs. 21.42 hours desired), as w êre the hours spent on profes

sional growth (5.25 hours vs. 8.73 desired) and consulting (2.88 hours vs. 3.56 desired)

(Tables 8 .14,9 ,15,12, and 18). When asked about the time they spend doing consulting, 72 

percent reported they were doing no consulting at all at that time; however. 68 percent said that 

they did not want to do consulting, so it can be assumed that this was not a problem for them.
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Only 16.7 percent ofthe faculty members reported that they spend time serving on 

undergraduate honors, thesis, or certification committees or administering undergraduate oral or 

comprehensive exams; only 9 percent spent time chairing such committees (Tables 19 and 

21). Such work was more common on the graduate level, but even there only 34.9 

percent said they served on graduate thesis, dissertation, or certification committees or 

administered graduate-level oral or comprehensive exams, and just under 20 percent were 

currently serving as chairs o f  such committees (Tables 20 and 22).

Most o f the computer science faculty members reported that they teach three to 

five classes each semester (the mean was 3.4 classes, with a standard deviation o f 2.1 — 

Table 23). As suggested in the background literature, the number o f  classes taught tended 

to be higher at the less prestigious institutions (Tables 127A and 127B). Professors at the 

more elite institutions also tended to have fewer course preparations (that is, they tended to 

teach multiple sections o f  the same course, rather than having to prepare different material 

for each class taught). The respondents reported a mean score o f  2.52 courses, with a 

standard deviation o f 1.14 (Table 24). Table 128 shows that at research institutions 72 

percent of the faculty said they had no more than two courses to prepare each semester; at 

doctorate-granting institutions, the number was 83 percent of the CS faculty; at 

comprehensive institutions, the number was 50 percent of the CS faculty; and at liberal arts 

institutions, the number was 24 percent of the CS faculty. These findings are consistent 

with the reality that at larger schools, where there are more students, there is usually more 

demand for multiple sections o f a course; this allows professors to teach more courses in 

their area o f expertise, while at smaller institutions the faculty often must teach a more 

diverse set o f courses.

Few ofthe faculty surveyed reported devoting a lot of time to office hours: only 8.6 

percent said that they spent more than 10 hours a week in office hours, and the mean for 

the total group w as 6.6 hours, wdth a standard deviation o f 5.7 (Table 27). Neither were 

many of the faculty expected to include remedial classes or continuing education classes in
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their courseloads: only 6 to 7 percent o f the respondents said they had to teach such 

classes (Tables 25 and 26).

Opportunities for professional growth. In total, 63 percent o f the CS faculty 

members said they were engaged in creative research or writing activities during the term they 

were surveyed (Table 28). Of those involved in such activities, 37 percent spent time on basic 

research, 41 percent on applied research or analysis, and 17 percent on program/curriculum 

design or development (Table 29). Only 22 percent of the total group reported that their 

research was funded by an outside agency, but most of those reported that they served as the 

principal investigator or co-principal investigator on their grants or contracts (Tables 30 and 31). 

As would be expected, the faculty at research institutions reported higher participation rates in 

research activities than did their counterparts at other types of institutions (Tables 132A. 132B, 

133 A. and 133B).

A majority' o f the institutions encouraged the professional growth of faculty by 

providing funds for professional travel; 78 percent of the respondents said they qualified for 

such funds in the term they were surveyed, and 55 percent said they had received funds for 

that purpose during that term (Table 34). Funds are also provided at many institutions for 

other types of personal growth and benefit (Tables 32. 33. 35. and 36). Approximately 

half o f those surveyed said they were qualified to receive funds for additional training in 

teaching or research, though only about 20 percent said they had drawm on such funds 

during the term o f the survey; 64 percent said their institution w'ould pay their fees for their 

professional associations, though only 26 percent had received such funding. Half o f the 

respondents said their institution would provide tuition remission for them or their families 

(though only 11 percent had received such funds that term), and 46 percent said they 

qualified for sabbatical funds (though only 6 percent had drawn that funding during the term 

ofthe survey). The low participation rates in these benefits were not necessarily indications 

that the faculty did not value such benefits, for the need for such funds is usually sporadic in 

nature; though one might not use tuition remission every semester, for example, it would be
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an extremely important benefit during times when the faculty member had children or a 

spouse attending college. Likewise, a faculty member might be quite likely to value and use 

funds for travel and professional growth activities in the spring or summer terms, even if he 

or she did not use such funds during the fall term when the survey was completed.

Autonomy and authority. The computer science faculty members responding to the 

NSOPF expressed satisfaction with many aspects o f their work, particularly in the area o f  

authority on the job: 93 percent said they were satisfied with their authority to decide 

course content, 82 percent said they were satisfied with the authority they had to decide 

what courses they would teach, and 70 percent said they were satisfied with their authority 

to make other job  decisions (Tables 37, 38, and 39).

Though a common complaint heard on college campuses is that “the students are 

not as prepared as they used to be." a majority o f the faculty responding to the survey 

indicated general satisfaction with their students: 58.8 percent o f those for whom it was 

applicable said they were satisfied with the quality o f their undergraduate students, and 

70.2 percent o f those for whom it was applicable said they were satisfied with the quality 

of their graduate students (Tables 41 and 42).

Satisfaction with opportunities. Questions about the intrinsic aspects of their 

work environment brought positive responses from many o f the computer science faculty- 

surveyed. As a group. 61 percent expressed satisfaction with their w orkload (Table 43). 

When the responses were subdivided according to survey year and institutional type, it was 

noticeable that the percentage of respondents expressing satisfaction was less in 1999 (54 

percent) than it was in 1993 (67 percent), a shift that was particularly marked at doctoral 

and liberal arts institutions (Tables 147Aand 147B). Satisfaction with time available to 

keep current in their field showed a less dramatic decline from the 1993 survey (40 

percent) to the 1999 survey (36 percent—Tables 149Aand 149B), resulting in a total 

satisfaction response o f 38 percent. Both of these factors could be attributed to the
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general societal trend during the 1990s o f people devoting more and more hours to 

work—a trend that was also reflected in the mean number o f paid work hours reported by 

the CS faculty— from 43.11 hours in the 1993 survey to 47.98 hours in the 1999 surv ey 

(Tables F.la and F. lb).

Some of the faculty attitudes held steady or even improved during that time period, 

though. Satisfaction with time to advise students was 80 percent in 1993 and 79 percent in 

1999 (Tables 144A and 144B); satisfaction with freedom to do consulting w as 76 percent in 

1993 and 78 percent in 1999 (Tables 150Aand 150B). The percentage of faculty expressing 

satisfaction w ith their opportunities for advancement moved from 61 percent in 1993 to 68 per

cent in 1999 (Tables 148Aand 148B). And even though the percentage expressing satisfaction 

with the job overall showed a slight decline (80 percent in 1993 to 73 percent in 1999). it 

should be noted that this general score of 77 percent satisfaction with the job overall was still a 

strong endorsement of the academic work environment (Tables 47.151 A. and 151B).

What could induce these faculty to leave such a position for another inside or outside 

academia? Of the intrinsic factors suggested (advancement opportunities, less pressure to pub

lish. better teaching or research opportunities). only '‘better advancement opportunities” scored 

high enough to achieve a median score o f ‘Very important” (Tables 48.49.50. and 51). And 

given that, as noted above, the respondents’ satisfaction with their current advancement oppor

tunities appeared to be on the upswing, it appears that many perceive their current job situations 

to be generally good ones in this respect.

In summary', then, the computer science faculty surveyed in the NSOPF:93 and 

NSOPF:99 presented a positive picture of the intrinsic factors associated with their work. Fac

ulty' members reported that, at least during nine months ofthe year, they w ork on average a 45- 

hour work week, with the majority of that time spent on teaching activities. Though they said 

that they would like to have more time to devote to research and professional growth, they do 

have some time for those activities, and those who desire to do consulting on the side seem to 

be able to carry on that activity in addition to their teaching duties in most cases. The faculty
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reported that they taught three to five classes each semester, with an average of two to four di f- 

ferent courses to prepare; the number of classes and course preparations tended to be lower at 

research and doctoral institutions, where research work tended to absorb more of their time.

At first glance, these time demands would seem to be roughly equivalent to the work time 

reported by computer science professionals in business and industry (National Research 

Council, 2001). It must be realized, however, that a question not asked or answered on the 

survey was “How many weeks ofthe year do you engage in paid activities for your institution?” 

Most academics enjoy significant breaks between semesters (often two weeks offin May and in 

August, three to four weeks off during the winter holidays, a week off for spring break, etc.). In 

addition, many choose not to teach in the summer or choose to carry a reduced work load 

during those months. It is true that time taken offin the summers is often time without pay, yet 

for individuals who value a flexible time schedule and for whom the income is a lesser concern, 

the free time afforded by the academic schedule is a very positive factor which must not be 

forgotten.

Other positives reported by the NSOPF respondents included high degrees of autonomy 

and authority to make decisions about what and how they would teach. Faculty from a majority 

ofthe schools said that their institutions supported their professional development activities, 

providing funds for professional travel, memberships in professional organizations, tuition 

remission, and sabbaticals. These and other positive intrinsic factors seem to contribute to a 

satisfying professional experience for the faculty surveyed, for despite some reported 

dissatisfactions here and there, the group expressed strong satisfaction with the job overall 

(Tables 47.151 A. and 151B).

Research Question 2: IVhat is the nature of the extrinsic factors computer science faculty 
members experience working at four-year colleges and universities?

Rank and tenure. A majority ofthe computer science faculty members who responded 

to the NSOPF reported that they held stable positions of rank in their departments; 80 percent
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of those surveyed said they held the rank of assistant professor or higher (Tables 52). The 

mean ranking rose somewhat between the 1993 and 1999 surveys, as would be expected over 

six years when professors could qualify for and achieve promotions (Tables 156A and 156B). 

Nearly half (47 percent) o f those surveyed were already tenured, and another 30 percent held 

tenure-track positions (Table 53). Only 5 percent said that they worked at an institution which 

did not offer tenure.

Job stability. Tenure is often equated with job stability, but that is not necessarily the 

case: at many institutions, “tenure” denotes that the individual will not be terminated without 

warning or some form of due process except in certain dire circumstances, as defined by the 

institution. While at some schools tenure constitutes a virtual lifetime guarantee of employment, 

then, at other schools it offers a buffer of one or more years o f  continued employment at the 

institution, should termination take place. Questions of job stability in academia therefore must 

consider not only the possibility of tenure but also what sort o f  contractual agreements the 

faculty members hold with their institutions. In the NSOPF survey, about one third of the 

computer science faculty who answered the question said that they held tenure or a contract of 

unspecified duration (Table 54). Nearly 40 percent said that they worked on the basis of a 

one-year contract, and another 13 percent of those responding said that they held contracts for 

two or more academic or calendar years. Only 12 percent ofthe respondents said that they 

worked on the basis of a single semester contract or a contract o f some other duration. When 

asked how many years they had worked in their current job, two thirds o f the respondents 

indicated they had been in the job for 10 years or less.

Yet such statistics may tell more about the relatively recent development of computer 

science as an academic discipline than about instability in the profession; after all, it was not until 

the mid-1980s that computer science studies achieved a stand-alone status at many colleges 

and universities across the country. And in fact, when viewed in comparison to computer 

science employment trends in business and industry, computer science academics may look
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rather stolid: 61 percent o f the computer science NSOPF respondents said that they had held 

only one position in higher education during their careers, and when the cut-off was raised to 

three or fewer positions, the talley rose to 85 percent of the respondents (Table 56).

Responses to a question about how many years the faculty members had taught in higher 

education revealed an average of about 14 years (Table 57). Such scores indicate a high 

degree of stability in the profession, rather than instability.

The NSOPF data for computer science faculty, when viewed in total, indicated that 

about 70 percent ofthe faculty work only at one job, while the other 30 percent do work for at 

least one other employer on the side (Table 58). Adivision of the responses by survey year, 

however, reveals that a strong shift took place in this regard—where in the 1993 survey the 

ratio of those employed only at their institution to those who held a second job elsewhere was 

83/17, in the 1999 survey the ratio had moved to 50/50 for the two groups (Tables 162 A and 

162B). It cannot be determined from the data whether this shift is due to more individuals doing 

consulting work in addition to their teaching responsibilities or whether the individuals are 

holding down a part- or full-time position in addition to their full-time employment at the 

university (the full-time employment at the univ ersity being a given, due to the initial filtering that 

w as done on the NSOPF data). This gap in the information offers a small but interesting 

question for further research.

Quality o f facilities. Question c34 on NSOPF:93 and Question 60 on NSOPF:99 

asked the respondents to rate many aspects of the facilities, equipment, and support staff 

provided by their institutions (Tables 60 through 70). Highest marks went to computers and 

local networks (ranked “good” or “excellent” by 77.2 percent ofthe respondents for whom 

they were available) and centralized computer facilities (ranked “good” or “excellent" by 75.5 

percent o f the respondents for whom they were available). Also earning a “good” or “excellent" 

from many o f the respondents were office space (70.3 percent o f the respondents for whom it 

was available), classroom space (67.2 percent), Internet connections (64.7 percent), and 

audio-visual equipment (64 percent). Lower approval ratings were registered for library
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holdings (51.2 percent) and secretarial support (55 percent). A notable num berof the faculty 

chose the answer “not available/don’t know” when asked about research equipment (19 

percent), lab space (20 percent) and research assistants (35 percent); among those who did 

“know” and have them, the approval ratings were not particularly strong (54 percent for 

research equipment, 51 percent for lab space, and a dismal 27 percent for research assistants).

Satisfaction with tangibles. As they were with several intrinsic factors, the faculty 

completing the N SOPF were asked to register their satisfaction with a number of extrinsic fac

tors related to their job (Tables 71 through 74). Job security won high marks with the group, 

with 80 percent o f the CS faculty responding that they were satisfied with this aspect of their 

jobs. Only 27 percent said they were dissatisfied with the local employment opportunities avail

able to their spouses, and 71 percent said they were satisfied with the benefits provided by their 

institution. Lowest ratings came in the area of salary, with only 46 percent o f the respondents 

indicating they were satisfied with their pay. A division of the responses by survey year revealed 

that this was an area o f some decline (Tables 176Aand 176B): 50 percent o f the 1993 respon

dents indicated satisfaction with their salary, but only 42 percent o f the 1999 respondents were 

satisfied with their pay.

How important would these factors be in a faculty member’s decision to take another 

job inside or outside academia? Ranked most important among the extrinsic factors listed in the 

survey were salary, benefits, job security, geographic location and instructional facilities; of mid

dling importance to the respondents were research facilities and tenure; and o f least importance 

were work opportunities for spouses and good schools for their children (Tables 75 through 

83). It should be noted that the rankings for the spouse and children’s needs were lower, in 

part, because many respondents said those factors were “not applicable” for them.

Income earned. Tables 84,85, and 86 show in a stratified format the income informa

tion reported by the computer science faculty on the NSOPF. The data revealed that 60 per

cent of the respondents had an earned income from their institution between 530,000 and
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559,999 in the year they were surveyed (Table 84). The raw data for the entire group showed 

a median income of S49.000 from their institution, and the stratified data also showed a mean 

score that fell in the “S40.000 to S49.999” category. When the data were divided by survey 

year and type of institution, it was clear that most of the highest salaries were reported by faculty 

at the more prestigious institutions and that, as would be expected, the salary levels generally 

were higher on the 1999 survey than they were on the 1993 survey (Tables 188A and 188B).

The shi ft upward between the 1993 survey and the 1999 survey could also be seen on the 

question of total personal income (which re feired to all income earned by the respondent from all 

sources that year, but which did not include a spouse’s income—Tables 85.189A. and 189B). The 

mean of the stratified total data fell in the “550,000 to S59.999” category on this question, but when 

divided by survey year the data also showed a strong shift toward the “S70.000 to S79.999" and the 

"S80.000 to $89,999” ranges in all institution categories on the 1999 sunev.

Many of those surveyed apparently benefited from a second income in their households; 

the numbers reported for total household income were noticeably higher than those reported for 

total personal incomes. The raw data for total household incomes produced a median of 

572.199. and the mean o f the stratified data was 6.94, falling on the cusp between the 

“$60,000 to S69.999” and the “S70.000 to S79.999” ranges (Table 86 ).

In summary.then. the CS professionals surveyed in the NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 

reported many positives when asked about extrinsic factors associated with their work. Nearly 

80 percent o f those surveyed said they were tenured or employed in a tenure-track position; a 

majority of them did not work for an outside employer. They enjoyed a great deal o f stability in 

their profession— 85 percent o f them had held no more than three different jobs during their 

career in higher education. For a majority of those surveyed, the physical conditions in which 

they w orked (computer facilities, office and classroom space, and related equipment) were 

satisfactory. Most expressed satisfaction with their benefits and the level ofjob security they 

held in academia. The only serious negative among the extrinsic factors arose in the area of sal

ary, where more than half o f the respondents expressed some degree o f dissatisfaction.
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From the data gathered, it appears that the respondents’ dissatisfaction with salary had 

a somewhat shaky basis: the average income reported on the 1999 survey fell squarely in the 

550,000 to 559,999 category (Table F.74a), which is close to the 552,180 median annual 

earnings reported for computer systems analysts during that same time by the U.S. Department 

o f Labor and a bit lower than the 561,910 mean earnings for computer engineers in that year 

(U.S. Department of Labor, 2001). Most of salaries reported on the 1999 surveys fell in the 

range of S30,000 to 580,000; though the upper end of this range corresponds to the upper end 

of salary ranges for CS professionals in business and industry at that time, the lower end of the 

range begins 510,000 to S20,000 lower than the range estimated for industry professionals at 

that time (U.S. Department o f Labor, 2001). It is probably at this lower end, then, where more 

dissatisfaction lurks among the faculty. When the 1999 salaries were crosstabulated with the 

respondents’ number o f years on the job, the data revealed that the faculty who were earning 

“starting salaries" were earning an average of S45,000 a year, which did not compare favorably 

with the industry starting salaries, estimated to average in the low 560,000 range at that time 

(U.S. Department of Labor, 2001).

If, indeed, the literature is correct and the absence of extrinsic factors can lead to job 

dissatisfaction, lower salaries do pose potential problems for university administrators trying to 

attract CS professionals to teaching—particularly if young candidates are comparing starting 

salaries in academia to starting salaries in industry. The data suggest, however, that over time 

this effect may be neutralized somewhat as the academics move upward through the pay ranks 

and begin enjoying the stability and pleasant work environment of the campus culture.

Research Question 3: What is the demographic profile of the computer science faculty 
members surveyed in NSOPF.93 and NSOPF. 99?

Academic background. The computer science faculty surveyed through the NSOPF 

were a highly educated group, as would be expected: 62 percent said they held a doctorate 

degree and another 34 percent had earned a master’s degree (Table 87). They were not a 

homogeneous group, however, in regard to the disciplines in which they had earned their highest
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degree. Nearly 50 percent o f the group had earned a degree in computer science, computer 

and information sciences, computer programming, systems analysis, or another computer related 

field; 12 percent of the group had earned their highest degree in math, statistics, or engineering 

(Table 88). That left more than one third of the group, however, who had earned degrees in 

other fields, in disciplines as diverse as business, education, physical science, and parks and 

recreation.

One might expect that, in a new and growing discipline like computer science, early 

faculty recruits would have to be pulled from other disciplines, since it would take some time for 

graduate level programs to develop and produce computer science doctoral students who could 

then return to populate the faculty ranks. With the maturing o f the discipline, however, one 

would expect to see more and more faculty with terminal degrees in computer science. With 

this in mind, the data were examined to see if the percentage o f faculty with computer science 

degrees had increased from the 1993 surv ey to the 1999 survey (Tables 192 A and 192B).

How ever, such w as not the case. In fact, the percentage of faculty with training in a computer 

science discipline actually dropped from 51 percent in the 1993 survey to 46 percent in the 

1999 survey. These findings would suggest that (a) the discipline is still maturing or (b) 

graduates with terminal degrees in computer science were not stepping into the teaching ranks 

but were taking jobs outside academia after graduation.

Age, gender, ethnicity. The demographic data from NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 

showed the computer science faculty members generally fit the stereotype for computer 

science professionals— young, white, and male. The data indicated that 80 percent of the 

respondents fell into the age range of 30 to 55; as would be expected with the passage of 

time, the mean age shifted slightly higher from 1993 to 1999 (Table F.78a). On the 1993 

survey. 75 percent o f the respondents w'ere male. In 1999, 78 percent were male, which 

suggested that women did not make significant headway in the profession during the 1990s 

(Tables 193 A and 193B). When asked to report their ethnicity, 74 percent of the respondents
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in 1993 identified themselves as white, and the percentage rose to 77 percent in the 1999 

survey (Tables 195 A and 195B).

Most of the computer science faculty surveyed said they were married (78.7 percent— 

Table 92); only 7.8 percent said they were separated, divorced, or widowed, and another 13 

percent said they were single and had never married. Just under 16 percent o f those with 

spouses said that their spouse was also employed in higher education, though the percentage 

was noticeably higher at doctoral institutions (28 percent—Table 197).

A majority o f the faculty (72 percent) said they were American by birth (Table 94). 

though the percentage of internationals was higher at research institutions (Tables 198 A and 

198B). The results o f a second question about their country of origin did not line up precisely 

with the responses to the earlier question (Table 95); in the second instance, 73 percent said 

they were native citizens, just under 9 percent said they were naturalized citizens, 14 percent 

said they were in the United States on a permanent visa, and 3 percent said they w ere in the 

United States on a temporary visa. Whichever of the two questions elicited the most accurate 

response, it was still clear that only about one quarter of the faculty suneved had come to the 

United States from another country.

Future plans for employment. The faculty members' responses to questions about 

retirement reflected a general satisfaction with their current profession. When asked whether 

they would be likely to take a part-time or full-time job elsewhere during the next three years, 

they indicated that they were more likely to take a different job at another institution (45 

percent) than to take a different job outside of academia (33 percent— Tables 96 through 99). 

Only 1.7 percent said they had already retired from another position (Table 103) and nearly 88 

percent said they w'ere not at all likely to retire during the next three years (Table 100)— 

responses that were consistent with the relatively young ages found in this group. When asked 

when they were most likely to retire from their current job. the faculty gave a mean response of 

64.5 years (Table 101); when asked when they were most likely to retire from all employment, 

the mean response was only slightly higher (66.2 years—Table 105). All of these responses
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indicate a general satisfaction with their current work situation and a belief that the salary and 

benefits accrued will enable them to retire comfortably at a reasonable age.

On the 1999 survey, the faculty members were asked to identify the one factor that 

would most influence a decision to leave their present position (Table 106). “Salary level” 

topped the list o f favorites at 3 7 percent. “Greater opportunity to do research” came in second 

at 15 percent, though faculty at research and doctoral institutions tended to give more w eight to 

the response. Other factors which drew a moderate response were “job security” (6.9 

percent), “job for spouse” (6.0 percent), and “good geographic location” (6.2 percent).

In summary, then, the demographic factors reported on the NSOPF:93 and 

NSOPF :99 showed the respondents to be a highly educated group, though only half of them 

had earned their highest degree in computer science or a related field. A majority of the faculty 

fell between the ages o f 30 and 55, and the group w'as primarily white and male—results which 

mirrored the findings of the Taulbee Survey of the profession in recent years (Bryant & Irwin. 

2001). The faculty' surveyed expressed a general satisfaction with their current work situations 

and confidence that the salary and benefits accrued will enable them to retire comfortably at a 

reasonable age.

Research Question 4: Are there differences in the reported working conditions experienced 
hy computer science faculty members at research universities and doctorate-granting 
universities when compared with those offaculty at other four-year institutions?

Independent samples t-tests run to compare the means of answers from faculty at 

research and doctorate-granting institutions vs. those o f faculty at comprehensive and liberal arts 

institutions revealed some differences in the working conditions experienced by those groups. 

Table 211 lists all o f the questions that elicited responses from the two groups which were 

statistically significantly different. Those results can be summarized as follows:

• Faculty members at the “elite” (research and doctorate-granting) universities spent 

less time on teaching, professional growth activities, and office hours—but more 

time doing research—than did their counterparts at other schools. On average.
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faculty at the elite institutions worked 3.9 hours more per week on paid activities 

than did their counterparts, on average. Faculty at research institutions “set the 

curve” in this regard, averaging 49.8 hours per week while faculty at doctoral 

institutions averaged 45.6 hours per week.

• Faculty members at the “elite” universities preferred, on average, to spend less time 

on teaching and professional growth—but more time doing research— than their 

counterparts said they would prefer to do, on average.

• Faculty members at “elite” universities taught fewer classes and had fewer courses 

to prepare than did their counterparts at other schools. They also on average 

expressed a higher level of satisfaction with the amount of time they had to stay 

current in their field, when compared with the average responses o f faculty members 

at other schools.

• Faculty members at “elite" universities on average spent more time serving on 

graduate committees and more time chairing graduate committees than did their 

counterparts at other schools.

• Faculty members at “elite” universities spent fewer hours on consulting than did their 

counterparts at other universities, and they preferred to spend fewer hours that way. 

compared to their counterparts.

• Faculty members at “elite” universities were more likely to be engaged in creative 

work or research, particularly on funded research; they were also more likely than 

their counterparts at other schools, on average, to be serving as a principal 

investigator or a co-principal investigator on a grant or contract.

• Faculty members at “elite” universities were more likely to qualify for tuition 

remission for themselves or their families, than were their counterparts 

elsewhere.

• Faculty members at “elite” universities on average gave higher ratings to the quality 

o f their research equipment, their centralized computer facilities, and their Internet
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connections than did the faculty, on average, at the other schools. They also placed 

more value on the importance of good research facilities than did their counterparts.

• Faculty members at “elite” institutions on average expressed less concern over “the 

pressure to publish” than did the faculty at other schools.

• Faculty members at “elite” institutions reported higher average incomes from the 

institutions, higher average personal incomes from all sources, and higher average 

household incomes than did the faculty at other schools. On all of these questions, 

the faculty at “elite” institutions averaged about S10.000 more than the average 

reported by CS faculties at other schools. The average incomes of faculty at 

research institutions were significantly higher than those of faculty at doctorate- 

granting institutions: for example, on‘Total Personal Income. All Sources.” the 

research faculty members reported a mean of S73.568 while the faculty members at 

doctoral institutions reported a mean of S58.876.

What was not statistically significantly different between the two groups is also worth noting:

• Both groups spent about the same amount of time, on average, on administrative 

duties and on service activities.

• Neither group devoted much time to teaching remedial or continuing education 

classes.

• Faculty members at comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges were 

just as likely as their counterparts at “elite" schools to have funding provided for 

professional travel, professional associations, continued training, or sabbatical 

leave.

• Both groups expressed satisfaction with the level of authority and autonomy they 

had in their jobs.

• There was no statistically significant difference in the level o f satisfaction the groups 

expressed about their workloads, their opportunities for advancement, their 

freedom to do consulting, and their jobs overall.
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• There was no statistically significant difference in the level o f satisfaction the groups 

expressed about their job security, their benefits, and job opportunities for their 

spouses.

• The faculty at comprehensive and liberal arts universities rated their office and 

classroom space, their individual computer equipment, and their library holdings just 

as positively as did their counterparts at the “elite” schools.

• Demographically, there were no statistically significant di fferences between the two 

populations.

•  Both groups, on average, had experienced a great deal of job stability; few had 

changed jobs more than two or three times over the course o f their careers.

• Though the average earnings o f  the two groups were di fferent. there was no 

statistically significant difference in the groups' levels of satisfaction with their salary. 

No matter what their incomes were, both groups tended to express dissatisfaction in 

this area.

Research Question 5: Were the working conditions reported by computer science faculty 
in NSOPF:93 different from those reported by computer science faculty in NSOPF.99?

Independent samples t-tests run to compare the means of answers from NSOPF.93 

with those from NSOPF:99 revealed differences in the working conditions computer science 

faculty described in those surveys on 27 out o f 89 questions. Table 212 lists all o f the questions 

that elicited responses which were statistically significantly different between the two surveys. 

Those results can be summarized as follows:

• Respondents to the 1999 survey reported more hours per week devoted to paid 

work activities (4.87 hours more, on average) than did the 1993 respondents, but 

they also reported fewer hours per week (2.51 hours) spent on unpaid activities at 

their institutions.

• Fewer respondents qualified for funds for professional travel or professional training 

in 1999 than did the respondents in 1993.
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• The 1999 respondents on average expressed greater satisfaction with their authority 

to decide w'hat and how they teach, their authority to make other job decisions, and 

with the time they had available to advise students, than did the 1993 respondents. 

However, the 1999 respondents on average expressed less satisfaction with their 

workload and with their jobs overall than did the respondents in 1993.

• Statistics that had to do with the passage of time were predictably higher in 1999: 

the mean age of the respondents was higher, and they reported, on average, more 

years at their current job.

• The 1993 respondents expressed greater satisfaction, on average, with the physical 

aspects o f  their work settings (research equipment, lab space, audio-visual 

equipment, classrooms and office space) and with their secretarial staffs than did. on 

average, the 1999 respondents.

• The 1999 respondents expressed more satisfaction with their job security, on 

average, than their counterparts in 1993.

• There was less concern among the 1999 respondents about job opportunities for 

spouses and having good schools for their children than was expressed by the 

computer science faculty members surveyed in 1993. (This phenomenon could be 

tied, o f course, to the advancing age of computer science faculty members in 

general and their progress over time toward higher salaries; as they get older, they 

are less likely to have school-aged children at home, and as they become more 

settled and earn higher pay, the need for a second income maybe less pressing.)

• There was a statistically significant increase in the incomes from institution, total personal 

incomes, and total household incomes reported in 1999, over those reported in 1993.

In summary, most of the statistically significant differences between the 1993 survey and the 

1999 survey reflected mildly positive developments in working conditions. Though the faculty 

members may have experienced a slight increase in the time they devote to their work, and a 

tougher economy may have tightened up the availability o f funds for travel and continuing
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education, these changes seemed to be balanced by better pay and more satisfaction with levels 

of autonomy, authority, and security.

Implications for Policy, Practice, and Theory

The information accrued from the National Study o f Postsecondary Faculty in 1993 

and 1999 offers many insights for computer science policymakers and administrators:

1. Those who administer computer science programs in a collegiate setting should 

find this profile to be a helpful tool for benchmarking their programs, to assess how their 

programs fall short or exceed the norms nationwide. This should provide useful data to 

inform their decision making, raising their context from that o f  institutional norms to a 

broader, nationwide perspective.

2. Administrators who seek to recruit candidates for computer science teaching 

positions should take note that “salary level" was the factor that, on average, carried the 

greatest weight in decisions to change jobs. Administrators would be wise, in light of these 

findings, to make every effort to lobby for strong starting salaries for their computer science 

faculty slots; salaries should be benchmarked regularly with industry averages, and best 

attempts made to offer starting salaries that are roughly comparable to those in industry.

However, there certainly are limits to what administrators can do in improving 

salary levels, especially during times when many public and private institutions are facing 

significant budget shortfalls. The data gathered in this study also suggest that, in such 

circumstances, academic recruiters can and should w henever possible offer 

candidates a high degree o f autonomy, flexible work time, tuition remission, and 

institutional support fo r professional growth through travel, continued training, 

professional organizations, and sabbaticals. The presence o f these positive intrinsic 

factors apparently helped offset salary issues to some degree, because computer science faculty 

members concerned about their salaries still voiced a high degree o f satisfaction with their work 

in general.
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Higher education administrators should also note that the opportunity to do research 

maybe an attractive plus at institutions where research is emphasized, but that faculty members 

at smaller institutions registered the same level of job satisfaction as those at the more elite 

research institutions. There was no statistically significant difference in the level o f satisfaction 

the groups expressed about their workloads, their opportunities for advancement, their freedom 

to do consulting, and their jobs overall. What therefore may be most important in recruiting 

faculty members is ascertaining that there is a good fit between the aspirations o f the job 

candidates and the work environment at one s school; there are apparently many who do 

not desire to do cutting-edge research and who would be well suited to work in a college 

where teaching receives a greater emphasis.

The data also suggest that academic administrators would do well in looking toward 

candidates in business and industry who are reaching the middle o f their careers. As noted 

earlier, starting salaries for CS professionals in industry were higher than the average start

ing salaries in academia, but some leveling took place as those workers progressed in their 

careers. In addition, the literature suggested that computer science in business settings 

tends to be geared toward the young, mobile worker who is w illing to hopscotch from one 

employer to another (National Research Council, 2001). Administrators who recruit CS 

professionals who are nearing the middle of their business careers may find that these indi

viduals have tired of “the thrill o f the chase” and are ready for a work environment that of

fers stability, job security.and excellent educational opportunities for themselves and their 

families. This would be a particularly good approach for administrators at comprehensive 

and liberal arts institutions, where there is less emphasis on continuing research and more 

emphasis on teaching applied knowledge in computer science.

3. Policymakers on the state and national level should consider these data when making 

decisions on budgets for state-supported public universities and when considering programs to 

support research and training in computer science. In periods when economic realities press 

policymakers to minimize government spending, it might seem prudent to cap faculty salaries at
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public universities and to postpone research and training initiatives. However, given the great 

need in all business sectors for well-educated computer science professionals, these would be 

acts of false economy, for policies which make it difficult to hire computer science professors 

will limit educational opportunities in this field and, in effect, the number of trained computer 

science workers entering the marketplace. Instead, policymakers would be wise to promote 

programs that support this area of teaching and research; given the demographics of the faculties 

suneyed, it appears that programs that encourage the participation of women and minorities in 

the field would be o f  particular value.

Finally, though the primary aim of this study w'as not to prove or disprove the 

"motivaton'hygiene” theory o f job satisfaction, it is interesting to note that the responses of 

computer science faculty on the NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 do appear to be consistent with 

the theories of Herzberg et al. (1959). The faculty members' positive responses to questions 

about intrinsic factors and the relatively few negatives they expressed about extrinsic factors 

would lead one to expect, according to the “motivator/hygiene" theory, that these w orkers 

would perceive their jobs to be satisfying. And indeed, the faculty members did. on average, 

express a general satisfaction with their jobs overall. These responses do not provide any 

conclusive evidence about the relative importance of the various intrinsic or extrinsic factors in 

relation to each other, but they do suggest that it is worthwhile, as Herzberg recommends, to 

consider both intrinsic and extrinsic factors in studies on job satisfaction.

Recommendations for Further Research

The data gathered through the 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary 

Faculty offer a wealth of opportunities for future research. This study analyzed a small, 

specialized subgroup of the total population surveyed and offered a broad profile of that 

subgroup. The same dataset could be used to conduct more focused, in-depth studies on 

particular aspects o f  the profession. Do the experiences o f women in the profession mirror 

those ofthe men? What are the particular satisfactions and dissatisfactions of minorities in the
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field, and what could be done to attract minority CS professionals to teaching? What could 

regression analysis or other more sophisticated statistical tools reveal about the relative 

importance of various intrinsic and extrinsic factors in this setting? These questions and many 

others merit closer looks from future researchers.

Opportunities for future research extend beyond the study of computer science faculties 

at four-year institutions. Data from many other disciplines are available for analysis and 

comparison in the NSOPF database. Information on community college faculties is also 

available through these surveys and could be analyzed with an eye toward how the work 

experiences at these institutions are similar to or different from the experiences reported at other 

types of institutions.

Another great opportunity for further research will come in the next two years as 

the U.S. Department o f Education researchers conduct another cycle o f the NSOPF.

Plans call for faculty surveys to be completed and returned during the 2003-04 academic 

year, and data from the new round of surveys should become available to researchers in 

2005. It would be valuable to incorporate these new results with the findings o f the current 

study on computer science faculty, to strengthen the longitudinal aspect o f the research.

The addition o f these data could also make it possible to address the question of whether 

the perceptions reported in the NSOPF vary in different economic climates. Faculty who 

responded to the 1993 and 1999 surveys were teaching during a strong economic upturn, 

when computer science professionals were on the cutting edge of unprecedented growth in 

a great number o f industries. It is probable that these faculty members’ perceptions about 

their jobs were influenced somewhat by their perceptions o f  what computer science jobs 

outside academia were like. However, the new millenium brought with it the crash of the 

“dot-coms” and a different economic outlook in general; it would be interesting, therefore, 

to explore whether faculty perceptions about their work are the same or different in this 

new economic context. The next round ofthe NSOPF offers this very opportunity, making 

it an excellent resource for future research.
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Summary-

The purpose o f this study was to compile data profiling the work conditions and 

satisfactions experienced by computer science faculty at four-year colleges and univ ersities in 

the United States during the years from 1993 to 1999. Computer science faculty responses to 

the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty were used to describe intrinsic and extrinsic 

factors relating to the profession and satisfactions/dissatisfactions reported by the faculty. 

Demographic information was also used to create a profile of those teaching computer science 

in colleges and universities. Independent samples t-tests revealed statistically significant 

differences between the experiences of faculty at research and doctoral institutions and those of 

faculty at comprehensive and liberal arts institutions, but those differences in work habits and 

salaries did not result in differences in satisfaction: no matter their type o f institution, the faculty' 

members were on average satisfied with their jobs overall. A means analysis of responses 

subgrouped by survey year showed differences between the subgroups, most of which related 

to the maturation of the discipline. The information derived from all o f these analyses could form 

the basis for interesting future research, but it also will be of immediate value to higher education 

administrators and policymakers seeking to recruit qualified computer science professionals to 

the teaching profession.
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APPENDIX A

Identification Codes and Questionnaire Wording for Selected Variables.
1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

Source: U.S. Department o f Education National Center for Education Statistics (2001). 
Codebook for the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty. Washington. D.C.

The variables listed below are those used in the study. Listed for each variable is the 
identification code, the label, and the wording ofthe question as it appeared on the 1999 survey. 
The corresponding question numbers from the 1993 NSOPF appear in brackets after the title 
of each variable. In some instances the decision was made to use derived variables created by 
the researchers at the National Center for Education Statistics, rather than the original data 
variables transcribed from the surveys; those instances are noted accordingly below.

Q2 Instruction: Credit or noncredit instructional duties [:1a. 1993]
2. During the 1998 Fall Term, were all of your instructional duties related to credit courses, or 
advising or supervising academic activities for which students received credit, some of your 
instructional duties related to credit courses or advising or supervising academic activities for 
which students received credit OR all of your instructional duties related to noncredit courses or 
advising or supervising noncredit academic activities.?

All duties for credit 
Some duties for credit 
All duties not for credit

Q 3 Employment, current: Principal activity/::?. 1993]
3. What was your principal activity at this institution during the 1998 Fall Term? If you had 
equal responsibilities, please select one.

Teaching 
Research 
Clinical service 
Administration
On sabbatical from this institution 
Other activity
Dean. Act/Int/Assoc/Asst Dean 
Chair. Acting''Assoc/Assistant Chair 
Director/H ead/C oordinator 
President Chief 
.Assistant to the President 
VP. Assoc/ Assistant VP 
Administrator. Manager 
Chancellor. Provost 
Chaplain
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Advisor, Counselor 
Librarian, Library Director 
Registrar
Secretary, miscellaneous clerical 
Adjunct (unspecified)
Athletic Director. Coach 
Other Administrative

Q4 Employment, current: Faculty status [z3.1993]
4. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have faculty status at this institution?

Yes
No

Q5 Control Variable: Full- or part-time employment at this institution [a4,1993]
5. During the 1998 Fall Term, did this institution consider you to be employed part-time or full
time?

Part-time
Full-time

Q7 Employment, current: Year began current job [a6.1993]
7. In what year did you begin the job you held at this institution during the 1998 Fall Term? 
Consider promotions in rank as part ofthe same job.
Note: NCES derived variables xOl _7 (1999) and x01A6 (1993) were used for statistical 
analysis on this question.

Q8 Employment, current: Rank [a9,1993]
8. Which of the following best describes your academic rank, title, or position at this institution 
during the 1998 Fall Term?

NA
Professor
Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 
Instructor 
Lecturer 
Other title

Q 10 Employment, current: Tenure status, collapsed [a 7 .1993]
10. What was your tenure status at this institution during the 1998 Fall Term?

Tenured
On tenure track, but not tenured 
Not on tenure track, but inst has tenure 
No tenure system at this institution
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Q11 Employment, current: Duration of contract fa8,1993]
11. During the 1998 Fall Term, what was the duration of your contract or appointment at this 
institution?

Unspecified duration, or tenured 
One academic term
One academic year or one calendar year 
Two or more academic/calendar years

Q 14 Employment, current: Principal field of teaching all categories [a 12a, 1993]
14. What is your principal field or discipline of teaching? If equal areas, select one.

[more than 200 field options offered, including
201 computer & information sciences
202 computer programming
203 data processing
204 systems analysis
210 other computer science]

Q 16a 1 Education: Highest degree [bl6al, 1993]
16a 1. Not counting honorary degrees, what was the highest degree you have received? 

First-professional degree 
Doctoral degree 
MFA. MSW 
Other Master’s degree 
Bachelor’s degree 
Associate’s degree or equivalent 
Certificate or diploma for undergrad

Q16dl Education: Highest degree, field[bl6cl, 1993]
16d 1. What is the field in which you received this degree?

[more than 200 field options offered, including
201 computer & information sciences
202 computer programming
203 data processing
204 systems analysis
210 other computer science]

Q20 Employment, current: Other employment, fall 1998, consulting [bl7 ,1993]
20. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you do outside consulting in addition to your employment at 
this institution?

Yes
No
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Q21 Employment, current: Other employment, fall 1998, non-consulting [bl 7 .1993]
21. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have professional employment other than consulting in 
addition to your employment at this institution?

Yes
No

Q22 Employment, current: Other employment, fall 1998. number of positions//?/la. 1993]
22. How many different professional jobs/positions, other than your employment at this 
institution or consulting jobs, did you have during the 1998 Fall Term?

Q23 Employment, past: Number of positions in higher ed during career [no equiv. 1993]
23. In total, how many professional positions in higher education institutions have you held?

Q25 Employment, past: Number o f years teaching in higher ed institution [no equiv. 1993/ 
25. How many years have you been teaching in higher education institutions?

Q30A Workload: Hours/week paid activities at institution [c36a, 1993]
30a. On average, how many hours per week did you spend on all paid activities at this 
institution (e.g. teaching, clinical service, class preparation, research, administration) during the 
1998 Fall Term?

Q30B Workload: Hours/week unpaid activities at institution [c36b. 1993]
30b. On average, how' many hours per week did you spend on all unpaid activities at this 
institution during the 1998 Fall Term?

Q30C Workload: Hours/week paid activity not at institution [c36c. 1993]
30c. On average, how many hours per week did you spend on any other paid activities outside 
this institution (e.g., consulting, working on otherjobs) during the 1998 Fall Term?

Q30D Workload: Hours/week unpaid (pro bono) activity not at institution [c36d. 1993]
30d. On average, how many hours per week did you spend on unpaid (pro bono) professional 
service activities outside this institution during the 1998 Fall Term?

Q31A 1 Workload: Time actually spent at teaching undergraduates [c3 7aa. 1993]
31 a l . What percent o f  your time do you spend teaching undergraduate students (including 
teaching; grading papers; preparing courses; developing new curricula; advising or supervising 
students; supervising student teachers and interns; working with student organizations or 
intramural athletics)?

Q31A2 Workload: Time actually spent at teaching graduates [c37aa, 1993]
31 a2. What percent o f your time do you spend teaching graduate or first-professional students 
(including teaching; grading papers; preparing courses; developing new curricula; advising or 
supervising students; supervising student teachers and interns; supervising clinical students; 
working with student organizations or intramural athletics)?
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Q31 A3 Workload: Time actually spent at research [c37ab. 1993]
31 a3. What percent of your time do you spend in research/scholarship activities (including 
research; reviewing or preparing articles or books; attending or preparing for professional 
meetings or conferences; reviewing proposals; seeking outside funding; giving performances or 
exhibitions in the fine or applied arts; or giving speeches)?

Q31A4 Workload: Time actually spent on professional growth [c37ac. 1993]
31 a4. What percent of your time do you spend in professional growth activities (including taking 
courses; pursuing an advanced degree; other professional development activities; such as 
practice or activities to remain current in your field)?

Q31A5 Workload: Time actually spent at administration [c37ad, 1993]
31 a5. What percent of your time do you spend in administration (including departmental or 
institution-wide meetings or committee work)?

Q31A6 Workload: Time actually spent on service activity [c3 7af 1993]
31 a6 . What percent of your time do you spend in service activities (including providing legal or 
medical services or psychological counseling to clients or patients; paid or unpaid community or 
public service; service to professional societies/associations)?

Q 31A7 Workload: Time actually spent on consulting [c37ae, 1993]
31 a7. What percent of your time do you spend in outside consulting, freelance work, other 
outside work/other non-teaching professional activities (other activities or work not listed in a- 
0?

Q31B1 Workload: Time preferred at teaching undergraduates [c3 7ba. 1993]
31 a 1. WTiat percent of your time would you prefer to spend teaching undergraduate students 
(including teaching; grading papers; preparing courses; developing new' curricula; advising or 
supervising students; supervising student teachers and interns; working with student 
organizations or intramural athletics)?

Q31B2 Workload: Time preferred at teaching graduates [c37ba, 1993]
31 a2. What percent of your time would you prefer to spend teaching graduate or first- 
professional students (including teaching; grading papers; preparing courses; developing new' 
curricula; advising or supervising students; supervising student teachers and interns; supervising 
clinical students; working with student organizations or intramural athletics)?

Q31B3 Workload: Time preferred at research [c3 7bb, 1993]
31 a3. What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend in research/scholarship activities 
(including research; reviewing or preparing articles or books; attending or preparing for 
professional meetings or conferences; reviewing proposals; seeking outside funding; giving 
performances or exhibitions in the fine or applied arts; or giving speeches)?

Q31B4 Workload: Time preferred on professional growth [c37bc, 1993]
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31 a4. What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend in professional growth activities 
(including taking courses; pursuing an advanced degree; other professional development 
activities; such as practice or activities to remain current in your field)?

Q31B5 Workload: Time preferred at administration [c37bd. 1993]
3 la5. What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend in administration (including 
departmental or institution-wide meetings or committee work)?

Q31B6 Workload: Time preferred on service activity fc3 7bf 1993]
31 b6 . What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend on service activities?

Q31B7 Workload: Time preferred on consulting [c37be, 1993]
31 b7. What percent o f your time would you prefer to spend in outside consulting, freelance 
work, other outside work/other non-teaching professional activities (other activities or work not 
listed in a-f)?

Q32A1 Instruction, committees: Served on. number of undergraduate committees [dia l, 
d i a l  & c21a3. 1993]
32al. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many undergraduate thesis honors committees; 
comprehensive exams or orals committees; examination/certification committees did you serve 
on?

Q32A2 Instruction, committees: Served on, number of graduate committees [dla4. c21a5 & 
c21a6. 1993]
32a2. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many graduate thesis or dissertation committees: 
comprehensive exams or orals committees (other than as part of thesis/dissertation committees); 
examination certification committees did you serve on?

Q32B1 Instruction, committees: Chaired undergraduate committees [d lb l. c21b2 & dlh3. 
1993]
32al. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many undergraduate thesis honors committees; 
comprehensive exams or orals committees; examination'certification committees did you chair?

Q32B2 Instruction, committees: Chaired graduate committees [dlb4 . d lb 5  & d lb 6 .1993] 
32a2. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many graduate thesis or dissertation committees; 
comprehensive exams or orals committees (other than as part of thesis/dissertation committees); 
examination/certification committees did you chair?

Q33 Instruction: Classes taught, total [c22,1993]
33. During the 1998 Fall Term, what was the total number o f classes or sections you taught at 
this institution?

Q34 Instruction: Courses taught, total [no equiv. 1993]
34. How many different courses (preparations) do these classes/sections represent?
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Q35 Instruction: Classes taught, remedial [no equiv. 1993]
35. How many ofthe classes/sections that you taught during the 1998 Fall Term were remedial?

Q37 Instruction: Classes taught, continuing education [no equiv. 1993]
37. How many of the classes/sections that you taught during the 1998 Fall Term were continuing 
education classes?

Q 51 Instruction, individual: Total regular scheduled office hrs/week [c26.1993]
51. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many regularly scheduled office hours did you have per 
week?

Q52 Research: Any creative work/writing/research [c28.1993]
52. During the 1998 Fall Term, w-ere you engaged in any professional research, proposal 
writing, creative writing, or creative works (either funded or non-fiinded) at this institution?

Yes
No

Q53 Research:.-Any creative work/writingYesearch. type [c29. 1993]
53. How would you describe your primary professional research, writing, or creative work 
during the 1998 Fall Term?

Basic research
Applied or policy-oriented research 
Literary, performance or exhibitions 
Program/curriculum design 
Other 
Clinical
Grant writingproposals 
Writing textbooks 
Both basic and applied

Q54 Research: .Any funded research [c30. 1993]
54. During the 1998 Fall Term were you engaged in any funded research or funded creative 
work? Include any grants, contracts, or institutional awards. Do not include consulting services.

Yes
No

Q55 Research: .Any funded research, PI/Co-PI [c31.1993]
55. During the 1998 Fall Term, were you a principal investigator (PI) or co-principal 
investigator (Co-PI) for any grants or contracts?

Yes
No

Q60A Rating: Rating ofbasic research equipment/instruments [c34a, 1993]
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60a. How satisfied are you with basic research equipment or instruments?
Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60B Rating: Rating o f laboratory space and supplies [c34b, 1993]
60b. How satisfied are you with laboratory or research space and supplies?

Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60D Rating: Rating o f availability of research assistants [c34c, 1993] Od. How satisfied 
you with availability of research assistants?

Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60E Rating: Rating ofpersonal computers and local networks [c34d, 1993]
60e. How satisfied are you with personal computers and local networks?

Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60F Rating: Rating o f centralized computer facilities [c34e, 1993]
60f. How satisfied are you with centralized (main Same) computer facilities?

Poor
Fan-
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60G Rating: Rating o f Internet connections [c34f 1993]
60g. How satisfied are you with internet connections?

Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK
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Q601 Rating: Rating o f  audio-visual equipment [c34g, 1993]
60i. How satisfied are you with audio-visual equipment?

Poor
Fan-
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60J Rating: Rating o f classroom space [c34h, 1993]
60j. How satisfied are you with classroom space?

Poor
Fan-
Good
Excellent
Not availableNot applicable/DK

Q60K Rating: Rating o f office space [c34i, 1993]
60k. How satisfied are you with office space?

Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent
Not available/Not applicable/DK

Q60M Rating: Rating of secretarial support [c34k, 1993]
60m. How' satisfied are you with secretarial support?

Poor
Fan-
Good
Excellent
Not availableNot applicableDK

Q60N Rating: Rating of library holdings [c34l. 1993]
60n. How satisfied are you with library holdings?

Poor
Fan-
Good
Excellent
Not availableNot applicable/DK

Q61A Professional development: Internal tuition remission fluids fc35al & c35bl, 1993]
61 a. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any of the purposes specified 
below? Tuition remission at this or other institution 

Yes
No, although funds were available
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No. no funds available/not eligible 
No, DK if funds were available

Q61B Professional development: Internal prof. assoc, funds [c35a2 & c35b2.1993]
61b. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any o f the purposes speci fied 
below? Professional association memberships and/or registration fees 

Yes
No, although funds were available 
No, no funds available/not eligible 
No, DK if funds were available

Q61C Professional development: Internal prof. travel funds [c35a3 & c35b3. 1993]
61c. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any o f the purposes speci fied 
below? Professional travel 

Yes
No, although funds were available 
No. no funds available/not eligible 
No. DK if funds were available

Q61D Professional development: Internal training to improve res/teaching [c35a4 & c35b4. 
1993]
61 d. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any of the purposes specified 
below? Training to improve research or teaching skills 

Yes
No, although funds were available 
No. no funds available/not eligible 
No, DK if funds were available

Q61F Professional development: Internal sabbatical leave [c35a6 & c35b6. 1993]
61 f. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any of the purposes specified 
below? Sabbatical leave 

Yes
No, although funds were available 
No, no funds available/not eligible 
No, DK if funds were available

Q65 A Satisfaction: Satisfaction with authority to decide course content [d39a. 1993]
65a. How satisfied are you with the authority you have to make decisions about conte..

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied
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Q65B Satisfaction: Satisfaction with authority to decide courses taught [d39c, 1993] 
65b. How satisfied are you with the authority you have to make decisions about what.. 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q65C Satisfaction: Satisfaction with authority make otherjob decisions [d39h. 1993] 
65c. How satisfied are you with the authority you have to make decisions about other.... 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q65D Satisfaction: Satisfaction with time available to advise students [d39d, 1993] 
65d. How satisfied are you with the time available for working with students....

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q65F Satisfaction: Satisfaction with quality’ of undergraduate students [d39e. 1993] 
65f. How satisfied are you with the quality of undergraduate students whom you have... 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q65G Satisfaction: Satisfaction with quality of graduate students [d39f, 1993]
65g. How satisfied are you with the quality of graduate students whom you have taught.. 

Very dissatisfied 
Somew hat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66A Satisfaction: Satisfaction with work load [d40a. 1993]
66a. How satisfied are you with yourw'orkload 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66B Satisfaction: Satisfaction with job security [d40h, 1993]
66b. How satisfied are you with your job security 

Very dissatisfied
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Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Veiy satisfied

Q66C Satisfaction: Satisfaction with advancement opportunity [d40c, 1993]
66c. How satisfied are you with opportunity for advancement in rank at this institution 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66D Satisfaction: Satisfaction with time to keep current in field [d40d. 1993]
66d. How satisfied are you with time available for keeping current in your field 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66F Satisfaction: Satisfaction with freedom to do outside consulting [d40e, 1993]
66f. How satisfied are you with freedom to do outside consulting 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66G Satisfaction: Satisfaction with salary [d40f. 1993]
66g. How satisfied are you with your salary'

Very dissatisfied 
Somew'hat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q66H Satisfaction: Satisfaction with benefits [d40g, 1993]
66h. How satisfied are you with your benefits, generally 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somew hat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q661 Satisfaction: Satisfaction with spouse employment opportunity [d40h, 1993]
66i. How satisfied are you with spouse or partner employment opportunities in this institution 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied
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Q66J Satisfaction: Satisfaction with job overall [d40i, 1993]
66j. How satisfied are you with your job here, overall 
Very dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Very satisfied

Q67A Plans: How likely to accept part-time postsecondary job in 3 years fd41a, 1993]
67a. During the next three years, how likely are you to accept a part- time job at a different 
postsecondary institution?

Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely 
Very likely

Q67B Plans: How likely to accept full-time postsecondary job in 3 years [d41b, 1993]
67b. During the next three years, how likely are you to accept a full- time job at a different 
postsecondary institution?

Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely 
Very likely

Q67C Plans: How likely accept part-time nonpostsecondary job in 3 years [d41c. 1993]
67c. During the next three years, how likely are you to accept a part- time job not at a 
postsecondary institution?

Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely 
Very likely

Q67D Plans: How likely accept full-time nonpostsecondary job in 3 years [d4 Id, 1993]
67d. During the next three years, how likely are you to accept a full- time job not at a 
postsecondary institution?

Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely 
Very likely

Q67E Plans: How likely retire in 3 years [d4le, 1993]
67e. During the next three years, how likely are you to retire from the labor force?

Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely 
Very likely

Q68 Plans: Age stop working at postsecondary inst ]d42,1993]
68. At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondary institution?
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Q69A Plans: If leave how important salary level [d43a. 1993]
69a. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? Salary 
level

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69B Plans: If leave how important tenure [d43b, 1993]
69b. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position 
inside or outside o f academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? 
Tenure-track or tenured position 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69C Plans: If leave how important job security [d43c. 1993]
69c. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? Job 
security

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69D Plans: If leave how important advancement opportunity [d43d. 1993]
69d. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position 
inside or outside of academia, how important would each o f the following be in your decision? 
Opportunities for advancement 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69E Plans: If leave how important benefits [d43e, 1993]
69e. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision?
Benefits

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69F Plans: If leave how important no publishing pressure [d43f 1993]
69f. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? No 
pressure to publish

Not important
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Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69G Plans: If leave how important research facilities [d43g, 1993]
69g. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? Good 
research facilities and equipment 

Not important 
Somew hat important 
Very important

Q69H Plans: If leave how important instructional facilities [d43h, 1993]
69h. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how' important would each of the following be in your decision? Good 
instructional facilities and equipment 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69I Plans: If leave how important job for spouse [d43i. 1993]
69i. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? Good 
job or job opportunities for your spouse or partner 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important 
Not applicable

Q69J Plans: If leave how' important geographic location [d43j, 1993]
69j. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside o f academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? Good 
geographic location

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q69K Plans: If leave how important schools for children [d43k. 1993]
69k. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position 
inside or outside of academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? 
Good environment or schools for your children 

Not important 
Somew hat important 
Very important 
Not applicable
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Q69L Plans: If leave how important teaching opportunity [d43l. 1993]
691. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside 
or outside of academia, how important would each o f the following be in your decision? Greater 
opportunity to teach 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very'important

Q69M Plans: If leave how important research opportunity [d43m, 1993]
69m. If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position 
inside or outside of academia, how important would each o f the following be in your decision? 
Greater opportunity to do research 

Not important 
Somewhat important 
Very important

Q70 Plans: If leave what would be the most important factor [noequiv. 1993]
70. Of the factors listed in Question 69, write in the letter of the item (a-m) that would be most 
important in your decision to leave.
Salary level

Tenure-track or tenured position 
Job security
Opportunities for advancement 
Benefits
No pressure to publish 
Good research facilities and equip 
Good instruction facilities and equip 
Good job opportunities for spouse 
Good geographic location 
Good env schools for your children 
Greater opportunity to teach 
Greater opportunity to do research 
None

Q71 Plans: Would you retire and work part-time at institution [d44.1993]
71. If you could elect to draw' on your retirement and still continue working at this institution on 
a part-time basis, w'ould you do so?

Yes
No

Q72 Plans: Have you retired from another position [no equiv. 1993]
72. Have you retired from another position?

Yes
No

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

271

Q73 Plans: Would you take early retirement [d45,1993]
73. If an early retirement option were offered to you at this institution, would you take it?

Yes
No

Q74 Plans: Age likely retire from all paid employment [d46,1993]
74. At which age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment?

Q76 A-U Income: Basic salary from institution [e47, 1993]
76a. How much compensation did you receive...
Note: NCES derived variables x04_76 (1999), xOIE47(1993) andxO3E47 (1993) were 
used for statistical analysis on this question.

Q79 Income: Total household income [e49,1993]
79. For the 1998 calendar year, what was your total household income before taxes?

Q 81 Demographics: Gender [p i, 1993]
81. .Are you male or female?

Male
Female

Q82Y Demographics: Age, year of birth [p i, 1993]
82y. In what year were you bom?
Note: NCES derived variables x02_82 (1999) and x02F52 (1993) were used for 
statistical analysis on this question.

Q83-84 Demographics: Race[p 3 .1993]
84a. What is your race?
Note: NCES derived variables x03_84 (1999) and x02F53 (1993) were used for 
statistical analysis on this question.

Q87 Demographics: Marital status [p 5 ,1993]
87. What was your marital status in the 1998 Fall Term?

Single, never married 
Married
Living in marriage-like relationship 
Separated, divorced, or widowed

Q88 Demographics: Spouse/significant other employed in higher education [no equiv. 1993]
88. During the 1998 Fall Term, was your spouse or significant other employed in a professional 
position at a higher education institution?

Yes, at this institution
Yes, at other higher ed. institution
No
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Q89 Demographics: Bom in USA or other country [f56a. 1993]
89. In what country were you bom?

USA
Other

Q90 Demographics: Citizenship [f57a, 1993]
90. What is your citizenship status?

United States citizen, native 
United States citizen, naturalized 
Permanent res. o f  the US (immigrant visa)
Temporary res. ofU S (non-immigrant visa)
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OMI K*. I I M M
D ue  u r n

U.S. Department of Education 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

National Center for Education Statistics

1993 NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY

FACULTY 
QUESTIONNAIRE

A ll ta fo ra a tio a  ea th is  fo ra  wO  be ke p t c o o fld c a tia l aad  w(B a o t be 
d isclosed o r released to  yo a r In s titu tio n  o r a a y  o th e r fro o p  o r ia d tv id o a L

Co-sponsored by: National Science Foundation
National Endowment for the Humanities

Contractor National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 
University of Chicago 
ktaHing A dJrta  
1525 East 55th Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60615 
Toll-Free Number 1-MO-733-NORC
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NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY
Incfnifrtnwt far Completing Faculty Questionnaire

Many o f  our questions ask about your activities during the 1992 Fell Term. By this, we mean whatever 
academic term was in progress an October 15, 1992

A ll questions that ask about your position a t "this institution' refer to your position during the 1992 Fall 
Tam  at the institu tion  H aed an the label an the back caver o f the questionnaire.

This questionnaire was designed to be com pleted by both full-tim e end part-time instructional faculty and 
staff, and nan-instructional faculty. In 2- and 4-year (and above) higher education institutions o f a ll types 
and sires. Please read each question carefully and faCUm all instructions. Sam e o f the questions m ay not 
appear to  fit your situation precisely; i f  yo u  have a response other d m  those listed fo r a  particular question, 
write in that response.

M ost questions ask you to  code a num ber to  indicate your response Circle the num ber in front o f your 
response and no t the response itself. O ther questions ask you to fill in information; write in the information 
in the space provided.

Mailing instructions fa r  returning the com pleted questionnaire are an page 26.

I f  you have arty questions on ham to  proceed please call MORC toB-fiee at 1SOO-733-NORC
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NATIONAL STUDY OF POSTSECONDARY FACULTY:
Faculty Questionnaire

I . D u rin g  the 1992 F a ll T e rm , d id  yon hare any In s tru c tio n a l duties a t th is  in s titu tio n
(e g , teaching one o r m ore courses, o r advis ing  o r supervising  students’  academ ic a c tiv itie s )?
(CIRCLE O N E NUM BER)

—  1. Yes (AN SW ER  1A) 2- No (S O P  T O  Q U E S T IO N  2)

— > IA_ D u rin g  th e  1992 F a ll Term , w e re  
(C IRC LE  O N E NUMBER)

1. a lt o f yo u r ins truc tio n a l duties re la ted  to  c re d it courses,

2. som e o f your ins truc tio n a l duties re la ted  to  c re d it courses o r advising o r supervising academic 
a c tiv itie s  fo r c re d it, S21

i. a ll at yo ur ins truc tio n a l duties re la ted  to  noncred it courses o r advising o r supervising non cred it 
academ ic activ ities?

2 . W hat was y o u r p rin c ip a l a c tiv ity  a t th is  la s tlta tio a  d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Te rm ?  I f  you have equal 
re sp o n s ib ilitie s , p lease se lect ene. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Teaching

2. Research

3. Technical a c tiv itie s  (e g , program m er, technician chem ia  engineer, e tc )

4. C lin ica l service

5. C o m m u n ity /p u b lic  service 

6> A d m in is tra tio n
(W RITE IN  T IT L E  O R r o s m O N ) _______________________________________

7 . O n f r om  iK k  iM ^ n t in i

8. Other (subsidized performer, srtist-in-residence, e tc)

3 . D u rin g  the  1992 F a ll T e rm , d id  you have (a cu ity  sta tus a t th is  in s titu tio n ?  (C IRC LE ONE NUMBER)

1. Yes

2. N o, I  d id  no t have fa c u lty  status

3. N o, no one has fa c u lty  sta tus a t th is  in s titu tio n

2
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S E C TIO N  A . N ATU R E O F EM PLO YM EN T

4 . D u rin g  th e  1992 F a ll T e rn , d id  (Ms In s titu tio n  conside r you to  be em ployed p a rt-tim e  o r fu ll-tim e ?  
(CIRC LE O NE NUMBER)

5 .  W ere you ch a irp e rson  o f a departm ent o r d iv is io n  a t th is  in s titu tio n  d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Term ?
(CIRCLE O NE NUMBER)

1. Yes 

Z  N o

6 . In  w ha t year d id  yon begin the jo b  you held a t th is  in s titu tio n  d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Term ? In d u d e  
p rom o tio n s in  ra n k  as p a rt o f your F a il 1992 Job. (W RITE  IN  YEAR)

3. N o t on te n u re  (rack

4. N o  tenu re  system  fa r m y facu lty status

3. N o (enure  aystem a t (h it m stitu tiao

8 . During the 1992 FaO Term, what was the daratioa of your contract or appointment at this institution?
(CIRCLE O N E NUMBER)

1. O ne academ ic te rm  

Z  O ne a radem ic/ea lcadar year

3. A  s —hed a n a b e r o f years (L e , tw o o r m ore a ra d rm ir/ra lrn d n r years)

4. U nspecified  d u ra tio n

5. O the r

1. Part-time (ANSWER 4A) 2. F u ll-tim e  (S K IP  TO  Q UESTIO N 5)

4A. D id  you ho ld  a part-tim e  p os itio n  a t th is  In s titu tio n  d u rin g  the 1992 F a il Term  because . . .
(CIRCLE  V  OR *2- FOR EACH REASO N)

Yes No

1 2 a. you p re fe rred  w orking  on a p a rt-tim e  basis?

1 2 b. a fu ll-tim e  position  was n o t available?

1 2 c  you were supplem enting yo u r incom e fro m  o the r em ployment? 

1 2 d .  you wanted to  be p a rt o f an academ ic environm ent?

1 2 e. you were fin ish in g  a graduate degree?

1 2 f. o f o ther reasons?

7 . W hat was your tenure status at this institution during th e  1992 Fall Term?
(CIRCLE O NE NUM BER)

L  Tenured — 7A In what year did you achieve tenure at this iastitutloa? 19

Z  O n tenu re  trade  b u t no t tenured (S U P  T O  Q U E S TIO N  9)

3
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9 . W hich o f (he fo llo w in g  best describes yonr acad em ic  ra n k , title , o r p o s itio n  a t th is  in s titu tio n  durin g  (he 1992 
FaH Term ? (C IRC LE ONE NUMBER, OR ’NA")

N A- N ot app licab le: no ranks designated at th is  in s titu tio n  (S K IP  T O  Q U E S T IO N  11)

1. Professor

2. Associate Professor

3. Assistant P rofessor

4. Instructor

5. Lecturer

6. O the r (W RITE IN )_______________________________________ __________________

1 0 . In  w hat year d id  you fir s t achiere th is  rank?
(W RITE IN  YEAR)

11. During the 1992 Fall Term, which of the fallowing kinds of appointments did you bold a t this institution? 
(CIRCLE A L L  T H A T  APPLY)

L  A cting

2. Affiliate o r adjunct

3. Visiting

4. Assigned by religious order

5.
(W RITE IN  TITLE  OR P O SITIO N )____________ _____ _______________________________________

6. Research
(W RITE IN  T IT L E  OR P O SITIO N )_____________ ____________________________________________

7. None of the above

4
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1 2 . W h a t I*  y s a r jd l f i lB l l  B *M  a r d ia d p lia e  a f teachiac? (REFER TO TH E L IS T  OF MAJOR FIELDS OF 
STU D Y O N  RAG ES S A N D  6 AND  ENTER THE ARRRORRlATE CODE NUMBER AND  NAM E BELOW. IF  
YOU H A VE  NO  FIELD OF TEACHING. CIRCLE 'N A ')

NA. Not Applicable

C O D E  FO R  F IE L D  ________________________________________
O R  D IS C IP L IN E : ____________  N A M E  O F  P R IN C IP A L  F IE L D /D IS C IP L IN E

1 3 . W hat la  ro n r n rlo d p a l area a t research? I f  equal areas, adect one. (IF  YO U  HAVE NO RESEARCH AREA, 
CIRCLE "NA') 

N A  Not Applicable

C O D E  FO R  F IE L D  ________________________________________
O R  D IS C IP L IN E :___________ ____________  N A M E  O F P R IN C IP A L  F IE L D /D IS C IP L IN E

CODES FO R  M A JO R  F IE LD S  O F STU D Y AN D  A C A D E M IC  D IS C IP L IN E S

AGRICULTURE
101 A frib o tiiK s t f t  A frico fcm l
102 A cricahnaL Aasaal, Food, A  P lia  

Sdeaoct
103 Renewable Natural Resources,

C aacm bou . H dung. A Farenry
110 O her Agricnknre

ARCHITECTURE A  ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN
121 A rchaactm  A  E nvrasnasa l DcsifB
122 Cfcy. A Reponal Ptanwrny
123 In e iio r Design
124 Land Use M anageoei* A Reclamation 
130 Other A rch. A  E u ritouBtLBa l Design

AST
141 A it H s u ;  A  Appreciation
142 Grafts
143 Daaoc
144 Design (other Qua Arch, or Interior)
145 Dramatic AOs
146 ra »  A m
147 Mao A lta  
143 M ane
149 M oaic H istory A Appreciation 
130 Other Visual A Performing A iu

BUSINESS

201
202
203
204 
110

221
222
223
224
225 
224 
227 
221
229
230

241
242
243
244
245 
250

COMPUTER SCIENCE 
rtanpnter A  Inform ation Science! 
CranratrT  Programming 
Data
Sjntana A na lyst 
Other Computer S firo re

EDUCATION 
p/fcwarym  GCflEtli 
B u k  SkiQc
83mfa>VCrocs-caJcanI Education 
CorscqSqsi ft
EdUCStiCB AA n i t t i i W fif tn

Bduralinn  B ra la ttion  A  Research 
Bdacadoaal Psychology

R aden cvw nw iing A  Fetaotmel Svca. 
f t h i i  Education

TEACHER ED UCATION 
P re-E km roary

Secondary
A dak A  C otton ing
O ther G eaenl Teacher Ed. Program!
Ttadaer Edoradon is  Specific Subjeaa

ENGINEERING 
Engineering. General 
CM EbM i 
B H h U , B n r t a , A

i  4 fM a ittia llre  S ^poB (e .g^ I 
.  S tcnada l)

COMMUNICATIONS
Adrcnleiag
Broadcaadag A  JoasaaSm

ENGLISH AN D  UTERATURE
291 BagHah. Geacial
292 CoapaaHoa A  Creative W riting
293
294 
293
2 M  IpaotA . Debate. A  7 a ta 4 n  
297 BagBeh aa a 1
300 BaglhA. Other

5
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FOREIGN LANGUAGES
311 <*»««»*>-— (MuxUrin. O moqoc. or Other Chinese)
312 Preach
313 Gersun 
3M luluo
315 Laufl
316 Jipftaese
317 Other Astu
312 Russian or Other SL»v>c
319 Spanish
320 Other Foreign L ia |u i|u

HEALTH SCIENCES
331 Alhed Health Techoolopes it Services
332 Deoustry
333 Heatt Services Adnhstscntioa
334 h lif irip f. hr toting Psychiatry
335 Numai
336 Pharmacy
337 Pubbc Health
332 Veterinary Mahtiae 
340 Other Health Sciences

350 HOME ECONOMICS 

360 INDUSTRIAL ARTS 

370 LAW

320 L IB R A R Y * ARCHIVAL SCIENCES

NATURAL SCIENCES: BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
391 Biochemistry
392 Bioloty
393 Botany
394 O ortira
395 ISBBUOiOgy
396 Macrobioio0
397 R ijiio tiig y  
391 Zoology
400 Biological Sciences. Other

NATURAL SCIENCES: PHYSICAL SCIENCES
411 A m m ony
412 i*TJ
413 K jr in
414 Earth. HWnspAria. aad Orvanngiuphac (Oaatogiaal 

S c a n )
420 n y iic a l Sciences. Other

430 MATHEMATICS

440 CTATBT1CS

430 M ILITA R Y  STUDIES

460 MULTUNTERDBdPUNARY STUDIES
470 PARKS *  RECREATION

4*0 PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGION

490 THEOLOGY

300 PROTECTIVE SERVICES (< ( . .  Crim inal h u ic e . R n
F n u ta )

510 PSYCHOLOGY

520 PUBLIC AFFAIRS (e.g.. Community Services. Public 
Administration. Pubbc Works. Social Wort)

530 SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES

SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HISTORY
541 Social Science!. General
5 4 2  A n th r o p o lo g y

543 Archeology
544 Are* A Ethnic Studies
545 Dcmognphy
546 Economics
547 Geography 
54* History
549 International Relations
350 Political Science A Government
551 Sociology
560 Other Social Sciences

VOCATIONAL TRAINING
CONSTRUCTION TRADES

601 Carpentry
602 Electrician
603 plumbing
610 Other Construction Trades

CONSUMER PERSONAL. A MISC. SERVICES 
621 Personal Services (e.g., Baxbchng. Cosmetology)
630 Other Consumer Services

MECHANICS AND REPAIRERS
641 Electrical A Electronics Equipment Repair
642 Healing. Air CoodJtiomog. A Rclrigcntion Mechanics 

A Repairers
643 Vehicle A Mobile Equipment Mechanics A Repairers
644 Other Mechanics A Repairers

PRECISION PRODUCTION
661 Drafting
662 GrlfAic A M g  ComnmnicalioGS
663 1 mMmivkits A Uphnlnrring
664 PtacWan Metal 
663 Woodworking
670 Other Precision Producuoo Work

TRANSPORTATION AND MATERIAL MOVING
611 Air Tnamponation (e.g.. Piloting. Traf&c CoteruL Plight 

ABcatane. Ariadna Maaagetneo)
6*2 Land Vehicle A EquJpmea Opcaatioo 
6*3 Water Tranepartatica (e.g.. Boat A Pithing Operations. 

Deep Water Diving. Marina Operations. SaHon A 
Deckhand!)

690 Other Transportation A Material Moving
900 OTHER (IF YOU USE THIS CODS, BE SUKE TO 

W XITEINA COUPLETS D ESCXlm O N  
AT QUESTIONS 12-13. AND I t)

6
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SEC TIO N  B. A C A D E M IC /P R O F E S S IO N A L BACKGROUND

14. Which of the following undergraduate academic honors or awards, if any. did you receive’'
i CIRCLE .ALL THA T  APPL Yi

I National academic honor sociery. such as Phi Beta Kappa. Tau Beta Pi. 
or other field-spccific national honor society

Z Cum laude or honors

3 Magna cum laude or high honors

4 Summa cum laude or highest honors

5 Other undergraduate academic achievement award 

o None of the above

15. When you were la graduate school, which of the following forms of financial assistance, if any, did you
(CIRCLE A LL  TH AT APPLY. OR CIRCLE mNA~)

NA Not applicable; did not attend graduate school (GO TO QUESTION 16)

1 Teaching a«i*f*nfchip

Research assistantship

3. Program or residence ball assistantship

4 Fellowship

5. Scholarship or trameeship

6 Grant

7. GJ. BiO or other veterans* financial aid

8 . Federal or stale loan

9 Other loan

10 None of the above

7
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16. Please list below the degrees or other formal awards that you hold, the year you received each one, the field code
(from pages 5*6) that applies, name of the field, and the name and location of the institution from which you received 
each degree or award. Do not list honorary degrees. (COMPLETE A L L  COLUMNS FOR EACH DEGREE)

CODES FOR TYPE OF DEGREE

1 Professional degree (M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B , etc )
2 Doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D.. etc.)
3 Master’s degree or equivalent
4 Bachelor’s degree or equivalent
5 Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of undergraduate program of more than 2 years hut less 

than 4 years in length
6  Associate’s degree or equivalent
7 Certificate, diploma, or degree for completion of undergraduate program of at least 1 year but less than 

2 years in length

A B. C D. E.
Degree Field Name of Name of Institution (a)
Code Code Field and
(see Year (from (from City and State/Country

above) Received pp. 5-6) pp. 5*6) of Institution (b)

(1) Highest________ 19_____  _ ^ *•

b.

(2) Next
Highest _____  19_____      a

b.

(3) Next
Highest  19_____      a.

b.

(4) Next
Highest _____  19_____      a

b

8
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17. Dunne the 1992 Fall Term, were you employed only a( this institution, or did you also have other employment 
including any outside consulting or other self-owned business, or private practice? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1 Employed only at this institution (SKIP TO QUESTION 19)

2 Had other employment, consulting, self-owned business, or private practice

» P.V How many different jobs, other than your employment at this institution, did you have during the 
1992 Fall Term? Include all outside consulting, self-owned business, and private practice.
(UTUTE IN  NUMBER)

______________Number of Jobs

18. Not counting any employment at this Institution, what was the employment sector of the main other lob you held 
during Fall 1992? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. 4-year college or university, graduate or professional school

2 2-year or other postsecoodary institution

3 Elementary or secondary school

4 C onsulting , f ree lan ce  w ork , self-ow ned business, or p riva te  practice

5 Hospital or other health care or rfinirai setting

6. Foundation or other nonprofit organization other than health care organization

7 For-profit business or industry in the private sector

8. Federal government, including military, or state or local government

9 Other (WRITE I N ) ____________________________________________

18A. What year did you begin that job?
(WR IT E  IN  YEAR)

19 n  c n
I8 B . W hat was y o u r p rim a ry  re sp o n s ib ility  in  th a t job?

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

L Teaching 

1  Research

3. Technical activities (e.g, programmer, technician, chemist, engineer, etc)

4. (Tiniral service

5. Commtmity/pubiic service

6. Administration 

7 Other

ISC Was that job full-time or part-time? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

L FuU-time

2. Part-time

9
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19. The next questions ask about jobs that ended before llie beginning of the 1992 Fall Term. For the three most recent 
and significant main jobs that you held during the past IS years, indicate below the year you began and the year 
you left each job, the employment sector, your primary responsibility, and whether you were employed full-time or 
part-time.

a Do not list promotions in rank at one place of employment as different jobs.
•  Do not ioclude temporary positions (i.e.. summer positions) or work as a graduate student.
•  List each job (other than promotion in rank) separately.

------------------- :------------ :------------------------------------- NA NA NAi  ii uo i ap p u c a o ic , c irc le  n s  *

A. B. C.

(I) YEARS JOB HELD MOST RECENT NEXT NEXT
MAIN JOB (PRIOR MOST RECENT MOST RECENT

TO FAU. 1992) MAIN JOB MAIN JOB

FROM: 19 19 19

r  T0:
19 19 19

|  C) EM PLOYM ENT SECTO R /CIRCLE ONl, 'CIRCLE ONE) 'CIRCLE ONE,

U 4 year college or university, graduate or I 1 i
professional school

2-year or other postsccoodary institution : : 2

Elementary or secondary school 3 3 3

Consulting freelance work, self-owned 4 4 4

business, or prrvate practice

1 Hospital or ocher health care or clinical setting 5 <

Foundation or ocher nonprofit organization ocher 
than health care organization

6 6 6

For-profit business or industry in the private sector 7 7 7

Federal government, including Quinary. 8 8 8
or state or local government

Ocher 9 9 9 1

0) PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY (C1KCLE ONE) ta n a s  onej t a n a s  ONEi 1

Teaching 1 i 1 S
Research T 2 2 K

Technical acuviues (e.g.. programmer. 3 3 3
iR rh n ru n  chemist. engineer, e tc.)

Clinical service 4 4 4

Comm unity/pubbc service 5 5 5

Administration 6 6 6

Ocher 7 7 7

(4) FULL-TIME/PART-TIME ta n a s  onej t a n a s  oNEi ta n a s  one)
PuD-ume i i i

Fan-came 2 T 2

10
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20. About how many of each of the following have you prrsenlcd/publishrd/clc. during your entire career and during 
the last 2 years? For publications, please Include only works that have been accepted for publication. Count 
multiple presentations/publications of the same work only once. (C IRC LE ~NA~ IF YO U  H.4 tT  S O T  PUBLISHED  
OR PRESENTED)

NA No presentations/pubbcatioos/e tc  (GO TO QUESTION 21)

i WRITE I S  ,-t S U M B E R  O S  E 4 C H  
LISE. IF N O SE .  U R IT E  I S  'O')

I Type of Presentation/Publication/etc.
A.

Total during 
career

B.
Number in 

past 2 years

|  (1) Articles published in refereed 
professional or trade journals

(2) Articles published in noorefereed 
professional or trade journals

(3) Creative works published ts juried m edu

|  («) Creative works published is oonjuried 
media or in-house newsletters

(5) Published reviews of books, articles, 
or creative works

(6) Chapters in edited volumes

1 (7)
T ea  books

I  (8) Other books

(9) Monographs

(10) Research or technical reports 
disseminated internally or to clients

(11) Presentations at conferences, 
workshops, e tc

(12) Exhibitions or performances in the fine 
or applied arts

(13) Patents or copyrights 
(excluding thesis or dissertation)

(1«) Computer software products 1
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SECTION C INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND W ORKLOAD

2 1 . During the 1942 Fall Term, hem many undergraduate or graduate thesis or dissertation committees, comprehensive
exams, orals committees, or examination or certification committees did you chair and/or serve on a t this institution''
, CIRCLE ' \ A ' IF YO l' DID SO  T SERVE O S A ST  COMMITTEES I

NA  Dtd n o t serve o n  ans undergraduate or graduate com m ittees (GO TO QUESTION 22)

(UTUTE IN A NUMBER ON EACH 
L IN E  IE NONE WRITE IN  IT )

|  Type of Committee

A.

Number 
served on

B.
Of that number, 
how many did 

you chair?

U ) Undergraduate thesis or dissertation committees

(2) Undergraduate comprehensive exams or orals com m ittees 
(other than as part of thesis/dissertation committees)

(3) Undergraduate examination /certification committees

(4) G raduate thesis or dissertation committees

(51 G raduate comprehensive exams or orals committees 
(other than as part of thesis/dissertation committees)

J (6) Graduate exam ination/certification committees

2 2 . During the 1992 Fall Term, what was the total number of classes or sections yon taught at this institution? Do not 
include Individualized instruction, such as independent study or Individual performance classes. Count multiple 
sections of the same course as a separate class, but not the lab section of a course.
(WRJTE IN A NUMBER. OR CIRCLE '(T)

0 No classes uugh t (SK IP TO  QUESTION 25)

—   Num ber o f classes/sections (ANSW ER 22A)

 * 22A. How many of those classes were classes for credit?

0 No classes for credit (SKIP TO QUESTION 25)

  Number of classes/sections for credit (ANSWER Q UESTION 23 ON THE NEXT PAGE)

12
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2 3 . F o r ta cb  d a is  o r section th a t j m  u u g h t fo r c re d it a t th is  in s titu tio n  d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Term , please answer (he 
fo llo w in g  leans. no t In d u de  In d iv id tu lix a l in s tru c tio n , such as independent study o r in d iv id u a l one-on-one 
perform ance dasses.

I f  you ta u g h t m u ltip le  sections o f the seme course, coun t them  as separa te  dasses, b u t do not include the lab  section 
o f the course  as a separate class. F o r each d ass, en te r the  code fo r th e  academ ic d isc ip lin e  o f the dass. (R efer to  
pages 5-6 fo r  the codes. Please en te r the code ra th e r than  the  course nam e.)

FIR S T FO R-CREDIT 
CLASS

SECOND FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS

(I) CODE FOR ACADEM IC 
D ISC IPLIN E OF CLASS (from  pp. 5 -fi

( 2 ) DURI NG 1992 FA LL  TERM  f

Number o f weeks (be class sec? 

Number o f cred it hoars? 

Number o f hours the met per week? 

Number o f teaching readers?

Number o f studeals carolled? 

Was this taught?

Average /  boars per week ym  taught the data?

I Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No

O) PR IM AR Y LE V E L OF STUDENTS

Low er d ivision students (firs t o r second year postsecoodary) qt |  

Upper d ivision stadeals (th ird  o r fourth  year postsecoodary) fig  

G raduate o r any other poat-boecaiaureate students, gg 

A ll other students?

(CIRCLE ONE) 

1 
2 

3

(CIRCLE ONE)

(4) PR IM AR Y IN STR U CTIO N AL METHOD USED

Lecture

Seminar

Dtscuasioa group o r data  prearafaftoai 

Lab* d a k  o r p rob lem aeedda 

Apprenticeship, Internship, fie ld w ork, o r fie ld  trip s  

Rofc playing, sim ulation. o r other perform ance (e.g.. a rt, m usk, drama)

TV o r radio  

G roup perfects 

Cooperative learning p o ops

(CIRCLE ONE) 

1 
2

3

4

5

6  

7 
I 
9

(CIRCLE ONE) 

1 
2

3

4

5

6 
7 

I 
9

13
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FIFTH FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS

i FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS

FOURTH FOR-CREDIT 
CLASS

Num ber o f weeks (be class met

Number of credit boors

Number of hours (be class met per week

Num ber o f teaching assistants, readers

Num ber o f students enrolled

f .  Was th is  class

g. Average § hours per

(CIRCLE ONE)

Low er division students

Upper

G raduate, post-baccalaureate students

All other students

Appr ent iceship, fa itenuhip, etc.

Role p laying, sim ulation, perform ance, etc.
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2 4 . D id you (each any underg radua te  courses fo r c rrd it d u rin g  th r 1992 Kail Term  a t th is  in s titu tio n ?  

r—  I Y es (ANSW ER 24AI 2 No (S K IP  T O  Q U E S TIO N  25)

I— » 24A. In  how m any o f the undergraduate courses th a t you ta u g h t fo r  c re d it d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Term d id  you
use . . . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM )

None Some Ail

i : a Computational tools or softw are1

i : 3 b Computer-aided or m achine-aided instruction’’

i : 3 c. Student presentations*’

i : 3 d Student evaluations of each o th e r’s work’’

i : 3 c. Multiple-choice m idterm  a n d /o r  final exam ’’

1 2 3 f Essay midterm a n d /o r final exam s1

I 2 3 g Short-answer midterm  a n d /o r  final exam s’’

1 2 3 h. Term /research papers?

I 2 3 t. Multiple drafts of written w ork1

1 2 3 J Grading on a curve1

1 2 3 k Competency-based grading1

2 5 . F o r each type o f s tudent lis te d  below, please indicate bow m any students received In d iv id u a l In s tru c tio n  from  you 
d u rin g  the 1992 F a ll T e rm , (e g ., independent study o r onc-on-ODe in s tru c tio n , in c lu d in g  w o rk in g  w ith  ind iv idua l 
students in  a c lin ic a l o r research se ttin g ), aod the to ta l num ber o f contact hours w ith  these students per week.
Do n o t coun t re g u la rly  scheduled o ffice  hours. (WRITE IN  A  NUMBER O N  EACH  LIN E; IF  NONE, WRITE IN  TT]

D Type o f students receiv ing  F o rm a l Ind ividualized In s tru c tio n
A

N um ber o f 
students

■ IT o ta l contact I 
hours per week

(1 ) Low er d iv is ion  students (firs t o r second year postsecondary)

(2 ) U pper d iv is ion  students (th ird  o r fourth  year postsecoodary)

(3 ) G raduate o r any o the r post-baccaiaureate students

(4 ) A ll o the r students

2 6 . D a rin g  the  1992 F a ll T e rm , how m any regu la rly scheduled o ffice  hoars d id  yon have p er week?
(W RITE IN  A  NUM BER; IF  N O N E WRITE IN  V )

___________ N um ber o f hours per week

2 7 . D a rin g  th e  1992 F a ll T e rm , how m uch in fo rm a l contact w ith  students d id  yon have each week outside o f the
classroom ? Do n o t co un t in d iv id u a l Instru ctio n , Independent s tudy, e tc . y r  re g u la rly  scheduled o ffice hours.
(W RITE IN  A NUMBER; IF  N O N E WRITE IN TT)

___________ N um ber o f hours per week

2 8 . D u rin g  the  1992 F a ll T e rm , were you engaged in  any p ro fess iona l research, w ritin g , o r creative  works?

1. Yes (AN SW ER  Q U E S TIO N  29) 2  No (S K IT  TO  Q U E S T IO N  34)

15
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29. Hem would you describe your primary professional research, writing, or creative work during the 1992 Kail Term?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER i

1 Pure or basic research 4 Literary or expressive

2 Applied research 5 Program/Curriculum design and developm ent

 ̂ Pohcy-oriented research or analysis t) O ther

30. During the 1992 Fall Term, were you engaged in any funded research or funded creative endeavors? Include any
grants, contracts, or institutional awards. Do not include consulting services. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1 Yes 2. No (SKIP TO QUESTION 34)

31. D uring  the 1992 F a ll Term , were you a p rin c ip a l Investigator (P I) o r co -p rin c ip a l in ve s tig a to r (C o-P I) fo r any
grants or cootracts? (CIRCLE O N E NUMBER)

1 Yes 2 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 33)

32. D uring  the 1992 F a ll Term , how m any In d iv id u a ls  o th e r than yourse lf were supported by a ll the gran ts and
contracts for which you were PI or Co-PI? (WRITE IN NUMBER. IF NONE. WRITE IN  TH

Number of individuals

33. Fill out the information below for each funding source during the 1992 Fall Term. If  not sure, give your best 
estimate.

A.

Funding source
(a ttC L E  */ ■ OR *2' FOR EACH SOU RCE)

B.
Number

of
G rants/

Contracts

C .

Work done as...
(CIRCLE ALL  
THATAFRLT)

D.
Total funds 
for 1992-93 
academic 

year

E .

How funds were used
(CIRCLE ALL TH AT APPLY)

( li Thu institution’’ j yes 

2 No

1 P!

2 Co-PI 

3. Stall

s
1 Research
2 Program/curriculum 

development
3 Other

I  (2) Pouodauoo or other j y a  
R nonprofit organization1

1 2 No

1. PI

2. Co-PI

3. Starr

s
1 Research 1
2 Program/curriculum 

development
3 Other

(3) For profit business j yes “•  
or industry m the 
private sector* 2. No

1 pi

2 Co-PI 

3. Staff

s
1 Research
2 Program/camcstam

3 OAer

(4) State or local j y ^  
government'*

2 No

1 PI 

2. Co-PI 

3 Staff

s
1 Research
2 Progrtm/cumculuin 

development
3 Other

(5) Federal t 
Government''

2 No

1 PI

2 Co-PI

3 starr

s
1 Research
2 Program/curriculum |  

development I
3 Other |

(6) Other source? j y M - »  
(WRITE IN)

2 No

1 pi

2 Co-PI

3 Staff

s
1 Research
2 Program/cnmcalym 

development
3 Other

16
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34. H<m would you rale each of the following facilities or resources at this institution that were available for your

35.

own use d u rin g  the  1992 F a ll Term

Not Available/ 
Not Applicable

N A

N A

N A

NA
MA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

Very
P oor P oo r Good Good

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER. OR mN A ,m ON EACH U N E )

2 Basic research equipment/instruments 

h Laboratory space and supplies 

c Availability of research assistants 

d Personal computers

e Centralized (main frame) computer facilities 

f  Computer networks with other institutions 

g Audio-visual equipment 

Classroom space 

Office space

Studio/performance space 

Secretarial support 

Library holdings

Listed below are some ways that institutions and departments may use internal funds for the professional 
development of faculty.

A. B. c.
Was institutional or department funding available for Did yon use any of those funds W en those funds adequate
your use during the past two years for . . . at this institution? for your purposes?..
(1) auuoo remission ai this or 1 Yes ------------- - 1 Yes ---------------------------- ► 1 Yes

other institutions'*  ̂ M
0 2 No 2 No

DR. Don! know

(2) professional associauon I. Yes • I Ye* ---------------------------- ► I Yes
memberships and/or ^
registration fees’* 2 No 2 No

DR. Don't know

0) professional travel? 1. Yes — • 1 Yes ---------------------------- - I Yes
2. No 2 No h* Z o

DR. Dool know

(4) training to improve research 1. Yes ■ —■ • 1 Yes ---------------------------- - I Yes
or irarhtng skills'*  ̂ ..

2 No 2. No
DR. Don't know

(5) retraining for fields in higher 1 Yes • 1 Yes -  -  » I Yes
demand**

2 No 2 No
DR. Doo'i know

(6) sabbatical leave'* I. Yes —— » 1 Yea ---------------------------- - 1 Yes
2 No 2 No 2 No
DR Doo’i know

17
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36. On the average. turn many hours per week did you spend at each of the following hinds of activities during the 
1992 F a ll Term ? (IF S O T  SURE. C f l T  YOUR BEST ESTIMATES)

Average num ber hours p e r week 
d u rin g  the 1992 F a ll Term

a A ll paid  a ctiv ities at this in s titu tio n  (teaching, research, a d m in is tra tio n , etc )

_____________________ b All unpaid activities at this institution

____________________  c A m  other paid activities outside this institution (c g . consulting, working on other jobs)

_____________________ d Unpaid (pro bono) professional service activities outside this institution

37. In  colum n A. we ask you to  a lloca te  your to ta l w ork tim e in  the F a ll o f 1992 (as re po rte d  in  Q uestion 36) in to  
several categories. We re a lize  (h a t they are not m utually exclusive categories (e ^_  research m ay include  
teaching; p re p a rin g  a course m ay be p a rt o f professional g row th ). We ask. however, th a t you a lloca te  as best 
you can the p ro p o rtio n  o f your tim e  spent io  activ ities whose p rim a ry  focus fa lls  w ith in  the in d ica te d  categories. 
In  colum n B. in d ica te  w hat percentage o f your tim e you w ould p re fe r to  spend in  each o f (he lis te d  categories.

A.
*  o f W ork 
T im e Spent

( WRJTE IS  A PERCENTAGE ON EACH LINE  
IF S O T  SURE. G H E  YOUR BEST ESTIMATE. IF N O N E  WRITE I S  W )

B.
% o f W ork 

Tim e Preferred

j a Teaching (inc lu d in g  teaching, grading papers, preparing  courses, developing 
new cu rricu la , advising or supervising students, w orking  w ith  student 
organ izations o r in tram u ra l athletics)

°L

% b R esea rch /S cho la rsh ip  (includ ing  research, review ing o r p reparing  a rtic le s  
o r books, a ttend ing  o r preparing fo r professional m eetings o r conferences; 
review ing  proposals; seeking outside funding; g iving perform ances or 
exh ib ition s in  the  fine  o r applied arts, o r g iving speeches)

%

____ c. P ro fessiona l G row th  (inc lu d in g  taking courses, pursu ing  an advanced 
degree, o ther professional development activ ities, such as practice or 
a c tiv itie s  to  rem ain  cu rren t in  your held)

1 %

____% d. A d m in is tra tio n %

____% e. O u tside  C on su lting  o r Freelance W ork %

____%
f. S e rv ice /O th e r N on-Teaching A ctiv ities (inc lu d in g  p rov id in g  legal o r

m edica l services o r psychological counseling to  cheats o r pa tien ts; pa id  o r 
unpaid com m unity o r pub lic  service, service to  professional 
socie ties /  associations, o ther activities or w ork not lis te d  in  a-e)

____%

100% PLEASE BE SURE THAT THE PERCENTAGES YOU PROVIDE ADD  
UP TO 100% OF THE TOTAL TIM E

100%

18
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38 . Arc you * member of (be union (or other bargaining association) that re presen Ij (acuity at this institution?

1 Union is available, but I am not eligible

2. I am eligible, but not a member

3. I am eligible, and a member

4 Union is not available at this institution

SECTION D. JOB SATISFACTION ISSUES

3 9 . Dow sa tis fied  o r d issa tis fie d  are you w ith  each o f the fo llo w in g  aspects o f yo u r In s tru c tio n a l duties a t th is  
In s titu tio n ?  (CIRCLE 'N A ' IF  YOU HAD NO INSTRUCTIONAL DUTIES)

NA. No instructional duties (GO TO QUESTION 40)

(CIRCLE O NE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM; IF  A N  ITEM  DOES N O T  A PP LY TO YOU, WRITE IN  'N A 'N E X T  
TO THE ITEM)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Dissatisfied Distant fied Satisfied Satisfied

a. The authority I have to make decisions about content and methods in the 
courses I teach

b. The authority I have to make decisions about other (non-instructional) 
aspects of my job

c. The authority I have to make decisions about what courses I teach

d. Time available for working with students as an advisor, mentor, e tc

e. Quality of undergraduate students whom I have (aught here

f. Quality of graduate students whom I have taught here

4 0 . How satisfied o r dissatisfied are you with the foil owing aspects of your job a t this Institution?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)
V oy Ssmewhm Somewhat Very

a. My work load

b. My job security

c  Opportunity for advancement m rank at this institution

d. Tone available for keeping current in my field

e. Freedom to do outside consulting

f. My salary

g. My benefits, generally

h. Spouse or partner employment opportunities in (his geographic area 

L My job here, overall

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

19
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41. During the next three years, how likely is it that you will leave this job to . . .
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

Noi At SomrMfcjt Ver)
AO Lifcdy Likdy L*dy

accept a part-tim e job  at a different posisccondarv institu tion ' 

accept a full time job  at a different postsecondary institution ’ 

accept a part-tim e jo b  not at a posisccondarv institution'1 

accept a fuU-titne jo b  pot at j  postsecondary institution^ 

retire from the labor force9

42. At what age do you think you are most likely to stop working at a postsecondary institution**
(H7UTE IN AGE, OR CIRCLE "DIT)

___________ Years of age

DK. D on't know

43. If you were to leave your current positloo io academia to accept another position inside or outside of academia, 
how important would each of the following be In your decision? (C IR C LE ONE N U M BER FOR E.4CH fT E M i

Very
Important Important Important

a. Salary level

b. T enure-track/ienured  position

c. Job security

d. Opportunities for advancement

e. Benefits

f. No pressure to publish

g. Good research facilities and equipment

h. Good instructional facilities and equipment

i  Good job or job opportunities for my spouse or partner

j. Good geographic location

k. Good environm ent/schools for my children

L Greater opportunity to leach

m. Greater opportun ity to do research

n Greater opportunity  for administrative responsibilities

20
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44 . If you could elect to draw oo your retirement and still continue working at your Institution on a part-time basis, 
would you do so? (C IRCLE ONE)

1 Yes

: No
DK. D on’t know

45 . If ao early retirement option were offered to you a t your institution, would you take it?
(CIRCLE O NE)

I Yes 

1  No

DK. Don’t know

4 6 . At which age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid  employment?
(W RITE IN  A C E  OR C IRC LE mDiC)

_ Years of age 

DK. Don’t know

21
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SECTION E. COMPENSATION

Sou: Your responses to these items us with oil other Item  im this questionnaire ore voluntary and strictly confidential. 
They will be used only in statistical summaries, and will not be disclosed to your institution or to any individual or group. 
Furthermore, all information that would permit identification o f  individuals or institutions will be removed from  the survey 
files.

4 7 . For (he ca lendar year 1992, estimate your gross compensation before taxes fro m  each o f the sources listed below.

(IF N O T SURE, GIVE YOUR B EST  ESTIMATES. IF NO COMPENSATION FROM A SOURCE. WRITE IN '0~j

Com pensation from  th is institution: ■ -  ■

J _____________  a. Basic salary — *  b. Type of appointm ent (e g ,  9 m onths) [______ j  #  o f months

S _____________  c. O the r teaching at (his institution not included
in  basic salary (e g ,  fo r summer session)

S _____________  d. Supplements not included is basic salary (fo r
adm in istra tion, research, mxi-hmg sports, etc.)

I _____________  e. Non-m onetary compensation, such as food, housing, car
(D o  no t include employee benefits such as medical, dental, or life  insurance)

S ______________  f. A n y  o ther income from  this institution

Com pensation from  other sources:

S ______________  g. Em ploym ent at another academic institution

I  ______________  h. Legal o r  medical services or psychological counseling

J ______________  L  O uts ide  consulting, consulting business or freelance w o rk

S _____________  j .  Self-owned business (other than consulting)

S ______________  k_ Professional performances or exhibitions

I  _____________  L Speaking fees, honoraria

S _____________  m . Royalties o r commissions

S _____________  n. A n y  o the r employment

J _____________  o. N on-m onetary compensation, such as food, housing, car
(D o  n o t iadude  employee benefits such as medical, dental, o r life  insurance)

O th a r sources o f earned income (WRITE IN  BELOW):

1 ______________ P - ____________________________________________________

* _______  4- ______________________________________________ _

48. Far the calender year 1992, hew many persons were la your household including yourself?

________ Total ■— !»« m house hold

49. For the calendar year 1992, what was your total household income?

S ____________ Total household income

SO- For the calendar year 1992, haw many dependents did you have? Do aot Include yourself. (A dependent b
someone receiving  at ten* half of Us or her support from you.)

________ Number of dependents
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SECTIO N F. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

51. Are you . .  .

I male, or 

2. female?

52 . la w hat month and year were you born?
(U7UTE IN  M ONTH AND YEAR)

M O N T H  Y E A R

53. W hat is y o u r  race? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. Am erican Ind ian  o r Alaskan Native

2. Asian o r Pacific Islander (ANSW ER 53A)

3. African A m erican/B lack

4 White

5 O ther (WRITE IN  BELOW)

54 . A n  you o f H ispan ic  descent?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

j—  1. Yes (AN SW ER  54A)

2. No (SKIP TO QUESTION 55)

— * 54A. W hat Is y o u r S pan ish /H ispan ic  orig in?
I f  m o n  than one, d rd e  the one you 
consider the  m ost Im p o rta n t p a r t  o f 
you r background.

1. M a d  can, M e d  can-American, 
Chicane

2. Cuban, Cubano

3. Puerto  R ican, Puertorriqueno, or 
Bouricuan

4. O the r (WRITE IN  BELOW)

55. What Is your current mnritnl status?
(CIRCLE O NE NUMBER)

1. Single, never m arried

2 M arried

3 Living with someone in a marriage-like relationship

4. Separated

5. Divorced

6. Widowed

23

— *  53A. W ha t is  yo u r Asiao or Pacific Is lander 
o rig in?  I f  m o n  than one, d n le  the one 
you consider the most im po rta n t p a rt o f 
yo u r background. (CIRCLE ONE  
NUMBER)

1. Chinese

2. F ilip ino

3. Japanese

4. Korean

5. Southeast Asian (Vietnamese,
Laotian , Cambodian/Kampuchean, etc.)

6. Pacific Islander

7. O the r (WRITE IN BELOW)

(SKIP TO QUESTION 55)
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5 6 . In what country w en  you boro?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1 USA

2. O ther (WRITE I N ) _ _________________________________________________

5 7 . What is your c itizenship status?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

1. U nited  States citizen, native

2. U nited  Slates citizen, naturalized

3 Permanent resident o f the U n ited  States (im m igrant visa)

C O U N T R Y  O F  P R E S E N T  C IT IZ E N S H IP

4 Tem porary resident o f U nited  S lates (non-immigrant visa)

C O U N T R Y  OF P R E S E N T C IT IZ E N S H IP

5 8 . W hat is the highest level o f fo rm a l education completed by your m other and  y o u r fa ther?
(CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH  PERSON)

A.

M other

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

D K

B.

Father

1 a. Less than high school diploma

2 b. H igh  school diploma

3 c. Some college

4 d. Associate's degree

3 e. Bachelor's degree

6 f. M aster's degree

7 g. D octora te  o r professional degree
(e .g , P h -D , M .D , D .V .M , J .D ./L .L .B )

8 h. O the r

D K  i. D on ’t  know
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59. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
ICIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT)

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
Strong!* Somewhat Somewhat Strong!*

a Teaching effectiveness should be the prim ary criterion for prom otion of 
college teachers at this institution.

b. Research/publications should be the p rim ary c rite rion  fo r  p rom otion o f 
college teachers at this institution.

c At this institution, research is rewarded more than teaching

d. State o r federally mandated ■*«*■«****».i f  requirements w ill im prove the 
qua lity  o f undergraduate education.

e. Female faculty members are treated fa irly  at this ins titu tion

f. Faculty who are members o f racia l o r ethnic m inorities are treated fa irly  
at this institution.

g. I f  I had it to  do over again, I would s till choose an academic career.

6 0 . Please Indicate y o u r op in ion  regarding w he ther each o f the follow ing has worsened, stayed the same, o r  im proved 
in recent years at th is  in s titu tio n . (CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH ITEM)

Stayed Dea'i
Worsened the Seme Improved Kaaw

D K

D K

D K

D K

D K

D K

D K

DK

D K

a. The  quality o f students who choose to  pursue academic careers in my 
fie ld

b. The  opportunities jun io r faculty have fo r advancement in m y Held

c. The  professional competence o f  individuals entering my academic fie ld

d. Th e  ability  o f  th is institution to  meet the educational needs o f  entering 
students

c. The  ability  o f  facu lty to  obtain external funding

f. Pressure to  increase faculty workload at this institu tion

g. The quality o f  undergraduate education at this institu tion

h. The atmosphere for free expression o f ideas 

i_ The  quality o f research at this institu tion

25
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T H A N K  YO U  VERY M U C H  FOR YOUR PAR TIC IPATIO N

Return th is  completed questionna ire  la  the endosed prepaid envelope to:

N ationa l O p in io n  Research Center (N O R O  
U n ive rs ity  o f  Chicago 
1525 East 55th Street 

Chicago, Illin o is  50615

26
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OMB Clearance No 1850-0608 
Ejtpvaoon Dale: 2/28/2001

U.S. D epartm ent o f E d u ca tio n  
Office o f  E ducational R esea rc h  a n d  Im provem ent

N ational C en ter for E duca tion  S ta tis tic s

1 9 9 9  N atio n a l  S t u d y  o f  
P o s t s e c o n d a r y  F a c u l t y

F a c u l t y  Q u e s t io n n a ir e

§

All information that would permit 
identification o f individuals will be kep t confidential.

Sponsored by: N a t io n a l  C e n t e r  f o r  E d u c a t i o n  S ta t is t ic s

Supported  by:  N a t io n a l  S c i e n c e  F o u n d a t io n

N a t io n a l  E n d o w m e n t  fo r  t h e  H u m a n it ie s

Mailing A d d ress:  T h e  G a l lu p  O r g a n iz a t io n

S u r v e y  P r o c e s s i n g  C e n t e r  

P .O .  B o x  5 7 0 0

L in c o ln ,  N e b r a s k a  6 8 5 0 5 - 9 9 2 6

Contractor T h e  G a llu p  O r g a n iz a t io n  

G o v e r n m e n t  & E d u c a t i o n  D iv is io n

Survey Contact: B r ia n  K u h r
E - m a il :  N S O P F 9 9 @ g a l l u p . c o m  

T o i- F r e e  N u m b e r  1 - 8 0 0 - 6 3 3 - 0 2 0 9
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Instructions

G enera l In s tru c tio n s .  M a n y  o f  o u r  q u e s t i o n s  a s k  a b o u t  y o u r  a c t i v i t i e s  d u r in g  t h e  1998 Fall Term. By t h i s ,  w e  m e a n  

w h a t e v e r  a c a d e m i c  t e r m  t h a t  w a s  in  p r o g r e s s  o n  N o v e m b e r  1 . 1 9 9 8 .

A ll q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  a s k  a b o u t  y o u r  p o s i t i o n  a t  " th is  in s t i t u t io n '  r e f e r  t o  y o u r  p o s i t i o n  d u r in g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a ll T e r m  a t  t h e  

in s t i tu t io n  l i s t e d  o n  t h e  l a b e l  o n  t h e  b a c k  c o v e r  o f  t h e  q u e s t io n n a ir e .

T h is  q u e s t io n n a ir e  w a s  d e s i g n e d  t o  b e  c o m p l e t e d  b y  b o t h  f u ll - t im e  a n d  p a r t - t im e  f a c u l t y  a n d  in s tr u c t io n a l  s t a f f ,  in  

2 -  a n d  4 - y e a r  ( a n d  a b o v e )  h i g h e r  e d u c a t io n  in s t i t u t io n s  o f  a l l  t y p e s  a n d  s i z e s .  If y o u  a r e  a  r e s e a r c h  a s s i s t a n t  o r  a  

t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t ,  p l e a s e  n o t e  t h i s  o n  t h e  c o v e r  o f  t h e  q u e s t io n n a ir e  a n d  r e t u r n  it w i t h o u t  c o m p le t in g  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .

E lec tro n ic  q u es tio n n a ire .  T h i s  q u e s t io n n a ir e  i s  a v a i la b l e  o n  t h e  W o r ld  W i d e  W e b  (W W W ). W e  s t r o n g l y  u r g e  y o u  

t o  u s e  t h e  e l e c t r o n ic  v e r s i o n  b e c a u s e  it i s  u s e r  f r ie n d ly  a n d  t a k e s  l e s s  t i m e  t o  c o m p l e t e  t h a n  t h e  p a p e r  v e r s i o n .  T o  

a c c e s s  t h e  W W W  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  q u e s t io n n a ir e ,  g o  t o  h t t p : / /w w w .f a c u t t y .g a l l u p . c o m . Y o u r  in d iv id u a l  P e r s o n a l  

I d e n t i f ic a t io n  N u m b e r  ( P I N )  i s  o n  t h e  la b e l  o n  t h e  b a c k  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .

R e tu rn in g  th e  q u e s tio n n a ire .  M a il in g  i n s t r u c t io n s  f o r  r e tu r n in g  t h e  c o m p l e t e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a p p e a r  o n  t h e  l a s t  

p a g e  o f  t h e  q u e s t io n n a ir e .

Q u e s tio n s .  If y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  s t u d y ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  B r ia n  K u h r  o f  T h e  G a llu p  O r g a n iz a t io n  to ll-  

f r e e  a t  1 - 8 0 0 - 6 3 3 - 0 2 0 9  o r  v i a  e - m a i l  a t  N S O P F 9 9 @ g a d u p . c o m .

S u r v e y  In s tru c tio n s .  T h i s  i s  a  s c a n n a b l e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  P l e a s e  f o l l o w  

t h e  s t e p s  b e l o w  c a r e f u l ly  w h e n  c o m p le t in g  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  It w il l  m a k e  

it e a s i e r  t o  r e a d  y o u r  r e s u l t s .

• U s e  a  b l u e  o r  b l a c k  in k  p e n  o n ly .

•  D o  n o t  u s e  in k  t h a t  s o a k s  t h r o u g h  t h e  p a p e r .

•  M a k e  s o l i d  m a r k s  t h a t  f it  in  t h e  r e s p o n s e  b o x e s .

• T o  a n s w e r  t h e  s u r v e y  q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  m a r k  t h e  a p p r o p r ia t e  

a n s w e r  in  e a c h  b o x .

ASSURANCE OF COHFiDENTlAUTY
A lln fa r m a t io n  th a t  p e r m i s  t h e  id e n t i f ic a t io n  o f  i n c iv i d u a i s w *  b e  k e p t  s tr ic S y  c o n f id e n t ia l  I n d M d u a l r e s p o n s e s ,  a n d  a l  re s p o n s e s  

th a t  p e r m it  t h e  id e n t i f ic a t io n  o f  i n d M d u a l s .  w i l  b e  p r o t e c t e d  b y  t h e  N a t io n a l  E d u c a t i o n  S t a t i s t i c s  A c t .  P u b fic  L a w  1 0 3 - 3 8 2  [ 2 0  

U .S .C .  9 0 0 1  e f  s a g . ] .  t h e  C a r l  D .  P e r k i n s  V o c a t io n a l  E d u c a t io n  A c t .  a n d  t h e  P r i v a c y  A c t  o f  1 9 7 4  (5  U .S .C .  5 5 2 a ) .

EXAMPLE
RIGHT WAY WRONG WAY

i
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S e c t i o n  A :

 N atu r e  o f  E m p l o y m e n t

1 . During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have any 
instructional duties at this institution (e.g., 
teaching one or more cou rses, or advising or 
supervising students’ academic activities)?
(Mark (xj one ta x )

□  »
I I N o (SKIP TO QUESTION 3)

2 .  D u r in g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  w e r e  . . .  (Mark (xj one 
box I

all o f  you r  in s tr u c t io n a l d u t i e s  r e la t e d  to  cred it

□ c o u r s e s ,  or  a d v is in g  o r  s u p e r v is in g  a c a d e m ic  
a c tiv it ie s  tor w h ic h  s t u d e n t s  r e c e i v e d  cr ed it

some of y o u r  in s tr u c t io n a l d u t ie s  r e la t e d  to  cred it

□ c o u r s e s  or a d v is in g  o r  s u p e r v is in g  a c a d e m ic  
a c tiv it ie s  for w h ic h  s t u d e n t s  r e c e iv e d  cred it

OR

all o f  y o u r  in s tr u c t io n a l d u t ie s  r e la t e d  to  n o n c r e d it

□ c o u r s e s  or  a d v is in g  o r  s u p e r v is in g  n o n c r e d it  
a c a d e m ic  a c t iv i t ie s

3 .  W h a t  w a s  y o u r  principal a c t i v i t y  a t  t h i s  

i n s t i t u t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ?  If  y o u  

h a d  e q u a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  p l e a s e  s e l e c t  o n e .  
(Mark (x) one box.)

I I T e a c h in g

□  R e s e a r c h

I I C lin ica l s e r v ic e

I I Administration (Write in UOe or position.)

I I O n s a b b a t ic a l  fro m  t h is  in stitu tio n

□  O th er  activ ity  ( e .g . .  t e c h n ic a l  a c t iv ity  s u c h  a s  
p r o g r a m m e r  or  t e c h n ic ia n :  o th e r  in s titu tio n a l  
a c tiv it ie s  s u c h  a s  lib rary  s e r v i c e s ,  c o m m u n ity /  
p u b lic  s e r v ic e :  s u b s i d iz e d  p e r fo r m e r , a r tist-m -  
r e s id e n c e .  e t c )

4 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  d i d  y o u  h a v e  f a c u l t y

s t a t u s  a t  t h i s  I n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Mark (xj one box)

□  y„

□  »o

5 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  d i d  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  

c o n s i d e r  y o u  t o  b e  e m p l o y e d  p a r t - t im e  o r  f u l l 
t i m e ?  (Mark [xI one box.)

□  P a r t -t im e

I I F u ll-t im e  (SKJP TO QUESVON 7)

6 .  D id  y o u  h o l d  a  p a r t - t i m e  p o s i t i o n  a t  t h i s  

i n s t i t u t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m  

b e c a u s e . . .  (Mark [x) 'Yes' or "No" for each item)
Y es NO

▼ ▼

a You p r e fe r r e d  w o r k in g  o n  a  

p a r t-t im e  b a s i s 7 □ □

b. A  fu ll-tim e p o s i t io n  w a s  n o t  a v a i la b le ? □ □

7 .  In  w h a t  y e a r  d i d  y o u  b e g i n  t h e  j o b  y o u  h e l d  a t  

t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ?  

C o n s i d e r  p r o m o t i o n s  i n  r a n k  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  
s a m e  J o b .  (Write in year.)

1 9

8 .  W h i c h  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  

a c a d e m i c  r a n k ,  t i t l e ,  o r  p o s i t i o n  a t  t h i s  

i n s t i t u t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ?  (Mark(x) 
one box. If no ranks are designated at your 
institution, mark the "NA.’ Not Applicable box.)

□ NA. N o t  a p p l ic a b le :  n o  r a n k s  d e s ig n a te d  a t  
t h is  in s titu tio n  (SKIP TO QUESTION 10. 
PAGE 2)

I I P r o f e s s o r

□  A s s o c ia t e  P r o f e s s o r  

I I A s s i s t a n t  P r o f e s s o r

□  In str u c to r

□  L e c tu r e r

I I O th e r  t it le  (Please specify below.)

9 .  In  w h a t  y e a r  d i d  y o u  f i r s t  a c h i e v e  t h i s  

r a n k / t i t l e ?  (Wnte in  year)

1 9

1
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10 . What was your tenure status at this Institution 
during the 1998 Fall Term? (Mark [xj one box)

□

□

□

□

T en u red In w h a t  y e a r  d id  y o u  a c h ie v e  
t e n u r e  a t  th is  in stitu tio n 7  
(Write in year.)

1 CO
O n  t e n u r e  tra c k  b u t n o t  ten u r ed

N o t o n  t e n u r e  t r a c k /a lth o u g h  in stitu tion  h a s  a 
te n u r e  s y s t e m

N o  te n u r e  s y s t e m  a t th is  in stitu tion

1 1 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  w h a t  w a s  t h e

d u r a t i o n  o f  y o u r  c o n t r a c t  o r  a p p o i n t m e n t  a t  

t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Manr (xj one box )

□  U n s p e c i f ie d  d u r a tio n , or  te n u r e d

□  O n e  a c a d e m i c  term

I I O n e  a c a d e m i c  y e a r  or  o n e  c a le n d a r  y e a r

□  T w o  o r  m o r e  a c a d e m ic /c a le n d a r  y e a r s  

I I O th er

1 2 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  d i d  y o u  h o l d  a n y  o f  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  k i n d s  o f  a p p o i n t m e n t s  a t  t h i s  
i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Mark [xj ’Yes" or "No" for each item.)

Y e s N o

a. Acting .  □  □

b . A ffilia te  o r  a d j u n c t . . . .   □  □

c. Visiting □  □

d A s s ig n e d  b y  r e l ig io u s  o r d e r  □  □

e. Clinical (Write in title or position.) □  □

I R e s e a r c h  (Write in title or position.

g  P o s td o c to r a l

h O th e r  (Please specify below )

□  □  

□  □

1 3 . Were you chairperson of a department or
division at this Institution during the 1998 Fall 
Term? (Mark [xj one box.)

□
□

Y e s

N o

14. W h a t  i s  y o u r  p r i n c i p a l  f i e ld  o r  d i s c i p l i n e  o f  

t e a c h i n g ?  If e q u a l  a r e a s ,  s e l e c t  o n e .  (Wnte in 
the name of your pnncipal fie/d or discipline and enter 
the code number of the discipline, on pages 3—4, that 
best matches your field of teaching If you have no 
field of teaching, mark (xj the "NA" box.)

□ N A  N o t  A p p lic a b le  (SKIP TO QUESTION 15) 

N a m e  o f  p n n c ip a l f ie ld /d is a p lin e  o f  t e a c h in g

C o d e  fo r  F ield  or D isc ip lin e

1 5 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  p r i n c i p a l  a r e a  o f  r e s e a r c h ?  If 

e q u a l  a r e a s ,  s e l e c t  o n e .  (Write in the name of 
your pnncipal area of research and enter the code 
number of the discipline, on pages 3-4. that best 
matches your field of research. If you have no 
research area, mark (xj the "NA" box.)

□ N A . N o t  A p p lic a b le  (SKIP TO QUESTION 16. 
PAGE 5)

N a m e  o f  p n n c ip a l  f ie ld /d is a p lin e  o f  r e s e a r c h

C o d e  fo r  F ie ld  or D isc ip lin e
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C o d e s  f o r  M a j o r  F i e l d s  o f  
S t u d y  a n d  A c a d e m ic  D is c ip l in e s

AGRICULTURE TEACHER EDUCATION
101 Agribusiness & Agricultural Production 241 Pre-Elementary
102 Agricultural. Anmiai. Food. & Plant Sciences 242 Elementary
103 Renewable Natural Resources, including Conservation. 243 Secondary

Fishing. & Forestry 244 Adult & Continuing
110 Other Agriculture 245 Other General Teacher Education Programs

250 Teacher Education in Specific Subjects
ARCHITECTURE & ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

121 Architecture & Environmental Design ENGMEERING
122 City, Community. & Regional Planning 261 Engineering. General
123 Intenor Design 262 Civi Engineering
124 Land Use Management & Reclamation 263 Electrical. Electronics. & Communication Engineering
130 Other Arch & Environmental Design 264 Mechamcal Engineering

265 Chemical Engtneenng
ART 270 Other Engineering

141 Art History & Appreciation 260 Engineering-Related Technologies
142 Crafts
143 Dance ENGLISH & LITERATURE
144 Design (other than Architecture or Intenor) 291 English. General
145 Dramatic Arts 292 Composition & Creative Writing
146 Film Arts 293 American Literature
147 Fine Arts 294 English Literature
148 Music 295 Linguistics
149 Music History & Appreciation 296 Speech. Debate. & Forensics
150 Other Visual & Performing Arts 297 English as a Second Language

300 English. Other
BUSINESS

161 Accounting FOREIGN LANGUAGES
162 Banking & Finance 311 Chinese (Mandann. Cantonese, or Other Chinese)
163 Business Administration & M anagement 312 French
164 Business Administrative Support (e.g.. Bookkeeping. Office 313 German

Management Secretarial) 314 Italian
165 Human Resources Development 315 Latin
166 Organizational Behavior 316 Jap an ese
167 Marketing & Distribution 317 Other Asian
170 Other Busmess 316 Russian or Other Slavic

319 Spanish
COMMUNICATIONS 320 Other Foreign Languages

181 Advertising
182 Broadcasting & Journalism HEALTH SCIENCES
163 Communications Research 331 Atted Health Technologies & Services
164 Communication Technologies 332 Dentistry
190 Other Communications 333 Health Services Administration

334 M edclna, indudmg Psychiatry
COMPUTER SCIENCE 335 Nursing

201 Computer & Information Sciences 336 Pharmacy
202 Computer Programming 337 Pi4*c Health
203 Data Processing 338 Veterinary Mediane
204 Systems Analysis 340 Other Health Sciences
210 Other Computer Saence

350 HOME ECONOMICS
EDUCATION

221 Education. General 360 INDUSTRIAL ARTS
222 Basic Skids
223 B(Ungual/Cross-cultural Education 370 LAW
224 Curriculum & Instrucbon
225 Education Admmcstration 380 LIBRARY A ARCHIVAL SCIENCES
226 Education Evaluation & Research
227 Educational Psychology
228 Higher Education
229 Special Education (CONTINUED)
230 Student Counseling & Personnel Services
231 Other Education

3
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V o c a t io n a l  T r a in in g

390 MATHEMATICS/STATISTICS CONSTRUCTION TRADES
601 Carpentry

NATURAL SCIENCES BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 602 Electrician
391 Biochemistry 603 Rumbmg
392 Biology 610 Other Construction Trades
393 Botany
394 Genetics CONSUMER. PERSONAL. & MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES
395 Immunology 621 Personal Services (e g . Barbcnng. Cosmetology)
396 Microbiology 630 Other Consumer Services
397 Physiology
398 Zoology MECHANICS & REPAIRERS
400 Biological Sciences. Other 641 Electrical & Electronics Equipment Repair

642 Heating. Air Conditioning. & Refrigeration Mechanics &
NATURAL SCIENCES: PHYSICAL SCIENCES Repairers

411 Astronomy 643 vehicle & Mobile Equipment Mechanics & Repairers
412 Chemistry 644 Other Mechanics & Repairers
413 Physics
414 Earth. Atmosphere, and Oceanographic (Geological PRECISION PRODUCTION

Sciences) 661 Drafting
420 Physical Sciences. Other 662 Graphic & Print Communications

663 Lealhervroriung & Upholstering
430 PARKS & RECREATION 664 Precision Metal Work

665 Woodworking
PHILOSOPHY, RELIGION & THEOLOGY 670 Other Precision Production Work

440 Philosophy
441 Religion TRANSPORTATION & MATERIAL MOVING
442 Theology 661 Air Transportation (e g . Piloting. Traffic Control. Right

Attendance. Aviation Management)
470 PHYSICAL EDUCATION 662 Land Vehicle 6  Eqtapment Operation

683 Water Transportation (e.g.. Boat & Fishing Operations. Deep
SOO PROTECTIVE SERVICES (e g . Comma! Justice. Fire Water Diving. Manna Operations. Sailors & Deckhands)

Protection) 690 Other Transportation & Material Moving

510 PSYCHOLOGY 900 OTHER

520 PUBLIC AFFAIRS (e.g.. Community Services. Public
Administration. Public Works. Social Wortt)

530 SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES

SOCIAL SCIENCES & HISTORY
541 Social Sciences. General
542 Anthropology
543 Archeology
544 A reaS Effvkc Studies
545 Demography
546 Economics
547 Geography
548 History
549 International Relations
550 Political Science 6  Government
551 Sociology
560 Other Social Sciences

4
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S e c t i o n  B:
A c a d em ic / P r o f e s s io n a l  B a c k g r o u n d

1 6 . Please list below Information about the degrees you have received. Do not list honorary degrees. If
you have more than one degree at the sam e level, p lease list the most recent degree first. (Complete bU 
columns for each degree. If you have none of the degrees or awards listed below, mark [x] the HA'box.)

CODES FOR TYPE OF DEGREE
1) F irst p r o f e s s io n a l  d e g r e e  (M .D ., D .O ..  D .D .S . o r D .M .D ..  

L L .B .. J .D ..  D  C  or  D  C .M .. D P a r .. P o d .D  or D  P .  D  V.M .. 
O .D .. M .D iv  o r  H H L o r  B .D .)

2 )  D o c to r a l d e g r e e  ( P h .D ..  E d .D ..  e tc .)

3 )  M a s te r s  o f  F in e  A rts. M a s te r s  o f  S o c ia l  W ork (M .F.A .. 
M .S .W .)

4 )  O th e r  M a s te r ’s  d e g r e e  ( M A .  M S . .  M B A .  M .E d  . e t c  )

5 )  B a c h e lo r 's  d e g r e e  (B .A .. A .B  . B  S . .  etc.)

6 )  A s s o c ia t e ' s  d e g r e e  or e q u iv a le n t  (A A . A S  . e t c  )

7 ) C e r t if ic a te  or  d ip lo m a  for c o m p le t io n  of u n d e r g r a d u a te  
p r o g r a m  (o th e r  th a n  A s s o c ia t e 's  or B a c h e lo r 's )

□ N A . N o t  A p p l i c a b le ;  d o  n o t  h o ld  a  d e g r e e  o r  a w a r d  l i s t e d  a b o v e  (SKIP TO QUESTION 17)

O e g r e e C o d e  
( s e e  box a b o v e )

B
Year

R e c e iv e d

C
N am e of Field

0.
Field C od e  

(from p a g e s  3 -4 )
a  Name o f Institution, and  

City and Stale/Country o f Institution

1 H ig h e s t

2 . N e x t  H ig h e s t

3  N e x t  H ig h e s t

□

□

1 9

1 9

4 .  N e x t  H ig h e s t □

1 ko
l

1 9

17 . Are you currently working toward a  degree? (Mark [x] one box.)

I I Y e s

I I N o  (SKIP TO QUESTION 19. PAGE 6)

18. Please Indicate below (A) the type of degree you are currently working toward, (B) the year you anticipate 
receiving It, (C) name of the field, (D) the field code that applies (from pages 3-4), and (E) the name and 
location of the Institution from which you anticipate receiving this degree. (Complete a! columns.)

A B C D  E
O e g r e e C o d e  Y ear N am e o f Field Field C od e

( te e  tXM a tx * « )  A nticipated (from p a g e s  3 -4 )
a Name of Institution and 

b City and State/Country of Institution

Degree W orking  
T o w a rd □

5
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1 9 .  D o  y o u  c o n s i d e r  y o u r  p o s i t i o n  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  t o  b e  y o u r  p r i m a r y  e m p l o y m e n t ?  (Mark (x) one box.)

20. D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  d i d  y o u  d o  o u t s i d e  c o n s u l t i n g  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  y o u r  e m p l o y m e n t  a t  t h i s  
I n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Mark [xj one box)

21. D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  d i d  y o u  h a v e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  e m p l o y m e n t  o t h e r  t h a n  c o n s u l t i n g  in  a d d i t i o n  
t o  y o u r  e m p l o y m e n t  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Mark (x] one box j

E H  N o  (SKJP TO QUESTION 23)

22. H o w  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  p r o f e s s i o n a l '  j o b s / p o s i t i o n s ,  o t h e r  t h a n  y o u r  e m p l o y m e n t  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  
c o n s u l t i n g  j o b s ,  d i d  y o u  h a v e  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ?  (Write in number/

23. In  t o t a l ,  h o w  m a n y  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  in  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  h a v e  y o u  h e l d ?  C o n s i d e r  
p r o m o t i o n s  In  r a n k  a t  t h e  s a m e  i n s t i t u t i o n  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  s a m e  p o s i t i o n .  If y o u r  o c c u p a t i o n a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  c h a n g e d  w i t h i n  t h e  s a m e  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  p l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  a  s e p a r a t e  p o s i t i o n .  (Include 
your position at this institution and all other full-time and part-time positions. Do not include teaching or research 
assistant positions.)

N u m b e r  o f  o t h e r  jo b s

N u m b e r  o f  

p o s i t i o n s

Continue on next page

6
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2 4 . The next questions ask about your first professional position In a higher education institution, and your most 
recent professional position at a higher education instftutution (other than the one you currently hold at this 
institution. (tfyoir cuttert position is your first posOon. complete coktm 1. Kyou have no other aOrSOona! professional posrbcns. 
mark pel he "NA‘ box at he lop d  h e  second column.)
• D o  nor list p r o m o tio n s  in  r a n k  a t  o n e  p la c e  o f  e m p lo y m e n t  a s  d ifferen t p o s it io n s

* D o  not in c lu d e  w o r k  a s  a  g r a d u a t e  student.

First Professional Position m a 
Higher Education Institution

M ost R ecent Professional Position at a 
Higher Ed Institution (other than the one 

you currently hold at this institution)

□  NA No other positions

t YEARS JOB HELD 

FROM

TO (If a current position, mark [xj “PresenD

(Wnte m year) (Write tn y ea r )

1 9
1 CO □ Present

1 CO

1 CO □ Present

TYPEOFNSTTTUTION

4-year doctoral granting college or university, 
graduate or professional school

4 -year non-doctoral granting college or university

2-year degree granting college

Other postsecondary institution

(Mart [xj one b o x )

□
□
□
□

(Mark (xj one b o x )

□
□
□
□

em ploym ent  status

Fuf-frne

Part-time

IMark [xI one b o x )

□
□

(Mark (xf one box )

□
□

PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY 

Administration. Management 

instrucbon/Research/Pubkc Service 

Other Professional (Support/Service/C&mcaf)

(Mark (xj one b o x )

□
□
□

(Mark (xj one box )

□
□
□

5 ACADEMIC RANK/TTTIE (What were your academic (Mark (xj one box in each column )
ranks when you began and left this academic At Hire At Exit
position? If current job. do n o t n f c a t e  rank at exM.) T ▼

Professor □ □

Associate Professor □ □

Assistant Professor □ □

Instructor □ □

Lecturer □ □

Other □ □

NA Not applicable, no rank □ □

(Mark (xj one box m each column }
At Hire At Exit

□ □

□ □

□ □

□ □

□ □

n □

□ □

6 TENURE STATUS (What was your tenure status (Mark (xj one box m each colum n) (Mark (xj one box m each column)
when you began and left ta s  academic postton? At H re At ExA At H re At Exit
If current fob, do nor rxfrcefe tenure at exit) ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼

Tenured □ □ □ □
On tenure track but not tenured □ □ □ □
Not on tenure track
although institution has a tenure system □ □ □ □
No tenure system at thcs vistitution □ □ □ □

7
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25. H o w  m a n y  y e a r s  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  t e a c h i n g  In  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s ?
(Write in number. If none, write in 10" If less than 1 year, write in "1’ )

N u m b e r  o f  y e a r s

26. H o w  m a n y  professional p o s i t i o n s ,  o u t s i d e  o f  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  h a v e  y o u  h e l d ?  D o  n o t

I n c l u d e  c o n s u l t i n g  j o b s  (Write in number, if none, mar* the box indicating "None")

N o n e  (SKIP TO QUESTION 29. PAGE 9)

N u m b e r  o f  p r o f e s s io n a l  p o s i t io n s  o u ts id e  h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  in s t i tu t io n s

27. H o w  many o f  t h e s e  p o s i t i o n s  w e r e . . .  (W rite in number of full-time and part-time professional positions outside 
of higher education institutions If none, write in "0

Full-time P art-tim e

28. T h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n s  a s k  a b o u t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  o u t s i d e  o f  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  y o u  h a v e  

h e l d .  L i s t  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  y o u r  f i r s t  a n d  y o u r  m o s t  r e c e n t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p o s i t i o n s  o u t s i d e  o f  h i g h e r  

e d u c a t i o n  I n s t i t u t i o n s .  D o  n o t  I n c l u d e  p o s i t i o n s  y o u  b e g a n  in  1 9 9 9 .

First Professional Position Outside 
of a Higher Education Institution

Most Recent Professional Position 
Outside of a Higher Ed Institution

□  NA: No other 
________ Professional positions

1 YEARS JOB HELD 

FROM

TO (If a a m en t position, mark [*) "Present")

(Write m year I (Write in year)

1 CO

1 9 □ Present

1 9
1 9 □ Present

2 TYPE OF EMPLOYER

Elementary or secondary school

Hospttai or other heafih care organization or dncai selling 
Foundation or other non-profit organization other 
than health care organization

For-profit business or ndustry in the private sector

Government (federal, s tate, or local) o r mfiKary

Other

(Mark (xj one b o x )

□

□

□

□

□

□

(Mark (xj one box.)

□

□

□

□

□

□
3 EMPLOYMENT STATUS

PuMme

Parl-feme

(Mark (x] one b o x )

□

□

(Mar* (xj one box J

□

□
4 PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

Admnistratton. Management

instruction. Research, or Public Service 

Other Professional (SupporVService/CHnicaJ) 

Technical 

Other

(Mark [xj one b o x )

□

□

□

□

□

(Mar* («/ one b o x )

□

□

□

□

□
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29 . How many of each  of the following have you presented/publlshed/etc. during your entire career and 
during the last two years? For publications, p lease Include o n ly  works that have been accepted for
publication. Count multiple presentations/publications of the sam e work on ly  once. Include electronic 
publications that are not published elsewhere in the appropriate categories. (Marti the "NA" box if you have
not published or presented.)

□ N A . N o t a p p l ic a b le .  N o  p r e s e n ta t io n s /p u b lic a t io n s /e tc .  (SKIP TO QUESTION 30. PAGE 10)

Type o f  P re s e n ta t io n /P u b lic a tio n /e tc .
(Wnte a number in each 

box If none, write in "O') Tota l d u r in g  ca ree r

T o ta l  d u r in g  p a s t  t w o  y e a r s

S o l e  r e sp o n s ib ility  J o in t r e sp o n s ib ility

1 A r tic le s  p u b lis h e d  in  r e fe r e e d
p r o f e s s io n a l  o r  t r a d e  jo u r n a ls :  c r e a t iv e  
w o r k s  p u b lis h e d  in  ju r ie d  m e d ia

2  A r t ic le s  p u b lis h e d  in  n o n r e f e r e e d  
p r o fe s s io n a l  o r  t r a d e  jo u r n a ls ;  c r e a t iv e  
w o r k s  p u b lis h e d  in  n o n j u n e d  m e d ia  o r  
m - h o u s e  n e w s l e t t e r s

P u b lis h e d  r e v ie w s  o f  b o o k s ,  a r t ic le s ,  or  
c r e a t iv e  w o rk s: c h a p t e r s  in e d i t e d  v o lu m e s

T e x tb o o k s , o th e r  b o o k s :  m o n o g r a p h s ,  
r e s e a r c h  o r  t e c h n ic a l  r e p o r ts  
d is s e m in a te d  in te r n a lly  o r  t o  c l i e n t s

P r e s e n ta t io n s  a t  c o n f e r e n c e s ,  
w o r k s h o p s ,  e t c . .  e x h ib it io n s  o r  
p e r fo r m a n c e s  in  t h e  f in e  o r  a p p l ie d  arts

O ther, s u c h  a s  p a t e n t s  o r  c o m p u te r  
s o f t w a r e  p r o d u c t s

Continue on next page

's
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S ection C :

In st it u t io n a l  R e spo n sib il it ie s  a n d  W o r k l o a d

30. On average, how many hours per week did you spend at each of the following kinds of activities during
the 1998 Fall Term? (Write in average number of hours. If not sure, give your best esbmates. If none, wnte in “O')

A v e r a g e  n u m b e r  of 
h o u r s  p e r  w e e k

a All p a id  a c tiv it ie s  at th is  in s t i tu t io n  ( e .g .  t e a c h in g ,  c lin ica l  
s e r v ic e ,  c la s s  p r e p a r a t io n ,  r e s e a r c h ,  a d m in is tra tio n )

b All unpaid activities a t th is  institution
(Please specify type of activities below.) .....................................

A n y  o th e r  p a id  a c t iv i t ie s  o u t s i d e  th is  in stitu tio n  
( e  g . ,  c o n s u lt in g , w o r k in g  o n  o t h e r  jo b s )  ...............

U n p a id  (p ro  b o n o )  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s e r v ic e  a c t iv it ie s  
o u t s id e  th is  in s t i t u t io n ...................................................................

3 1 .  In column A, p l e a s e  allocate your total work time in the 1998 Fall Term (as reported in Q u e s t i o n  30a-d) into 
several categories. We realize the categories are not mutually exclusive (e.g., research may include 
teaching; preparing a course may be part of professional growth). We ask, however, that you allocate as 
best you can the percentage of your time spent in activities w hose primary focus falls within the Indicated 
categories. In column B, Indicate what percentage of your time you would prefer  to spend in each of the 
listed categories. Time sp en t with colleagues should be allocated to a specific activity.

(Write in a percentage on each tine. If not sure, 
give your best estimate; if none, write in 10'.)

A
% o f  W o rk  

T im e  S p e n t

B.
% o f  W ork  

T im e P r e fe r r e d

a .  T each in g  U n d e r g r a d u a te  S t u d e n t s  ( in c lu d in g  te a c h in g ;  g rad ing  p a p e r s ;  p rep a r in g  
c o u r se s ;  d e v e lo p in g  n e w  c u r r ic u la ; a d v is in g  o r  su p e r v is in g  s tu d e n ts ;  su p e r v is in g  
stu d en t te a c h e r s  a n d  in tern s; w o r k in g  w ith  s tu d e n t  orga niza tio n s  o r  intram ural a th le t ic s )

b  Teachino G rad uate or  F rst P r o fe s s io n a l  S t ia te n ts  fincfcrfno te a c h in g  o r a d n q  p a p ers;  
preparing c o u r se s :  d ev e lo p in g  n e w  curricula; a d v is in g  o r  supervising stu d ents; su p erv is in g  
student tea c h e r s  a n d  r te m s :  s u p e r v is n g  d r a c a l  stu d en ts; wortang with stu d en t o rg a n iza tio n s  
or in tram ual ath letics)

R e s e a r c h /S c h o la r s h ip  ( in d u c in g  r e s e a r c h ;  r e v ie w in g  o r  p r e p a r in g  a r t ic le s  o r  b o o k s ;  
a tte n d in g  o r  p r e p a r in g  fo r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m e e t in g s  o r  c o n fe r e n c e s :  r e v ie w in g  
p r o p o sa ls :  s e e k in g  o u t s id e  fu n d in g :  g iv in g  p e r fo r m a n c e s  o r  e x h ib it io n s  in  t h e  l in e  o r  
a p p lie d  a r ts ;  o r  g iv in g  s p e e c h e s )

d . P r o fe s s io n a l  G ro w th  ( in c lu d in g  t a k in g  c o u r s e s :  p u rsu in g  a n  a d v a n c e d  d e g r e e :  o t h e r  
p r o fe s s io n a l d e v e lo p m e n t  a c t iv i t i e s ;  s u c h  a s  p r a c t ic e  or  a c t iv it ie s  to  r e m a in  c u r r e n t  
in y o u r  f ie ld )

e .  A d m in istra tio n  ( in d u d in g  d e p a r t m e n t a l  o r  in stitu tio r v w id e  m e e t in g s  o r  c o m m it t e e  
work)

I S e r v ic e  ( in d u d in g  p r o v id in g  l e g a l  o r  m e d ic a l  s e r v i c e s  or  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  c o u n s e l i n g  to  
c lie n ts  o r  p a t ie n ts ;  p a id  o r  u n p a id  c o m m u n it y  o r  p u b lic  s e r v ic e :  s e r v ic e  t o  p r o f e s s io n a l  
s o d e t i e s / a s s o d a t i o n s )

g  O u ts id e  C o n su lt in g  F r e e la n c e  W o r k  O th e r  O u ts id e  W ork /O th er  N o n -T e a c h in o  
P r o fe s s io n a l  A c t iv it ie s  ( o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s  o r  w o rk  n o t  lis te d  in a - f )

Please be sure that the percentages you provide add up ID 100%. 100% 100%

10
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32 . During the 1998 Fall Term, how many undergraduate or graduate thesis or dissertation committees, 
comprehensive exam s or orals committees, or examination or certification committees did you serve 
on at this institution; how many did you chair, and what w as the average number of hours spent in 
these activities per w eek? (Write in a number on each line If none, write in ’0". Mark the HA'box gyou did not 
serve on any committees.)

□ N A . N o t  a p p l ic a b le .  O td n o t  s e r v e  o n  a n y  u n d e r g r a d u a te  o r  g r a d u a t e  c o m m it t e e s  (SKIP TO QUESTION 33)

T y p e  o f  C o m m it t e e

N um b e r 
se rved  on

O f th a t num ber, 
how many did you chair?

Average num ber o f 
hours pe r week

(Write in number m each box tl none, write m V m)

1 Undergraduate thesis honors committees, comprehensive 
exams or orals committees, examination/certification 
committees

2 Graduate thesis or dissertation committees, comprehensive 
exams or orals committees  (other than as part of thesis/ 
dissertation commtftee s ); examtnatiorVcertiftcaUoo 
committee s

33. During the 1998 Fall Term, what w as the total number of c la s se s  or sections you taught at this
Institution? (Mark the H A 'box if you did not teach any classes.)
• D o  n o t  i n d u d e  in d iv id u a liz e d  in s tr u c t io n , su c h  a s  in d e p e n d e n t  s tu d y , in d iv id u a l p e r fo r m a n c e  c l a s s e s ,  o r  w o rk in g  w ith  

in d iv id u a l s tu d e n t s  in  a  c l in ic a l  o r  r e s e a r c h  s e tt in g .
■ C o u n t  m u lt ip le  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  s a m e  c o u r s e  a s  a  s e p a r a t e  d a s s  ( e . g . .  if y o u  ta u g h t  S o c io lo g y  10 1  to  tw o  d iffe r en t

g r o u p s  o f  s t u d e n t s  d u r in g  t h e  ter m , c o u n t  this a s  tw o  s e p a r a t e  c l a s s e s ) .
• C o u n t  la b  o r  d i s c u s s i o n  s e c t i o n s  o f  a  d a s s  a s  th e  s a m e  c l a s s  ( e . g . .  if y o u  ta u g h t  B io lo g y  2 0 2  to  a  g r o u p  o f  s tu d e n ts

d u r in g  t h e  te r m  a n d  t h e  d a s s  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  l e d u r e  tw o  t im e s  a  w e e k ,  a  la b  o n e  d a y  a  w e e k ,  a n d  a  d i s c u s s io n
s e c t io n  o n e  d a y  a  w e e k ,  c o u n t  th is  w o rk  a s  o n e  d a s s ) .

□ N A . N o t  a p p l ic a b le ,  n o  d a s s e s  ta u g h t  (SKIP TO QUESTION 48. PAGE 14)

N u m b e r  o f  d a s s e s / s e c t i o n s  ( i .e . .  cred it a n d  n o n -c r ed it)

34. How many different courses (preparations) do these classes/sections represent? (Write in number. If none, write 
m V )

N u m b e r  o f  c o u r s e s  t h e s e  d a s s e s / s e c t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t

35 . How many of the classes/sections that you taught during the 1998 Fall Term were remedial? (Write in number. 
//none, write in "CT.)

N u m b e r  o f  d a s s e s / s e d i o n s  th a t w e r e  rem edial, l c . .  c red it  a n d  n on-cred rt. (IF NONE SKIP TO QUESTION 37)

36 . How many of th ese remedial classes/sections were not creditable toward a degree (non-credit c lasses)?  
(Write in number, tt none, write m V )

N u m b e r  o f  r e m e d ia l  d a s s e s / s e d i o n s  that w e r e  n o t  c r e d it a b le  to w a r d  a  d e g r e e  (n o n -cr e d it)

Continue to next page -
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3 7 .  How many of the c la sses/sectio n s that you taught during the 1998 Fall Term were continuing 
education c la sses?  (Write In number. If none, write in V?

I I N um ber of d a s s e s /s e c t io n s  th a t w ere  continuing education (IF NONE. SKIP TO QUESTION 39)

3 8 . How many of these continuing education classes/sections were not creditable toward a degree (non
credit c la sses)?  (Write in number. If none, write in V )

I I I N um ber of continuing ed u ca tio n  d a ss e s /s e c tio n s  that w ere  not c red itab le  tow ard a  d e g re e  (noncred it)

3 9 .  W hat is th e  to ta l n u m b er o f  s tu d e n ts  en ro lled  in all your n o n -c red it c la s s e s /s e c tio n s  co m b in e d ?  (Write 
in number. If none, write in "0" )

I I I I Total n u m b er o f s tu d en ts  enrolled  in non-credit d a s s e s /s e c t io n s

4 0 .  How m any  o f th e  c la s s e s /s e c t io n s  th a t you tau g h t during th e  1998 Fall Term w ere  for credit? (Wnte m 
number. If none, write in "O’.)

N um ber of d a s s e s /s e c t io n s  for credit (IF NONE. SKIP TO QUESTION 43. PAGE 14)

Continue to next page
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4 1 .  F o r  e a c h  c r e d i t  c l a s s  o r  s e c t i o n  t h a t  y o u  t a u g h t  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a ll T e fm , p le a s e
a n s w e r  t h e  f o l lo w in g  q u e s t i o n s .  F o r  e a c h  c l a s s ,  e n t e r  t h e  c o d e  f o r  t h e  a c a d e m i c  d i s c i p l in e  o f  t h e  c la s s .
(R efer to  p a g e s  3 -4  for th e  c o d e s . P lea se  en ter  the  code rather than th e  c o u rs e  nam e.)
• Do n o t  include individualized  instruction, su ch  a s  independent s tudy  o r  individual o ne-on -one  perfo rm ance  classes.
* If you tau g h t m ultiple s e c tio n s  of th e  sam e  course, count them  a s  s e p a r a te  c la s s e s ,  bu t do  not include th e  fab 

section  of the  c o u rs e  a s  a  s e p a ra te  d a s s .

1 CODE FOR ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE OF CLASS 

(from pages 3—4)

A.
For-credit 
Class A 

(enter code)

I N I

B.
For-credit 
Class B 

(enter code)

l l  I I

C
For-credit 
Class C 

(enter code)

I N I

0
For-credit 
Class D 

1enter code)

E
For-credit 
Class E 

(enter code)

2 OURING 1996 FALL TERM (Complete each bo* ) 

a Number of weeks the class met

b Number of credit hours

c Number of hours the d a s s  met per week

d Number of teaching assistants, readers

e Number of students enrolled 

f Was this d a ss  team taught?

g Average * hours per week you taught the d a ss  

h Was this d a ss  considered a remedial d a s s 7

i Was this d a ss  taught through a distance 
education program7

|
.  1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L I  j

h 1 1 1 | 1 1 I 1 I J L l  J

.  I
| 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

. i l l 1 1 1 l 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 1

i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1

1 1___) Yes

□  Not

1__ 1 Yes

1 1 Noi

□  Yes 

1 1 Noi 1 1 Noi

□  Yes

□  no!

m

□  ves

□  Noi

□  ves

□  no.

1 1 r

h C D  Yes 

1 1 Not 

i i 1 Yes 

1 1 Nol

□  Yes

□  Noi

□  Yes

□  Noi

□  Yes 

1 1 Noi

□  Yes 

[ □  Nol

□  Yes 

1 1 Noi

□  Yes

□  Noi

3 PRIMARY LEVEL OF STUDENTS (Mark M o n a  box ) 
Undergraduate students

Graduate students
Firet professional students (e.g.. dentaL medcaf. 
taw. theology, etc.)

□
□
□

□
□
□

□
□
□

f  □  
□  
□

□
□
□

4 PRIMARY WSTRUCTIONAL METMOO USED 
(Mark fxj one box.;

Lecture/Discussion

Seminar

Lab. d*uc. or problem session 

Apprenbcesfrp. ntemsrvp. fieldwork, or field tnps 

Other

□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

5 PRIMARY MEDIUM USED (MarkfxJ one box) 

Face-to-face

Computer

TV-based

! Other

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

13
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42. In how many of the undergraduate courses 
that you taught for cred it during the 1998 Fall 
Term did you use... (Mar* [x] one box for each 
item.)

O  NA. D id  n o t  t e a c h  a n y  u n d e r g r a d u a t e

d a s s e s  f o r  c r e d i t  (SKIP TO QUESTION 43)

a S tuden t evaluations of e ac n  
o th e r’s w o r k ? ............................

b. M ultiple-choice m idterm  a n d /o r  
final e x a m ? ............

c E ssay  m idterm  and/or final 
e x a m s ? ................................................

d. S h o rt-an sw er m idterm  a n d /o r 
final e x a m s ? ......................................

e . T e rm /resea rch  p a p e r s ? .............

f. Multiple drafts of written w ork?

g. G rading on a  c u rv e ? ....................

h. C o m p e ten c y -b ased  g ra d in g ?

N o n e
▼

□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□

S o m e  Alt 
▼ ▼

□  □
□  □
□  □

□  □
□  □
□  □
□  □
□  □

43. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have 
w ebsites for any of the c la s se s  you taught?
(Mar* [x] one box)

□
□

Yes

No (SK IP  TO Q U E ST IO N  45)

44. What did you use the w eb sites for? (Mai* [xj 
"Yes' or "No" for each item.)

Yes No

a . To p o s t  g e n e r a l  d a s s  in fo r m a tio n  |  I I I
( e .g . ,  s y l la b u s  a n d  o f f ic e  h o u r s ) ......................1 I I_____I

b . To p o s t  in fo r m a tio n  o n  h o m e w o r k  I I I I
a s s ig n m e n t s  o r  r e a d i n g s ..................................... I______ |_I_____I

c  To p o s t  p r a c t ic e  e x a m s / e x e r c i s e s  I I I I
th at p r o v id e  im m e d ia te  s c o n n g .........................|______ |_|_____|

d . To p o s t  e x a m s  o r  e x a m  r e s u lt s   □  □

e  To provide links to o the r inform ation  □  □

f O ther (Please specify below ) □  □

45. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you use
electronic mall (e-mail) to communicate with 
students In your c la sses?  (Mar* (x/  o n e  box.)

47.

E D  Yes

□  N o (SK IP  TO Q U ESTIO N  48)

46. Approximately what percent of the students in 
your c la sse s  communicated with you via e- 
mall during the 1998 Fall Term? (W rite in p e rcen t. 
It no n e , write in "0”.)

Percent of students n  you- c la sses  w ho 
0% communicated with you via e-mad

Approximately how many hours per w eek did 
you spend responding to student e-mail during 
the 1998 Fall Term? (Write in number o f hours If 
none, write in "O'J

H ours per w eek sp en t responding to 
s tu d en t e-mail

48. During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have a c c e s s  
to the internet.. (Mar* [xj one box.)

□  Both a t  hom e and  a t work

□  At work only

□  At h o m e  only

□  N o a c c e s s  to th e  in ternet

49. For each type of student listed below, please  
Indicate how many students received Individual 
Instruction from you during the 1998 Fall Term 
(e.g., independent study; supervising student 
teachers or interns; or one-on-one Instruction, 
Including working with Individual students In a 
clinical or research setting), and the total 
number of contact hours with these students per 
week. Do not count regularly scheduled office 
hours. (Write in a number. If none, write in "0" )

Type o f s tu d e n t s  re c e iv in g  fo rm al 
Indiv idualized  In s tru c tio n

a. U ndergraduate  s tuden ts

b G raduate  s tu d en ts

c  First professional students (e.g.. 
dental, m edical, optometry, 
os teopathic, pharm acy, veterinary, 
chiropractic, law. and  theology). .

Number <4 
students 

▼

Total contact 
ho tas per 

w eek

14
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50. On average, how many contact hours per week 
did you spend with students you were
assigned to advise? (Write in a number. If none, 
wnte in 1O’.)

I N u m b e r  o f  c o n t a c t  h o u r s  s p e n t  w ith  s tu d e n ts
— I— I p e r  w e e k  ( D o  n o t  i n d u d e  h o u r s  s p e n t  

w o r k in g  w ith  s t u d e n t s  o n  th e ir  t h e s i s ,
d is s e r ta t io n ,  o r  i n d e p e n d e n t  s tu d y .)

5 1 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  h o w  m a n y  r e g u l a r l y  

s c h e d u l e d  o f f i c e  h o u r s  d i d  y o u  h a v e  p e r  

w e e k ?  (Wnte in a number. If none, mite in "0" )

| | | N um ber o f  regularly  s ch e d u le d  office hou rs
per w eek

52. During the 1998 F a l l  Term, were you engaged  
In any professional research, proposal writing, 
creative writing, or creative works (either 
funded or non-funded) at th is institution?
(Mark (xj one box.)

□  « .

I I No ISK1P TO QUESTION 60. PAGE 161

53. How would you describe your primary  
professional research, writing, or creative work
during the 1998 F a ll Term? (Mark (xj one box.)

I I Basic re s ea rc h

□  Applied or policy-oriented research or analysis 

I I Literary, performance, or exhibitions

I I P rogram /C um culum  d e s ig n  a n d  develo p m en t

□  Other (Please specify below.)

54. During the 1 9 9 8  Fall Term were you engaged 
In any funded  research or fu n d ed  creative 
work? Include any grants, contracts, or 
institutional awards. Do not Include consulting 
services. (Mark [x] one box.)

□  »„
L J  N o  /SKIP TO QUESTION 60. PAGE 16}

55. During the 1998 Fall Term, were you a 
principal Investigator (PI) or co-principal 
Investigator (Co-PI) for any grants or 
contracts? (Mark [xj one box.)

□  Yes -----------*■ H ow m any?  I I I
□  No (SKIP TO QUESTION 57)

56. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many 
individuals at this institution other than 
yourself were supported, either in part or in 
full, by all the grants and contracts for which 
you were PI or Co-PI? (Write in a number. If none, 
wnte in "O'.)

N u m b e r  o f  in d iv id u a ls  s u p p o r te d  by  
g r a n t s  o r  c o n tr a c t s

57. From which of the following sources did y o u  

receive funding during the 1 9 9 8  Fall Term? 
(Mark [x] all that apply.)

□  T h is  in s titu tio n

I I F o u n d a tio n  o r  o t h e r  n o n p ro fit o r g a n iz a t io n

□  F o r  profit b u s i n e s s  o r  in d u stry  in t h e  p r iv a te  
s e c t o r

□  S t a t e  o r  lo c a l  g o v e r n m e n t

□  F e d e r a l  G o v e r n m e n t

□  O th e r  (Please specify)

58. What were the total number of grants/contracts 
from all sources In the 1 9 9 8  Fall Term? (Write in 
a number)

I I i  Total number of grants/contracts

59a. What were the total funds received from all 
sources for the 1 9 9 8 - 9 9  academic year? Do not 
Include funding that was awarded In 1 9 9 9 .
(Write In a number; if not sure, mark [x] the "DK 
Donl Know" box.)

I I D K . D o n l  K n o w

1 5
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5 9 b .  H o w  w e r e  t h e s e  f u n d s  u s e d ?  (Mark [xj all that apply.)

□  Research

□  Program/curriculum development 

I 1 Other

6 0 .  H o w  w o u l d  y o u  r a t e  e a c h  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  r e s o u r c e s  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n  t h a t  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  

f o r  y o u r  o w n  u s e  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ?  (Mark (xj one box for each item.)

P oor Fair G ood Excellent

Not Available/ 
Not Applicable/ 

D on't Know
▼ T T T *

a. B as ic  re s ea rc h  eq u ip m en t/in s tru m e n ts □ □ □ □ □

b. L ab o ra to ry /re sea rch  s p a c e  a n d  supp lies □ □ □ □ □

c. Availability of teach ing  a s s is ta n ts □ □ □ □ □

d. Availability of re sea rch  a s s is ta n ts □ □ □ □ □

e . P e rso n a l com puters  an d  local netw orks □ □ □ □ □

f. C en tra lized  (main fram e) co m p u te r facilities □ □ □ □ □

g. In te rn e t connections □ □ □ □ □

h. Technical support for com p u te r-re la ted  activities □ □ □ □ □

i. A udio-visual equ ipm ent □ □ □ □ □

j. C la ss ro o m  sp a c e □ □ □ □ □

k. Office sp a c e □ □ □ □ □

I. S tud io /perfo rm ance  s p a c e □ □ □ □ □

m .S e c re ta r ia l support □ □ □ □ □

n. Library holdings □ □ □ □ □

Continue to next page
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61. During the past two years, did you use institutional funds for any o f  the purposes specified below?
(Mark [xj one Hem tor each  category.)

Y e s
T

N o .  
a l t h o u g h  

f u n d s  w e r e  
a v a i la b l e  

▼

N o .  
n o  fu n d s  

w e r e  a v a ila b le ,  
o r  n o t  e lig ib le  

▼

N o .  
d o n 't  k n o w  

if f u n d s  w e r e  
a v a i la b le

T

a T u ition  r e m is s io n  a t  th is  or o t h e r  in stitu tion □ □ □ □
b. P r o f e s s i o n a l  a s s o c i a t i o n  m e m b e r s h ip s  

a n d /o r  r e g is tr a t io n  f e e s □ □ □ □
c .  P r o f e s s io n a l  t r a v e l ....................................................................... n □ □ □
d . T rain in g to  im p r o v e  r e s e a r c h  o r  t e a c h in g  sk ills . . □ □ □ □
e  R e l e a s e  t im e  fr o m  t e a c h in g  .............................................. n □ □ □
f. S a b b a t ic a l  l e a v e ............................................................................. n n □ □

62. During the 1998 Fall Term, how many of the following types of administrative committees did you serve  
on at this institution? How many of these committees did you chair? Include committees at the 
department or division level, the school or college level, and institution- and system-wide committees.
(Write a number in each box. If you did not serve on or chair a committee, write V  for each item. If you did not serve on 
or chair any administrative committees mark (xj the NA box.)

I I N A . N o t a p p lic a b le :  d id  n o t  s e r v e  o n  o r  chair  any a d m in is tra tive c o m m it t e e s .  (SKIP TO QUESTION 64)

N u m b e r  o f  C o m m it t e e s  N u m b e r  o f  C o m m it te e s  
S e r v e d  O n  

v

a . C u rr ic u lu m  C o m m it t e e s

b. P e r s o n n e l  C o m m it t e e s  ( e . g . .  s e a r c h  o r  
r e c r u itm e n t  c o m m i t t e e s ) .................................

c  G o v e r n a n c e  C o m m it t e e s  ( e . g . .  fa c u lty  s e n a t e ,  
s tu d e n t  r e te n t io n ,  b u d g e t ,  o r  a d m i s s i o n s ) . . .

d. O ther

63. On average, approximately how many hours per week did you spend on administrative committee work? 
(Wnte n  number. If none, write in "XT )

H o u r s  p e r  w e e k  s p e n t  o n  c o m m it t e e  w ork

64. Are you a member of a union (or other bargaining association) that is  the legally recognized 
representative of the faculty at this institution? (Mark (x/  one box.)

□  U n io n /b a r g a in in g  a s s o c i a t io n  is  n o t  a v a ila b le

□  U n io n /b a r g a in in g  a s s o c i a t io n  is  a v a i la b le ,  but I a m  n o t  e lig ib le

□  I a m  e lig ib le ,  b u t  n o t  a  m e m b e r

□  I a m  e lig ib le ,  a n d  a  m e m b e r

C h a ir e d
v

17
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S e c t io n  D:
J o b  S a tisfa c t io n  Is s u e s

65. H o w  s a t i s f i e d  o r  d i s s a t i s f i e d  a r e  y o u  w ith  e a c h  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a s p e c t s  o f  y o u r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  d u t i e s  a t  
t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (M ark (x) o ne  box tor each  item  Mark [x] 'NA '  it y o u  h a d  n o  instructional du ties.)

I I N A . N o l  a p p l ic a b le ;  n o  in stru c tio n a l d u t ie s  (SKIP TO QUESTION 66)

Very
D i s s a t i s f i e d

▼

S o m e w h a t
D is s a t i s f ie d

▼

S o m e w h a t
S a t is f ie d

V

Very
S a t is f ie d

▼

N o t
A p p lic a b le

T

a . T h e  a u th o r ity  I h a v e  t o  m a k e  d e c i s io n s  a b o u t  
c o n t e n t  a n d  m e t h o d s  in  t h e  c o u r s e s  I t e a c h □ □ □ □

b  T h e  a u th o r ity  I h a v e  to  m a k e  d e c is io n s  a b o u t  
w h a t  c o u r s e s  I t e a c h □ □ □ □

c . T h e  a u th o r ity  I h a v e  to  m a k e  d e c is io n s  a b o u t  

o t h e r  (n o n - in s tn jc t io n a Q  a s p e c t s  o f  m y  j o b ............ n □ □ □

d . T im e  a v a i la b le  fo r  w o r k in g  w ith s tu d e n ts  a s  
a n  a d v is o r ,  m e n to r , e t c ............................................................. n □ □ □

e  T im e  a v a i la b le  fo r  c l a s s  p r e p a r a t io n .......................... □ □ □ □
f. Q u a lity  o f  u n d e r g r a d u a t e  s tu d e n ts  w h o m  

I h a v e  t a u g h t  h e r e ....................................................................... n □ □ □ □
g  Q u a lity  o f  g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  w h o m  I h a v e  

t a u g h t  h e r e ...................................................................................... n □ □ □ □
H o w  s a t i s f i e d  o r  d i s s a t i s f i e d  a r e  y o u  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a s p e c t s  o f  y o u r  j o b  a t  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Mark(x) 
o ne  box for ea c h  Hem.)

Very S o m e w h a t  S o m e w h a t  Very N o t  
D i s s a t i s f i e d  D i s s a t i s f i e d  S a t i s f ie d  S a t i s f ie d  A p p l i c a b le  

▼ ▼ T  T  ▼

a . M y w o r k  l o a d .............................................................. n □ □ □
b. M y j o b  s e c u r i t y .......................................................................... □ □ □ □

c  O p p o r tu n ity  fo r  a d v a n c e m e n t  in rank a t  th is  
i n s t i t u t io n ............................................................................................... n □ □ □

d. T im e  a v a i la b le  fo r  k e e p in g  cu rren t in m y  fie ld n □ □ □

e . T h e  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  fa cu lty  lea d er sh ip  a t  th is institution I | 
( e .g .  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e ,  fa c u lty  c o u n c i ls ,  e t c . ) ..................I_____ I □ □ □

f F r e e d o m  to  d o  o u t s id e  c o n s u l t in g ................................ n □ □ □

g M y s a la r y  ....................................... □ □ □ □
h. M y b e n e f i t s ,  g e n e r a l l y ................................................................ n □ □ □
i S p o u s e  o r  p a r tn e r  e m p lo y m e n t  o p p o r tu n itie s  

m th is  g e o g r a p h ic  a r e a □ □ □ □ □
I M y |o b  h e r e ,  o v e r a ll □ □ □ □

18
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6 7 .  During the next three years, how likely is it that you will leave this job to: (M ark [x] o n e  box tor each  item  )

a  A c c e p t  a  part-tim e  jo b  a t  a  different p o s t s e c o n d a r y  in stitu tion ?  

b A c c e p t  a  full-time jo b  a t  a  differen t p o s t s e c o n d a r y  in stitu tion ?  

c  A c c e p t  a  pan-tim e  jo b  n o t a t  a  p o s t s e c o n d a r y  institution'’ 

d A c c e p t  a  full-time jo b  n o t a t a p o s t s e c o n d a r y  in stitu tion ’  

e  R etire  from  th e  la b o r  f o r c e ?

6 8 .  A t  w h a t  a g e  d o  y o u  t h i n k  y o u  a r e  m o s t  l i k e l y  t o  s t o p  w o r k i n g  a t  a  p o s t s e c o n d a r y  i n s t i t u t i o n ?  (Wnte / 
age o r m ark "DK. D on't K now '.)

N o t  a t  
AJI L ikely  

V

S o m e w h a t
L ik ely

V

V ery
L ik ely

V

.□ □ □
□ □ □□ □ □□ □ □
□ □ □

Y e a r s  o f  a g e

□DK . D o n 't K n o w

6 9 .  if you were to leave your current position at this Institution to accept another position Inside or outside of 
academia, how important would each of the following be in your decision? (Mark (x) one  box  for each item )

N o t S o m e w h a t  Very N ot
Im p ortan t Im p o rta n t Im p o rta n t A p p lica b le

a. S a la r y  l e v e l .......................................................................................................

b T e n u r e - tr a c k /te n u r e d  p o s i t i o n ..........................................................

c. J o b  s e c u r i t y .......................................................................................................

d. O p p o r tu n it ie s  for  a d v a n c e m e n t ........................................................

e .  B e n e f i t s ................................................................................................................

f. N o  p r e s s u r e  to  p u b l i s h .............................................................................

g . G o o d  r e s e a r c h  f a c i l i t ie s  a n d  e q u i p m e n t ...................................

h G o o d  in s tr u c t io n a l f a c i l i t ie s  a n d  e q u i p m e n t ..........................

i G o o d  jo b  o r  jo b  o p p o r t u n it ie s  fo r  m y  s p o u s e  or  p a r tn e r .

j G o o d  g e o g r a p h ic  l o c a t io n  ...................................................................

k. G o o d  e n v ir o n m e n t /s c h o o ls  fo r  m y  c h i ld r e n .............................

i G r e a te r  o p p o r tu n ity  to  t e a c h ...........................................................

m  G r e a te r  o p p o r tu n ity  to  d o  r e s e a r c h

□□□□□□□□□□□□□

□□□□□□□□□□□□□

□□□□□□□□□□□□□

□
□

19
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70. Of the factors listed In Question 69, write in the letter of the item (a-m) that would be most Important in 
your decision to leave. (Write in a letter, a-m. from Question 69.)

7 1 . If you could elect to draw on your retirement and still continue working at this Institution on a part-time 
basis, would you do so?  (Mark (xj one box)

73. If an early retirement option were offered to you at this Institution, would you take it? (Mark [x] one box.)

□  DK . D o n 't  K n o w

74. At which age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment? (Write in age or mark 
“OK. DonT Know’.)

_ J _ J  Y ea rs  o f  a g e

□  D K . D on 't K n o w

□DK . D on 't K n o w

72. Have you retired from another position? (Mark [x] one box.)

Continue to next page
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S e c tio n  E:
C o m p e n s a t io n

Note: Your responses to these Herns as withal other Herns in this questionnaire are voluntary and strictly confidential. They w* be 
used only in statistical summaries, and m V not be disclosed to your institution or to any intSvidual or group.

7 5 . What Is your basic  salary from this Institution for the 1998-99 academic year? (Write in dollar amount If not
sure, give your best estimates: if no basic salary, mark [xj the "NA. Not Applicable" box.)

NA. Not 
Applicable

B a s ic  sa la r y  for a c a d e m ic  y ea r . 00 □
B a s ic  sa la r y  is  b a s e d  on: (Mark (xj o n e  b o x  m  T y p e '  and write m  "Number" below.)

ITP£ NUMBER

□
□
□□

le n g th  o f  a p p o in tm e n t  m  m o n th s  ( e .g .  9  m o n t h s ) .

n u m b e r  o f  c r e d it  h o u r s  t a u g h t .............................................

n u m b e r  o f  c l a s s e s  t a u g h t ...................................................

o th e r  (Please specify.)

m o n t h s  

c r e d it  h o u r s  

c l a s s e s  

(Specify.)

76 . For the 1998 calendar year, please estimate your gro ss compensation before taxes from each of the 
sources listed below. (Write in dollar amount If not sure, give your best estimates: d  no compensation from a 
source, mark (x) the "NA. Not AppTicable" box.)

NA. Not 
Applicable

Compensation from this institution:

a  B a s i c  s a la r y  fo r  c a le n d a r  y e a r ......................................................................................................................

b  O th e r  in c o m e  fro m  th is  in stitu tio n  n o t  in c lu d e d  in  b a s i c  s a la r y  ( e . g . .  fo r  su m m e r
s e s s i o n ,  o v e r lo a d  c o u r s e s ,  a d m in is tra tio n , r e s e a r c h ,  c o a c h in g  s p o r t s ,  e t c . ) ............

c  N o n -m o n e ta r y  c o m p e n s a t io n ,  s u c h  a s  fo o d ,  h o u s in g ,  c a r  p r o v id e d  b y  th is  in stitu tion
(d o  not include employee benefits such as medical, dental, or Bfe insurance)..................

Compensation from other sources:

d  E m p lo y m e n t  a t  a n o t h e r  a c a d e m ic  in s t i tu t io n .

A n y  o th e r  e m p l o y m e n t ...................................................................................

L e g a l  o r  m e d ic a l  s e r v i c e s  o r  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  c o u n s e l in g  

O u ts id e  c o n s u l t in g ,  c o n s u lt in g  b u s i n e s s  o r  f r e e la n c e  w o r k .

S e l f - o w n e d  b u s i n e s s  (o th e r  th a n  c o n s u l t in g ) ..................................

P r o f e s s io n a l  p e r fo r m a n c e s  o r  e x h ib it io n s  ..................................

Speaking fees, honoraria..................................................

.00

00

.00

.00

00

.00

.00

00

00

.00

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
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R o y a lt ie s  or c o m m i s s i o n s

l N o n -m o n e ta r y  c o m p e n s a t io n ,  s u c h  a s  fo o d , h o u s in g ,  c a r  (do not include
other employee benefits such as medical, dental, or life insurance) ............

O th e r  s o u r c e s  o f  e a r n e d  I n c o m e  (Please specify below)

NA. Not 
Applicable 

▼

00

00

□
□

00 O  

oo n
7 7 .  W hat w a s  th e  g r o s s  in co m e  o f your s p o u s e  o r  s ig n ifican t o th e r  fo r th e  1998 ca len d a r y e a r?  (Wnte t 

number, if no income, write in "O' If no spouse or significant other, mark the "NA" box. If don't know, mark the 
•DK* box.)

0 0  G r o s s  in c o m e  o t  s p o u s e /s ig n if ic a n t  o th e r  fo r  1 9 9 8

l I N A  N o  s p o u s e  o r  s ig n if ic a n t  o th er

I I DK D on’t know

7 8 .  For th e  1998 c a le n d a r  y ear, how  m any p e rso n s  lived in y o u r  h o u s e h o ld  including y o u rse lf?  (Write in 
number.)

T otal n u m b e r  m h o u s e h o ld

7 9 .  For the 1998 calendar year, what was your total household incom e before taxes? (Write in number.) 

%
Total h o u s e h o ld  in c o m e  b e fo r e  t a x e s

80. For the 1998 calendar year, how many dependents did you have? Oo not include yourself. (A
dependent Is som eone receiving at least half of his or her financial support from you.) (Write in number. 
It none, write m "0" )

N u m b e r  o f  d e p e n d e n t s

22

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

326

S e c tio n  F:

S o c io d e m o g r a p h ic  C h a r a c t e r is t ic s

8 1 .  A r e  you ...

(HI M a le

I I F e m a le

8 2 . In  w h a t  m o n t h  a n d  y e a r  w e r e  y o u  b o r n ?  (Write 
tn month a n d  y e a r  )

M onth

1 9
Y ear

8 3 .  W h a t  I s  y o u r  e t h n i c i t y ?  (Mark (xj one box) 

I I H is p a n ic  or L a tin o

I I N o t  H isp a n ic  o r  L atin o

84. What is your race? (Mark (x] one or more)

I I A m e r ic a n  Indian o r  A la s k a  N a t iv e

1 1 A s ia n

1 I B la c k  o r  A frican  A m e r ic a n

1 .1  N a t iv e  H a w a iia n  o r  O th e r  P a c i f i c  I s la n d er

□  W h ite

8 5 .  A r e  y o u  a  p e r s o n  w i t h  a  d i s a b i l i t y ?  (Mark [x] 
one box.)

□□Y e s

N o  (SKIP TO QUESTION 87)

86. W h a t  t y p e  o f  d i s a b i l i t y  d o  y o u  have? (Mark (xj 
a t that apply.)

□ H e a t in g  im p a ir m e n t  ( i .e . .  d e a f  or  h a rd  o f  
h e a n n g )

□ B lin d  o r  v is u a l  im p a irm en t that c a n n o t  b e  
c o r r e c t e d  b y  w e a n n o  g l a s s e s ,  or  le g a lly  b lind

□  S p e e c h  o r  la n g u a g e  im p a irm en t

1 1 M o b ili ty /o r th o p e d ic  im p a irm en t

□O th e r  ( e .g . .  s p e c if ic  learn in g  disability, a tten tio n  

d e f ic i t  m e n ta l  M n e ss . o r  em o tio n a l d is tu r b a n ce )

8 7 . W h a t  w a s  y o u r  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  in  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  

T e r m ?  (M ark  (xj o n e  b o x  )

I I S in g le ,  n e v e r  m a m e d

I I M a m e d

□ L iv in g  w ith  s o m e o n e  in a  m a m a g e - lik e  
r e la t io n s h ip

□S e p a r a t e d ,  d iv o r c e d ,  w id o w ed

8 8 .  D u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 8  F a l l  T e r m ,  w a s  y o u r  s p o u s e  o r  

s i g n i f i c a n t  o t h e r  e m p l o y e d  in  a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

p o s i t i o n  a t  a  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n ?
(Mark (xj one box.)

I I Y e s .  a t  th is  in stitu tio n  

□  Y e s .  at another h ig h e r  e d u c a t io n  in stitu tion  

d i  N o

I I N o t  A p p lic a b le

8 9 . In  w h a t  c o u n t r y  w e r e  y o u  b o m ?  (Mark (x) one 
box)

C H  U S A

I I O th e r  ( P l e a s e  specify below)

2 3
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90. What Is your citizenship sta tus?  (Mar* [xj one Box )

1 1 United S ta te s  c itizen , native

1 1 United S ta te s  c itizen , naturalized

1 1 P e rm an en t re s id e n t of the United S ta te s  (immigrant visa)

COUNTRY O F P R E S E N T  CITIZENSHIP 

1 1 Temporary re s id e n t of United S ta te s  (non-immigrant visa)

C O U N T R Y  O F  P R E S E N T  C IT IZ E N S H IP

9 1 . W hat is the  h ig h e s t  level o f fo rm al e d u ca tio n  com pleted  by y o u r  m o th e r an d  y o u r  fa th e r?  W hat is  the  
h ighest level o f fo rm a l e d u c a tio n  c o m p le ted  by your s p o u s e  o r  s ig n ific a n t o th e r?  (M ark (x j o n e  b o x  for
each person .)

M o th er
T

F a th e r
T

S p o u s e /  
S ig n if ic a n t  O ther  

▼

a. D o c to r a te  d e g r e e  o r  f ir s t  p r o f e s s io n a l  d e g r e e  ( e  g  . P h .D .. E d .D ..  
d e n ta l,  m e d ic a l ,  la w . t h e o lo g y ,  e t c . ) ........................ . □ □ □

b M a s te r 's  d e g r e e  ( e . g . .  M .A ., M S . .  M .B -A .. M E d  . e tc  j □ □ □
c. B a c h e lo r 's  d e g r e e  ( e . g . .  B .A .. A .B ..  B .S . .  e tc .) □ □ □
d A s s o c ia t e 's  d e g r e e  ( e . g . .  A .A .. A  S . ,  e t c  ) □ □ □
e .  S o m e  c o l l e g e ........................................................................... □ □ □
f. H igh  s c h o o l  d i p l o m a ................................................................................................................ □ □
g  L e s s  th a n  h ig h  s c h o o l  d ip lo m a □ □ □
h. D o n 't k n o w  o r  n o t  a p p l ic a b le  . □ □ □

24
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S ection G :

O p i n i o n s

9 2 . P le a se  Indicate th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  y o u  ag ree  o r d isag ree  w ith e a c h  o f th e  fo llow ing  s ta te m e n ts .  (Mark 
(x) one box for each item.)

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree D isagree Agree Agree 

T  T T T

a. Teaching effectiveness should be the pnmary criterion for 
promotion of faculty/instructional staff at this institution □ □ □ □

b. Research/publications should be the pnmary criterion for 
promotion of faculty/instructional staff at this institution . □ □ □ □

c At this institution, research is rewarded more than teaching □ □ □ □
d. Post-tenure review of faculty will improve the quality of 

higher education ........................................................................ n □ □ □
e. This institution should have a tenure system ..................... n □ □ □
f. Female faculty members are treated fairty at this institution . □ □ □ □
g. Faculty who are members of racial or ethnic minorities are 

treated fairly at this institution.................................................. n □ □ □
h. If 1 had it to do over again. 1 would still choose an academic 

ca ree r........................................................................................... n □ □ □
9 3 . P le a se  Indicate th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  y o u  a g ree  o r  d isag ree  w ith e a c h  o f th e  fo llo w in g  s ta te m e n ts .  

O ver recen t y e a rs  a t  t h is  In s titu tio n ... (Mark (x) one box for each item.;

Strongly
Disagree

▼
Disagree

▼
Agree

▼

Strongly
Agree

T

a. It has become more difficult tor faculty to obtain
external funding...................................................................... □ □ □ □

b. Faculty work load has increased ........................................... n □ □ □
a  The quality of undergraduate education has dedined — n □ □ □
d. The atmosphere is less conducive to free expression 

of ideas ....................................................................................... n □ □ □
e. The quality of research has d ec lin ed ..................................... n □ □ □
f. Too many full-time faculty have been replaced by

part-time faculty.......................................................................... □ □ □ □

25
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Please Indicate approximately how long M took you to complete this questionnaire.

M in u t e s

C om m en ts:

Thank you very much for your participation.

Return your completed questionnaire in the en d o sed  pre-pa id envelope or mail directly to:

The Gallup Organization 
Survey Processing Center 

P.O. Box 5700  
Lincoln, Nebraska 68505-9926

26
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Endorsed by:
• American Association for 

Higher Education

• Amencan Association of 
Community Colleges

• Amencan Association of 
Sta te  Colleges and 
Universities

• A m encan  A ssociation  of 
University P ro fe sso rs

• A m encan  Council on 
Education

• A m encan  F edera tio n  of 
T eachers

• A ssociation for Institutional 
R esearch

- A ssociation of A m encan  
C o lleges an d  U niversities

■ A ssociation o f Catholic 
C o lleges and  U niversities

• C ollege and University 
P e rso n n e l A ssociation

• T h e  C ollege B oard

• T he C ollege Fund/U N C F

• C ouncil of G rad u a te  
S choo ls

• T h e  Council o f  In d ep en d en t 
C o l l e g e s

• N ational A ssociation  for 
E qual Opportunity in H igher 
E ducation

■ N ational A ssociation  of 
In d ependen t C o lleg es an d  
U niversities

> N ational A ssociation  of 
S ta te  U niversities a n d  Land- 
G ran t C olleges

• N ational Education  
A ssociation

Sponsored by: N ational C e n te r  for E d u ca tio n  S ta tis tics

Supported by: N ational S c ie n c e  F o u n d a tio n
N ational E n d o w m en t for th e  H um anities

Contractor  T h e  G allup O rg an iza tio n
G overnm ent & E ducation  Division

Malting Address: T he Gallup O rgan ization  
Survey P ro c ess in g  C e n te r  
P O . Box 5700
Lincoln, N eb rask a  6 8 5 0 5 -9 9 2 6

Survey Contact: Brian Kuhr
E-mail: N S O P F 9 9 @ g allu p .co m  
Toll-Free N u m b er 1-800-633-0209
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APPENDIX D

Approval of Human Subjects Committee. 
Baylor University
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5858 Denman's Loop 
Belton, TX 76513 
April 04, 2002

Dr. Ben Pierce
Chair, Human Subjects Committee 
Baylor University 
Waco, TX 76798

Dear Dr. Pierce:

I am currently in the dissertation proposal stage o f  my d o c t o r a l  work 
in the School of Education at Baylor. My faculty a d v i s o r ,  D r .  Robert 
Cloud, has suggested that I contact you, to see if it would be possible 
to obtain an exemption for my project from the Human Sub]ects 
Committee.

I am proposing a project that will utilize data that was collected by 
The U.S. Department of Education's National Center for Education 
Statistics in 1999. The data was gathered through the 1999 National 
Study of Postsecondary Faculty. This survey, which was also done in 
1988 and 1993, gathered information from faculty members at colleges 
and universities across the U.S. The compiled data from the survey has 
recently been made available to researchers in a "DAS" format that 
allows researchers to cross tab the information and analyze it, but 
does not give them access to information that identifies those 
surveyed. My project will require me to filter the responses and 
isolate a subgroup: faculty at four-year (or higher) institutions who 
teach full-time in a field related to computer science. I will then 
compare the responses of this subgroup on questions about salary, 
workloads, and working conditions to information that has been 
previously gathered through surveys of computer science professionals 
in business and industry. (I will be working only with the reported 
results of the latter surveys and will not personally examine data from 
any of them.)

Because I am using a previously established survey and will not be 
administering the survey myself, and because the U.S. Department of 
Education has already gone to great lengths to protect the identities 
of the participants and make sure that the survey is fair and accurate 
in every other way, I believe that this project falls outside the range 
of projects that require the supervision of the Human Subjects 
Committee. I would appreciate, therefore, your considering this letter 
to be a request for exemption; if you would like me to frame such a 
request in another manner, I would be more than happy to comply.

I will, of course, go through the process of going before the 
committee, if you deem it to be more appropriate. Please let me know 
your preference, and I will proceed accordingly.

thanks,

Paula Price Tanner
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BAYLOR
U N I V E R S I T Y

April 5, 2002

Ms. Paula Tanner 
5858 Denman's Loop 
Belton, TX 76513

Dear Ms. Tanner:

Based on the information you have provided, it appears that the research you are 
planning involves only previously recorded data and that there will be no direct 
or indirect link back to the partidpants. According to section 46.101 b 4 of the 
Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects, this type of study is exempt 
from the requirement of ERB approval.

My interpretation is that your research does not require approval from the 
Baylor University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRB).

Be ____
Assodate Deem for Sdences and 
Chair, University Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects

xc: Dr. Robert Cloud, Faculty Advisor

Sincerelv

COLLEGE O F A R TS A N D  SCIENCES 
OFFICE O F T H E  DEAN 

PO BOX 9 7 m  W A C O . TEXAS 76798-7)44 ( 2 5 O 7 1 0 J J 6 I  FAX <»«> 710 J6J9
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APPENDIX E 

Independent t-Test Results, Comparing Types of Institutions

Table E.l

Intrinsic Factors: Means Comparisons, Research vs. D octoral

Question Label

Levine's test for 
equality o f 

variances: sig.

Equal variances 
assumed 
not assumed

t-test for 
equality of 
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Q30A Hours/week paid 
activities at institution

.182 Equal variances 
assum ed

.041

Q30B Hours week unpaid 
activities at institution

548 Equal variances 
assumed

586

Q30C Hours week paid activity 
not at institution

.155 Equal variances 
assum ed

.404

Q30D Hours, week unpaid 
activity not at institution

.1% Equal variances 
assum ed

.449

Q31AI Time actually spent 
teaching

.738 Equal variances 
assum ed

.620

Q31.A3 Time actually spent at 
research

.404 Equal variances 
assumed

.144

Q31A4 Time actually spent on 
professional growth

373 Equal variances 
assumed

216

Q31.A5 Time actually spent at 
administration

316 Equal variances 
assum ed

281

Q31A6 Time actually spent on 
service activity

.913 Equal variances 
assumed

382

Q31A7 Time actually spent on 
consulting

.745 Equal variances 
assum ed

.925

Q31B1 Time preferred at 
teaching

.912 Equal variances 
assum ed

389

Q31B3 Time preferred at 
research

.197 Equal variances 
assumed

.462

Q31B4 Time preferred at 
professional growth

216 Equal variances 
assum ed

.748

(table continues)
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Table E. 1 (continued)

Question Label

Levine's test for 
equality of 

vanances: sig.

Equal variances 
assumed 
not assum ed

t-test for 
equality o f 
means, sig. 
(two-tailed)

Q31B5 Time preferred at 
adm inistration

.374 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.534

Q31B6 Time preferred on 
service activity

246 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.130

Q31B7 Time preferred on 
consulting

-589 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.778

Q32A1 Number undergraduate 
committees served on

.002 Equal vanances 
not assumed

.040

Q32A2 Number graduate 
committees served on

.027 Equal vanances 
not assum ed

.087

Q32B1 Number undergraduate 
committees chaired

.000 Equal variances 
not assum ed

.051

Q32B2 Number graduate 
committees chaired

.118 Equal vanances 
assum ed

210

Q33 Total classes taught .472 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.709

Q-̂ 4 Total courses taught .192 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.942

Q35 Remedial classes taught .000 Equal vanances 
not assumed

200

Q?" Continuing education 
classes tau g h t

.003 Equal vanances 
not assum ed

275

Q51 Total office hours week 265 Equal vanances 
assum ed

293

Q52 Any creative
work w riting research

.035 Equal vanances 
not assum ed

291

QM Any funded research .130 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.439

Q?5 PI or Co-PI on grants 
or contracts

.766 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.878

Q61A Funds for tuition 
remission

1.00 Equal vanances 
assum ed

1.000

Q61B Funds for professional 
associations

.002 Equal vanances 
not assum ed

.118

(table continues)
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Table E.l (continued)

Question Label

Levine’s test for 
equality o f  

variances: sig.

Equal variances 
assum ed 
not assum ed

t-test for 
equality of 
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Q61C Funds for professional 
travel

308 Equal variances 
assum ed

.149

Q61D Funds for improving 
teaching, research

.168 Equal variances 
assum ed

.491

Q61F Funds for sabbatical leave .189 Equal variances 
assum ed

313

Q65A Satisfaction w authority to 
decide course content

.008 Equal variances 
not assumed

.113

Q65B Satisfaction w authority to 
decide courses taught

297 Equal variances 
assum ed

.676

Q65C Satisfaction w authority to 
make other decisions

.026 Equal variances 
not assumed

.174

Q65D Satisfaction w tim e available 
to advise s tudents

.457 Equal variances 
assum ed

.763

Q65F Satisfaction w /quality o f  
undergraduate st udents

.001 Equal variances 
not assumed

.050

Q65G Satisfaction w quality o f  
graduate students

342 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.724

Q66A Satisfaction w w ork load .677 Equal vanances 
assum ed

349

Q66C Satisfaction w advancement 
service activity

.825 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.927

Q66D Satisfaction w tim e to keep 
current in field

379 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.479

Q66F Satisfaction w /freedom  
to do consulting

.844 Equal variances 
assum ed

.732

Q66J Satisfaction w 'job  overall .091 Equal variances 
assum ed

.624

Q69D How important: 
advancem ent opportunities

.901 Equal vanances 
assum ed

389

Q69F How important: 
no publishing pressure

.190 Equal variances 
assum ed

326

Q69L How important: 
teaching opportunities

383 Equal variances 
assum ed

228

Q69M How important: 
research opportunities

.751 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.164
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Table E.2

Extrinsic Factors: Means Comparisons. Research vs. D octora l

Question Label

Levine's test for 
equality o f  

variances: sig.

Equal variances 
assum ed ' 
not assum ed

t-test for 
equality o f  
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Q8 Academic rank .1227 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.454

Q10 Tenure status .635 Equal variances 
assum ed

318

Qll Duration o f  contract .008 Equal vanances 
not assum ed

.098

Q7 Years in current job .569 Equal variances 
assum ed

315

Q23 Positions in higher education 
during career

295 Equal variances 
assum ed

.927

Q25 Years teaching in 
higher education

285 Equal variances 
assum ed

202

Q20-21 Employed only at 
institution

.452 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.706

Q22 Number o f  positions 
outside i nstitution

.820 Equal variances 
assum ed

.706

Q60A Rating o f  research 
equipm ent, instruments

.188 Equal variances 
assum ed

.466

Q60B Rating o f  lab space 
and supplies

.906 Equal variances 
assum ed

.673

Q60D Rating o f  availability 
o f  research assistants

.503 Equal variances 
assum ed

279

Q60E Rating o f  computers, 
local networks

.738 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.559

Q60F Rating o f  centralized 
com puter facilities

.648 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.937

Q60G Rating o f  Internet 
connections

.751 Equal variances 
assum ed

246

Q60I Rating o f  audio-visual 
equipm ent

-512 Equal variances 
assum ed

.722

Q60J Rating o f  classroom  
space

323 Equal variances 
assum ed

.140

Q60K Rating o f  office space 284 Equal variances 
assum ed

.614

(table continues)
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Table E.2 (continued)

Question Label

Levine's test for 
equality o f  

variances: sig.

Equal variances 
assumed ' 
not assumed

t-test for 
equality o f 
means: sig. 
( two-tailed)

Q60M Rating o f  secretarial 
support

.050 Equal variances 
assum ed

311

Q60N Rating o f  library 
holdings

.683 Equal variances 
assum ed

.798

Q66B Satisfaction w; jo b  security 313 Equal variances 
assum ed

.709

Q66G Satisfaction w/ salary .758 Equal variances 
assum ed

700

Q66H Satisfaction w benefits .123 Equal vanances 
assum ed

.082

Q66I Satisfaction w  spouse 
job  opportunities

.491 Equal variances 
assum ed

.799

Q69A How important: 
salary

.&W Equal variances 
assum ed

.756

Q69B How important: 
tenure

248 Equal variances 
assum ed

.024

Q69C How important: 
job  security

379 Equal variances 
assum ed

315

Q69E How important: 
benefits

.132 Equal variances 
assum ed

.169

Q69G How important: 
research facilities

.000 Equal vanances 
not assumed

.007

Q69H How important: 
instructional facilities

.071 Equal variances 
assum ed

.873

Q69I How important: spouse 
job  opportunities

.654 Equal variances 
assum ed

.871

Q69J How important: 
geographic location

382 Equal variances 
assum ed

.170

Q69K How important: good 
schools for children

.00* Equal vanances 
assum ed

338

Q75 Total income 
from institution

.006 Equal variances 
not assumed

.023

Q76 Total personal income, 
all sources

.003 Equal variances 
not assumed

.015

Q79 Total household income .001 Equal variances 
not assumed

.051
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Table E.3

D em ographic Factors: Means Comparisons. Research vs. D octoral

Question Label

Levine's test for 
equality o f  

variances: sig.

Equal variances 
assum ed 
not assum ed

t-test for 
equality o f 
means: sig. 
(two-tailed)

Q16 H ighest degree held .712 Equal variances 
assum ed

1.000

Q81 Gender .000 Equal variances 
not assum ed

.032

Q82 Age .023 Equal variances 
not assum ed

506

Q83-84 Race .000 Equal variances 
not assum ed

.066

Q87 M arital status 270 Equal variances 
assum ed

301

Q8S Spouse employed in 
higher education

.021 Equal variances 
not assumed

247

Q89 Bom  in L'SA .124 Equal variances 
assum ed

.438

Q90 C itizenship status .182 Equal variances 
assum ed

.505

Q67A A ccept P T  postsecondary 
job  in 3 vrs

306 Equal variances 
assum ed

5%

Q67B A ccept F T  postsecondary 
job  m 3 yrs

.728 Equal variances 
assum ed

522

Q67C A ccept P T  non-postsecondary 
job  in 3 yrs

.006 Equal variances 
not assumed

.128

Q67D A ccept F T  non-postsecondary 
job  in 3 yrs

.470 Equal variances 
assum ed

.788

Q67E How likely retire 
in 3 yrs

544 Equal variances 
assum ed

.802

Q68 Age stop working at 
postsecondary  i nstitution

.007 Equal variances 
assum ed

.194

Q71 Retire and work P T  
at institution

.099 Equal variances 
assum ed

.494

Q72 Have you retired 
from another position?

.149 Equal variances 
assum ed

.479

Q73 W ould you take 
early retirement?

.488 Equal variances 
assum ed

.755

Q74 Age likely to retire from 
all paid  employment

.000 Equal variances 
not assumed

.058
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Table E.4a

Hours Per Week Paid Activities at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N' M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Hours, w eek paid  
activities at inst

Research or Doctoral 122 47.67 11.344 1.027

Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 43.77 13.195 .880

Table E.4b

Hours Per Week Paul Activities at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Hours, week paid activities
__________ at inst__________

Equal Equal
variances variances not 

  assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F
Equality o f  V ariances Sig.

t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equality o f  . f  ~  r rM ean Difference
Means

Std. Error Difference 
95%  Confidence Interval Lower 
o f  the Difference Upper

Table E.5a

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional tvpe
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

. . Research or Doctoral 122 3.26 6.606 .598
Hours week unpaid
activities at inst Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts
225 3.82 5.629 .375

3.892
.049

2.757 2.883
345 281.750
.006 .004

3.90 3.90
1.414 1.352
1.118 1.237
6.680 6.561
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Table E.5b

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities at Institution, by Type o f Institution

H ours/w eek unpaid 
activities at inst

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .138
Sig. .711

t -.825 -.787
d f 345 216.883
Sig. (2-tailed) .410 .432
M ean D ifference -.56 -.56
Std. Error D ifference .673 .706
95% Confidence Interval Lower -1.880 -1.947
o f  the Difference Upper .769 .836

Table E.6a

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Hot at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Hours, week paid 
activity not at inst

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

2.09

2.94

5.725

7.051

.518

.470

Table E.6b

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Hot at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Hours week paid activity 
not at inst

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 3.842
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .051

t -1.145 -1.218
d f 345 294.331
Sig. (2-tailed) .253 .224

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference -.85 -.85
Std. Error D ifference .744 .700
95% C onfidence Interval Lower -2.315 -2.229
o f  the D ifference Upper .611 .525
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Table E.7a

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities Sot at Institution, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Hours, week unpaid
Research or Doctoral 122 1.52 2.974 .269

activity not at inst Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 1.15 2.477 .165

Table E.Tb

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities Sot at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Hours week 
not

Equal
variances
assumed

unpaid activity 
at inst

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 2.879
Equality o f  Variances Sie. .091

t 1.220 1.156
d f 345 212.886
Sie. (2-tailed) n i .249

t-test lor Equality o f M ean Difference .37 ; 7
Means

Std. Error Difference .299 .316

9 5°o Confidence Interval Lower -.223 -.257
o f  the Difference Upper .954 .988

Table E.8a

Time Actually Spent Teaching, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Time actually 
spent teaching

Research or Doctoral 122 62.29 20.517 1.857
Com prehensive or 7 
Liberal Arts

68.40 20.459 1.364
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Table E.Sb

Time Actually Spent Teaching, by Type o f Institution

Time actually spent 
teachinc

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .107

Sig. .743

t -2.653 -2.651
d f 345 24".749

Sig. (2-tailed) .008 009
M ean D ifference -6.11 -6.11
Std. Error Difference 2.303 2.304

95% Confidence Interval Lower -10.637 -10.648
o f  the D ifference Upper -1.580 -1.570

Table E.9a

Time Actually Spent at Research, by Type o f  Institution

. .  . . Std. Std. ErrorN M ean „  . .
___________________ Institutional tvpe__________ ’_____________________Deviation_____ Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 19.42 16.372 1.482
Time actually
spent at research Com prehensive or g ^  11 779 "8*

Liberal Arts

Table E.9b

Time Actually Spent at Research, by Type o f  Institution

Time actually spent at 
research

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 21.146
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .000

t 6.716 6.107

d f 345 190.351
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f Mean D ifference 10.24 10.24
Means

Std. Error Difference 1.525 1.677
95% Confidence Interval Lower 7.244 6.936
o f  the Difference Upper 13.245 13.553
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Table E.lOa

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean ^ tC*' ^ tC*'
_____________________ Institunonal type__________ ’__________'__________ Deviation Mean
_  „ Research or Doctoral 122 3.75 6.709 .607
Time actually spent
on p rof crovvth Com prehensive or _

Liberal Arts

Table E. 10b

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth, by Type o f  Institution

Time actually spent on 
professional growth

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 4.291
Sig. .039
t -2.858 -2.948
df 345 271.228
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 003
M ean D ifference -2.31 -2.31
Std. Error Difference .809 .'84

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -3.904 -3.857
o f the D ifference Upper -.721 -.768

Table E. 11a

Time Actually Spent at Administration, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time actuailv spent
Research or Doctoral 122 8.93 9.209 .834

at administration Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 8.98 13.247 .883
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Table E.llb

Time Actually Spent at Administration, by Type o f Institution

Time actually spent at
administration

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 7.782
Equality o f  Variances Sic. .006

t -.035 -.039

d f 345 324.309

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.972
-.05
1.348

.969

-.05
1.215

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -2.699 -2.437
o f the Difference L’pper 2.603 2.342

Table E. 12a

Time Actually Spent on Sen-ice Activity, by Type o f Institution

v M ean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional tvpe Deviation Mean

Time actually spent 
on service activity

Research or Doctoral 122 
Comprehensive or - 
Liberal Arts

3.98 

3.S3

5.668

7.170

.513

.478

Table E. 12b

Time Actually Spent on Sen-ice Activity, by Type o f  Institution

Tim e actually spent on
service activity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .422
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .516

t .198 .212
d f 345 300.046

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.843

.15

.751

.832

.15
701

95% Confidence Interval Lower -1.329 -1.231
o f the Difference L'pper 1.626 1.529
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Table E. 13a

Time Actually Spent on Consulting, hv Type o f Institution

. .  Std. Std. Error
V  M  £ 3  f l

________________ Institutional type______________ '__________'__________ D eviation_____ Mean
_. „ Research or Doctoral 122 1.63 4.783 .433
Time actually spent
on consulting Com prehensive or ,  5J 9 583 639

Liberal Arts

Table E. 13b

Time Actually Spent on Consulting, hv Type o f  Institution

Levene's Test for F
Equality o f Variances Sig.

t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-tesi for Equality o f  x .~ ~  . _
n M ean D ifference

Means
Std. Error Difference 

95%  Confidence Interval 
o f  the Difference

T im e actually spent on 
 consulting_____
Equal Equal

variances variances not
_______________________assum ed______ assumed

11.389
.001

-2.076 -2.488
345 343.059
.039 .013

-1.92 -1.92
.925 .772

Lower -3.739 -3.438
Upper______________________ -.101_________ -.402

Table E.14a

Time Preferred at Teaching, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

D eviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Time preferred 
at teaching

R esearch or Doctoral 122 53.11 20.291 1.837
C om prehensive or 
L iberal Arts 225 59.77 20.856 1.390
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Table E. 14b

Time Preferred at Teaching, by Type o f  Institution

Time preferred at teaching 
Equal Equal

variances
assumed

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f V ariances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F .553
Sig. .458
t -2.867 -2.890
d f 345 254.256
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .004
M ean Difference -6.66 -6.66
Std. Error Difference 2.323 2.304

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -11.227 -11.196
o f  the Difference L’pper -2.090 -2.121

Table E. 15a

Time Preferred at Research, bv T\pe o f  Institution

. .  Std. Std. Error
N M ean _

________________ Institutional type_____________________   Deviation_Mean
_  ,  , Research or Doctoral 122 28.30 19.484 1.764
Time preferred
at research Com prehensive or „  n  6g 16 822 u 2 ]

Liberal Arts

Table E. 15b

Time Preferred at Research, by Type o f  Institution

Time preferred at research 
Equal Equal

variances
assumed

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 2.495
Sig. .115
t 5.306 5.080
d f 345 219.235
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean Difference 10.62 10.62
Std. Error Difference 2.001 2.090
95%  Confidence Interval Lower 6.682 6.499
o f the Difference Upper 14.555 14.739
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Table E. 16a

Time Preferred on Professional Growth, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time preferred 
on p ro f growth

Research or Doctoral 122 6.98 7.576 .686
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 9.68 8.099 .540

Table E. 16b

Time Preferred on Professional Growth, by Type o f  Institution

Time preferred on
professional growth

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .125
Equality o f V ariances Sig. .724

t -3.042 -3.103
d f 345 262.904

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.003
-2.71

S90

002
-2.~1

.87?

95°o Confidence Interval Lower -4.460 -4.428
o f the Difference L'pper -.958 -.990

Table E .l7a

Time Preferred at Administration, by Type o f  Institution

M ean Std. Std. Error
Institutional tvpe Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 5.31 7.530 .682

Time preferred at adrrun Com prehensive or ^  
Liberal Arts 5.43 9.722 .648
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Table E. 17b

Time Preferred at Administration, hv Type o f Institution

Time preferred at 
adm inistration

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality of 
Means

F 4.225
Sig. .041
t -.114 -.122
d f 345 304.303
Sig. (2-tailed) .910 .903
M ean Difference -.12 -.12
Std. Error Difference 1.013 .941

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.109 -1.966
o f  the Difference L'pper 1.S78 1.736

Table E. 18a

Time Preferred on Sen'ice Activity, hv Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

D eviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Time preferred on 
service activity

R esearch or Doctoral 122 4.17 5.914
C om prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 3.11 4.625 .308

Table E. 18b

Time Pre ferred on Service Activity, by Type o f  Institution

Tim e preferred on service 
activity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.789
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .096

t 1.853 1.725
d f 345 202.538

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.065 
1 07 
.575

.086
1.07
.618

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.065 -.153
o f the D ifference Upper 2.196 2.284
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Table E.19a

Time Preferred on Consulting, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time preferred 
on consulting

Research or Doctoral 122 2.12 4.798 .434
Com prehensive or

225 4.33 10.214 .681
Liberal Arts

Table E.19b

Time Pre ferred on Consulting, by Type o f  Institution

Time preferred on 
consulting

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 11.937
Equality o f V ariances Sig. .001

t -2.25S -2.737
d f 345 339.364
Sig. (2-tailed) .025 .007

t-test for Equality o f  
Means Mean Difference -2.21 -2.21

Std. Error Difference .979 80S

95“o Confidence Interval Lower -4.136 -3.799
o f  the D ifference Upper -.285 -.622

Table E.20a

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Served On. by Type o f  Institution

V Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean

No. undergrad 
cmtees serv ed on

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

.51

.44

1.673

1.558

.151

.104
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Table E.20b

Number o f Undergraduate Committees Sened  On. by Type o f  Institution

No. undergrad cmtees 
served on

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .396
Sig. .530
t .355 .347

d f 345 233.667

Sig. (2-tailed) .723 .729

M ean Difference .06 .06

Std. Error Difference .180 .184

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.290 -.298
o f  the Difference Upper .417 .426

Table E.21a

Number o f  Graduate Committees S en ed  On. by Type o f  Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional tvpe
.\

Deviation Mean

No. grad cmtees 
served on

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

4.07

1.40

9.883

4.756

.895

.317

Table E.2 lb

\u m b er  o f  Graduate Committees S en ed  On. by Type o f  Institution

No. grad cmtees served on
Equal Equal

variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 15.035
Equality' o f V ariances Sig. .000

t 3.395 2.813
d f 345 151.992
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .006

l-test for Equality’ o f  
Means

M ean Difference 2.67 2.67
Std. Error Difference .787 .949
95° o Confidence Interval Lower 1.123 .794
o f  the D ifference Upper 4.217 4.546
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Table E.22a

Number o f Undergraduate Committees Chaired, by Type o f Institution

V Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional tvpe Deviation Mean

No. undergrad 
cmtees chaired

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

.22

.21

.787

.924

.071

.062

Table E.22b

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Chaired, by Type o f  Institution

No. undergrad cmtees
chaired

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .062
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .803

t .126 .132
d f 345 283.66S
Sie. (2-tailedl 

t-test for Equalitv o f  “ ^  „
. .  ^ Mean Difference Means

Std. Error Difference

.900

.01

.099

.895

.01

.094

95°b Confidence Interval Lower -.182 -.173
o f  the Difference Upper .207 .198

Table E.23a

Number o f  Graduate Committees Chaired, by Type o f  Institution

Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 1.71 4.532 .410

No. grad cmtees chaired Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 .59 2.465 .164
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Table E.23b

Sumber o f Graduate Committees Chaired, by Type o f Institution

No. grad cmtees chaired
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 19.452
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t 3.001 2.549
df 345 160.688
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .012

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference 1.13 1.13
Std. Error Difference .375 .442

95% Confidence Interval Lower .388 254
o f  the Difference Upper 1.865 1.999

Table E.24a

Total Classes Taught, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Research or Doctoral 
Total classes taught Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts

122

225

2.71

3.83

1.688

2.303

.153

.154

Table E.24b

Total Classes Taught, by Type o f  Institution

Total classes taught
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .424
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .515

t -4.698 -5.139
d f 345 315.077
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f
Mean Difference -1 .11 -1.11Means
Std. Error Difference .237 .217

95% Confidence Interval Lower -1.580 -1.540
o f the Difference Upper -.647 -.687
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Table E.25a

Total Courses Taught, by Type o f Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 64 2.11 1.071 .134

Total courses taught Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

79 2.85 1.099 .124

Table

Total Courses Taught.

E.25b

by Type o f  Institution

Total courses taught
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .139
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .710

t -4.043 -4.054
d f 141 136.250
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 000

t-test for Equality o f
Mean Difference -.74 -.74

Means
Std. Error D ifference .183 .182
95% Confidence Interv al Lower -1.100 -1.099
o f the D ifference Upper -.378 -.378

Table E.26a

Remedial Classes Taught, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean
Institutional type

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Research o r Doctoral 64 .11
Remedial classes taught Com prehensive or

. , , . /9 .10 Liberal Arts

.538

.441

.067

.050
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Table E.26b

Remedial Classes Taught, by Type o f Institution

Remedial classes tauuht
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .042
Sig. .838
t .099 .097
df 141 121.291
Sig. (2-tailed) .921 .923
Mean Difference .01 .01
Std. Error D ifference .082 .084

95% Confidence Interv al Lower -.154 -.157
o f the D ifference Upper .170 .174

Table E.27a

Continuing Education Classes Taught, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Classes taught, 
continuing education

Research or Doctoral 64 .06 .302 .038
Com prehensive or

79 .27 1.071 .120
Liberal A rts

Table E.27b

Continuing Education Classes Taught, hv Type o f  Institution

Classes taught, continuing 
education

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 8.414
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .004

t -1.472 -1.611
df 141 92.973
Sig. (2-tailed) .143 .111

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Mean Difference -.20 -.20
Std. Error D ifference .138 .126
95% Confidence Interval Lower -.476 -.454
o f the D ifference Upper .070 .047
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Table E.28a

Total Office Hours Per Week, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Research or Doctoral 
Total office hours, week Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts

122

225

5.56

7.16

5.666

5.667

.513

.378

Table E.28b

Total Office Hours Per Week, by Type o f  Institution

Total office 
Equal 

variances 
assumed

hours, week 
Equal 

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for F .380
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .538

t -2.522 -2.523
d f 345 248.417
Sig. (2-tailed) .012 .012

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference -1.61 -1.61
Std. Error Difference .637 .637

95% Confidence Interval Lower -2.860 -2.862
o f the Difference Upper -.354 -.352

Table E.29a

Any Creative Work I Writing /  Research, by Type o f  Institution

N
Institutional type

M ean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Anv creative
Research or Doctoral 122 1.24 .427 .039

w ork w riting  research Comprehensive or 225 
Liberal Arts

1.44 .497 .033

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

357

Table E.29b

Any Creative Work /  Writing Research, by Type o f  Institution

Anv creative
w ork.w riting research
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 67.431
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t -3.795 -3.969
d f 345 281.888

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
-.20
.053

.000
-.20
.051

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.307 -.303
o f  the Difference Upper -.097 -.102

Table E.30a

Any Funded Research, by Type o f  Institution

N M ean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 2.03 1.396 .126

Any funded research Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 2.84 1.854 .124

Table E.30b

Any Funded Research, by Type o f  Institution

Any funded research
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 45.341
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t -4.229 -4.592
d f 345 309.890

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
-.81
.192

.000
-.81
.177

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -1.189 -1.159
o f  the Difference Upper -.434 -.464
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Table E.3 la

Principal Investigator/Co-Principal Investigator on Grants. Contracts, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

PI Co-PI on anv
Research or Doctoral 122 3.02 2.126 .192

grants or contracts Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 4.13 2.135 .142

Table E.3 lb

Principal Investigator Co-Principal Investigator on Grants. Contracts, by Type o f Institution

PL Co-PI on any grants or 
contracts

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
vanances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.932
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .027

t -4.607 -4.613
d f 345 249.271
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference -1 .10 -1.10
Std. Error Difference .240 .239

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -1.576 -1.576
o f  the Difference L'pper -.633 - 633

Table E.32a

Funds fo r  Tuition Remission, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Internal tuition 
remission funds

Research or Doctoral 122 2.40 .933 .084
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 2.57 .783 .052
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Table E.32b

Funds for Tuition Remission, by Type o f  Institution

Funds for tuition remission
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
M eans

F 39.858
Sig. .000
t -3.146 -2.805
df 345 180.779
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .006
Mean Difference -.11 -.11
Std. Error Difference .035 .039

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.178 -.186
o f the Difference U pper -.041 -.032

Table E.33a

Funds fo r  Professional Association Memberships, by Type o f  Institution

. .  . .  Std. Std. Error
N M ean „

________________ Institutional type   Deviation Mean
, Research or Doctoral 122 2.60 .951 .086

Internal prof.
assoc, funds Comprehensive or 225 2 37 987 066

Liberal Arts

Table E.33b

Funds fo r  Professional Association Memberships, by Type o f  Institution

Funds for professional 
associations

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 15.925
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t 1.875 1.945
d f 345 275.424

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .062 .053
Mean Difference .09 .09
Std. Error Difference .050 .048
95% Confidence Interval Lower

Oo

-.001
o f the Difference Upper .190 .187
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Table E.34a

Funds for Professional Travel, by Type o f  Institution

v Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean

Internal prof. 
travel funds

Research or D octoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

1.75

1.64

.887

.817

.080

.054

Table E.34b

Funds fo r  Professional Travel, by Type o f  Institution

Funds for professional
travel

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.385
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .240

t .711 .709
d f 345 246.428

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error D ifference

.478

.04
056

4^9
.04
056

95°o Confidence Interval Lower -.070 -.071
o f the Difference Upper .150 .151

Table E.35a

Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research or Teaching, by Type o f  Institution

v . .  Std. Mean _
Deviation

Std. Error
Institutional type Mean

Internal training to 
improve res teachng

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

2.48 .911 

2.34 .868

.082

.058
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Table E.35b

Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research or Teaching, by Type o f Institution

Funds for training to
improve research, teaching

Equal Equal
\  anances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .509
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .476

t .354 .357

d f 345 254.540

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.724

.02

.045

.722

.02

.045

95D/o Confidence Interval Lower -.073 -.072
o f  the Difference L'pper .104 .104

Table E.36a

Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave, by Type o f  Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 2.47 .729 .066

Internal sabbatical leave Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

2.57 .692 .046

Table E.36b

Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave, by Tvpe o f  Institution

Funds for sabbatical leave
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.322
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .038

t -1.044 -.984
d f 345 209.723

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.297

-.03
.027

.326
-.03
.029

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.083 -.086
o f  the Difference Upper .025 .029
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Table E.37a

Satis faction with Authority• to Decide Course Content, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Satis w authoritv to
Research or Doctoral 122 3.61 1.250 .113

decide course content Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 3.49 1.430 .095

Table E.37b 

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content, by Type of Institution

Satis w authority to decide
course content

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .924
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .337

t .735 .765
df 345 278.045
Sig. (2-tailed) .463 .445

t-test for Equality o f
Mean Difference .11 .11

Means
Std. Error Difference .154 14S

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -.190 -.178
o f the Difference Upper .416 .405

Table E.38a

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught, by Type o f  Institution

. .  Std. 
ean Deviation

Std. Error
Institutional type Mean

Satis w authority to 
decide courses taught

Research or Doctoral 122 
Comprehensive or - 
Liberal Arts

2.93 1.506 

3.01 1.544

.136

.103
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Table E.38b

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught, by Type o f  institution

Satis w/authority to decide 
 courses taught______

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
vanances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .127

Sig. .722
t -.480 -.484

d f 345 253.744

Sig. (2-tailed) .631 .629
Mean Difference -.08 -.08
Std. Error Difference .172 .171

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.421 -.419
o f  the Difference Upper .256 .254

Table E.39a

Satisfaction with Authority to Make Other Job Decisions, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Satis w authority make 
other job  decisions

Research or Doctoral 122 2.80 1.661 .150
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.58 1.715 .114

Table E.39b

Satisfaction with A uthority to Make Other Job Decisions, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w/authonty make 
other job decision

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
Levene's Test for F .626
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .429

t 1.139 1.150
d f 345 255.242

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .255 .251
Mean Difference .22 .22
Std. Error Difference .191 .189
95% Confidence Interval Lower -.158 -.155
o f the Difference Upper .592 .589
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Table E.40a

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Satis w time available
Research or Doctoral 122 2.88 1.491 .135

to advise students Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.91 1.516 .101

Table E.40b

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w time available to 
advise students 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .070
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .792

t -.175 -.176
d f 345 251.900
Sic. (2-tailed) .861 .861

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

M ean Difference -.03 -03
Std. Error Difference .170 169

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.363 -.362
o f  the Difference Upper .304 .303

Table E.41a

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std. Std. Error 
Deviation Mean

Satis w quality o f 
undergrad students

Research or Doctoral 122 2.34 1.748 .158
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.38 1.588 .106
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Table E.41b

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students, by Type o f Institution

Satis w quality o f  
undergrad students

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .198
Sig. .657
t -.205 -.199

d f 345 22S.869
Sig. (2-tailed) .838 .842
M ean Difference -.04 -.04
Std. Error Difference .185 .190

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.402 -.413
o f the Difference Upper .326 .337

Table E.42a

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students, by Type o f  Institution

. .  . .  Std. Std. ErrorN M ean „
______________________Institutional type________________________________Deviation Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 1.88 2.804 .254
Satis w qualitv o f
graduate students Comprehensive or ^  ^

Liberal Arts

Table E.42b

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w quality o f graduate 
students

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 158.172
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t 6.269 6.906
d f 345 319.677
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference 2.52 2.52
Std. Error Difference .401 .364
95%  Confidence Interval Lower 1.727 1.800
o f  the Difference Upper 3.307 3.234
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Table E.43a

Satis faction with Workload, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 2.79 .902 .082
Satis w workload Com prehensive or 

Liberal Arts
225 2.68 .957 .064

Table E.43b

Satis faction with Workload, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w workload
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.358
Equality of Variances Sig. .126

t 1.014 1.032
df 345 261.101
Sig. (2-tailed) .311 .303

t-test for Equality o f
Mean Difference .11 .11Means
Std. Error Difference .105 .104

950/o Confidence Interval Lower -.101 -.097
o f the D ifference Upper .314 .311

Table E.44a

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities, by Type o f Institution

M ean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122

Satis w advancement
2.80 .979 .089

opportunity Com prehensive or „ 5 
Liberal Arts

2.69 .972 .065
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Table E.44b

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities, by Type o f Institution

Sans w advancem ent 
opportunity

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
F .015
Sig. .903
t .929 927

df 345 247 016

Sig. (2-tailed) .354 .355
Mean Difference .10 .10
Std. Error Difference 110 .110

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.114 -.114
of the Difference Upper .317 .3 IS

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Table E.45a

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Satis w tim e to keep 
current in field

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

2.43

2.18

.891

.910

081

.061

Table E.45b

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field, by Type o f Institution

Satis w time to keep current
in field

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .124
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .725

t 2.483 2.499
df 345 252.998

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.013

.25

.102

.013

.25

.101
95% Confidence Interval Lower .052 .053
o f the Difference Upper .452 .451
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Table E.46a

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting, by Type o f Institution

Institutional tvpe
\ Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Satis w freedom
Research or Doctoral 122 3.17 7S9 .071

to do consulting Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 3.01 .906 .060

Table E.46b

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w freedom to do 
consulting_____

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F .737
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .391

t 1.675 1.744
d f 345 278.S50
Sig. (2-tailed) 095 .082

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Mean Difference .16 16
Std. Error Difference .097 .094

95°o Confidence Interval Lower -.028 -.021
o f  the Difference L’pper .355 .347

Table E.47a

Satisfaction with Job Ch erall. by Type o f  Institution

\ Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 2.92 .734 .066

Satis w jo b  overall Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 2.94 .791 .053
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Table E.47b

Satisfaction with Job Overall, by Type o f Institution

Satis w jo b  overall
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .079
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .778

t -.279 -.285
d f 345 264.768

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.781
-.02
.0S7

.776
-0 2
.085

95° o Confidence Interval Low er - 195 -.191
o f the D ifference U pper .146 .143

Table E.48a

How Important Advancement Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Std.Mean ^

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

How important:
advancement
opportunities?

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

2.43 .667

2.44 .680

.060

.045

Table E.4Sb

How Important Advancement Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

How' important:
advancement opportunity'

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .102
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .750

t -.240 -.241
df 345 252.462

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.811
-.02
.076

.810
-.02
.076

95% Confidence Interval Low er -. 168 -.167
of the D ifference U pper .131 .130

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

370

Table E.49a

How Important .Vo Pressure to Publish, by Type o f Institution

Institutional tvpe
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Enor 
Mean

How important: no 
pressure to publish?

Research o r Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

1.78

2.10

.710

.770

.064

.051

Table E.49b

How Important .Vo Pressure to Publish, bv Type o f  Institution

How important: no pressure 
to publish

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F
Sig.
t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference 
95°o Confidence Interval Lower 
o f  the Difference Upper

.420

.517
-3.841

345
.000

-.32
.084

-.489
-.158

-3.933
265.899

.000
-.32

082
-.485
-.162

Table E.50a

Ho u Important Teaching Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean
Institutional type

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important:
teaching
opportunities?

Research or Doctoral 122 1.97 
Comprehensive or ,  
Liberal Arts

.749

.768

.068

.051
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Table E.50b

How Important Teaching Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

How im portant: teaching
opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.044
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .308

t -1.421 -1.432
d f 345 253.842

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error D ifference

.156
-.12
.086

.153
-.12
.085

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -.290 -.289
o f  the Difference Upper .047 .046

Table E.51a

How Important Research Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

V . .  S td. Mean
D eviation

Std. Error
Institunonal tvpe Mean

How important: Research or Doctoral 122 2.16 .843 .076
research
opportunities'.’

Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 1.98 .767 .051

Table E.5 lb

How Important Research Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

How important: research
opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 9.141
Equality o f Variances Sig. .003

t 1.942 1.888
d f 345 229.125

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error D ifference

.053

.17

.089

.060

.17

.092
95% Confidence Interval Lower -.002 -.008
o f the Difference Upper .349 .355
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Table E.52a

Academic Rank, Title, or Job. by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Academic rank.
Research or Doctoral 122 2.66 1.353 .123

title or job Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 2.56 1.133 .076

Table E.52b

Academic Rank. Title, or Job. by Type o f  Institution

Academic rank, title or job
Equal Equal

variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 3.377
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .067

t .669 .634
d f 345 213.726

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .504 .526
M ean Difference .09 .09
Std. Error D ifference .137 .144

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.177 -.192
o f  the Difference Upper .360 .375

Table E.53a

Number o f Years in Current Job. by Type o f  Institution

V Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 9.33 8.303 .752

Years in current job  Com prehensive o r 
Liberal Arts

225 9.93 8.423 .562
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Table E.53b

Number o f  Years in Current Job. by Type o f  Institution

Years in current job
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .048
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f

.826
-.643
345

-.645
251.435

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.521
-.61
.942

.519
-.61
.938

950/o Confidence Interval Lower -2.459 -2.453
o f  the Difference Upper 1.248 1.242

Table E.54a

Years Teaching in Higher Education Institutions, by Type o f  Institution

V M ean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean

Tears teaching in 
higher ed institutions

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

65

80

15.03

14.65

9.134

9.450

1.133

1.056

Table E.54b

Years Teaching in Higher Education Institutions, by Type o f  Institution

Years teaching in higher ed
institutions

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .013
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f

.908

.245
143

.246
138.720

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error D ifference

.807

.38
1.555

.806

.38
1.549

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.692 -2.682
o f  the D ifference Upper 3.454 3.444
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Table E.55a

Employed Only at Current Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

M ean

Employed only at 
current institution

Research or Doctoral 122 1.34 .477 .043
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 1.29 .454 .030

Table E.55b

Employed Only at Current Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Employed only at current 
institution 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.128
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .043

t 1.065 1.050
d f 345 238.117
Sic. (2-tailed) .288 .295

t-test for Equality ot
M ean Difference .06 .06

Means
Std. Error Difference .052 .053

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.047 -.049
o f  the Difference L'pper .158 .159

Table E.56a

Other Employment—Sumber o f  Positions, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
_ , , Research or Doctoral 
O ther em ployment.
number o f  positions Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts

71 .69 

108 .73

1.178

.982

.140

.095
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Table E.56b

Other Employment—Number o f Positions, by Type o f  Institution

O ther employment, number 
________of positions________

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .416
Sig. .520
t -.254 -.245
d f 177 130.711
Sig. (2-tailed) .800 .807

M ean Difference -.04 -.04
Std. Error Difference .163 .169

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.362 -.375
o f  the Difference Upper .279 .293

Table E.57a

Rating o f  Research Equipment and Instruments, by Type o f  Institution

N M ean Std. Std. Error
_____________________ Institutional type__________ ’__________ ’__________ Deviation Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 3.20 1.113 .101
Rating ot research
equip instruments Com prehensive or ^  ^

Liberal Arts

Table E.57b

Rating o f  Research Equipment and Instruments, by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f research 
equipment, instruments
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 9.317
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .002

t 2.487 2.646
d f 345 295.025
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .009

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference .36 .36
Std. Error Difference .145 .136

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .075 .092
o f  the Difference Upper .646 .629
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Table E.58a

Rating o f  Laboratory Space and Supplies, bv Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f  laboratory 
space and supplies

R esearch or Doctoral 122 3.11 1.280 .116
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.93 1.319 .088

Table E.58b

Rating o f  Laboratory Space and Supplies, by Type o f  Institution

R ating o f  laboratory space
and supplies

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .001
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .976

t 1.236 1.247
d f  345 254.818
Sig. (2-tailed) .217 .214

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean D ifference .18 .18
Std. Error Difference .147 .146
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.107 -.105
o f  the Difference Upper .470 .468

Table E.59a

Rating o f  Availability o f  Research Assistants, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f  avail o f  
research assistants

R esearch or Doctoral 122 2.75 1.417 .128
C om prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 3.14 1.769 .118
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Table E.59b

Rating o f  Availability o f Research Assistants, by Type o f Institution

Levene's Test for F
Equality o f  V ariances Sig.

t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equaiitv o f  ~
^ Mean Difference

Means
Std. Error Difference

95%  Confidence Interval 
o f  the Difference

Rating o f availability o f  
research assistants

Equal Equal
variances variances not

_______________________ assumed______assumed
40.302

.000
-2.107 -2.249

345 2 9 7 .13S
.036 .025

-.39 -.39
.186 .174

Lower -.758 -.735
Upper_____________________ ^026_________ -.049

Table E.60a

Rating o f  Computers and Local Networks, by Type o f  Institution

\  M ean ‘*tt^  ^ lC*' ^ rror
______________________ Institutional type__________ ‘__________ |__________Deviation Mean
_ . . Research or Doctoral 122 3.23 .925 .0S4
Rating o f  com puters
and local networks Comprehensive or ^ 1Q ^  Q62

Liberal Arts

Table E.60b

Rating o f  Computers and Local Networks, by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f computers and 
local networks

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F .690
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .407

t 1.266 1.266
d f 345 248 .411
Sig. (2-tailed) .206 .207

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference .13 .13
Std. Error Difference .104 .104

95%  Confidence Interval Lower I b -.073
o f  the Difference Upper .336 .337
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Table E.61a

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities, by Type o f  Institution

v. Std. Std. Error
V  Vi m h

_____________________ Institutional type__________ |_____________________ Deviation Mean
Rating o f  Research or Doctoral 122 3.43 1.143 .103
centralized Comprehensive or
com puter facilities Liberal Arts Z 1168 8

Table E.6 lb

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities, by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f  centralized 
computer facilities

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .731

Sig. .393
t 3.913 3.938
d f 345 253.1 17

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

M ean Difference .51 .51
Std. Error Difference .130 .129

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .254 .255
o f the Difference U pper .766 .765

Table E.62a

Rating o f  Internet Connections, by Type o f  Institution

\ M ean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean

Rating o f  Internet 
connections

Research or Doctoral 
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

3.34

3.06

.934

1.120

.085

.075
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Table E.62b

Rating o f  Internet Connections, by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f  Internet 
connections

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.108
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .293

t 2.369 2.500
d f 345 288.573
Sig. (2-tailed) .018 .013

t-test for Equality o f Mean Difference .28 .28
Means

Std. Error Difference .119 .113

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .048 .060
o f the Difference Upper .516 .504

Table E.63a

Rating o f  Audio-visual Equipment, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f  audio
visual equipm ent

Research or Doctoral 122 2.93 1.010 .091
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.80 .965 .064

Table E.63b

Rating o f  Audio-visual Equipment, by Type o f  Institution

Rating of audio-visual 
equipment 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .007
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .935

t 1.259 1.242
d f 345 238.788
Sie. (2-tailed) .209 .215

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference .14 .14
Std. Error Difference .110 .112

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.078 -.081
o f  the Difference Upper .356 .359
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Table E.64a

Rating o f Classroom Space, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Rating o f 
classroom  space

Research or Doctoral 122 2.73 .918 .083
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.87 .840 .056

Table E.64b

Rating o f  Classroom Space, by Type o f  Institution

Rating of classroom space
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.952
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .087

t -1.405 -1.368
df 345 230.046
Sig. (2-tailed) .161 .173

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference -.14 -.14
Std. Error Difference .098 .100

95°o Confidence Interval Lower -.329 -  j*
o f  the Difference L'pper .055 060

Table E.65a

Rating o f  Office Space, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 2.86 .894 .081
Rating o f  office space Com prehensive or 

Liberal Arts
225 2.91 .978 .065
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Table E.65b

Rating o f Office Space, by Type o f Institution

Ranng o f  office space
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .218
Equality o f  V ariances Sig.

t
d f

.641
-473
345

-.486
26S.094

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailedl 
M ean Difference 

Std. Error Difference

.637
-.05
.107

.628
-.05
.104

95%  Confidence Interv al Lower -.260 -.255
o f  the Difference Upper .159 .154

Table E.66a

Rating o f  Secretarial Support, by Type o f  Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type
.N Deviation Mean

Rating o f  secretarial 
support

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122

225

2.64

2.67

1.068

1.106

.097

.074

Table E.66b

Rating o f  Secretarial Support, by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f  secretarial
support

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .021
Equality o f  V ariances Sig.

t
d f

.885
-.222
345

-.225
255.802

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.824
-.03
.123

.822
-.03
.122

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.269 -.267
o f  the Difference Upper .214 .212
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Table E.67a

Rating o f Library Holdings, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Ratine o f  librarv
Research or Doctoral 122 2.68 1.054 .095

holdings Com prehensive or 
L iberal Arts 225 2.52 1.018 .068

Table E.67b

Rating o f  Library Holdings. by Type o f  Institution

Rating o f  librarv- holdings
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .011
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .917

t 1.345 1331
d f 345 240.955

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.180

.16

.116

.1S4

.16

.117

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.072 -.075
o f  the Difference Cpper .384 .387

Table E.68a

Satisfaction with Job Security by Type o f  Institution

M ean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 3.10 .966 .087

Satis w job  security Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 3.16 .969 .065
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Table E.68b

Satis faction with Job Security, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w job  security
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .199
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .656

t -.567 -.567

d f 345 249.055

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.571
-.06
.109

.571
-.06
.109

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.276 -.276
o f  the Difference Upper .152 .152

Table E.69a

Satisfaction with Salary, by Type o f  Institution

N
Institutional type

Std.
M ean ~Deviauon

Std. Error 
Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 
Satis w salary Comprehensive or . 

Liberal Arts

2.34 .934 

2.28 .928

.085

.062

Table E.69b

Satisfaction with Salary, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w salary
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .002
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .961

t .657 .656
d f 345 247.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .512 .513

t-test for Equality o f  
Means M ean Difference .07 .07

Std. Error Difference .105 .105

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.137 -.138
o f the Difference Upper .274 .275
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Table E.70a

Satis faction with Benefits. by Type o f Institution

v Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 2.87 .833 .075

Satis w benefits Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 2.78 .909 .061

Table E.70b

Satisfaction with Benefits, by Type o f  Institution

Satis w benefits
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.254
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .134

t .918 .942
d f 345 267.424

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.359

.09

.099

.347

.09
097

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.104 -.099
o f  the Difference Upper .286 .281

Table E.71a

Satisfaction with Job Opportunities fo r  Spouse, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional tvpe
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Satis w spouse 
emp opportunity

Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 7 77 2.478 .224
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.06 2.456 .164
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Satisfaction with Job Opportunities for Spouse, by Type o f Institution

385

Satis w/spouse job
opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .067
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .796

t .574 .573
d f 345 246.451

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.566

.16

.277

.567

.16

.278

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.386 -.388
o f  the Difference Upper .704 .706

Table E.72a

How Important Salary Level, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean

How important: 
salary level?

Research or Doctoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

122 2.48 

225 2.54

.578

.574

.052

.038

Table E.72b

How Important Salary Level, by Type o f  Institution

How important: salary
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .143
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .705

t -1.033 -1.030
d f 345 246.936

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.303
-.07
.065

.304
-.07

.065
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.194 -.195
o f  the Difference Upper .060 .061
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Table E.73a 

How Important Tenure, by Type o f  Institution

v Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean

How important: 
tenure?

Research or Doctoral 
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

2.41

2.31

.724

.823

.066

.055

Table E.73b

How Important Tenure, by Type o f  Institution

How important: tenure
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 6.659
Equality of Variances Sig. . 0 1 0

t 1.161 1.206
df 345 276.548

t-test for Equality of 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.246

. 1 0

.089

.229

. 1 0

.086

95°o Confidence Interval Lower -.072 -.065
o f the Difference Upper .278 .272

Table E.74a

How Important Job Security, by Type o f  Institution

\ Mean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation Mean

How important: job  
security?

Research or Doctoral 122 
Comprehensive or ^ . 
Liberal Arts

2.61

2.53

.539

.648

.049

.043
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Table E.74b

How Important Job Security, by Type o f Institution

How im portant: job security
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 7.526
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .006

t 1.129 1.192
d f 345 289.192

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean D ifference 
Std. Error D ifference

.260

.08

.069

.234

08
065

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -.058 -.051
o f the D ifference Upper .213 .206

Table E.75a

How Important Benefits, by Type o f  Institution

v Std.M ean ^
Deviation

Std. Error
Institutional tvpe Mean

How important: 
benefits?

Research or D octoral 
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

2.53 .592 

2.59 .568

.054

.038

Table ETfb

How Important Benefits, by Type o f  Institution

How important: benefits
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.117
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .291

t -.899 -.889
df 345 239.937

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean D ifference 
Std. Error D ifference

.369
-.06
.065

.375
-.06
.066

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.186 -.188
o f the D ifference Upper .069 .071
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Table E.76a

How Important Research Facilities, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional tvpe
\ M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

How important: 
research facilities?

Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 2.47 .645 .058
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 2.28 .729 .049

Table E.76b

How Important Research Facilities, by Type o f  Institution

How important: research 
facilities 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.072
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .151

t 2.434 2.523

d f 345 275.135
Sic. (2-tailed) .015 . 0 1 2

t-test for Equality o f
M ean Difference .19 .19

Means
Std. Error Difference .079 .076

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .037 .042
o f  the Difference L’pper .347 .341

Table E.77a

How Important Instructional Facilities, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
How important:
instructional
facilities?

Research or Doctoral 
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

2.55

2.60

.562

.582

.051

.039

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

389

Table E.77b

How Important Instructional Facilities, by Type o f Institution

How important: 
instructional facilities
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .043
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .836

t -.786 -.794
d f 345 256.113

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.433
-.05

065

.428
-05
.064

950,o Confidence Interval Lower -.178 -.17“
o f  the Difference Upper .076 .075

Table E.78a

How Important Spouse Employment Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

,,  , ,  Research or Doctoral 122 1.59 ■> ■>->-> . 2 0 1
How important: jo b  for 
spouse ’ Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts
225 1.72 1.940 .129

Table E.78b

How Important Spouse Employment Opportunities, by Type o f  Institution

How important: job  for
spouse

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 2.341
Equality o f Variances Sig. .127

t -.565 -.543
d f 345 221.296

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.572
-.13
.230

.588
-.13
.239

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.582 -.601
o f  the Difference Upper .322 .342
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Table E.79a

How Important Geographic Location, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N M ean Std.

D eviation
Std. Error 

Mean

How important: 
geographic location?

Research or Doctoral 
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

2.52

2.48

.592

.620

.054

.041

Table E.79b 

How Important Geographic Location. by Type o f  Institution

How im portant: geographic
location

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F . 6 6 6

Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .415
t .595 .603
d f 345 25S.214
Sig. (2-tailed) .552 ,54~

t-test for Equality o f  ~  rr
^ M ean Difference .04 .04

Means
Std. Error Difference .069 .068

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -.094 -.093
o f the Difference L'pper .176 .174

Table E.80a

How Important Good Schools fo r  Children, bv Type o f  Institution

M ean Std. Std. Error
Institutional type Deviation M ean
Research or Doctoral 122

How important:
schools for kids ’ Comprehensive or , , s 

Liberal Arts

1.16

1.19

2.633

2.529

.238

.169

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

391

Table E.80b

How Important Good Schools for Children, by Type o f  Institution

How important: good 
schools for kids

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .255
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .614

t -.079 -.078
d f 345 239.886
Sig. (2-tailed) .937 .938

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference - . 0 2 - . 0 2

Std. Error Difference .288 .292

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.590 -.598
o f  the Difference Upper .545 .552

Table E.81a

Total Income from Institution, by Type o f  Institution

N
Institutional type

M ean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 

Income from institution Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

5.30

4.28

2.244

1.701

.203

.113

Table E.81b

Total Income from Institution. b\ Type o f  Institution

Income from institution 
Equal Equal 

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 13.490
Equality o f  Variances Sig. . 0 0 0

t 4.709 4.344
d f 345 197.726
Sie. (2-tailed) . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference 1 . 0 1 1 . 0 1

Std. Error Difference .215 .233
95%  Confidence Interval Lower .588 .552
o f  the Difference Upper 1.433 1.469
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Table E.82a

Total Personal Income—All Sources, by Type o f Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 5.80 2.356 .213

Total income all sources Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts

225 4.82 1.982 .132

Table E.82b

Total Personal Income—All Sources, by Type o f  Institution

Total income all sources 
Equal Equal 

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F ■'.848
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .005

t 4.099 3.895
d f 345 214.539

Sic. (2-tailed) . 0 0 0 0 0 0
t-test for Equality o f 
Means M ean Difference .98 .98

Std. Error Difference .238 .251

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .508 .483
o f  the Difference Upper 1.446 1.472

Table E.83a

Total Household Income, by Type o f  Institution

Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
Research or Doctoral 122 7.68 2.464 .223

Total household incom e Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 6.54 2.610 .174
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Table E.83b

Total Household Income, by Type o f  Institution

Total household income
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .157
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .692

t 3.955 4.023
d f 345 260.869
Sig. (2-tailed)

t-test for Equality o f
n M ean Difference

Means
Std. Error Difference

. 0 0 0

1.14
.288

. 0 0 0

1.14
.283

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .572 .581
o f  the Difference Upper 1.704 1.695

Table E.84a

Gender, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean
Institutional type

Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 1.23 .422 .038
G ender Com prehensive or . . .

Liberal Arts “ 3
1.24 .431 .029

Table E.84b

Gender, by Type o f  Institution

Gender
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .393
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .531

t -.311 -.312
d f 345 252.612
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equalitv o f  . .  rr
M ean DifferenceMeans
Std. Error Difference

.756
- . 0 1

.048

.755
- . 0 1

.048
95%  Confidence Interval Lower - . 1 1 0 -.109
o f  the Difference Upper .080 .079
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Table E.85a 

Age. by Type o f  Institution

Institutional tvpe
N M ean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
M ean

Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 2.81 .948 .086
Age Com prehensive or 

Liberal Arts 225 2.90 1.032 .069

Table E.85b 

Age. by Type o f  Institution

Age
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .018
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .894

t -.765 -.785
df 345 267.048

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.445
-.09
.113

.433
-.09
. 1 1 0

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.308 -.303
o f the Difference Upper .136 .130

Table E.8 6 a

Spouse Employed in Higher Education, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Enor 
Mean

Spouse em ployed 
in higher education

Research or Doctoral 55 1.78 .417 .056
Comprehensive or 
Liberal Arts 6 6 1.82 .389 .048
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Table E.86b

Spouse Employed in Higher Education, by Type o f Institution

Spouse em ployed in higher 
education

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .977
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .325

t -.496 -.493
d f 119 111.827

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.621
-.04
.073

.623
-.04
.074

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.182 -.183
o f  the Difference Upper .109 . 1 1 0

Table E.87a

Country o f  Birth, by Type o f  Institution

N Mean
Institutional type

Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 1.31 .465 .042
Country o f  birth Com prehensive or 7 - 

Liberal Arts
.436 .029

Table E.87b

Country o f  Birth, by Type o f  Institution

Country o f  birth
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.965
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .027

t 1.159 1.137
d f 345 234.956

t-test for Equality of 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error D ifference

.247

.06

.050

.257

.06

.051
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.041 -.043
o f  the Difference U pper .157 .159
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Table E.88a

Citizenship Status, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 1.54 .910 .082

Citizenship status Comprehensive or
225 1.43 .816 .054

Table E.8 8 b 

Citizenship Status, by Type o f  Institution

Citizenship status
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assum ed

Levene's Test for F 4.476
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .035

t 1.196 1.158
d f 345 226.114

Sig. (2-tailed) .233 .248
t-test for Equality o f 
Means

M ean Difference . 1 1 . 1 1

Std. Error Difference .096 .099

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.074 -.080
o f  the Difference U pper .302 .309

Table E.89a

How Likely to Accept Part-time Postsecondary Job. by Type o f Institution

How likely accept P T  
pstsec job  in 3 yr 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .013
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .911

t -.188 -.182
d f 345 227.923

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sie. (2-tailed) .851 .856
M ean Difference - . 0 1 - . 0 1

Std. Error Difference .054 .055
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.116 -.119
o f  the Difference U pper .096 .099
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Table E.89b

How Likely to Accept Part-time Postsecondary Job. by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
M ean

... . Research or Doctoral 
How likelv accept
P T  pstsec job in 3 vr Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

1.17

1.18

.509

.461

.046

.031

Table E.90a

How Likely to Accept Full-time Postsecondary Job. by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

. .. . Research or Doctoral 
How likelv accept
F T  pstsec job in 3 vr Comprehensive or 

Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

1.57

1.59

.704

.715

.064

.048

Table E.90b

How Likely to Accept Full-time Postsecondary Job. bv Type o f  Institution

How likely accept F T
pstsec job  in 3 yr

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .098
Equality o f  Variances Sie. .755

t -.264 -.265
d f 345 251.706

Sig. (2-tailed) 
t-test for Equalitv o f  . ,  _ .  „
, .  Mean Difference Means

Std. Error Difference

.792
- . 0 2

.080

.791
- . 0 2

.080

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.178 -.178
o f the Difference Upper .136 .136

Table E.9 la

How Likely to Accept Part-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Type o f  Institution

V Mean
Std. Std. Error

Institutional type Deviation Mean
. .  . . .  Research or Doctoral 
How likely accept P T
nonpstsec job 3 vr Comprehensive or

Liberal Arts

1 2 2

225

1 . 2 0

1 . 2 0

.475

.500

.043

.033
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Table E.9 lb

How Likely to Accept Part-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Type o f Institution

How likely accept P T  
nonpstsec job  3 yr

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .048
Sig. .827
t -.059 -.060
d f 345 259.565
Sig. (2-tailed) .953 .952
M ean Difference . 0 0 . 0 0

Std. Error Difference .055 .05 4

95%  Confidence Interval Lower - . 1 1 2 - . 1 1 0

o f  the Difference Upper .105 .104

Table E.92a

How Likely to Accept Full-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Type o f  Institution

. .  Std. Std. ErrorN M ean „  . ,
________________________ Institutional type________________________________ Deviation_____ Mean

. . . .  _ _  Research or Doctoral 122 1.44 .669 .061
How likely accept F T
nonpstsec job  3 yr Comprehensive or i 4 3  5 5 5  q4 4

Liberal Arts

Table E.92b

How Likely to Accept Full-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Type o f Institution

How likely accept F T  
nonpstsec job  3 yr

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F .023
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .879

t .154 .153
d f 345 247.319
Sig. (2-tailed) .878 .878

t-test for Equality o f  
Means M ean Difference . 0 1 . 0 1

Std. Error Difference .075 .075
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.136 -.136
o f  the Difference Upper .159 .159
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Table E.93a

How Likely to Retire in \e x t Three Years, by Type o f Institution

. .  , ,  Std. Std. Error
N Mean ^

__________________ Institutional_type__________   Deviation Mean
... , Research or D octoral 122 1.11 .359 .033

How likelv retire
m 3 vears Com prehensive or n 9  . Q 1

Liberal Arts

Table E.93b

How Likely to Retire in .Ve.tr Three Years, by Type o f Institution

How likelv retire in 3 vears
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 10.191

Sig. . 0 0 2

t -1.562 -1.719
d f 345 318.989

Sig. (2-tailed) .119 .087

Mean Difference -OS -.08
Std. Error D ifference .051 .047

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.181 -.172
o f the Difference Upper . 0 2 1 . 0 1 2

Table E.94a

.•Ige Most Likely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Age most likely 
to stop working

Research or Doctoral 89 64.74 6.59S .699

at postsecondary 
institution

Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

167 64.45 6.815 .527
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Table E.94b

Age Most Likely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution, by Type o f  Institution

Age most likely to stop 
working at postsecondary

________institution_________
Equal Equal

variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality' o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .017
Sig. .S95
t .331 .334
d f 254 1S4.833
Sig. (2-tailed) .741 .739

M ean Difference .29 .29
Std. Error Difference .885 .876

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -1.450 -1.436
o f  the Difference Upper 2.035 2 . 0 2 1

Table E.95a

How Likely to Retire and Work Part-time at Institution, by Type o f  Institution

\  M ean ^ tC*’ ^ tC*’ ^ rror
___________________ Institutional type__________ ’__________ ’__________ Deviation Mean

Research or Doctoral 122 .65 1.448 151
Retire and work
P T a t  institution Comprehensive or 4 , { m  1 Q 7

Liberal Arts

Table E.95b

How Likely to Retire and Work Part-time at Institution, by Type o f Institution

Retire and work P T  at 
institution

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 9.642
Equality o f  Variances Sig. . 0 0 2

t 1.365 1.408
d f 345 271.543
Sig. (2-tailed) .173 .160

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference .24 .24
Std. Error Difference .175 .169
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.105 -.095
o f  the Difference Upper .583 .572
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Table E.96a

Retired from Another Position, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Have you retired from  
another position

Research or Doctoral 65 1.98 .124 .015
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 80 1.94 .244 .027

Table E.96b

Retired from Another Position, by Type o f  Institution

H ave you retired from 
another position 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 8.578
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .004

t 1.417 1.506
d f 143 122.115
S ie. i2-tailed) .159 .135

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

M ean Difference .05 .05
Std. Error Difference .033 .031

95° o Confidence Interval Lower -.019 -.015
o f  the Difference Upper .113 .109

Table E.97a

Would You Take Early Retirement, by Type o f  Institution

Institutional type
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Would you take 
early retirement

Research or Doctoral 1 2 2 .31 1.730 .157
Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts 225 . 2 1 1.784 .119
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Table E.97b

Would You Take Early Retirement, by Type o f  Institution

W ould you take early 
retirement

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assum ed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 2.060
Sig. .152
t .517 .522
df 345 255.008
Sig. (2-tailed) .606 .602
Mean D ifference . 1 0 . 1 0

Std. Error Difference .198 .197

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.288 I 00

o f the D ifference U pper .493 .490

Table E.98a

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment, by Type o f Institution

Institutional type
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

M ean

Age likely retire from 
all paid employment

Research or Doctoral 8 8 66.26 6.243 . 6 6 6

Com prehensive or 
Liberal Arts

164 6 6 . 2 1 6.023 .470

Table E.98b

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment, by Type o f Institution

Age likely retire from  all 
paid employment 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assum ed assum ed

Levene's Test for F . 0 0 1

Equality o f  Variances Sig. .971
t .067 .066
d f 250 172.616

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .947 .947
Mean Difference .05 .05
Std. Error Difference .806 .815
95% Confidence Interval Lower -1.534 -1.554
o f the D ifference U pper 1.642 1.663
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APPENDIX F

Independent t-Test Results, Comparing 1993 Responses to 1999 Responses

Table F. la

Hours Per Week Paid Activities at Institution, by Survey Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Hours week paid 1993 202 43.11 13.165 926
activities at mst 1999 145 47.98 11.467 .952

Table F. lb

Hours Per Week Paid Activities at Institution, by Survey Year

H o u rsw eek
at

Equal
variances
assum ed

paid activities 
inst

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.393
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .239

t -3.584 -3.666
d f 345 332.291
Sie. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference -4.87 -4.87
Std. Error Difference 1.359 1.328
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -7.543 -7.484
o f  the D ifference Upper -2.198 -2.257

Table F.2a

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities at Institution, by Sur\ ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Hours, week unpaid 1993 202 4.67 6.046 .425
activities at inst 1999 145 2.16 5.603 .465
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Table F.2b

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities at Institution, by Survey Year

Hours-'week unpaid 
activities at inst

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 11.213
Sig. .001
t 3.939 3.989
d f 345 323.416
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean Difference 2.51 2.51
Std. Error Difference .638 .630

95%  Confidence Interval Lower 1.259 1.274
o f  the Difference Upper 3.770 3.755

Table F.3a

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Not at Institution, bv Surve\• Year

v. Std. Std. Error
____________________ Survey Year______ '__________’__________Deviation_____ M ean
H ours'w eek paid 1993 202 2.23 5.336 .375
activity not at inst 1999 145 3.22 8.059 .669

Table F.3b

Hours Per Week Paid Activities Not at Institution, by S u n  ey Year

Hours, w eek paid activity 
not at mst

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 6.886
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .009

t -1.380 -1.294
d f 345 232.406

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .168 .197
M ean Difference -.99 -.99
Std. Error Difference .720 .767

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.408 -2.505
o f  the Difference Upper .422 .519

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

405

Table F.4a

Hours Per Week Unpaid Activities Hot at Institution, by Survey Year

. T w  Std. Std. Error
V  M p q n

___________________ Survey Year________ ‘_________ ' D eviation Mean
Hours/week unpaid  1993 202 1.28 2.668 .188
activity not at inst 1999 145 1.28 2.668 .222

Table F.4b

Hours P er Week Unpaid Activities Not at Institution, by Surxey Year

H ours/w eek unpaid activity 
not at inst

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .001
Sig. .975
t .022 .022
d f 345 310.377
Sig. (2-tailed) .983 .983
M ean Difference .01 .01
Std. Error Difference .290 .290

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.565 -.565
o f  the Difference Upper .577 .5^8

Table F.5a

Time Actually Spent Teaching, by Surxex Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time actually 1993 202 65.11 21.256 1.496
spent teaching 1999 145 67.83 19.756 1.641
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Table F.5b

Time Actually Spent Teaching, by Survey Year

Time actually spent
teaching

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assum ed

Levene's Test for F .657
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .418

t -1.213 -1.228
d f 345 322.977

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.226
-2.73
2.247

.220
-2.73
2.220

95% Confidence Interval Low er -7.145 -7.093
o f  the D ifference U pper 1.694 1.642

Table F.6a

Time Actually Spent at Research, by Survey Year

N Mean
Survev y ear

Std. Std. Error
Deviation Mean

Time actually 1993 202 13.25 14.051 .989
spent at research 1999 145 12.12 14.912 1.238

Table F.6b

Time Actually Spent at Research, by Surv'ey Year

Time actually spent at
research

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assum ed

Levene's Test for F .316
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .574

t .720 .713
d f 345 299.018

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.472
1.13
1.569

.476
1.13
1.585

95% Confidence Interval Low er -1.956 -1.988
o f  the Difference U pper 4.217 4.249
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Table F.7a

Time Actually Spent on Professional Growth, by Survey Year

. .  Std. Std. Error
V M g o n

___________________ Survey Year___________________ ' Deviation Mean
Time actually spent 1993 202 5.77 7.887 .555
on p ro f growth 1999 145 4.54 6.267 .520

Table F 7b

Time Actually Spent on Professional Grow th, by Survey Year

Time actually spent on 
professional growth

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 4.434
Sig. .036
t 1.557 1.616
d f 345 341.409
Sig. (2-tailed) .120 .107

M ean Difference 1.23 1.23
Std. Error Difference .790 .761

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.324 -.267
o f  the Difference L pper 2.7S3 2.-26

Table F.8a

Time Actually Spent at Administration, by S u n ’ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time actually spent 1993 202 8.85 12.205 .859
at adm inistration 1999 145 9.12 11.673 .969
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Table F.8b

Time Actually Spent at Administration, by Survey Year

Time actually spent at 
administration

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .615
Sig. .433
t -.209 -.211
d f 345 318.267

Sig. (2-tailed) .835 .833
Mean Difference -.27 -.27
Std. Error Difference 1.305 1.295

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.839 -2.821
o f the Difference Upper 2.293 2.275

Table F.9a

Time Actually Spent on S e n  ice Activity, by Sun-ey Year

v. . .  Std. Std. Error
^  Mean _____________________ Survey V ear___________________________ D eviation_____ Mean

Time actually spent 1993 202 4.34 7.586 .534
on service activity 1999 145 -3.24 5.093 .423

Table F.9b

Time Actually Spent on Sen-ice Activity, by S u n ’ey Year

Tim e actually spent on 
service activity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 5.367
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .021

t 1.511 1.608
d f 345 343.579

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.132
1.10
.725

.109
1.10
.681

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.330 -.244
o f the Difference Upper 2.521 2.435
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Table F. 10a

Time Actually Spent on Consulting, by Survey Year

N Mean S tdV S td  ErTOr
_____________________ Survey Year___________________________ D eviation_____ Mean
Tim e actually spent 1993 202 2.69 6 .796 .478
on consulting 1999 145 3.14 9.975 .828

Table F. 10b

Time Actually Spent on Consulting, by Survey Year

Tim e actually spent on 
consultine

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assum ed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .419
Sig. .518
t -.500 -.470
d f 345 237.083

Sig. (2-tailed) .618 .639

M ean Difference -.45 -.45
Std. Error Difference .900 .957

95%  Confidence Interv al Lower -2.221 -2.334
o f  the Difference Upper 1.321 1.435

Table F. 11a 

Time Preferred at Teaching, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Time preferred 1993 202 56.12 20.889 1.470
at teaching 1999 145 59.26 20.788 1.726
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Table F. l ib  

Time Preferred a t Teaching, by Survey Year

Time preferred at teaching 
Equal Equal

variances
assum ed

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .018
Sig. .893
t -1.380 -1.381
df 345 311.254
Sig. (2-tailed) .168 .168
Mean Difference -3.13 -3.13
Std. Error Difference 2.269 2.267

95% Confidence Interv al Lower -7.594 -7.592
o f the Difference Upper 1.331 1.330

Table F. 12a 

Time Preferred a t Research, by Sun-ey Year

v. Std. Std. Error
^  Mean ^  w________________ Survey Year___________________________ Deviation_____ Mean

Time preferred 1993 202 22.97 19.309 1.359
at research 1999 145 19.26 17.106 1.421

Table F. 12b 

Time Preferred at Research, by Surve\• Year

Time preferred at research 
Equal Equal

variances
assum ed

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 4.981

Sig. .026
t 1.853 1.890
df 345 330.064
Sig. (2-tailed) .065 .060
Mean Difference 3.72 3.72
Std. Error Difference 2.005 1.966
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.229 -.152
o f the Difference Upper 7.659 7.582
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Table F. 13a

Time Preferred on Professional Growth, by Survey Year

N Mean Std. Std. Error
_________________ Survey Year______ [ D eviation M ean
Time preferred 1993 202 8.99 8.547 .601
on p ro f growth 1999________________145 8.37 7.219________ .599

Table F. 13b

Time Preferred on Professional Growth, bv Survey Year

Time prefened on 
professional growth

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 2.106

Sig- .148
t .708 .727
df 345 335.929
Sig. (2-tailed) .480 .467
M ean Difference .62 .62
Std. E rror Difference .873 .849

95% C onfidence Interval Lower -1.099 -1.053
o f the D ifference Upper 2.335 2.288

Table F. 14a

Tune Preferred at Administration, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

^  ,  , • 1993 202 5.29 9.341 .657
Time preferred at admm

r  1999 145 5.52 8.535 .709
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Table F. 14b

Time Preferred at Administration, by Suney Year

Time preferred at 
administration 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 1.380
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .241

t -.230 -.233
d f 345 325.617

Sig. (2-tailed) .819 .816
t-test for Equality o f 
Means Mean Difference -.23 -.23

Std. Error Difference .981 .967

95% Confidence Interval Lower -2.155 -2.127
o f  the Difference U pper 1.704 1.676

Time Preferred on

Table F. 15a

Service .4crfvin. by S u n e y  Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time preferred on 1993 202 3.76 5.499 .387
service activity 1999 145 3.10 4.563 .379

Table F. 15b

Time Preferred on Sen-ice Activity, by S u n ’ey Year

Time preferred on service 
activity 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.769
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .097

t 1.184 1.220
d f 345 337.745

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .237 .223
Mean Difference .66 .66
Std. Error Difference .558 .542
95% Confidence Interval Lower -.437 -.404
o f the Difference U pper 1.759 1.726
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Table F. 16a

Time Preferred on Consulting, by Sun ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Time preferred 1993 202 2.87 6.336 .446
on consulting 1999 145 4.52 11.255 .935

Table F. 16b

Time Preferred on Consulting, by Sun-ey Year

Time preferred on
_________consulting________

Equal Equal
variances variances not

______________________________________________________  assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equalitv o f  ^
n Vlean Difference

Means
Std. Error Difference 

95° b Confidence Interval Lower 
o f  the Difference L'pper

Table F. 17a

N um ber o f  Undergraduate Committees S e n e d  On. bv S u n  ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

No. undergrad 1993 202 .41 1.729 .122
cmtees served on 1999 145 .54 1.394 .116

5.491
.020

-1.737 -1.594

345 209.217
.083 .1 12

-1.65 -1.65
.951 1.036

-3.520 -3.692
.219 .391

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

414

Table F. 17b

Sumber o f Undergraduate Committees Served On. by Survey Year

No. undergrad cmtees
served on

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .523
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .470

t -.770 -.797

d f 345 340.302
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equalitv o f  ,^ M ean Difference
Means

Std. Error Difference

.442
-.13
.174

.426
-.13
.168

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.476 -.464
o f  the Difference U pper .208 .196

Table F. 18a

Sum ber o f  Graduate Committees Served On. by Sun-ey Year

N M ean
Std. Std. Error

Survev Year Deviation Mean

No. erad cm tees 1993 202 2.73 8.837 .622
served on 19 9 9 145 1.79 3.412 .283

Table F. 18b

Sum ber o f  Graduate Committees Served On. by Suri'ey Year

No. grad cmtees served on
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 7.091
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .008

t 1.219 1.378
d f 345 276.502
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for Equalitv-of „
, ,  ^ M ean Difference 
Means

Std. Error Difference

.224

.94

.772

.169

.94

.683
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.578 -.404
o f  the Difference Upper 2.461 2.287
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Table F. 19a

Number o f Undergraduate Committees Chaired, by Suney Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

No. undergrad 1993 202 .22 .780 .055
cmtees chaired 1999 145 .21 .999 .083

Table F. 19b

Number o f  Undergraduate Committees Chaired, by Sun'ey Year

No. undergrad cmtees 
chaired

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F .055
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .814

t .114 .110
d f 345 261.747

t-test for Equality o f
Sig. (2-tailed) .909 .913
M ean Difference .01 .01

Means
Std. Error Difference .096 .100

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.177 -.185
o f  the Difference Upper .199 .207

Table F.20a

Number o f  Graduate Committees Chaired, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
. . . 1993 202 1.06 3.798 .267

No. grad cmtees chaired
6 1999 145 .88 2.692 .224
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Table F.20b

Number o f Graduate Committees Chaired, by Suney Year

No. grad cmtees chaired
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 2.138
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .145

t .499 .527
d f 345 344.955

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.618

.18

.368

.599

.18

.348
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.540 -.502
o f  the D ifference Upper .907 .869

Table F.2 la

Total Classes Taught, by Survey Year

M ean
Std. Std. Error

Survey Year Deviation Mean

T  , .  U  1 9 9 3  2 0 2Total classes taught ^  ^
3.47
3.39

1.932
2.473

.136

.205

Table F.2 lb

Total Classes Taught, by S u n  ey Year

Total classes taught
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .491
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .484

t .305 .293
d f 345 261.821

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.760

.07

.237

.769

.07

.246
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.393 -.413
o f  the Difference Upper .538 .557
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Table F.22a

Total Office Hours Per Week, by Suney Year

N M ean S td ' S td  Error
_________________________ Survey Year  ____________________D eviation Mean

T  I « -  U , U 1 9 9 3  2 0 2  6 9 5  6  0 7 2  4 2 7Total office hours w eek   .
1999 145 6.11 5.147 .427

Table F.22b

Total Office Hours Per Week, by S u n ey  Year

Total office hours week
Equal

variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 2.442
Sig. .119
t 1.353 1.390
d f 345 335.527
Sig. (2-tailed) .177 .165
M ean D ifference .84 .84
Std. Error Difference .621 .604

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.381 -.349
o f  the D ifference Upper 2.061 2.029

Table F.23a

Any Creative Work /  Writing /  Research, by S u n e y  Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Any creative 1993 202 1.34 .474 .033
work, w riting research 1999 145 1.41 .494 .041

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

418

Table F.23b

Any Creative Work /  Writing /  Research, by Survey Year

Anv creative
work, w riting research
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 7.370
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .007

t -1.470 -1.459

d f 345 302.360

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.143
-.08
.053

.146
-.08
.053

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.180 -.181
o f  the Difference Upper .026 .027

Table F.24a

4 nv Funded Research, by Survey Year

\T Mean
Std. Std. Error

Survey Year Deviation Mean

* r  ,, j  u 1993 202 Anv funded research
1999 145

3.17
1.71

2.054
.455

.145

.038

Table F.24b

Any Funded Research, by Sun ey Year

Any funded research
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 545.297
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .000

t 8.396 9.759
d f 345 227.945

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
1.46
.174

.000
1.46
.149

95%  Confidence Interval Lower 1.116 1.164
o f  the D ifference Upper 1.800 1.752
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Table F.25a

Principal Investigator/Co-Principal Investigator on Grants. Contracts, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

PLCo-Pl on anv 1993 202 5.14 1.851 .130
grants or contracts 1999 145 1.79 .411 .034

Table F.25b

Principal Investigator/Co-Principal Investigator on Grants. Contracts, by Suney Year

PI/Co-PI on any grants or 
contracts

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.717
Equality o f  Variances Si .000

t 21.453 24.932
d f 345 228.103

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean D ifference 3.36 3.36
Std. E rror D ifference .156 .135
95% C onfidence Interval Lower 3.050 3.092
o f the D ifference Upper 3.665 3.623

Table F.26a

Funds fo r  Tuition Remission, by Sun ’ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

M ean
Internal tuition 1993 202 2.41 .657 .046
remission funds 1999 145 2.66 1.030 .086
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Table F26b

Funds for Tuition Remission, by Sur\'ey Year

Funds for tuition remission 
Equal Equal 

variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.702
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .031

t 1.087 1.061
d f 345 281.775

Sic. (2-tailed) .278 .290
t-test for Equality o f

M ean Difference .04 04
Means

Std. Error Difference .034 .035

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.030 -.032
o f  the Difference Upper .104 .106

Table F.27a

Funds fo r  Professional Association Memberships, by Survey Year

Survev Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Internal prof. 1993 2 0 2 2.40 .859 .060
assoc, funds 1 9 9 9 145 2.52 1.125 .093

Table F.27b

Funds fo r  Professional Association Memberships, by S u m y  Year

Funds for professional 
associations 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene’s T est for F 2.978
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .085

t .875 . 8 6 8

d f 345 300 726

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .382 .386
M ean Difference .04 .04
Std. Error Difference .048 .049

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.053 -.053
o f  the Difference Upper .137 .138
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Table F.28a

Funds for Professional Travel, by Survey Year

. .  . ,  Std. Std. Error„  N Mean _. . .
_______________ Survey Year___________________________ Deviation_____ M ean
Internal prof. 1993 202 1.76 .830 .058
travel funds 1999 145 1.57 .848 .070

Table F.28b

Funds fo r  Professional Travel, by Sun-ey Year

Funds for professional 
travel

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 15.368
Sig. .000
t 2.687 2.703
df 345 316.863
Sig. (2-tailed) .008 .007

M ean Difference .14 .14
Std. Error Difference .054 .053

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .039 .039
o f  the Difference Upper .250 .249

Table F.29a

Funds fo r  Training to Improve Research or Teaching, by S u n ’ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
M ean

Internal training to 1993 202 2.45 .740 .052
improve res teachng 1999 145 2.30 1.050 .087
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Table F.29b

Funds for Training to Improve Research or Teaching, by Suney Year

Funds for training to
improve research, teaching

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 30.650
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f

.000
2.796

345

2.697
266.706

t-test for Equality of 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.005

.12

.043

.007

.12

.045

95% Confidence Interval Lower .036 .033
o f  the Difference Upper .205 .208

Table F.30a

Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave, by Suney Year

\ Mean Std. Std. Error
Survey Year Deviation Mean
1993

Internal sabbatical leave
1999

202
145

2.41
2.70

.634

.765
.045
.064

Table F.30b 

Funds fo r  Sabbatical Leave, by Suney Year

Funds for sabbatical leave
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 8.440
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .004

t -1.426 -1.497

d f 345 344.716
Sig. (2-tailed) .155 .135

t-test for Equality of
Mean Difference -.04 -.04Means
Std. Error Difference .027 .025
95% Confidence Interval Lower -.090 -.088
o f the Difference Upper .014 .012
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Table F.3 la

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content, by Survey Year

N Mean Std. Std. Error
________________________ Survey Year______ *__________ |__________Deviation_____ Mean
Satis w authority to 1993 202 3.38 1.716 .121
decide course content 1 9 9 9  1 4 5  3 . 7 4  .562 .047

Table F.3 lb

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Course Content, bv Sur\'ey Year

Satis w authority to decide 
course content

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 16.191
Sig. .000
t -2.458 -2.809

d f 345 257.637

Sig. (2-tailedl .014 .005
M ean Difference -.36 -.36
Std. Error Difference .148 .129

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.655 -.619
o f  the Difference Upper -.073 -.109

Table F.32a

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught, by Sun’ey Year

Survev Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Satis w authority to 1993 202 2.80 1.870 .132
decide courses taught 1999 145 3.23 .791 .066
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Table F.32b

Satisfaction with Authority to Decide Courses Taught, by Survey Year

Satis w/authority to decide 
 courses taught______

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 10.463
Sig. . 0 0 1

t -2.651 -2.975
d f 345 288.623
Sig. (2-tailed) .008 .003
M ean D ifference -.44 -.44
Std. E rror Difference .165 .147

95%  C onfidence Interval Lower -.762 -.727
o f  the D ifference Upper -.113 -.148

Table F.33a

Satisfaction with Authority to Make Other Job Decisions, by Survey Year

N M ean ^ tC*' ^ rror
________________________ Survey Year______*____________________ Deviation_____ Mean
Satis w /authority make 1993 202 2.44 2.051 .144
other job  decision 1 9 9 9  1 4 5  2.95 .945 .078

Table F.33b

Satisfaction with Authority to Make Other Job Decisions, by Survey Year

Satis w/authority make
other job  decision

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 13.786
Equality o f  Variances Sig. . 0 0 0

t -2.794 -3.111
d f 345 300.767
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 . 0 0 2

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean D ifference -.51 -.51
Std. E n o r  Difference .183 .164
95%  C onfidence Interval Lower -.871 -.834
o f  the D ifference Upper -.151 -.188
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Table F.34a

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students, by Survey Year

v. . .  Std. Std. ErrorV  V l A n n

____________________ Survey Year_________'_________ ‘__________ Deviation_____ M ean
Sans w rime available 1993 202 2.77 1.837 .129
to advise students 1 9 9 9  1 4 5  3 .08 .826 .069

Table F.34b

Satisfaction with Time Available to Advise Students, by Sun  ey Year

Satis w-tim e available to 
advise students

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 8.174
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .005

t -1.890 -2.109
d f 345 297.220
Sig. (2-tailed) .060 .036

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference -.31 -.31
Std. Error Difference .163 .146
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.630 -.596
o f  the Difference Upper .013 - . 0 2 1

Table F.35a

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students, by Sun-ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Satis w quality o f 1993 2 0 2 2.27 1.858 .131
undergrad students 1999 145 2.51 1.281 .106
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Table F.3 5b

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Undergraduate Students, by Survey Year

Satis w quality o f  
undergrad students

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.239
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .135

t -1.360 -1.442
d f 345 344.491
Sig. (2-tailed) .175 .150

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

M ean Difference -.24 -.24
Std. Error D ifference .179 .169

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.594 -.574
o f  the D ifference Upper .108 .088

Table F.36a

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students, by Sur\’ey Year

Survey Y ear
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

M ean
Satis w/quality o f 1993 202 .36 3.765 .265
graduate students 1999 145 .08 3.768 .313

Table F.36b

Satisfaction with Quality o f  Graduate Students, by Survey Year

Satis w quality  o f  graduate 
students

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .124
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .725

t .680 .680
d f 345 310.172

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .497 .497
M ean Difference .28 .28
Std. Error D ifference .410 .410
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.528 -.528
o f the D ifference Upper 1.085 1.085

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

427

Table F.37a 

Satisfaction with Workload, by S u n  ey Year

N M ean ^ t£*' ^ tC*' ^ rror
___________________ Survey Year ’__________ ' D evianon Mean

, ,  ,  1993 202 2.83 .936 .066
Sans w w orkload

1999 145 2.56 .920 .076

Table F.37b 

Satisfaction with Workload, bv S u n e \ Year

Satis w workload
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .519
Sig. .472
t 2.699 2.707
d f 345 313.682
Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .007

M ean Difference .27 .27
Std. Error Difference .101 .101

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .074 .075
o f  the Difference Upper .472 .472

Table F.38a

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities, by S u n e y  Year

Survev Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

1993 202 3.04 1.009 .071
Satis w ob securityJ * 1999 145 3.27 .892 .074
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Table F.38b

Satisfaction with Advancement Opportunities, by Sur\'ey Year

Satis w/advancement 
opportunity 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 4.668
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .031

t -1.037 -1.053
d f 345 326.389

Sie. (2-tailed) .301 .293
t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Mean Difference -.11 -.11
Std. Error Difference .106 .104

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.319 -.315
o f the Difference Upper .099 .095

Table F.39a

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field, hv Sur\-ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Satis w time to keep 1993 202 2.35 .903 .064
current in field 1 9 9 9 145 2.17 .913 .076

Table F.39b 

Satisfaction with Time to Keep Current in Field, by Surx ey Year

Satis w time to keep current
in field

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .045
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .832

t 1.834 1.830
df 345 308.236
Sig. (2-tailed) .068 .068

t-test for Equality o f M ean Difference .18 .18Means
Std. Error Difference .099 .099

95%  Confidence Interval Lower l © -.014
o f  the Difference Upper .375 .376
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Table F.40a

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting, by Survey Year

N M ean Std. Std. Error
__________________ Survey Year______ ' D eviation M ean
Satis w, freedom  1993 202 3.04 .908 .064
to do consulting 1 9 9 9  1 4 5  3 . 1 0  .814 .068

Table F.40b

Satisfaction with Freedom to Do Consulting, by Survey Year

Satis w /freedom  to do 
consulting

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F .780
Sig. .378
t -.674 -.686
d f 345 328.374

Sig. (2-tailed) .501 .493
M ean Difference -.06 -.06
Std. Error Difference .095 .093
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.250 -.247
o f  the Difference Upper .122 .119

Table F.41a

Satisfaction with Job Overall, by Sur\-ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
M ean

„ 1993 202 3.01 .766 .054
Satis w 1 0 b overall

J 1999 145 2.83 .767 .064
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Table F.4 lb

Satisfaction with Job Overall, by Sur\’ey Year

Satis w/job overall 
Equal Equal 

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.332
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .249

t 2.185 2.185
d f 345 310.181
Sig. (2-tailed) .030 .030

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

M ean Difference .18 .18
Std. Error D ifference .083 .083

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .018 .018
o f  the Difference Upper .346 .346

Table F.42a

How Important Advancement Opportunities, by Sur\'ey Year

v Std. Std. Error
Survey Y ear Deviation Mean

How important: 1993 202 2.47 .655 .046
advancement 1999 145 2.40 .701 .058

Table F.42b

How Important Advancement Opportunities, by Sur\ 'ey Year

H ow  important:
advancem ent opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.321
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .251

t .890 .880
d f 345 297.347
Sig. (2-tailed) .374 .380

t-test for Equality of 
Means M ean Difference .07 .07

Std. Error D ifference .073 .074

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.079 -.081
o f  the Difference UppeT .210 .211
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Table F.43a

How Important No Pressure to Publish, by Sur\'ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How im portant: no 1993 202 2 .00 .773 .054
pressure to publish 1999 145 1.97 .754 .063

Table F.43b

How Important No Pressure to Publish, by Survey Year

How important: no pressure 
________ to publish________

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F .106
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .745

t .331 .333
d f 345 314.753

t-test for Equality o f
Sig. (2-tailed) .741 .740

M ean Difference .03 .03
Means

Std. Error Difference .083 .083

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.136 -.136
o f  the Difference Upper .191 .191

Table F.44a

H ow Important Teaching Opportunities, b y  Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important: 1993 202 2.08 .769 .054
teaching opp 1999 145 2 .00 .755 .063
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Table F.44b

How Important Teaching Opportunities, by Survey Year

How important: teaching 
opportunity 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.124
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .290

t .954 .957
d f 345 313.689
Sig. (2-tailed) .341 .339

t-test for Equality o f  
Means M ean Difference .08 .08

Std. Error Difference .083 .083

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.084 -.084
o f  the Difference U pper .243 .242

Table F.45a

How Important Research Opportunities, by Survey Year

Survev Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

How important: 1993 202 2.06 .796 .056
research opp 1999 145 2.02 .803 .067

Table F.45b

How Important Research Opportunities, by Sur\'ey Year

How important: research
opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .005
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .944

t .445 .445
d f 345 308.604
Sig. (2-tailed) .656 .657

t-test for Equality o f  
Means M ean Difference .04 .04

Std. Error Difference .087 .087

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.132 -.133
o f  the D ifference U pper .210 .210
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Table F.46a

Academic Rank. Title, or Job. by Survey- Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Academic rank. 1993 202 2.65 1.242 .087
title or job 1999 145 2.52 1.173 .097

Table F.46b

Academic Rank. Title, or Job. by Survey Year

A cadem ic rank, title or job
Equal Equal

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .129
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .720

t .942 .950
d f 345 320.364

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .347 .343
M ean Difference .12 .12
Std. Error Difference .132 .131

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.135 -.133
o f  the Difference Upper .384 .382

Table F.47a

Num ber o f  Years in Current Job. by Survey Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

vr * 1993 202 8.58 7.476 .526
Years in current jo b

J 1999 145 11.30 9.281 .771
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Table F.47b

Number o f  Years in Current Job. by Sur\ey Year

Y ears in current job
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 14.472
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .000

t -3.018 -2.914
d f 345 267.748

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Enor Difference

.003
-2.72

.901

.004
-2.72

.933

95% Confidence Interval Lower -4.491 -4.557
o f  the Difference Upper -.947 -.882

Table F.48a 

Employed Only at Current Institution, by Survey Year

V Std. Std. Error
Survev Year

Mean Deviation Mean
Employed only at 1993 202 1.17 .375 .026
current institunon 1999 145 1.50 .502 .042

Table F.48b

Employed Only at Current Institution, by Sur\’ey Year

Em ployed only at current
institution

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 113.257
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .000

t -7.120 -6.795
d f 345 253.486
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f  
Means Mean Difference -.34 -.34

Std. Error Difference .047 .049

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.428 -.432
o f  the Difference Upper -.243 -.238
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Table F.49a

Other Employment—.Slumber o f  Positions, by Sun’ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

O ther em ployment. 1993 34 1.62 1.129 .194
num ber o f  positions 1999 145 .50 .929 .077

Table F.49b

O ther Employment—Number o f  Positions, by S u n e y  Year

O ther employment, number 
_______ o f  positions_______

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.668
Equality o f  Variances Sig- .198

t 6.033 5.348
d f 177 44.062

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean Difference 1.11 1.11
Std. Error Difference .185 .208

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .750 .694
o f  the Difference U pper 1.479 1.534

Table F 50a

Rating o f  Research Equipment and  Instruments, by S u n ’ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Rating o f  research 1993 202 3.10 1.306 .092
equip/ instrum ents 1999 145 2.79 1.270 .105
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Table F.50b

Rating o f  Research Equipment and Instruments, by Sun ey Year

Rating of research 
equipment, instruments
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
F .171

Sig. .680
t 2.261 2.271
d f 345 315.347
Sig. (2-tailed) .024 .024
M ean Difference .32 .32
S td . Error Difference .141 .140

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .041 .042
o f  the Difference Upper .594 .593

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Table F.5 la

R ating o f  Laboratory Space and Supplies, by S u n  ey Year

. .  , .  Std. Std. Error
_____________________ Survey Year______’__________ ’__________ Deviation_____ Mean
Rating o f  laboratory 1993 202 3.18 1.261 .089
space and supplies 1999 145 2.74 1.332 .111

Table F.5 lb

Rating o f  Laboratory Space and Supplies, by S u n  ey Year

Rating o f  laboratory space 
 and supplies______

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.640
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .201

t 3.084 3.056
d f 345 299.907

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .002
M ean Difference .43 .43
Std. Error Difference .141 .142
95%  Confidence Interval Lower .157 .154
o f  the Difference Upper .710 .712
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Table F.52a

Rating o f  Availability o f Research Assistants, by Survey Year

VT . .  Std. Std. ErrorN M ean _  . .
____________________ Survey Year  Deviation Mean
Rating o f  avail o f  1993 202 3.14 1.609 .113
research assistants 1999 145 2.81 1.721 .143

Table F.52b

Rating o f  Availability o f  Research Assistants, bv S u n ey  Year

Rating o f  availability o f 
research assistants

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 3.143
Sig. .077
t 1.840 1.819
df 345 297.421
Sig. (2-tailed) .067 .070
Mean Difference .33 .33
Std. Error Difference .180 .182

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.023 -.027
o f the Difference Upper .686 .691

Table F.53a

Rating o f  Computers and L ocal Networks, by Sun'ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
Rating o f  com puters 1993 202 3.21 .956 .067
and local networks 1999 145 3.05 .877 .073
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Table F.53b

Rating o f Computers and Local Networks, by Sur\'ey Year

Rating o f  com puters and 
local networks

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 3.035

Sig. .082

t 1.637 1.660
d f 345 325.139
Sig. (2-tailed) .103 .098
M ean Difference .16 .16
Std. Error Difference .101 .099

95% Confidence Interval Low er -.033 -.030
o f  the Difference U pper .362 .360

Table F.54a

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities, by Survey Year

. .  . - Std. Std. Error
N M ean r-._____________________Survey Year Deviation Mean

Rating o f  central 1993 202 3.16 1.145 .081
com puter facilities 1999 145 3.02 1.233 .102

Table F.54b

Rating o f  Centralized Computer Facilities, by S u n  ey Year

Rating o f  centralized

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
Levene's Test for F .531
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .467

t 1.108 1.095
d f 345 296.182
Sig. (2-tailed) .268 .274

t-test for Equality o f  
Means Mean Difference .14 .14

Std. Error Difference .129 .130

95% Confidence Interval Low er -.111 -.114
o f the Difference U pper .396 .399
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Table F.55a

Rating o f Internet Connections, by Sur\'ey Year

N Mean ^ t(*‘ ^ rTor
____________ Surv ey Year______________'__________'__________ Deviation Mean
Rating o f  Internet 1993 202 3.15 1.181 .083
connections 1999 145 3.17 .885 .073

Table F.5 5b

Rating o f  Internet Connections, by Survey Year

Rating o f  Internet 
connections

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assum ed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 9.866
Sig. .002
t -.163 -.171

d f 345 344.350
Sig. (2-tailed) .871 .864

M ean D ifference -.02 -.02
Std. Error Difference .116 .111
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.247 -.237
o f  the D ifference Upper .210 .199

Table F56a

Rating o f  A udio-visual Equipment, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f  audio 1993 202 2.95 .994 .070
visual equipment 1999 145 2.70 .951 .079
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Table F.56b

Rating o f Audio-visual Equipment, by Survey Year

R ating o f  audio-visual 
 equipm ent______

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 1.642

Sig. .201
t 2.279 2.295
df 345 318.117
Sig. (2-tailed) .023 .022
M ean D ifference .24 .24
Std. Error Difference .106 .105

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .033 .035
o f  the D ifference Upper .451 450

Table F.57a

Rating o f  Classroom Space, by S u n ’ey Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f 1993 202 3.01 .804 .057
classroom space 1999 145 2.55 .889 .074

Table F.57b

Rating o f  Classroom Space, by Sun 'ey  Year

Rating o f  classroom  space
Equal

variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
Levene's Test for F 18.565
Equality o f Variances Sig. .000

t 5.007 4.925
d f 345 290.881
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f  
Means M ean D ifference .46 .46

Std. E rror D ifference .092 .093
95%  C onfidence Interval Lower .278 .275
o f  the D ifference Upper .638 .641
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Table F.58a 

Raring o f  Office Space, by Survey Year

. .  . .  Std. Std. Error
_______________________ Survey Year______ '__________‘ Deviation Mean

„ 1993 202 3.00 .906 064
Ratine o f  office space

y  1999 145 2.75 .990 .082

Table F.58b 

Rating o f  Office Space, by Survev Year

Levene's Test for F 
Equality o f V ariances Sie.

t
d f
Sig. (2-tailed) 

t-test for E q u a litv o f ^  „
n M ean Difference

Means
Std. Error Difference

95%  Confidence Interval 
o f  the Difference

Rating of office space
Equal Equal

variances variances not
_______________________ assumed______assumed

10.809
.001

2.374 2.339
345 293.308
.018 .020
.24 .24
.103 .104

Lower .042 .039
Upper_______________________.445__________ .448

Table F.59a

Raring o f  Secretarial Support, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N' M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

Rating o f  secretarial 1993 202 2.79 1.063 .075
support 1999 145 2.47 1.106 .092
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Table F.59b

Rating o f Secretarial Support, by Survey Year

Rating o f  secretarial 
 support______
Equal

variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  V ariances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 2.774
Sig. .097
t 2.745 2.728
d f 345 302.959
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .007
Mean Difference .32 .32
Std. Error Difference .118 .118

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .092 .090
o f  the Difference Upper .555 .556

Table F.60a 

Rating o f  Library Holdings, by Survey Year

. .  S td. Std. Error
N Mc<in

_______________ Survey Year________ ‘_________ ' D eviation  Mean
Rating o f  library 1993 202 2.63 .990 .070
holdings 1999 145 2.51 1.087 .090

Table F.60b 

Rating o f  Library Holdings, by Survey Year

Rating o f  library holdings
Equal

variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 3.161
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .076

t 1.054 1.038
d f 345 292.320

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .293 .300
M ean Difference .12 .12
Std. Error Difference .112 .114

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.103 -.106
o f  the Difference Upper .339 .343
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Table F.6 la

Satisfaction with Job Security, by Sun ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

M ean
1993 202 3.04 1.009 .071

Satis w job security
J J 1999 145 3.27 .892 .074

Table F.6 lb

Satisfaction with Job Security, by Survey Year

Satis w jo b  security
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .100
Equality' o f  Variances Sig. .752

t -2.144 -2.188
d f 345 330.375

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.033
-.22
.105

.029

-.22
.103

95% Confidence Interval Low er -.430 -.426
o f the D ifference U pper -.019 -.023

Table F.62a 

Satisfaction with Salary, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
1993 202 2.35 .914 .064

Satis w salary7 1999 145 2.23 .948 .079
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Table F.62b

Satisfaction with Salary, by Suney Year

Saris w/salarv
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F .090
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .764

t 1.226 1.218
df 345 303.499
Sig. (2-tailed) .221 .224

t-test for Equality o f
Mean D ifference .12 .12Means
Std. Error D ifference .101 .102

95% C onfidence Interval Lower -.075 -.076
o f the D ifference Upper .323 .324

Table F.63a 

Satisfaction with Benefits, by Sur\’ey Year

N Mean
Std. Std. Error

Survev Year Deviation Mean

c V r  1993 Satis w 'benefits
202 2.83 .906 .064

1999 145 2.79 .851 .071

Table F.63b 

Satisfaction with Benefits, by Sur\fey Year

Satis w 
Equal 

variances 
assum ed

benefits 
Equal 

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for F .651
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .420

t .421 .426
df 345 321.184

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .674 .671
Mean D ifference .04 .04
Std. Error D ifference .096 .095
95% C onfidence Interval Lower -.149 -.147
of the D ifference Upper .230 .228
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Table F.64a

Satisfaction with Job Opportunities fo r  Spouse, by Sur\-ey Year

Survey Year
N' M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean

Satis w spouse 1993 202 2.77 1.013 .071
emp opportunity 1999 145 1.21 3.422 .284

Table F.64b

Satisfaction with Job Opportunities fo r  Spouse, by Sur\'ey Year

Sans w spouse job
opportunity

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assum ed

Levene’s Test for F 175.123
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .000

t 6.094 5.302
d f 345 162.208

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
1.55
.255

.000
1.55
.293

95% Confidence Interval Lower 1.052 .975
o f  the Difference U pper 2.055 2.132

Table F.65a

How Important Salary Level, by Sur\-ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
How important: 1993 202 2.53 .557 .039
salary 1999 145 2.50 .602 .050
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Table F.65b

How Important Salary Level, by Survey Year

H ow  important: salary 
Equal Equal 

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 1.904
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .169

t .608 .600
d f 345 295.152
Sig. (2-tailed) .544 .549

t-test for Equality o f  
M eans M ean D ifference .04 .04

Std. Error D ifference .063 .064

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.085 -.087
o f the D ifference Upper .161 .163

Table F.66a

How Important Tenure, by Suney Year

Survev Y ear
V  S t d -N Mean D̂ eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important: 1993 
tenure ] 999

202 2.40 .761 
145 2.26 .825

.054

.069

Table F.66b 

How Important Tenure, by Survey Year

How important: tenure
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.671
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .103

t 1.618 1.597
df 345 294.894
Sig. (2-tailed) .106 .111

t-test for Equality o f  
M eans M ean D ifference .14 .14

Std. Error D ifference .086 .087

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.030 -.032
o f the D ifference Upper .308 .310
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Table F.67a

How Important Job Security, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important: jo b 1993 202 2.60 .575 .040
security 1999 145 2.50 .657 .055

Table F.67b

How Im portant Job Security, by Survey1 Year

How important: job  security
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene’s Test for F 6.546
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .011

t 1.541 1.507
d f 345 284.257

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .124 .133
M ean Difference .10 .10
Std. Error D ifference .066 .068

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.028 -.031
o f  the Difference Upper .233 .236

Table F.68a

How Im portant Benefits, by Survey Year

Survey Y ear
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
How important: 
benefits

1993
1999

202
145

2.56
2.59

.563

.596
.040
.050
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Table F.68b

How Important Benefits, by Suney Year

How important: benefits
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .083
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f

.773
-.427
345

-.423
299.593

t-test for Equality of 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.670
-.03
.063

.673
-.03
.063

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.150 -.152
o f  the Difference Upper .097 .098

Table F.69a

How Important Research Facilities, by Suney Year

Mean Std. Std. Error
Survey Year Deviation Mean

How important: 1993 202 2.38 .697 .049
research facilities 1999 145 2.29 .716 .059

Table F.69b

How Important Research Facilities, by Survey Year

How important: research
facilities

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F .004
Equality o f  Variances Sig.

t
d f

.952
1.193
345

1.188
305.309

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.234

.09

.077

.236

.09

.077

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.059 -.060
o f the Difference Upper .242 .243
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Table F.70a

How Important Instructional Facilities, by Survey Year

N M ean Std. Std. Error
______________________ Survey Year________________ '__________ Deviation_____ Mean
How important: 1993 202 2.58 .578 .041
instructional facilities 1999 145 2.59 .572 .048

Table F.70b

How Important Instructional Facilities, by Sur\-ey Year

How important: 
instructional facilities
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F .046
Equality o f Variances Sig. .830

t -.112 -.112
d f 345 312.267
Sig. (2-tailed) .911 .911

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

M ean D ifference -.01 -.01
Std. Error Difference .063 .063
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.130 -.130
o f  the D ifference Upper .116 .116

Table F.7 la

How Important Spouse Employment Opportunities, by Sun-ey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important: jo b  for 1993 202 2.20 .775 .055
spouse 1999 145 .94 2.870 .238
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Table F.7 lb

How Important Spouse Employment Opportunities, by Survey Year

How important: jo b  for 
spouse 

Equal Equal 
variances variances not 
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 110.905
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .000

t 5.971 5.173
d f 345 159.147
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000

t-test for Equality o f M ean Difference 1.27 1.27
Means

Std. Error Difference .212 .245

95%  Confidence Interval Lower .848 .782
o f  the Difference Upper 1.682 1.748

Table F.72a

How Important Geographic Location, by Sun1ey Year

N M ean
Survev Year

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

How important: 
geographic location

1993 202 2.47 
1999 145 2.52

.624

.590
.044
.049

Table F.72b

How Important Geographic Location, by Sun'ey Year

How important: geographic 
location

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.090
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .297

t -.885 -.893
d f 345 320.121

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.377
-.06
.066

.372
-.06
.066

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.189 -.188
o f  the Difference Upper .072 .071
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Table F.73a

How Important Good Schools for Children, by Sur\'ey Year

. .  . .  Std. Std. Error
N M ean ~

_______________________ Survey Year Deviation Mean
How important: 1993 202 2.15 .893 .063
schools for kids 1999 145 -.18 3.386 .281

Table F.73b

How Important Good Schools for Children, by Sun tw Year

How important: good 
schools for kids

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 457.251
Sig. .000
t 9.353 8.096
df 345 15S.448
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean Difference 2.33 2.33
Std. Error Difference .249 .288

95%  Confidence Interval Lower 1.S42 1.764
o f the Difference Upper 2.823 2.902

Table F.74a

Total Income from Institution, by Survey Year

Survev Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

1993
Income from institution

202 4.07 1.639 .115
1999 145 5.43 2.114 .176
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Table F.74b 

Total Income from Institution, by Survey Year

Income from institution
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 15.858
Equality o f  Variances Sig- .000

t -6.713 -6.443
d f 345 260.346

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
-1.35

.202

.000
-1.35

.210

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -1.750 -1.767
o f  the Difference Upper -.957 -.940

Table F.75a

Total Personal Income—All Sources, by Survey Year

v . .  Std. M ean ^
Deviation

Std. Error
Sun ey Year Mean

_  , „ 1993 202 
Total incom e all sources

1999 145
4.42 1.846 
6.19 2.168

.130

.180

Table F.75b

Total Personal Income—All Sources, by Survey Year

Total income all sources
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assumed assumed

Levene's Test for F 8.858
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .003

t -8.196 -7.984
d f 345 278.866

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean Difference 
Std. Error Difference

.000
-1.77

.216

.000
-1.77

.222
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.198 -2.209
o f  the Difference Upper -1.347 -1.335
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Table F.76a 

Total Household Income, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

_  | . . . 1993 
Total household  income

202 6.04 2.359 .166
1999 145 8.19 2.436 .202

Table F.76b 

Total Household Income, by Suney Year

Total household income
Equal Equal

variances variances not 
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .811
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .368

t -8.254 -8.210
d f 345 304.322

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
M ean Difference -2.15 -2.15
Std. Error Difference .260 .262

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.661 -2.663
o f  the Difference Upper -1.637 -1.634

Table F. 77a 

Gender, by Sun’ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
D eviation

Std. Error 
Mean

r  . 1993 
G ender

202 1.25 .436 .031
1999 145 1.22 .416 .035

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

454

Table F.77b

Gender, by Survey Year

Gender
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 1.907
Equality o f Variances Sig. .168

t .683 .688
d f 345 318.423

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error D ifference

.495

.03

.047

.492

.03

.046

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.060 -.059
o f  the D ifference Upper .123 .123

Table F. 78a

Age. by S u n  ey Year

N Mean
Survey Year

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
M ean

Age
1993 202 2.71 
1999 145 3.08

.862
1.140

.061

.095

Table F.78b

Age. by S u n e y  Year

Age
Equal Equal

variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 6.414
Equality o f Variances Sig- .012

t -3.442 -3.291
d f 345 255.674

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed)
M ean D ifference 
Std. Error Difference

.001
-.37
.107

.001
-.37
.112

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.581 -.591
o f  the D ifference Upper -.159 -.149
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Table F.79a 

Country o f Birth, by Survey Year

Survey Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

L 1993 202 1.29 .456 .032
C ountry o f  birth

3 1999 145 1.25 .434 .036

Table F.79b 

Country o f Birth, by Sun-ey Year

Country o f  birth
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F 3.353
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .068

t .901 .908
d f 345 319.228
Sig. (2-tailed) .368 .364

t-test for Equality o f
M ean Difference .04 .04

Means
Std. Error Difference .049 .048

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.052 -.051
o f  the Difference Upper .139 .139

Table F.80a 

Citizenship Status, by Sun ey Year

Survev Year
N M ean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
Mean

1993 202 1.49 .871 .061
Citizenship status

145 1.44 .824 .068
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Table F.80b

Citizenship Status, by Survey Year

Citizenship status
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

F 1.413
Sig. .235
t .472 .477
d f 345 320.101
Sig. (2-tailed) .637 .634
M ean Difference .04 .04
Std. Error Difference .093 .092

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.139 -.137
o f  the Difference Upper .226 .224

Table F.8 la

How Likely to Accept Part-time Postsecondary Job. by Sur\ e \ Year

N Mean ^ tC*' ^ t(*' ^ rror
______________________ Survey Year______ ’__________ '__________ Deviation_____ Mean
How likely accept 1993 202 1.18 .480 .034
P T  pstsec jo b  m 3 yr 1999 145 1.17 .476 .040

Table F.8 lb

How Likely to Accept Part-time Postsecondary Job. by Suney Year

How likely accept P T  
pstsec job  in 3 yr

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene’s Test for F .126
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .723

t .207 .207
d f 345 311.545

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sie. (2-tailed) .836 .836
M ean Difference .01 .01
Std. Error Difference .052 .052
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.092 -.092
o f  the Difference Upper .113 .113
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Table F.82a

How Likely to Accept Full-time Postsecondary Job. by Survey Year

N M ean
Std. Std. Error

Survey Year D eviation Mean

How likely accept 1993 202 1.62 .717 .050
F T  pstsec jo b  in 3 yr 1999 145 1.52 .698 .058

Table F.82b

How Likely to Accept Full-time Postsecondary Job. by Survey Year

How likely accept F T
pstsec job in 3 yr

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F .395
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .530

t 1.380 1.386
d f 345 315.203
Sig. (2-tailed) .169 .167

t-test for Equality o fn M ean Difference .11 .11
Means

Std. Error Difference .077 .077

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.045 -.045
o f  the Difference Upper .258 .258

Table F.83a

How Likely to Accept Part-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Sur\’ey Year

How likely accept P T
nonpstsec job  3 yr

Equal Equal
variances variances not
assum ed assumed

Levene's Test for F 5.735
Equality o f  V ariances Sig. .017

t -1.370 -1.348
d f 345 291.488
Sig. (2-tailed) .172 .179

t-test for Equality o f
^  1 M ean D ifference -.07 -.07

Means
Std. Error Difference .053 .054

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.178 -.180
o f  the Difference Upper .032 .034
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Table F.83b

How Likely to Accept Part-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Survey Year

v. . .  Std. Std. Error
_______________________ Survey Year______ __________ | D eviation Mean
How likely accept P T  1993 202 1.17 .469 .033
nonpstsec job 3 yr 1999 145 1.24 .517 .043

Table F.84a

How Likely to Accept Full-time Non-postsecondary Job. by Suney Year

v. Std. Std. Error
N Mean _  . .

_______________________ Survey \  ear______   Deviation_____ Mean
How likely accept F T  1993 202 1.44 .660 .046
nonpstsec job  3 yr 1999 145 1.43 .675 .056

Table F.84b

How Likely to Accept Full-time Non-postsecondary Job, by Sun  ey Year

How likely accept F T  
nonpstsec job  3 yr

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F .045
Sig. .832
t .016 .016
d f 345 306.254
Sig. (2-tailed) .987 .987

Mean Difference .00 .00
Std. Error Difference .073 .073

95% Confidence Interval Lower -.142 -.142
o f  the Difference Upper .144 .144

Table F.85a

How Likely to Retire in Next Three Years, by Suney Year

Survey Year
N Mean Std.

Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean
How likelv retire 1993 202 1.13 .403 .028
in 3 years 1999 145 1.20 .522 .043
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Table F.85b

How Likely to Retire in Next Three Years, by Sur\’ev Year

How likely retire in 3 years 
Equal Equal

variances
assumed

variances not 
assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

F 8.188

Sig. .004

t -1.435 -1.377

d f 345 259.661
Sig. (2-tailed) .152 .170
M ean Difference -.07 -.07
Std. Error Difference .050 .052

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.169 -.173
o f  the Difference Upper .026 .031

Table F.86a

Age M ost L ikely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution, by Survey Year

N Mean StA S td  Err0r
___________________ Survey Year___________________________ Deviation Mean

Age most likely 1993 14Q 64.39 7.601 .642
to stop working
at postsecondary ^  64.74 5.522 .513
institution

Table F.86b

Age M ost L ikely to Stop Working at Postsecondary Institution, by Survey Year

Age most likely to stop 
working at postsecondary 

institution
Equal

variances
assumed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for F 2.256
Equality o f  Variances Sig. .134

t -.412 -.424
d f 254 249.909

t-test for Equality o f  
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .681 .672
M ean Difference -.35 -.35
Std. Error Difference .846 .822
95%  Confidence Interval Lower -2.015 -1.967
o f the Difference Upper 1.318 1.270
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Table F.87a

How Likely to Retire and Work Part-time at Institution, by Survey Year

XI . .  Std. Std. ErrorN M ean , ,
__________________ Survey \  ear___________________________ Deviation_____ M ean
Retire and work 1993 202 .42 1.576 .111
P T  at institution 1999 145 .59 1.530 .127

Table F.87b

How Likely to Retire and Work Part-time at Institution, by Si/rvev Year

Retire and work P T  at 
institution

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f  Variances

t-test for Equality of 
Means

F 1.641
Sig. .201
t -1.017 -1.022
df 345 315.712
Sig. (2-tailed) .310 .308
M ean Difference -.17 -.17
Std. Error Difference .169 .169

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.506 -.504
o f  the Difference Upper .161 .159

Table F.88a

Would You Take Early Retirement, by Sun-ey Year

Survey Year
N Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 
M ean

W ould you take 1993 202 .23 1.795 .126
early retirement 1999 145 .27 1.725 .143
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Table F.88b

Would You Take Earlv Retirement, bv Surve\- Year

W ould you take early 
retirement

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed

Levene's Test for 
Equality o f Variances

t-test for Equality o f  
M eans

F 2.456
Sig. .118
t -.215 -.216
d f 345 317.433
Sig. (2-tailed) .830 .829
M ean D ifference -.04 -.04
Std. E rror D ifference .192 .191

95%  Confidence Interval Lower -.419 -.417
o f the D ifference Upper .337 .334

Table F.89a

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment, by Survey Year

. .  , ,  Std. Std. Error
% M ean

____________________ Survey Year_________"_________ ’__________ Deviation_____ Mean
Age likely retire from 1993 135 66.38 6.105 .525
all paid em ployment 1999 117 66.05 6.091 .563

Table F.89b

Age Likely to Retire from All Paid Employment, by Sur\-ey Year

Age likely retire from all 
paid employment

Equal
variances
assum ed

Equal 
variances not 

assumed
Levene's Test for F .099
Equality o f Variances Sig. .753

t .424 .424
d f 250 245.087

t-test for Equality o f 
Means

Sig. (2-tailed) .672 .672
M ean D ifference .33 .33
Std. Error D ifference .770 .770
95% Confidence Interval Lower -1.191 -1.190
o f  the D ifference Upper 1.844 1.843
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