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QUALITY OF FACULTY WORKLIFE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI‘I

Summary of the Findings

In the spring of 2002, the All Campus Council of Faculty Senate Chairs (ACCFSC) requested
that a survey be conducted to measure the quality of faculty worklife at the University of
Hawai‘i. This is the second time this study has been conducted; the first administration was in
fall 1998. Complete results of the survey conducted in 1998 are available on the web:
http://www.hawaii.edu/ovppp/faculty.pdf.

The instrument was adapted from a morale survey that had been conducted by the Manoa
Faculty Senate every few years since 1984. The instrument was revised in 1998 to reflect the
concerns of all members of the faculty (i.e., instructors, researchers, specialists, agents and
librarians) affiliated with each of the three institutional types represented within the system (i.e.,
research university, baccalaureate granting, and community colleges). Approval for the research
protocol was granted by the UH Committee on Human Studies.

The study included all 2,991 members of the UH faculty. Three separate mailings yielded 1,437
responses for a 48% return rate. Twenty-five instruments were not useable; analyses were
conducted on the remaining 1,412.

The data were analyzed to answer the following questions:

How do faculty perceive the quality of worklife at UH?

X How are faculty members spending their time and how would they prefer to spend it?

X What is the current morale of faculty?

X How do faculty members perceive that their morale has changed over time, and in the case of
UH-Manoa, how have perceptions changed since the first administration of the survey in
19847
How likely are faculty members to leave their position or their institution?

X Are there differences in the quality of worklife, morale, change of morale, or likelihood
to leave by campus or faculty group (i.e., classification, academic rank, 9 or 11 month
appointment period, sex, and race/ethnicity)?

X And finally, have perceptions regarding the quality of worklife, morale, change in morale

or likelihood to leave changed since 1998?

The following narrative serves to explain the attached tables and appendices in answer to the
study’s questions. Tables 1-3 provide the demographic data on the respondents. The remaining
tables provide the results of the survey by major units and campus units. The appendices


http://www.hawaii.edu/ovppp/faculty.pdf

provide a more detailed breakdown of the results by campus, faculty group and, in the case of
UH Manoa, by locus of appointment. As these data constitute a census of all faculty members,
the results are interpreted as true parameters versus parameter estimates. Thus, no t-values or
probabilities are reported.

How do faculty members perceive the quality of worklife at UH?

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with 77 statements
about the quality of their worklives. Appendix 1 a-d includes the means and standard deviations
on each of the statements regarding quality of worklife. Faculty were then asked to list the three
aspects of their worklives that are most negative and the three that are most positive. Across all
faculty members at all campuses, the following received the largest proportion of the first,
second or third choices:

Most positive aspects of faculty worklife: Most negative aspects of faculty worklife:
1. Department/unit relations 1. Current salary
2. Undergraduate students 2. Facilities
3. Relations with department chair 3. Undergraduate teaching load
4. Community service 4. Clerical support
5. Physical work environment 5. Support for travel

Table 4 lists the most positive and negative aspects for each of the four major units as reported
in 1998 and in 2002. Although the rank order varies by unit, collegial relations and students are
the most positive aspects of faculty worklives. Current salary ranks first or second as the most
negative aspect of faculty life in each of the four units in both 1998 and 2002.

To create more global measures of the quality of worklife, scales were constructed from each
substantive set of the 77 statements and analyzed to determine their internal consistency. Nine
dimensions were judged reliable for further analysis (alpha coefficients are included in
parentheses): professional worklife (.80), reward/evaluation system (.78), collegial relations
(.86), students (.79), faculty governance (.89), personal issues (.84), support services (.80),
advocacy for the faculty (.84), and confidence in the leadership (.82).

The range is 1 to 5, with “1” indicating the most negative response and “5” indicating the most
positive response. The overall rank order of the nine quality of worklife dimensions for all UH
faculty from most positive to most negative is as follows (means in parentheses):



2002 1998
Collegial relations (3.77) Collegial relations (3.80)
Students (3.43) Students (3.33)
Professional worklife (3.09) Personal issues (3.13)
Confidence in the leadership (3.05) | Professional worklife (3.07)
Reward/evaluation system (3.04) Reward/evaluation system (3.04)
Support services (2.93) Confidence in the leadership (2.87)
Faculty governance (2.92) Support services (2.84)
Personal issues (2.91) Faculty governance (2.81)
Advocacy for the faculty (2.88) Advocacy for the faculty (2.75)

Table 5 provides the means and standard deviations on each of the nine dimensions by campus
unit. Appendices 2-10 provide the means and standard deviations for faculty members on each
of the nine quality of worklife scales by faculty classification, academic rank, appointment
period, sex, and race/ethnicity.

How are UH faculty members spending their time and how would they prefer to spend it?

Faculty were asked to indicate how they allocate their time across typical faculty activities:
teaching, research, professional growth, administration, consulting, and service. They were also
asked how they would prefer to spend their time. As these activities are most appropriate to
instructional faculty, the results reported here are for instructional faculty only. Table 6
provides the percentage of time spent and time preferred by the instructional faculty in each of
the major units (responses that did not total 100% were recalculated to fit 100%).

The time spent by instructional faculty in teaching activities varies by institutional type; that is,
at Manoa faculty report that they spend 39 percent of their time on teaching activities, while at
UH Hilo faculty report 54 percent, UH West O‘ahu faculty report 48 percent, and the
Community College faculty report 61 percent. All faculty, except those at West O‘ahu, indicate
that they would like to spend less time on teaching activities with Hilo faculty preferring to
spend about 6 percent less of their time on those activities relative to other activities.
Instructional faculty at Manoa spend about 25 percent of their time on research and scholarly
activities and would prefer to increase that amount by 9 percent. Hilo and West O‘ahu faculty
spend 14 percent on research and scholarly activities and would like to increase that by 6 to 9
percent. Community College faculty members spend about 6 percent in such activities and
would prefer to allocate another 4 percent.

Instructional faculty within all the major units report that they spend from 3 to 5 percent of their
time on professional growth, and all indicate that they would like to spend slightly more. The
opposite is true for administrative activities with faculty from all units indicating that they would
like to spend less time than they are now. The amount of time spent on administrative activities
ranges from a low of 14 percent at Hilo to a high of 23 percent at West O‘ahu. Less than 2



percent of instructional faculty members’ time is spent in outside consulting or freelance work,
and faculty from all campuses prefer to spend slightly more. Finally, instructional faculty from
all four major units spend between 11 and 14 percent of their time in service activities and would
prefer to spend slightly less time engaged in these activities relative to others.

What is the current morale of faculty?

Faculty members were asked to assess their overall morale on a scale of 1 to 10, with “1”
indicating low morale and “10” indicating high morale. The range is 1 to 10 with a midpoint of
5.5. As indicated on Table 7, the mean of morale of faculty on all campus units is 5.40, an
increase from a mean of 5.16 in 1998. The means are above the midpoint on seven of the
campus units and below the midpoint on four. The rank order of the eleven campus units by
morale from the highest to the lowest (2002) is listed below. The morale reported in 1998 is
also included with the percent of change.

2002 1998 Percent

Campus ) ) Change
Employment Training Center 6.71 6.47 +3.71%
Windward Community College 6.38 6.46 -1.24%
Leeward Community College 6.21 5.82 +6.70%
Honolulu Community College 6.11 6.19 -1.30%
UH Hilo 6.04 6.26 -3.51%
Kapi‘olani Community College 5.67 6.07 -6.59%
Maui Community College 5.66 6.09 -7.06%
UH West O‘ahu 5.20 5.80 -10.34%
UH Manoa 5.17 4.63 +11.17%
Kaua‘i Community College 5.13 5.94 -13.64%
Hawai‘i Community College 4.56 5.08 -10.24%

Appendix 11, column #1, provides further detail for Manoa faculty on overall morale by locus
of appointment. Appendix 13 provides the means and standard deviations for faculty members
on overall morale by faculty classification, academic rank, appointment period, sex, and
race/ethnicity. Overall morale varies by faculty classification. Among the six classes of faculty,
agents and specialists have the highest morale (means of 5.75 and 5.69, respectively), and
researchers and librarians have the lowest morale (5.34 and 5.29, respectively). Assistant
professors have the highest morale (mean of 5.68), instructors are lower (5.50), full professors
even lower (5.31), and associate professors have the lowest morale (5.16). There is a small
difference in morale by appointment period (9 month versus 11 month appointments). There is
virtually no difference by sex, with the morale of female faculty at a mean of 5.46 and the morale
of male faculty at mean of 5.44. Minority faculty members report higher morale (5.62) than non-
minority faculty members (5.28).



How do faculty members perceive the change in their morale?

Respondents were asked to indicate on a scale of “1” to “10” to what extent their morale has
declined or improved since the time of the last survey (1998) or since they became a faculty
member at the University of Hawai‘i. As reported on Table 8, “1” indicates a decline in morale,
“5.5” is the midpoint or unchanged morale, and “10” indicates improved morale. Overall,
faculty members perceive that their morale has declined with a mean of 4.92 across all campus
units.

One campus unit indicated an improvement in morale (mean greater than 5.5) and nine units
indicated a decline (means less than 5.5). The rank order of the eleven campus units by
perceived change in morale from the most improved morale to the most declined morale
(2002) is listed below. Data from 1998 is provided for comparison.

2002 1998
Campus j )

Windward Community College 6.16 5.29
Employment Training Center 5.50 6.53
Leeward Community College 5.47 4.88
Honolulu Community College 5.27 5.11
Maui Community College 5.00 5.22
UH West O‘ahu 5.00 4.84
UH Manoa 4.91 3.63
UH Hilo 4.87 5.61
Kapi‘olani Community College 4.73 5.09
Kaua‘i Community College 4.42 5.06
Hawai‘i Community College 3.82 4.50

Appendix 11, column #2, provides further detail on change in morale by locus of appointment at
UH Manoa, and Appendix 12 provides the change in faculty morale reported in past years for the
Manoa campus.

How likely are faculty members to leave their institution?

Faculty members were asked how likely they are to leave their current institution. Table 9
provides the means and standard deviations on the responses. The range is 1 to 5, with “1”
indicating “not likely to leave” and “5” indicating very likely to leave. Overall, the likelihood of
faculty to leave is lower than the midpoint of “3” at a mean of 2.57.

None of the campus means are at or above the midpoint. The rank order of the eleven campus
units by the likelihood of their faculty to leave from least likely to most likely is as follows
(mean in parentheses):



2002

1998

Windward Community College (1.85)
UH Hilo (2.21)

Honolulu Community College (2.24)
Leeward Community College (2.29)
Kapi‘olani Community College (2.44)
Hawai‘i Community College (2.52)
Employment Training Center (2.54)
UH West O‘ahu (2.55)

Kaua‘i Community College (2.60)
Maui Community College (2.61)

UH Manoa (2.71)

Honolulu Community College (1.88)
Maui Community College (2.02)

UH Hilo (2.11)

Windward Community College (2.11)
Kaua‘i Community College (2.29)
Hawai‘i Community College (2.29)
Leeward Community College (2.35)
Employment Training Center (2.37)
Kapi‘olani Community College (2.42)
UH Manoa (2.81)

UH West O‘ahu (2.87)

Appendix 11, column #3, provides further detail for Manoa on the likelihood of faculty to leave

their institution by locus of appointment.

Further Analyses

The analyses provided here are descriptive. Further analyses could be conducted with these data
to answer such questions as: What combination of the nine quality of worklife scales explain the
variation in morale, change in morale, or likelihood to leave? Do demographic variables such as
sex or rank or race/ethnicity contribute to the explanation of variance? And finally, does the
combination of worklife scales and demographics that explains variance hold across the three
institutional types in the UH system? In other words, how does the quality of worklife measured
in this study vary in its ability to explain morale or likelihood to leave for different faculty

groups on different UH campuses?



Appendix 1

MEANS ON QUALITY OF WORKLIFE STATEMENTS FOR TOTAL FACULTY RESPONDENTS BY MAJOR UNITS

Item Overall Manoa Hilo West O‘ahu UHCC'’s
Professional worklife 0 0 0 0 0
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
My undergraduate teaching load is appropriate. 3.13 3.64 3.45 3.76 2.31
(1.42) (1.20) (1.30) (1.44) (1.34)
My graduate teaching load is appropriate. 3.82 3.85 2.33 -- --
(1.05) (1.02) (1.03)
Committee load is evenly distributed in my unit. 2.90 2.93 2.90 2.58 2.84
(1.23) (1.24) (1.15) (1.54) (1.20)
Advising load is evenly distributed in my unit. 3.09 3.05 3.28 2.76 3.16
(1.20) (1.20) (1.18) (1.30) (1.17)
Service to my campus is rewarding for me. 3.63 3.51 3.54 3.60 3.86
(1.07) (1.07) (1.02) (1.10) (1.06)
Service to the community is rewarding for me. 4.15 4.08 4.04 4.1 4.29
(.86) (.90) (.82) (.81) (.77)
Consulting opportunities are available to me. 3.12 3.12 3.10 2.94 3.10
(1.22) (1.26) (1.05) (1.20) (1.16)
Support for my professional travel is adequate. 2.38 2.40 2.49 2.45 2.33
(1.24) (1.24) (1.22) (1.57) (1.22)
Graduate assistant support is available to me. 2.20 2.30 1.19 1.50 --
(1.23) (1.25) (.51) (.71)
| have sufficient clerical support. 2.68 2.61 2.65 2.25 2.83
(1.34) (1.33) (1.38) (.97) (1.36)
Institutional funds for research/scholarship are accessible. 2.46 2.44 2.75 1.95 2.48
(1.10) (1.10) (1.03) (1.10) (1.09)
Access to extramural research funds for research/training is well- 2.69 2.77 2.79 2.10 2.50
supported. (1.12) (1.17) (.92) (1.17) (1.02)
Opportunities for professional development are supported. 2.94 2.83 2.69 2.90 3.16
(1.16) (1.14) (1.15) (1.07) (1.16)
My physical work environment is pleasant. 3.25 3.12 3.39 3.60 3.45
(1.25) (1.26) (1.14) (1.05) (1.23)
My access to parking is adequate. 3.47 3.26 3.95 4.65 3.68
(1.29) (1.34) (.95) (.49) (1.20)
The reputation of UH is an asset to me. 3.09 2.93 3.00 3.05 3.40
(1.10) (1.11) (1.02) (.89) (1.01)

Range is from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree




Appendix 1A

West
Item Overall Manoa Hilo O‘ahu UHCC'’s
Reward/evaluation system 0 0 0 0 0
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
My campus rewards teaching. 2.93 274 3.01 4.15 3.20
(1.15) (1.11) (1.19) (.67) (1.13)
My campus rewards research/scholarship. 3.29 3.58 3.25 3.50 2.59
(1.18) (1.14) (1.04) (1.05) (1.02)
My campus rewards service. 2.74 2.48 2.77 2.95 3.22
(1.12) (1.05) (1.00) (1.23) (1.08)
| am provided appropriate feedback at contract rengl  3.16 3.03 3.35 292 3.40
time. (1.16) (1.15) (1.04) (1.19) (1.14)
The process for tenure is fair. 3.21 3.21 3.38 3.53 3.20
(1.11) (1.09) (1.04) (.87) (1.12)
The process for promotion is fair. 3.10 3.08 3.30 3.61 3.11
(1.12) (1.13) (1.09) (.78) (1.10)
Post-tenure review is useful. 277 2.80 2.44 3.33 2.75
(1.22) (1.21) (1.12) (1.18) (1.25)
Collegial relations
| have good relations with my chair. 4.04 3.96 4.15 442 4.16
(1.08) 1.09 (1.03) (.69) (1.03)
| receive support for my career from my chair. 3.68 3.60 3.75 4.21 3.83
(1.20) 1.22 (1.27) (.85) (1.13)
My social fit with my department/unit is good. 3.82 3.72 3.96 3.85 3.96
(1.03) 1.01 (1.19) (1.09) (1.03)
My intellectual fit with my department/unit is good. 3.82 3.74 3.82 3.75 3.96
(1.01) 1.01 1.22 (1.07) (.97)
Relations within my department/unit are collegial. 3.65 3.55 3.77 3.80 3.85
(1.14) 1.15 (1.22) (1.01) (1.08)
Relations among faculty on my campus are collegia| 3.58 3.50 3.54 3.15 3.74
(.94) (.91) (.89) (1.18) (.95)
Students
Undergraduate students are enthusiastic. 3.35 3.17 3.63 4.11 3.53
(1.02) (1.04) (.73) (1.10) (.94)
Graduate students are enthusiastic. 3.88 3.90 3.43 -- --
(.82) (.81) (.98)
Undergraduate students are prepared for my classe| 2.72 2.76 2.80 2.94 2.65
(1.01) (1.01) (.88) (1.14) (1.02)
Graduate students are prepared for my classes. 3.58 3.60 3.25 -- --
(.88) (.88) (1.26)
My campus supports undergraduates. 3.58 3.25 3.87 4.37 4.00
(.93) (.91) (-80) (-50) (.79)
My campus supports graduate students. 3.34 3.33 3.20 -- --
(.97) (.97) (1.06)

Range is from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree




Appendix 1B

Item Overall Manoa Hilo West O‘ahu| UHCC’s
Faculty Governance 0 0 0 0 0
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Faculty input at the department level is adequate for:
academic decisions 3.61 3.56 3.84 4.29 3.64
(1.08) (1.12) (1.10) (.77) (1.02)
budget decisions 2.85 2.78 3.19 3.00 2.94
(1.22) (1.21) (1.33) (1.46) (1.21)
personnel decisions 3.34 3.33 3.51 4.00 3.31
(1.16) (1.16) (1.22) (1.06) (1.14)
Faculty input at the college/unit level is adequate for:
academic decisions 3.13 3.07 297 3.67 3.24
(1.07) (1.03) (1.11) (.97) (1.09)
budget decisions 2.43 2.43 2.28 2.22 2.47
(1.05) (1.01) (1.10) (1.26) (1.09)
personnel decisions 2.82 2.82 2.77 3.1 2.82
(1.07) (1.03) (1.12) (1.37) (1.11)
Faculty input at the university level is adequate for:
academic decisions 2.67 2.71 2.57 2.78 2.64
(1.03) (1.00) (1.14) (1.22) (1.04)
budget decisions 2.16 2.19 1.75 1.76 2.21
(.94) (.92) (.85) (1.03) (.96)
personnel decisions 2.48 2.51 2.35 2.47 2.46
(1.00) (.97) (1.05) (1.28) (1.02)
Protection of academic freedom is ensured. 3.38 3.32 3.48 3.79 3.47
(.89) (.88) (.88) (.85) (.90)
Personal Factors
My housing is adequate for my needs. 3.65 3.54 4.15 3.55 3.82
(1.16) (1.17) (.90) (1.39) (1.08)
My standard of living is adequate. 3.24 3.17 3.68 2.90 3.36
(1.22) (1.22) (1.12) (1.37) (1.17)
| am satisfied with my current salary. 2.31 2.27 2.42 2.15 2.40
(1.17) (1.17) (1.09) (1.35) (1.18)
Fringe benefits meet my needs. 2.89 2.83 2.99 2.70 2.98
(1.20) (1.20) (1.13) (1.42) (1.17)
Retirement benefits meet my expectations. 2.45 2.37 2.54 2.30 2.60
(1.15) (1.14) (1.02) (1.26) (1.15)

Range is from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree
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