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QUALITY OF FACULTY WORKLIFE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI‘I
Summary of the Findings

Inthefdl of 1998, the All Campus Council of Faculty Senate Chairs (ACCFSC) sponsored a survey
to measure the qudity of faculty worklife at the University of Hawai‘i. The instrument was adapted
from amorale survey that had been conducted by the Manoa Faculty Senate every few years since
1984. The instrument was revised to reflect the concerns of all members of the faculty (i.e.,
ingtructors, researchers, speciaigts, agents and librarians) affiliated with each of the three institutional
types represented within the system (i.e., research university, baccalaureate granting, and community
colleges).

The study included al 2,932 members of the UH faculty. Three separate mailings yielded 1,511
responses for a 52% return rate. Seven instruments were not useable; analyses were conducted on
the remaining 1,504.

The data were anayzed to answer the following questions:

How do faculty perceive the quality of worklife at UH?

. How are faculty spending their time and how would they prefer to spend it?
. What is the current morale of faculty?
. Has the morale of faculty changed over time, and in the case of UH-Manoa, how has it

changed over time (since the first administration of the survey in 1984)?
. How likely are faculty to leave their position or their ingtitution?

. And finally, 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)?

Thefollowing 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 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 al faculty members, the results are interpreted
as true parameters versus parameter estimates. Thus, no t-values or probabilities are reported.

How do faculty perceive the quality of worklife at UH?

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with 73 statements
about the quality of their worklives. Appendix 1 a-d includes the means and standard deviations on
each of the statements regarding qudity 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 al faculty
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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. Support for travel
3. Relations with department chair 3. Facilities
4. Physical work environment 4. Undergraduate teaching load
5. Community service 5. Clerical support

Table 4 lists the most positive and negative aspects for each of the four magjor units. Although the
rank order varies by unit, collegia 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.

To create more global measures of the quality of worklife, scales were constructed from each
substantive set of the 73 statements and analyzed to determine their internal consistency. Nine
dimensons were judged reliable for further analysis (alpha coefficients are included in parentheses):
professiond worklife (.79), reward/evaluation system (.74), collegia relations (.86), students (.68),
faculty governance (.88), persond issues (.84), support services (.82), advocacy for the faculty (.79),
and confidence in the leadership (.75).

Therangeis1to 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 (meansin parentheses):

Collegial relations (3.80)

Students (3.33)

Personal issues (3.13)

Professional worklife (3.07)
Reward/evaluation system (3.04)
Confidence in the leadership (2.87)
Support services (2.84)

Faculty governance (2.81)
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 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,
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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 (based on those
respondents who provided an alocation of 100 percent of their time).

The time spent by instructional faculty in teaching activities varies by institutional type; that is, at
Manoa faculty report that they spend 51 percent of their time on teaching activities, while at UH Hilo
faculty report 65 percent, UH West O'ahu faculty report 62 percent, and the Community College
faculty report 71 percent. All faculty indicate that they would like to spend less time on teaching
activities with Manoa and the Community College faculty preferring to spend about 8 percent less
of their time on those activities relative to other activities. Instructional faculty at Manoa spend about
23 percent of their time on research and scholarly activities and would prefer to increase that amount
by 10 percent. Hilo and West O*ahu faculty spend 13 percent and 10 percent, respectively, on
research and scholarly activities and would like to increase that by about 8 percent. The Community
College faculty spend about 5 percent in such activities and would prefer to allocate another 5
percent.

Instructiond faculty within al the magjor unitsreport that they spend from 4 to 7 percent of their time
on professional growth, and al indicate that they would like to spend dightly more. The opposite
istrue for adminigtrative activitieswith faculty from al units indicating that they would like to spend
lesstime than they are now. The amount of time spent on administrative activities ranges from alow
of 8 percent at Hilo to a high of 12 percent at Manoa. Lessthan 2 percent of instructional faculty
members’ time is spent in outside consulting or freelance work, and faculty from Manoa, Hilo, and
the Community Colleges prefer to spend dightly more. Finally, instructional faculty from all four
major units spend between 8 and 10 percent of their time in service activities and would prefer to
spend dightly 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 ascale 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 morde of faculty on al campus unitsis 5.16. The means are above
the midpoint on nine of the campuses and below the midpoint on two. The rank order of the eleven
campus units by morde from the highest to the lowest is as follows (overall mean in parentheses):

Employment Training Center (6.47)

Windward Community College (6.46)

UH Hilo (6.26)

Honolulu Community College (6.19)

Maui Community College (6.09)

Kapi‘olani Community College (6.07)

Kaua'i Community College (5.94)

Leeward Community College (5.82)

UH West O*ahu (5.80)



Hawai‘i Community College (5.08)
Manoa (4.63)

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
overdl morde by faculty classification, academic rank, appointment period, sex, and race/ethnicity.
Overall morae varies by faculty classification. Among the six classes of faculty, librarians and
gpeciadists have the highest morale (means of 5.83, 5.53, respectively), and those with split
appointments and researchers have the lowest morale (4.67, 4.38, respectively). Thereisan inverse
relationship between rank and morale; that is, instructors have the highest morale (mean of 5.85),
assistant professors are lower (5.49), associate professors even lower (5.04), and full professors have
the lowest morale (4.75). Thereisvirtually no difference in morae by appointment period (9 month
versus 11 month appointments). There are differences by sex and race/ethnicity, with women faculty
reporting higher morae (mean of 5.34) than men faculty (5.01), and minority faculty reporting higher
morale (5.64) than non-minority faculty (4.91).

How has faculty morale changed?

Respondents were asked to indicate on ascale of "1" to "10" to what extent their morale has declined
or improved since the time of the last survey (1994 for Manoa only) or since they became afaculty
member a the University of Hawai'i. Asreported on Table 8, "1" indicates a decline in morale, "5.5"
is the midpoint or unchanged morale, and "10" indicates improved morale. Overall the morale of
faculty on all campus units has declined with a mean of 4.21.

Two campus units indicated an improvement in morale (means greater than 5.5) and the remaining
eight units indicated a decline (means less than 5.5). The rank order of the eleven campus units by
change in morae from the most improved morale to the most declined moraeis as follows (overall
mean in parentheses):

Employment Training Center (6.53)
UH Hilo (5.61)

Windward Community College (5.29)
Maui Community College (5.22)
Honolulu Community College (5.11)
Kapi‘olani Community College (5.09)
Kaua'i Community College (5.06)
Leeward Community College (4.88)
UH West O'ahu (4.84)

Hawai‘i Community College (4.50)
Manoa (3.63)
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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 morae reported in past years for the Manoa
campus.

How likely are faculty to leave their position or their institution?

Faculty members were asked how likely they are to leave their current position or their current
ingtitution. Responses to the two questions were combined into one construct representing faculty
members likelihood to leave (alpha = .94). Table 9 provides the means and standard deviations on
theresponses. Therangeis1to 5, with“1” indicating “not likely to leave” and “5” indicating very
likely to leave. Overal, thelikdihood of faculty to leave is lower than the midpoint of “3” at a mean
of 2.59.

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):

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 by
locus of appointment.

Further Analyses

The andyses 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 morae, changein 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 ingtitutional 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?



Table 1

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS BY CAMPUS UNITS

Campus Population | Responses | Percent of Total Response
(Useable) Responses Rate
UH-Manoa 1873 919 61.1% 49%
UH-Hilo 167 93 6.2% 56%
UH-West O‘ahu 26 20 1.3% 7%
UHCC'’s 866 462 30.7% 53%
Hawai'i 94 52 3.5% 55%
Honolulu 139 80 5.3% 58%
Kapi‘olani 221 112 7.4% 51%
Kaua'i 80 36 2.4% 45%
Leeward 177 93 6.2% 53%
Maui 88 46 3.1% 52%
Windward 47 28 1.9% 60%
Emp.Train Ctr (ETC) 20 15 9% 75%
Blank - 10 7% -
Grand total 2932 1504* 100% 52%

* Seven surveys were incomplete (6 from Manoa and 1 from Kapi‘olani) for an actual return of 1511.



Table 2

DEMOGRAPHICS ON RESPONDENTS BY CAMPUS UNIT

Demographic Total #* Manoa Hilo West O‘ahu UHCC'’s
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Faculty Classification
Instructional 1077 582 81 17 393
(71.6) (63.3) (87.1) (85.0) (85.1)
Researcher 114 114 N/A N/A N/A
(7.6) (12.4)
Specialist 140 120 5 2 13
(9.3) (13.2) (5.4) (10.0) (2.8)
Librarian 52 31 3 1 17
(3.5) (3.4) (3.2) (5.0 (3.7)
Agent 17 17 N/A N/A N/A
(1.2) (1.8)
Split/Other 72 42 1 0 28
(4.8) (4.6) (1.2) (6.0)
Blank 32 13 3 0 11
(2.2) (1.4) (3.2) (2.4)
Academic Rank
Instructor 193 106 12 1 74
(12.9) (11.5) (12.9) (5.0 (16.0)
Assistant 277 154 19 3 100
(18.4) (16.8) (20.4) (15.0) (21.6)
Associate 390 233 18 6 130
(25.9) (25.4) (19.4) (30.0) (28.1)
Full 516 368 33 5 107
(34.3) (40.0) (35.5) (25.0) (23.2)
Blank 128 58 11 5 51
(8.5) (6.3) (11.8) (25.0) (11.0)
Appointment
9-month 829 431 63 17 317
(55.1) (46.9) (67.7) (85.0) (68.6)
11-month 599 460 20 3 113
(39.8) (50.1) (21.5) (15.0) (24.5)
Blank 76 28 10 0 32
(5.1) (3.0 (10.8) (6.9)
Sex
Female 635 354 32 9 236
(42.2) (38.5) (34.4) (45.0) (51.2)
Male 818 548 56 11(55.0) 201
(54.4) (59.6) (60.2) (43.5)
Blank 51 17 5 0 25
(3.4) (1.8) (5.4) (5.4)




* Totals include 10 surveys that omitted “campus.”
Table 2
continued

DEMOGRAPHICS ON RESPONDENTS BY CAMPUS UNIT

Demographic Total # Manoa Hilo West O‘ahu UHCC'’s
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Race/Ethnicity
African-American 6 5 0 0 1
(.4) (.5) (.2)
Caucasian 904 603 56 13 231
(60.1) (65.6) (60.2) (65.0) (50.0)
Chinese 85 53 5 1 26
(5.7) (5.8) (5.4) (5.0) (5.6)
Filipino 14 8 0 0 6
(.9) (.9) (1.3)
Hawaiian/PT 56 20 6 1 29
(3.7) (2.2) (6.5) (5.0) (6.3)
Hispanic 7 4 0 1 2
(.5) (.4) (5.0) (.4)
East Indians 6 5 1 0 0
(4) (.5) (1.1)
Japanese 231 117 12 1 100
(15.4) (12.7) (12.9) (5.0) (21.6)
Korean 10 6 2 0 2
(.7) (.7) (2.2) (.4)
Mixed/Other 67 46 5 1 24
(5.1) (5.0) (5.4) (5.0) (5.2)
Native-American 4 2 0 0 2
(.3) (.2) (.4)
Pacific Islander 4 1 1 0 2
(.3) (.1) (1.1) (.4)
Blank 100 49 5 2 37
(6.6) (5.3) (5.4) (10.0) (8.0)
Minority/Non-minority*
Minority 500 267 32 5 194
(33.2) (29.1) (34.4) (25.0) (42.0)
Non-minority 904 603 56 13 231
(60.1) (65.6) (60.2) (65.0) (50.0)
Blank 100 49 5 2 37
(606) (5.3) (5.4) (10.0) (8.0)




* For the purpose of analysis, minority includes African-American, Chinese, Filipino, Hawaiian, Hispanic, East Indians,
Japanese, Korean, Native-American, Pacific Islander, and mixed/other. Non-minority is Caucasian.

Table 3

LOCUS OF APPOINTMENT BY CAMPUS UNIT

Locus of Appointment Number of Percent of
Respondents Respondents

UH-Manoa

College of Arts & Sciences:

Arts & Humanities 81 8.8
Languages, Linguistics, & Literature 112 12.2
Natural Sciences 83 9.0
Social Sciences 80 8.8
College of Business Administration 27 29
Travel Industry Management 5 5

College of Health Sciences & Social Welfare:

School of Medicine 73 7.9
School of Nursing 25 2.7
School of Public Health 15 1.6
School of Social Work 17 1.8
Organized Research Units & Academic Affairs 53 5.8
College of Education 63 6.9
College of Engineering 23 25
College of Tropical Ag. & Human Resources 97 10.6
School of Architecture 6 7
School of Law 7 .8
Library Services 28 3.0
Outreach College 7 .8
SOEST 68 7.4
SHAPS 16 1.7
Student Affairs 30 3.3

Blank 3 3




