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o ABSTRACT - '

This study identified determinants of publicatlon producttvnty

of Ph.D. faculty in arts and science departments at undergraduate

colleges. (Separate analyses were also conducted of faculty publlsh-

- lng at public, nondenomlnational Protestant, and Cathollc |nst|tut|ons )

’ The sample consisted of 1216 facuity selected from the respondents

-

‘|n the American Councll on Education-Carnegie Commisslon on ngher
Educatlon 1969 natlonal survey. ContIngency coefflc-ents on h8
. varuables were reduced to the ten strongest predictors for regres-
sion anaIyS|s. "Habit of professional writing is the single best pre-f
dtctor of total productivity, even when years in higher edudatlon,
rank, and other.correlates are held constant. The study also inter-
. ‘prets productivity correlates’ so as to assist undergraduate col leges
. ‘ in" their copcerns, for faculty‘develooment. The data suggest that

" poth dimen{lons of professional growth--teaching and research/

publishlngf-be available and encouraged bm.four-year colleges.
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INTRODUCTION -

Those who have conducted research on faculty scholarly publi-
cations have\rastrlcted their |nqulrles almost excluslvely to the
_unlvers|ty settlng (Axelson, 1959; Babchuk and Bates, 1962; Crane,

" 1965; Simon; Clark,and Galway, 1967; Clemente, 1973; Fulton and
Trow, 1974). Such limited lnvestlgatlons_are Lnderstandable in
part, for the greater share of.scholarly output comes from.the com=
.plex aﬂd differentiated institutions. Yet about 50% of faculty at

'four -year colleges ‘have published (Eckért and Williams, l972 Fulton
and Trow, 197h), and about 40% say more time fo' research is. essentlal
and/or very important to them (Bayer, 1973). Neglectlng such an
appreclable sample, one expressing a desire to spend more t{ne in

rlnqulry, leaves a large gap in our knowledge of faculty behavior.

| Excluding investigation of faculty research productuvuty in
undergraduate Folleges has had other unfortunate outcomes as well
The professoriate is a society unto itself (Gustin, l97§, Blackburn,

1974). _Unqualifled acceptance in the larger culture of academic
people is contingent upon publlshed scholarship (Light,v197h).
Theseiinstitutlons place a heavy emphasis-on teaching. They also

" have* 1imited laboratories and llbrarles,‘less funded research support,
and no graduate ,tudents for assistants. - Therefore, it is unlikely
that the predictors of publication productivity for undergraduate

faculty will be ldentlcal to those of unlversity professors Hence
the need to ascertain separately what personal and environmental

variables in four-year colleges correlate with publication output

is lmportant.




CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

" Three ccncepts, undergird the study's investigation: (1)

sotlalization by the graduate school for the pro%essfonal norm -

./of'scholarly cnntributlon;.(z) the.lntrlnsjc motivation of college
and university faculty to achieve the visible “gulldmark“ of career

a success--publlshlng, and (3) envlronmental conditlons conduclve

to provlde in faculty growth and development (an |nstltutlonal

7

concern).
DATA SOURCES

The data come from the 1969 Amerfcan Council on Education
_(ACE) Carnegle Commission on ngher Educatlon (CCHE) natlonal survey”
of 100,315 faculty. A one-third ‘random sample computer tape of
the 60,028 respondents was used‘ln the secondary statlstlcal
analyses. Trow (1972) has shown that small random subsamples
faithfully reproduce statlstlcs of the 60,028 population.t In order
to make comparisons wlth studies: on university facultles, the popu-
lation sample was further dellmlted so as to include only persons
with a Ph.D. in four academic areas: btologlcaljsciemces, human[-‘ .
ties, physical sciences, social sciences. The flnaliN'%or reffned
analysis was 1216." | , ' S

When coded the 12 page ACE-CCHE questlonnalre had 387 data
bits per respondent. Forty-elght {tems based on prior research

" were used as potential correlates. The ten strongest predlctors

were selected for detailed, multiple regression anaiysls.




METHODOLOGY

After b!varlate anaiyses (principally chi squared) sorted out

-

'therweak from strong.relatlonships, Multiple Classufucatlon Analy-
sis (MCA) (Andrews, et al, 1967; 1973) served to ascertaln correlates

: (eta and eta ) and pred|ctors (beta and beta ) as weéll as F ratios |
for anaiysus of variance, and R2 for hypothesis testing. ~ (MCA per-
mits determlnatron of the strength of indivuduai variables when . v
others are held constant and also identifies those independent
-variables whlch contrlbute ‘the major share of the variance.) Cumu-
lative Journal artlcles publlshed was the outcome measure (depen-

A

dent variabie).%

RESULTS 'AND CONCLUSIONS -

N
. Ip order‘of statisficaivsionificance (beta vaiues),‘the
fen best predlctor variabies are",(a)ihabit of pubiishing (output
over a two year period), (b) d|scipl|nary field; (c) years in
’hlgher education, (d) academic rank; (e) interest in research
- (f) preference that theginstltution have publication as a cnlterlon
‘jfor promotaon, (g9) saiary received (h) number of Journal subscrlp-
tions; (|) years at current |nstitutzon and (J, communlcation with
others. Thekflrst five (a-e) are much strenger predictors :han

. the last five, and thc strongest predictor--habit of research ag~

complishhent--has‘a beta value twice as large as the second ranking,

and ailyothér predictors.”'(See Table i.)"The:combinéd variabies




yield a @ultiﬁle'R of .70 and hence account for-50% of the variance,

an apgreciable amount for an Investlgation of this kind.
" [Insert Table | about here.]

2. Habit or rate of production (measured by the number of
publications in the two yéars prior to the’ACE-CCHE survey) yields
a high beta, viz.. .45, the value when all other predictors are

held constant. Those not active In the short-run fail to achieve

a sigplflcant cumulative total of articles. Those who do engage

in professional writings reinforce thefr,practlce. Hence, potentlial
and promise for performance need to be ‘encouraged and_nurtured by
the‘joiﬁt éffortbof individual and lns;jtuthn. Moreover, the fail-
ure to convert potential into hablf early in the career can be a
fatal error for the %lfference in productivity rates between hlgh
and low producers increases with the passing of time (Alllson, 197b)

3. Faculty productivity rates and patterns differ appreciably

between the four academic areas stﬁdled. Biologlcal science facujtyb
not only have t;;_most atypical publlshlhg pr;flle, but the ténq
predictors also have the greatest statistical weight for -these
académics (mu!tlple'k‘sf .78 wﬁlch accounts for 61% of the variance).
' However, caution is needed at this point for differing norms a;d
outputs inhfblt comparisons between dlsclﬁilhes. ﬁultlple authored
short articles.in the sciences do not‘compaf;-dlrectly with single

authored books In the humanlties

b, Thaf Ynumber of years ln hlgher.educatlon“ predicts total

output is not surprlsing, However, when this factor is held con-
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stanfb(i.e.; whep separaté.MCA analyses are run for each cluster),
those who have béen academics for a long time affect the dependent
, varlable'posftiveiy, whereas facubty new to their careers contri-
bute negative effects on the outcome measure. That is to say,
vthosé who start‘producing early go on to produce a great deal and
those who do not publish at the outset fenJ never to accdmplish . .
very much. . Overcoming early career publishing Inactivity can
. , : hardly be exp;cted from the individual without an active policy
of;{nstitutlonal support.

S . 5. Rank, while correlated with years in higher education,

prédicts tota} output, even when all other factors are held con-

stant,. including Qears employed in colleges and unlversitles. The
signif!cént oseta (.16) results from the wide range of coefficient

values between'full professors (high positive) !lg_g_!lg_assistant , 4;
pfoféséors (high negatlve--that is, few publlcatjons). Moreover,

\ while both full and associate professors normally have tenure,
‘full professors afe relatively more productlve, an indlcation
,.;hq} claims pf deﬁline in output after a;hievlng job security B

lack foundation. |
V However, atyplical patterns appear for two subdivisions of
- écademe—*bi;logical scientists and faculty at Céthollc colleges.

In these groups, assiscant professofs have established credible

publishing records. The interrelated nature of teaching and’

research In science might explain the former, but the case of




“Lw|th others, and journal subscrlptions, both of which are strong

Catholic colleges appears to be a novel phenomenon. (See #7
below.)
6. “Nearly 70% of these four-year college faculty expressed.

an interest in doing research. in addition, the intensity of

> -

their interest sign}fieantly prediéts productivity:-those expressing no
interest havfng a negative impact, and those showing tkevhlghest
interest hav'ing the most pOSitIVe effect on the beta valne. |

‘Such extensive interest sheuld:not’be thnarted by institutional

neglect. Some four-year‘colleges:even transmit a negative message,

one which suggeats time snent oneschb!arship {5 done at the ex-

pense of institutional’goals.

7. Faculty at Catholic colleges exhibit an atypical pattern
;ot-;ntlishing when compared to their counterparts in publlc,
nondenominationz1, and Protestant Institutlons.\ The maln'difference '
is that faculty who are relatively new" to the institution (4-9
years of employment) publish the most., Thelr a yplcal performance_
suggests a faculty dichotomized by age,.rank, professional expecta=
tions, and publishing achievements. (Reverse role modeling might
be tried inhthqse colleges;) ' |

8. The principal.simflarities with studies on univers}ty

faculty productivity are in the vafiabies of.interest in nesearch,

rank, and early publishing. Notable differences are communications

'predictors at the university "Jevel and weak or nonslgnlflcant for
Jo -
undergraduate colleges. On the average, four-year faculty produce




_ences may be traceable to the social nature of research.

/

less than faculty in graduate institutions. The output differ-

INPLICATIONS AND DISCUSSION

in a time of reduced career options and an aging faculty,

_ihe need for faculty growth and development programs assumes high .

priorities. Hence from an educational and practiical perspective,
this study identifies key variab!es and career stages fér iﬁstitu- 
tional focus. Admini;trativé policies and practice which {1)
facilitate faculty creativity, (2) esﬁecialli‘ﬁeedzthg beginning
years with support and encodfagemént, (3) recqgnize discipliine |
differencos, bdF (4) nonethelessﬂlnduée the habit of proddcti?ity,
(5) capitallze oﬁ the exlsting resource of ;ctive publishers at

each college, ar.d (6) provide lncreased outlets for faculty pro-

o

ducts should all have positive consequences. Faculty growth and
developmint is not exclusively research publ;cation. vNc)n;atheless,
a full career includes the scholarly dimension. Four—§ea; -
instltutions need to impréve their personal and work environment
so that nearly all (rather than'about half) of the faculty grow
along this line and satisfy both persona! des\res and profe%siaﬂa]
expectations. - -
in addit:on, research and teaching are posnt!vely correliated.

(The relationship is not strong—~see Blackhurn (1972) for a review.

of the research--but it is not -1.00 as many advocates of under-
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enaﬁurag{ng and supporting faculty intrinsic metﬁvatx@ns and
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soctalized norms.
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