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FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF RESEARCH
RESPONSIBILITIES AND CHOICES AT
A CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY

Raymond Benton, Jr.,and Marc D. Hayford

8 n underlying theme in the Catholic tradition is that one serves God by

© serving humanity. To serve God, one should take actions intended to
i serve other human beings. The Catholic tradition is less sanguine than is
the liberal (in the nineteenth-century sense) tradition, which holds that service to
others will come as an unintended consequence of the pursuit of selfinterest. The
Catholic tradition, as we understand it, admits that while one may serve others with-
out necessarily intending to do so, the likelihood that one will serve others is greatly
enhanced if the motivation is explicitly to serve others. Hence, while the ultimate
outcome is what is most important, the motivation for one’s actions is critical.

One action, for an academic, is the choice of research topics. How do faculty
choose research topics, and how do they think they should choose research topics?
What are the underlying motivations in topic choices, and to what extent are these
choices influenced by working at a Catholic university? Most importantly, do fac-
ulty choose research topics with the intent that the outcome of research will serve
others, or do they make such choices predominantly on the basis of self-interest?

This paper describes how faculty at one Catholic university perceive the role of
research in their lives and how their research is influenced by teaching at a
Catholic university. The description is based on a questionnaire of faculty attitudes.
The questionnaire design was influenced by Jesuit John C. Haughey’s “Catholic
Higher Education: A Strategy for its Identity” in Current Issues in Catholic Higher
Education 16 (2) (Fall 1996): 25-32.

Haughey presents ideas on how faculty can develop a spirituality of research and
how a Catholic university might develop a compelling Catholic vision to influence
faculty research choices. That the research choices of faculty should be so infhu-
enced is imperative, in Haughey’s view, if education at Catholic colleges and uni-
versities is to maintain a distinct Catholic identity.

Haughey’s ideas are based on five beliefs: 1) How Catholic a Catholic college or
university is depends on the extent to which its faculty think and teach
“Catholically”; 2) Teaching effectiveness is proportional to the depth and breadth
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of a faculty member’s research; %) The Catholic identity issue cannot be resolved

without discussing how faculty choose their research agendas and how these £
choices are rewarded by the university; 4) Faculty do not spend enough time on -
the metaethical or spiritual foundations of their research; and 5) Catholic colleges
and universities lack the distinctive vision about how they differ from non-Catholic
universities that would attract faculty attention and drive their research agendas. F
Haughey also believes that most faculty at Catholic universities do not think their =~
research is distinctively different from non-Catholic universities. He states, “Most "

faculty probably believe that the mission of a Catholic university does not and
should not affect the research choices of its facuity.”

METHODOLOGY

During early spring 1996 we were developing a questionnaire to investigate faculty
attitudes toward various aspects of research. While writing the questionnaire we
encountered Haughey's report presented at the Association of Catholic Colleges
and Universities National Conference held in August 1995 (Haughey 1996). We
modeled several questions on statements or assumptions made by Haughey. We
did so because his ideas are provocative and important, but also because he cast
his discussion in terms of all faculties taken together. We hypothesized, rather, that
differences of opinion would exist between the faculties in business, the huraani-
ties and fine arts, the social sciences, and the sciences on guestions such as if and
how, from a research standpaint, a Catholic university differs from a secular uni-
versity, and what does and what should motivate facuity in their choice of research
topics. (The relevant portion of the questionnaire is attached as an appendix to
this report.)

Two classification questions were included. We asked how long the respondent
has been at our university, and we asked in which college, school, or division they
primarily teach. For the length of service question respondents were presented with
three categories: ten years or fewer, 11-20 years, or more than 20 years. This bracket-
ing was used to protect anonymity while permitiing the isolation of responses from
junior and senior faculty. For the primary teaching assignment we nsed four cate-
gories: business, humanities and fine arts, social sciences, and sciences. We used
these broad categories, again, to protect the respondents’ anonymity.

The questionnaire was distributed on March 7, 1996, to all full-time faculty in
the Schoo! of Business not on leave (N=69) by placing a copy in each faculty mem-
ber’s mailbox. Tt was distributed on April 9th to full-time faculty in the College of

Arts and Sciences not on leave (N=375} using address labels obtained from the
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university. Faculty in other schools and programs in the university ge(rietncgosm:z—
veyed. Reminders were sent prompting those that had not responae 068 er;
Forty-seven usable responses were received from the School qf Busmess%éa rim
cent response rate) and 1492 from the College of Arts and Sciences (a 55 pe

res’})}?: i[;;siitfei)c‘ation variables permit us To assess the representativeness of thé san:
ple. While the School of Business represents only 15.5 per.cer.)t of thew plcipulatisz,r;
represents 94.9 percent of the sample (see Table 1). Within the College © :

isk v ionc ented.
and. Sciences the three divisions arc, however, proportxonateiy represe

) e 1
e of faculty by arca of teaching responsibility. .
Tuble I Distribution ot Ia Y Sample University

T Sample S

69 (15.5%)

Business 47 (24.9%) s

Humanities/Fine Arts 22 ((f;;g)) o (22.‘5)
ial Sciences 8]

ggicclice?en 30 (15.9) 92 (20.7)

Total 189 (100%) 444 (100%)
Ly?=137, df =3 d< .01

The differences between the time of sexrvice obtained by the sample znm:l1 thQat
determined from university records are not as great nor as rrfarked (see Table )._
However, those at the university ten years ot fewer are Fonmstendy underrepre
sented across all four divisions while those at the unjversity from 11 to 20-§J:§rs z::;
consistently oversepresented. While the differences may not appear grfai,ﬁ :ym)
more than one would expect due to sampling error alone (x2=21.0,dL. =6, <00

Tuble 2: Distribution of faculty by years of service across area of teaching
responsibility.

Social ) "
Business Fumanities  Sciences Sciences Total
?2512?11285 18 (38.3%) 33 (47.8%) 19 (44.2%) 11 (ig.’;’)%) ié (é&ig;%)
' - 14(32.6) 13 (43 2)
1o 20 18 (38.3) 14 (20.3) 3
}nofe than 20 11 (23.4) 22 (31.9) 10 (25.3) 6 (20.0) 49 (25.9)

30 (100%) 189 (100%)

Total 7 (100%) 69 (100%) 43 (100%)
%ﬁe{;? 5 (464%) 04 (514%) 54 (3£0%) 39 gzg;z}) ?ﬁ gi.g;%)
] 0(200) 34 (36, 14 (25.
20 lo (275 32075 2
lr;;r(:sthan% 18 @61 57GLL 17070 19 (207) 121 (%gé{;’ )
Total 69 (100%) 183 (100%) 100 (100%) 92 (100%) 444 (100%

Ly2=21.0, 4. =6,a0<.01
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agree with the
statement that
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Jesuit Cathelic
university
should be

evaluated by
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same way and
with the same
measures as
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RESULTS

Why faculty do and should do research. R
of eight alternatives the top three reasons faculty,
research. Assigning a code of 1 to the primary reaso’
the tertiary Teason, and 4 to all others (indicating
ranked somewhere between 4 and 8), we calculate
that to rank order the eight responses (see Table 3).

Only a minori i i
Y 4 minority There is a significant difference betw

of the I

€ Spearman rank correlat
! : elation coefficient
o :VO rar‘lkmg? (rg = .333) is quite low, The noteworthy differences are the
respondents ; ve demotion of Tenure/Career Advancement (from first to seventh ranked)
and of Professional Recognit i
_ s itio i
beliove dhac g n (from third to fifth), and the relative promotion

of In Service to Others (from sixth to third) and The Search
fourth to second). The one co
both rankings.

: for Truth (from
working for a nstant is that Institutional Prestige counts little in
Jesuit Catholic

Table 3: Reasons faculty do research compared to why they should do research

espondents were asked to indicate from a list.:
generally, do and should dg'
i, 2 to the second reason, 8 tg.
that the item would have been ».
d the mean response and used

university

influences their
perspective or
motivations for

research.

rank ordered,
Why faculty Why faculty should

do research do research
Tenure/career advancement 1 7

Because it is interesting
Professional recognition

‘The search for truth

To add to the store of knowledge
In service to others

For social change

N ks W oo

Institutional prestige

8

E e T

Spearman rank correlation coefficient 1, < 333, 1= 86 df=6a> 15

When the rankings of why facu
they have been gt the university,
teach, there is virtually no variat

Ity do research are compared across how long
and in which college, school, or division they
on (see Table 4), Similar results are obtained
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Tuble 4: Reasons why faculty do research, rank ordered, by Years of Service and by
Area of Teaching Responsibility.
Years of Service!

<il 1120 >20
Year Years Years Business

Area of Teaching Resporsibility?®

Social
Sciences Sciences

Humanities
FineArts

Tenure/career advancement 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Because it is inferesting 2 2 3 3 2 2 1
Professional recognition 3 3 2 2 8 8 3
The search for truth 4 4 5 4 4 4 4
To add to the store

of knowledge 5 5 4 5 b 5 5
In service to others 6 6 7 6 6 7 6
For social change 7 7 8 7 7 8 8
Institutional prestige 8 8 6 8 3 6 7

'W=2.135, y*=44.8,d.f =7, 0 < .005 EW=2705, y* =757, df =7, a< 005
Table 5: Reasons why faculty should do research, rank ordered, by Years of Service
and by Area of Teaching Responsibility.

Years of Service!

Area of Teaching Responsibility??

<11 1120 >20 Humanities  Social

Year Years Years Business FineArts  Sciences Sciences
Tenure/career advancement 7 ) 6 5 7 7 6
Because it is interesting 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Professional recognition 6 5 5 6 6 5 5
The search for truth 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
To add to the store

of knowledge 5 4 4 3 4 4 3

In service to others 3 3 3 4 3 3 4
For social change 4 7 8 7 5 6 7
Institntional prestige 8 8 7 8 8 8 8

TW=2.119, y’=44.5,d.f =7, a < .005

TW=2704, y?= 757, df = 7,0 < 005

Respondents were asked if they choose their research topics in light of any of
the following: yourself (beyond issues of tenure, career advancement, and discipli-
nary recognition); spouse; family; community; colleagues; and God. A final item
on the list permitted them to indicate that they have never thought about it in this
way before. Multiple responses were permitted. They were then asked, in a sepa-
rate question, whether they consider their research in light of what it will do to or
for their classroom relationships. The proportion of respondents indicating that
they do choose or consider their research topics in light of such considerations is

presented in Table 6.
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If and for classroom relationships were indicated more than all other alter-

bl Q
2R Y L e 8 For onese

g ﬁ ¢ 52 % g:; IS ; E natives. in the middle were community relationships and relationships with colleagues.

é = é ] ‘g\z w o o z God, family, and sppuse are the least considered. Interesmngl).f, ab(.)ut a quarter of
g d%‘ ;36 ZL g g $ S i ? ﬁ g all respondents indicate that they have never thought about it in this way before.' '
£ ‘::D % i ’ - - g There is very little variation across the length of time at the university or the divi-
g _g Ig 2:’ % PSS é« \6) sion in which the faculty teach. None have statistically significant differences on
% é gan 3 ; E f‘g LOD g :: g f—; % classroom and community across college, school or division in which the faculty
P % E‘ 25 H s om s Gl % < teach, on God when humanities and fine arts faculty are compared to all others
21 Bl 2 = \N: % taken together, and on the final item—"T've never thought about it this way
g4 EV|® 0 oo oo oo 5 =2 g = before”—when business faculty are compared to all others taken together.
qé & s B E 2 & e g %‘ % s gr E Research at a Catholic university. A third set of questions was introduced with the
e oy following comment:
= ” 8 %3 oo
E §$ § o .~ © o “ ,2 g ; g g Catholic universities, including the Jesuit universities, are facing more directly
AE & i E:‘ e 3 = ] %P c e § 'LEU then they have in years the “Catholic identity” issue. Resolution of the Cathaolic
£ é - - TE ‘“L o, E z identity question may be connected with the faculty’s perceptions of their
—:5 é& ig %0 © o o — o . é g :é % § research responsibilities and choices.
% % E‘ B8 E RS ° S b % 'En ?‘;r %D % Respondents were presented with six statements about research and their research
o - 5 g z % 5 choices and asked to indicate, on a scale of 1 to B, the extent to which they agree
E iﬁ § w o o0 o o e é Z E £ ;—é or disagree with each statement. The results are presented in Table 7.
E b g % b % X o i 2 f 3 é é gn §” Faculty most agree with the statement that “yesearch in a Jesuit Catholic univer-
2 v o z g g ‘é _554 sity should be evaluated by colleagues and the institution itself in the same way and
§ :3 ; 5 :{ é; g with the same measures as research done in other universities.” They least agree
= g % 8 S & o gﬂ with the twin statements: “1) that research done by facule in Jesuit Cjcxth?hc insti-
. EEIRS = §_ 5__ % & tutions has a different perspective and comes from a different motivation than
§ %‘Z % g : g ; § @ E: g é ;;G é” «f ; research done in non-Catholic universities, and 2% that it should have a different
'§ e © o & o o é‘; o %ﬂ ;%ﬂ é § perspective and should come from a different motivation.”
2, =« £ ; g8 = The length of time faculty have been at the university has very little influence on
§ . z g ; '; bl 5 their responses. There are some statistically significant differences between faculty
8 E 2558 E § across the areas of teaching responsibility. Social scientists agree more than do
5 E %*%_ i i é 2 either the business faculty or the humanities faculty that research should be evalu-
g b % % § % § 8 ated the same as research done in other universities. All faculty agree that the uni- ;
? w B an % s & g E, f; versity has not yet developed a compelling vision to motivate research, with the :
F o g E 5 = § % Eﬂj g g3 humanities faculty being more in agreement than the business faculty. The
§ & % g i%” L= g g 2 ;: £3 g og humanities faculty are less inclined to agree with the statement that the discipline’s
S § g 3 g g 5 2 5 g 2 é 5 ?:15 E research agenda should be the primary determinant of faculty research choices

e than faculty in the other three areas of teaching.
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that the university did have such a compelling vision, while the humanities facul:

[1] yourself (beyond issues of tenure, career advancement, and disciplinary

ties were more neutral. Regarding whether or not a discipline’s agenda should be recognition)
the primary determinant of faculty research choices, the humanities faculties were - [2] spouse
less sanguine than faculty in other divisions. ' [3] family

The above discussion raises the issue of whether the incentives, in terms of =
granting tenure, pay increases, and internal funding for research, at Catholic uni-
versities should be geared toward promoting the conscious choice of research top-
ics that serve others, as suggested by Haughey. And if so, it is not altogether clear
whether faculty will welcome such action or see it as intervention in an otherwise
sacrosanct area. This is an lssue well worth further research.

[4] community

5] colleagues

[6] God

[%7] T have never thought about it in this way

16. Do you consider your research in light of what it will do to or for classroom

relationships?

prrE [1] Yes [2] No

The following questions from the questionnaire specifically deal with the issue of

faculty perceptions toward their research responsibilities and choices. .

15. From the following list, what are the top three reasons faculty, generally, do [1] Yes [2] No
research? Place a [1] for the primary reason, a [2] for the secondary reason, :
and a [3] for the third reason.

17. Are you now actively engaged in research?

Catholic universities, including the  Jesuil universities, are facing more directly‘ then they have
: in years the “Catholic identity” issue. Resolution of the Catholic identity question may be con-
Why faculty do reseerch . nected with the faculty’s perceptions of their research responsibilities and choices. .

Below is a set of questions about how you se¢ your current research choices.

[ 1 because it is interesting [1] Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the follow-

th
[ ey coreen o ing statements.

[ ] tenure/career advancement [3] Disagree Neither Agree Agree
[ ‘pro1.“ess?onal recognition [4] Very Much ~ Disagree  mor Disagree Agree Very Much
[ ]institutional prestige [5] (5] [4] [3] [2] [1]

[ 1in service to other people [6]
[ ] for social change [7]
[ 1 simply to add to the store of knowledge [8]

18. Research done by faculty in Jesuit Catholic institutions has a different perspec

tive and comes from a different motivation than research done in non-Catholic

universities.
14. Now indicate the top three reasons faculty should do research. Place a [1] for

the primary reason, a [2] for the secondary reason, and a [3] for the third
reason.

19. Research done by faculty in Jesuit Catholic institutions should have a different

perspective and should come from a different motivation than research done

in non-Catholic universities.

ph ot e 90. Research in a Jesuit Catholic university should be evaluated by colleagues and

SAME LIST AS ABOVE : the institution itself in the same way and with the same measures as research

done in other universities.

15. Do you choose your research topics in light of any of the following? (Check all - - N
which are applicable): : 91. Loyola has not yet developed a sufficienty compelling vision of what it 15 about
to draw faculty attention beyond their own disciplines or lead faculty to choose

AL« CURRENT ISSUES
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their research topics in light of such a vision,

22, A discipline’s research agende should be the primary determinant of the research
choices faculty make.

23. It is the responsibility of the faculty, and only the faculty, to define the charac-
ter of the research output of their institution of higher learning.

We would now like 1o ask two questions for purposes of classification only.

25, How long have you been at Loyola? Have you been here

I1} for 10 years or less,
{2} from 11 1o 20 years, or
{3] for more then 20 years?

26. In which college or school are your primiry teaching responsibilities?

1} School of Business/Graduate School of Business

{2] School of Education |

[3] School of Sacial Work ]

[4] College of Arts and Sciences/Graduate School—Humanities and Fine Arts ’

{51 College of Arts and Sciences/Graduate School——Social Seiences - [

(6] College of Arts and Sciences/Graduate School—Sciences L
|

[71 School of Nussing
(8] C.ORD. or HRLR,
[101 LPS.
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