San Jose State University

SJSU ScholarWorks

Master's Theses Master's Theses and Graduate Research

2006

Sources of stress among faculty of higher education

Rinko Kawakami
San Jose State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd theses

Recommended Citation

Kawakami, Rinko, "Sources of stress among faculty of higher education’ (2006). Master's Theses. 3005.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.31979/etd.hqmt-55qn
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd_theses/3005

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Master's Theses and Graduate Research at SJSU ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for

inclusion in Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of SJSU ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact scholarworks@sjsu.edu.


https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.sjsu.edu%2Fetd_theses%2F3005&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd_theses?utm_source=scholarworks.sjsu.edu%2Fetd_theses%2F3005&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.sjsu.edu%2Fetd_theses%2F3005&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd_theses?utm_source=scholarworks.sjsu.edu%2Fetd_theses%2F3005&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.sjsu.edu/etd_theses/3005?utm_source=scholarworks.sjsu.edu%2Fetd_theses%2F3005&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@sjsu.edu

SOURCES OF STRESS AMONG FACULTY OF HIGHER EDUCATION

A Thesis
Presented to
The Faculty of Department of Psychology

San Jose State University

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

Master of Science

By
Rinko Kawakami

December 2006



UMI Number: 1441099

Copyright 2006 by
Kawakami, Rinko

All rights reserved.

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

®

UMI

UMI Microform 1441099
Copyright 2007 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company.

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1346



© 2006

Rinko Kawakami

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



APPROVED FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

Sy [l O

Megumi Hosoda, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
San Jose State University

Chp E7

Cheryl Chancelloqureeland, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

Department of Psychology

San Jose State University

L~

Elena Klaw, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Psychology
San Jose State University

APPROVED FOR THE UNIVERSITY

s | My 1200/




ABSTRACT
SOURCES OF STRESS AMONG FACULTY OF HIGHER EDUCATION
Rinko Kawakami
Using a 2 (race/ethnicity) x 2 (gender) between subjects design, the

present study examined what were the primary sources of faculty stress at a
public teaching university (n = 204) and how their stress experiences differed
as a function of their race/ethnicity and gender. Results showed that faculty in
general considered time constraints to be the most serious sources of stress.
Furthermore, results showed that racial/ethnic minorities reported significantly
higher levels of stress with promotion concerns than Whites, even after
controlling for the effects of age, rank, length of employment at the present
institution, and presence of children under 18 years old. However, women did
not express significantly different levels of stress as compared to men. Results
of the standard multiple regression indicated that promotion concerns and
governance activities showed a significant relationship with overall job

dissatisfaction. Suggestions for programs and policy initiatives to reduce

faculty stress are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Although stress is one of the most widely researched topics in organizational
behavior, studies that have examined stress experience of faculty in higher education
are scarce. This is probably because theories of stress (e.g., demands-control model,
person-environment fit model) and special privileges such as sabbatical leaves, have
contributed to researchers’ belief that faculty jobs are not stressful (Winefield, 2000).
However, as tax support for higher education has declined, campus climate for faculty
has become harsher (Layzell, 1999; Waks, 2002). The inevitable increase in tuition
has precipitated the public to expect much more from faculty (Layzell, 1999), and the
introduction of new technology has created more work for them (Lindholm, Astin,
Sax, & Korn, 2002).

The public demand for enhancing student diversity has imposed particularly
greater demands upon racial/ethnic minority and women faculty in handling
gender/minority issues (Aguirre, 2000). Their responsibilities at home, coupled with
the unfriendly campus environment, have considerably elevated level of stress for
these under-represented groups (Astin, Antonio, Cress, & Astin, 1997). Their high
turnover rate and slower career progression (Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994) speak to
the seriousness of the problem and the imperative need for systematic investigation of
stress in this seldom researched group.

F urtflermore, Briger (1978) argued that individuals who face high demand in
an unpredictable environment with few resources are most prone to suffering a high

level of stress. Such warning signs simply cannot be dismissed as trivial because



stress studies on faculty of higher education suggest that high levels of stress are
associated with various negative outcomes such as greater intent to leave academia
(Barnes, Agao, Coombs, 1998), job dissatisfaction, poorer life satisfaction, higher
stress-related health symptoms, and greater numbers of days ill (Blackburn, Horowitz,
Edington, & Klos, 1986). The impact of stress on faculty’s performance and health
needs to be systematically investigated because excess stress clearly affectsthe
faculty’s work, and consequently institution effectiveness.

A study of faculty workload conducted by the researchers from California
State University, San Marcos (Serpe, Large, Kilpatrick, Mason, Brown, & Juarez,
2003) found that on average, faculty across the nation spent 47.25 hours per week
working on their campuses, and an additional 1.86 hours were spent off-campus
performing unpaid community or professional service activities. What is alarming
about this report is that stress and health experts have discovered that people most
susceptible to health problems are those who work more than 48 hours per week;
based on the weekly hours reported in the faculty workload study (Serpe et al., 2003),
it is clear that the average faculty in the United States would be at risk (Sparks,
Cooper, Fried, & Shirom, 1997).

Thus, given the current situation that faculty of higher education face, and the
negative outcomes associated with stress, it is more important than ever to gather
empirical data on the stress experience of faculty. Thus, the purpose of the present
study is to examine what sources of stress faculty find most serious and how their

experiences differ as a function of their race/ethnicity and gender. In addition, what



sources of stress most strongly contribute to overall job dissatisfaction of faculty were
examined. The ultimate aim of this present study is to strengthen academe by
providing useful information that can help promote recruitment and retention of
racial/ethnic minority and women faculty. The following sections briefly describe the
definition of stress, followed by a literature review of stress among faculty.

Research on Stress

Despite an increasing interest in research on stress since the late 1970s,
researchers have not agreed as to what is really meant by stress (Jex, 1998). Because
the way researchers define and operationalize stress has a fundamental impact on the
nature and direction of research, as well as on the interpretation of results (Cooper,
Dewe, & O’Driscoll, 2001), this present study provides a perspective on the meaning
of stress before going into a detailed discussion of faculty stress.

This study adopts the transactional approach of stress, which views stress in
relation to stressor and strain rather than as an isolated response or a stimulus to a
specific event (Lazarus, 1991). According to this perspective, stress refers to the
overall ever-changing process in which stressors lead to strains while individuals
encounter the demand, make appraisals, and attempt to cope with the issues that arise
(Cooper et al., 2001). “Stressor” is the term used to identify job or organizational
conditions (e.g., long working hours, role ambiguity) that may require an adaptive
response from individuals (Beehr, 1987). Strain refers to a multitude of negative ways
individuals may respond when their coping attempts fail (Beehr, 1987). Strains are

characterized by reactions that are psychological (e.g., job dissatisfaction, anxiety,



depressed mood), physical (e.g., headaches, coronary heart disease), or behavioral
(e.g., increased cigarette smoking, absenteeism, poor performance, alcohol, drug use,
turnover) (Zaccaro & Riley, 1987).

According to Lazarus (1995), stress occurs “only when a person had made an
evaluation that external or internal demands tax or exceed his or her resources” (p.5).
Thus, stress is very much a product of an individual’s perception rather than an actual
event; one situation that might be construed as stressful by an individual can be
regarded as stimulating by another, depending on the person’s disposition and
personality (Zaccaro & Riley, 1987). Although stress is not an objective event, it is
still important to study in the workplace because mere perception is enough for
individuals to develop a variety of behavioral and medical problems that are costly to
organizations and society at large. For example, stress is often linked to unfavorable
outcomes such as greater alcohol and drug abuse, accident proneness, violence,
absenteeism, turnover, low performance, hastening the appearance of disease, and
worsening the impact of illness (Danna & Griffin, 1999).

Although the detrimental effect of stress on organizations and society is
alarming, it is important to note that stress is neither inherently bad nor destructive
(Quick, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1992). In fact, at a low to moderate level, stress can
enhance employee performance by keeping the individual alert and focused on the
task (Salas & Driskell, 1996). Furthermore, it has been reported that certain
individuals thrive under challenging conditions. Stress becomes problematic only

when it is excessive, prolonged, or when individual’s resources are too scant to cope



with it (Zaccaro & Riley, 1987). There is a great emphasis on the negative aspects of
stress in the literature, because investigating the way to control costly negative effects
is usually regarded to be more important than finding the optimal level of stress that
can facilitate performance (Zaccaro & Riley, 1987).
Stress Research on Faculty

Although research on occupational stress has notably increased over the past
several decades, studies that have examined the stress experience of faculty in
institutions of higher education are relatively sparse. One of the reasons for this is
because faculty have been hesitant about studying themselves for the fear that such
work may be dismissed as self-serving (Johnsrud, 2002). The more important reason,
however, is that faculty’s work has traditionally been considered not stressful (Doyle
& Hind, 1998; Thorsen, 1996; Winefield, 2000). The flexible nature of faculty’s work
and privileges such as a sabbatical leave, have contributed to the impression that
faculty’s work is free from time constraints. Tenure also seems to guarantee lifetime
job security. Despite the fact that faculty receive relatively low pay given their
education, faculty have been envied by people in other occupations for ‘perks’ such as
overseas trips for research and/or conference purposes and long breaks between
semesters (Thorsen, 1996, Winefield, 2000).

Moreover, various stress theories seem to support the consensus that faculty’s
job consists of a relatively lower level of stress. For example, according to Karasek’s
(1979) demands-control model, most stressful jobs are those that combine high

demands with low control, autonomy, or decision latitude. At least in the past,



faculty’s job would not have fallen in this category (Winefield, 2000). Another
influential theory of stress, person-environment fit model (French, Caplan, & Harrison,
1984) views stress as a consequence of two types of mismatch: a mismatch between
the requirements of the job and the ability of the worker, or a mismatch between the
worker’s expectation of what the job involves and what the job actually involves
(Winefield & Jarrett, 2001). The fact that most individuals who enter the academic
profession are highly educated and usually hold doctorate degree suggests that the first
type of mismatch would be rare. Because most faculty have had substantial
experience in research and teaching prior to entering their profession (Winefield,
2000), and faculty have the freedom to pursue their own research interests, the second
type of mismatch would also be considered unlikely.
Changing Environment for Higher Education

The environment in higher education is changing and along with it are the
conditions of faculty work (Layzell, 1999; Taylor, 1999; Waks, 2002). This
transformation has been facilitated mainly by two forces: 1) the decline in tax support
for higher education that began in the 1980s, and 2) the emergence of information
technology in the late 1990s (Waks, 2002).

Since 1980, tax support for higher education has been declining as legislatures
are faced with competing claims between K-12 education, health care, and corrections
of convicts (Layzell, 1999; Waks, 2002). As the tax support dwindled, institutions of
higher education became increasingly dependent on tuition dollars to support their

operations. Inevitably, tuition and fees rapidly grew along with public criticisms and



scrutiny for educational institutions and faculty in general (Layzell, 1999). Books that
assailed faculty of higher education with criticisms became popular, and the media
began to depict professors as being content, lazy, arrogant, and out of touch with the
world outside (Hagedorn, 2000).

As the financial burden intensified for the families of students, public demand
for improvement in the quality of education, especially at the undergraduate level,
became considerable (Layzell, 1999). Business leaders besieged that institutions of
higher education were neglecting to teach young people a multitude of important skills
that were necessary in the contemporary workplace such as flexibility,
multi-disciplinary communication, and cultural sensitivity (Layzell, 1999). Moreover,
concerns were raised as to whether traditional lecture-oriented curricula and
instructional methods were still appropriate to address the various learning needs of an
increasingly diverse body of non-traditional students (e.g., working adults, women,
racial/ethnic minorities) (Layzell, 1999). Generally, the public became dismayed by
the observation that despite its key role as a source of tuition revenue, undergraduate
teaching was being overlooked by faculty in favor of esoteric research, which the
public considered to have very little practical value outside the academe (Waks, 2002).

In order to respond to budget demands more flexibly, institutions of higher
education have started replacing an increasing number of tenure-track faculty with
part-time faculty and contract faculty, who have full-time appointments for a certain
length of time (Caison, 2003; Kezar, 2000; Layzell, 1999). In fact, it is estimated that

part-time faculty employment has nearly doubled over the last 20 years (Kezar, 2000).



Such a hiring practice is advantageous to university management because
compensation for part-time or contract faculty is often less than half of tenured or
tenure-track faculty, and their temporary status allows management to freely shift
resources based on other demands (Caison, 2003; Kezar, 2000). However, the
expansion of part-time or contract faculty has been reported to have a negative effect
on full-time faculty, especially in the area of workload (Caison, 2003; Kezar, 2000).
Because non-tenure track faculty are less able to follow students’ progress
continuously over the years or to maintain ties within the community, they are less
likely to be assigned to student advising or service responsibilities (Caison, 2003).
With the increasingly reduced number of tenure-track faculty, the pressure on
full-time permanent faculty to fill student advising and service duties is increasing
(Caison, 2003).

Furthermore, this trend in hiring a growing number of part-time faculty has led
an impetus to a heated debate over a highly prized faculty privilege, the tenure system
(Caison, 2003). Faculty ardently continue to support the tenure, arguing that the
system is essential to attract best minds in academe (Lindholm et al., 2002), to
preserve academic freedom, and most importantly, to protect them from capricious
behavior of management (Layzell, 1999). On the other hand, the public has a difficult
time understanding why faculty are still afforded the luxury of tenure, when they as
workers, are constantly being subjected to the fear of layoffs in their jobs or as
partakers of education, required to pay higher tuition (Layzell, 1999). The

management and legislators dispute that the system is inefficient because it impedes



management flexibility, keeps unproductive faculty in the institution, and limits the
creativity and experimentation of junior faculty by making them avoid taking risks
(Caison, 2003; Layzell, 1999).

A concern over the increase in tuition costs, public demand for better quality
of undergraduate instructions, and sképticism toward institutions of higher education
and faculty in general, have led at least 11 states to implement the performance-based
funding program. In this program the availability of funding to institutions of higher
education is tied to faculty performance, especially in the area of undergraduate
instructions and the documentation of outcomes about specific goals institutions have
achieved with the dollars spent (Layzell, 1999). As is evident from the introduction of
such programs, the federal and state governments have become increasingly interested
in the return on investment in higher education and are no longer willing to provide
funding on fiduciary terms as they used to in the past (Layzell, 1999).

In response to business leaders’ call for an emphasis on more ‘practical’ skills
necessary in the today’s workplace, virtual universities, such as the University of
Phoenix, were developed on the Internet in the late 1990s to offer courses that would
teach needed skills and offer specific credentials at an affordable cost (Waks, 2002).
These virtual universities became particularly attractive to non-traditional, working
adults because the courses were taught at convenient times by credible individuals
who were working in the field; hence, providing real-life knowledge. Because these

non-traditional students now comprise an increasing proportion of the student body in



the higher education today, the emergence of such universities has become a clear
threat to the traditional university’s market (Waks, 2002).

It is in response to these external pressures that has compelled faculty to
become more involved in improving institutions across the nation. The Higher
Education Research Institute (HERI) at University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA)
has been conducting a comprehensive nationwide survey on various issues concerning
full-time college or university faculty since 1989. The results of the latest HERI
survey reveals that the majority of faculty today are at least minimally involved in
institutional efforts to reform its curriculum (85%), general education (70%), and
overall institutional mission and purpose (63%) (Lindholm et al., 2002). Not
surprisingly, these institutional endeavors appear to be contributing to the increased
levels of stress reported by faculty. Specifically, today’s faculty are more likely to
experience “moderate” or “extreme” stress due to institutional procedures and red tape
(71%, up from 68% in 1992), committee work (62%, up from 58% in 1989), and
faculty meetings (54 %, up from 50% in 1989) (Lindholm et al., 2002).

Furthermore, faculty are moving toward a use of more student-oriented,
creative teaching methods (e.g., cooperative learning, group projects, class discussion)
and away from extensive lectures. Perhaps, as a reflection of such teaching trends that
requires more involved interactions with students, more faculty today (57 %, up from
48% in 1989) report students to be “somewhat” or an “extensive” source of stress,

more so than in 1989 (Lindholm, et al., 2002).

10



In addition to the increase in perceived stress in these traditional aspects of
faculty’s work, new sources of stress have emerged with the introduction of new
technology. In the 2001-02 HERI survey (Lindholm et al., 2002), keeping up with
information technology was reported to be “somewhat” or an “extensive source” of
stress by 69 % of facultvy, ranking as the top fifth source of stress. This is not
surprising, considering that increasingly more faculty today are incorporating
technology into their instruction (30 %, up from 19 % in 1995) and some faculty even
teach courses exclusively online via the internet (9 %, up from 2 % in 1998).

One medium of new technology that is often cited to produce a great amount
of stress among workers in various white collar occupations is electronic mail, or
simply e-mail. In fact, the majority of government employees in Weil and Rosen
(1999) identified the demands that e-mail places on their work to be one of the most
serious sources of stress. Although the effect of e-mail on the stress experience of
college or university faculty has never been investigated, there is reason to believe that
an introduction of such new technology might have added to faculty’s stress even
more intensely than people in other white collar occupations. More specifically, one
aspect of faculty’s work that is often not very well understood by the public is that
faculty’s work can and does happen at any time (Layzell, 1999). Unlike most workers
who lead a typical 9 to 5 schedule, faculty’s work continues throughout the day
beyond their teaching hours and includes such important tasks as advising students,
conducting research, and corresponding with colleagues. Although e-mail has

enhanced research collaboration among faculty and made faculty more accessible to

11



students at any time of the day, it may also be adversely affecting the work life of
faculty by further exacerbating the on-going nature of their work and adding to their
workload. The section below is a literature review outlining potential sources of

faculty stress, and proposing hypotheses for the present study.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Using the HERI survey, Thompson and Dey (1998) identified four primary
sources of stress among African-American faculty: (1) time constraints, (2)
governance activities, (3) home responsibilities, and (4) promotion concerns. Because
these sources are similar to the sources identified as problematic in other studies
(Astin, Korn, & Dey, 1991; Astin et al., 1997; Barnes et al., 1998; Brown et al., 1986;
Cessio, 1991; Dey, Ramirez, Korn, & Astin, 1992; Doyle & Hind, 1998; Dua, 1994,
Endres & Wearden, 1996; Gmelch, Lovrich, & Wilke, 1984; Lindholm et al., 2002;
Sax, Astin, Arredondo, & Korn, 1996; Sax, Astin, Korn, & Gilmartin, 1999; Thorsen,
1996; Witt & Lovrich, 1998), this present study reviews the literature on these four
sources of stress.
Time Constraints

Despite what has popularly been believed, empirical studies suggest that
faculty spend longer hours on the job than people in most other occupations.
According to Serpe et al. (2003), a sample of faculty from various institutions of
higher education across the nation spends an average of 47.25 hours per week on their
work. On the other hand, recent data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics has revealed
that only 35.5% of employed adults of working age (25 to 54 years) in the United
States spend more than 41 hours per week on their job (Herman, 1999). Considering
that faculty falls into this minority group of individuals who work extensive hours, it
is no surprise that an accumulating body of literatures suggests that the most stressful

aspects of faculty work concerns time constraints.
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Since the beginning of the HERI survey in 1989, time pressure has always
been ranked as the number one source of stress by a large margin. More specifically,
over 80% of faculty reported time pressure to be the “extensive” or “moderate” source
of stress in each of the three years the HERI survey has been conducted (Astin et al.,
1991; Dey et al., 1992; Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al., 1996; Sax et al., 1999).
Closely following time pressures, lack of personal time has been ranked as the number
two source of stress, reported to be an “extensive” or “moderate” source of stress by
more than 77% of faculty every three years.

Thorsen (1996) conducted a study that exclusively focused on the stress
experience of faculty from four universities in Canada. Consistent with the HERI
surveys, Thorsen found that faculty not only suffered from time constraints, but in fact,
it was by far the greatest source of stress. Indeed, six of the top ten sources of stress
identified in Thorsen were directly related to time constraints (e.g., “finding adequate
time for my research,” “finding time to prepare a manuscript for publication,”
“insufficient time to keep abreast of academic area”). Moreover, results showed that
the items consisting of a time element were perceived to be more stressful than items
without a time element (e.g., “having too much paper work™) (Thorsen, 1996).

Among those tasks that demand faculty’s time, time constraints associated
with research activities were perceived to be the most serious. Closely related to time
constraints, “feeling that I have too heavy a work load” also ranked high.

Interestingly, however, in Thorsen’s study (1996), the time faculty spent with their

14



students was not reported to elicit distress, despite the long hours faculty reputedly
devoted to students.

Similar stressors that were found in Thorsen’s study (1996) to be directly
related to time constraints or concerns with work overload have been found to be
consistently ranked as high stressors in other studies conducted in the United
Kingdom (Doyle & Hind, 1998), Australia, (Dua, 1994; Sharpley, 1994), as well as in
the United States (Barnes et al., 1998; Brown et al., 1986; Ceccio, 1991; Endres &
Wearden, 1996; Gmelch et al., 1984; Thompson & Dey, 1998). Of those studies,
Gmelch et al. (1984), using a sample of 1221 full-time faculty working at private and
public doctoral granting institutions, added further insight into the nature of the
distress associated with time pressures that many faculty felt. Although many of the
top stressors identified by Gmelch et al’s study were similar to those identified by
Thorsen (e.g., having insufficient time to keep abreast with current developments in
my field), the number one source of stress in Gmelch et al.’s study (1984) revealed a
unique aspect of stress experienced by faculty of higher education.

More specifically, being reported to be a “serious” source of stress by 53% of
faculty, “imposing excessively high self-expectations” was considered to be the most
troublesome source of stress for the majority of faculty. Likewise, “trying to be
perfect in job performance” was the most often listed source of stress among mass
communication faculty by Endres and Wearden (1996). Interestingly, women faculty
expressed significantly higher levels of stress concerning high self-expectations than

their male counterparts (Witt &Lovrich, 1998).
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These studies suggest that for this group of motivated individuals, their high
expectations for themselves might be making the time pressures they already feel even
worse because they might feel the need to spend more time on the work to meet their
high standards. Thus, these findings indicate that it is not necessarily the task itself
that is stressful, but it is the lack of time to do the task properly that is particularly
stressful to this group of conscientious individuals (Thorsen, 1996). The fact that
faculty continue to display increasingly higher overall job satisfaction, despite
expressing greater work-related stress in. the HERI surveys supports this notion that
faculty generally enjoy what they do (Astin et al., 1991; Dey et al., 1992; Lindholm, et
al., 2002; Sax, et al., 1996; Sax et al., 1999).

One potential reason that stress concerning time is felt so keenly by the
majority of faculty is that not having enough time takes enjoyment out of faculty
members’ lives by removing them from pleasurable activities such as spending time
with their children or going out with their friends. “Having job demands which
interfere with other personal activities (recreation, family, and other interests)” was
ranked within the top ten sources of stress for both Gmelch et al. (1984) and Doyle
and Hind (1998).

Stress concerning time constraints and work overload is serious not only
because it is the most frequently reported source by a large margin, but also because it
is the strongest predictor of faculty’s intent to leave academia. Being labeled as “time

commitment,” the factor which included items such as “considering the job as a

% 66

source of personal strain,” “subordinating one’s life to one’s work,” and “insufficient

16



time to give a piece of work of proper attention” accounted for 11 percent of faculty’s
intent to leave academia (Barnes et al., 1998).

Moreover, the study sampling from 158 tenure track faculty from the
California State University system revealed that heavy workload was the most
frequently cited reason for considering a job change in 1994 (Blix et al., 1994). Those
faculty who left the institution in Johnsrud and Atwater’s study (1993) listed lack of
time for reading (38%) and writing (41.9%) to be a serious problem; furthermore, in
the same study faculty’s perception of the time pressure was the strongest negative
predictor of staying.

Time Constraints and Non-Traditional Faculty

Research on racial/ethnic minority and women faculty consistently revealed
that these non-traditional faculty possess strikingly different values, priorities, and
perceptions of the work environment compared to White men (Astin et al., 1997,
Doyle & Hind, 1998; Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994,
Niemann & Dovidio, 1998; Olsen et al., 1995; Thomas & Asunka, 1995; Thompson &
Dey, 1998; Witt & Lovrich, 1988). The most notable differences in values between
non-traditional and White men faculty seems to arise from their reasons for pursuing
an academic career. A national study has identified that although intellectual
challenge, autonomy, and flexibility are greatly appreciated by all faculty across
different groups, racial/ethnic minority and women faculty in general are much more
likely than White faculty to cite “an opportunity for influencing social change” as a

very important reason for pursuing an academic career (Astin et al., 1997). Naturally,
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this difference in aspiration is reflected in their priorities. Racial/ethnic minority and
women faculty are much more likely than White majority and men faculty to consider
providing services to the community and promoting racial/ethnic understanding as an
important professional goal. Racial/ethnic minority faculty also assign a higher
priority to preparing students for responsible citizenship, developing their moral
character, and instilling in students a commitment to community service, as compared
with their White faculty counterparts (Astin et al., 1997). In fact, Antonio (2002)
found that minority faculty were three times more likely than White faculty to advise
their student groups to get involved in community service. Similar to their
racial/ethnic minority colleagues, women faculty of all ethnicities also considered
helping students develop a moral character as an important goal; particularly, they
tended to place greater value on providing students with emotional support than men
faculty (Astin et al., 1997).

It has been argued that incongruity between the values held by racial/ethnic
minority and women faculty, and values endorsed by the institution may be the key
factor contributing to higher turnover rates and slower career progression amongst
these faculty (Aguirre, 1994; Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998; Turner & Myers, 2000). Out
of personal desire and the institution’s requests, racial/ethnic minority and women
faculty are more likely to handle minority or gender affairs, hold joint or split
appointments, and carry heavier teaching loads (Antonio, 2002; Johnsrud & Des
Jarlais, 1994; Olsen et al., 1995; Plata, 1996; Turner & Myers, 2000). Their small

representation in academe sometimes makes them obliged to be involved in greater
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commitments of service, student advising, or teaching loads (Johnsrud & Des Jarlais,
1994). Their commitment to such time consuming activities generally places them at
a disadvantage, because institutional rewards and recognition are usually tied much
more closely to research than service, teaching, or student advising (Johnsrud & Des
Jarlais, 1994; Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998; Olsen et al., 1995). Moreover, Cessio (1991)
discovered that high levels of overall stress were positively related to the amount of
expected service and a total number of courses taught per academic year. Thus, it may
be argued that racial/ethnic minority and women faculty who reputedly place high
priority to such activities are naturally prone to experiencing high levels of stress.
Allocating time to fulfill the responsibilities of a community leader, role model,
mentor, and teacher, while at the same time becoming a respected scholar, poses quite
a challenge to racial/ethnic minority and women faculty (Antonio, 2002; Olsen et al.,
1995; Thompson & Dey, 1998; Turner, 2002). Faculty focusing on minority and
feminist issues constantly face the risk of having their research devalued or discredited
as inconsequential or self-serving because scholarship in today’s academe is
fundamentally dominated by White men (Antonio, 2002; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais,
1994; Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998; Thomas & Asunka, 1995). Even though racial/ethnic
minority and women faculty wish to spend more time and energy devoted to
community involvement, student advising, and scholarly work that influence social
change, they are often pressured to pull themselves away from those activities, and
instead devote themselves to research on more “appropriate” topics in order to secure

their positions in academe (Antonio, 2002; Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998).
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One common theme that emerged from interviews conducted with 64
racial/ethnic minority women faculty is the feeling of being torn between home,
community, and career (Turner, 2002). Furthermore, a majority of racial/ethnic
minority faculty are constantly under pressure to prove that they deserve their
positions and are not products of affirmative action (Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994;
Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998). To the author’s knowledge, there exist no studies that
compare stress concerning time constraints between White faculty and racial/ethnic
minority faculty as an aggregate group. However, time constraints were found to be
the number one source of stress among a national sample of African-American faculty
in Thompson and Dey (1998). Moreover, being an African-American woman was the
greatest positive contributor to stress concerning time constraints and overall stress
level (Thompson & Dey, 1998).

A married female faculty with a child is likely to juggle her responsibilities as
a faculty, a child provider, and a main contributor to household chores. Although
some researchers believe that occupying multiple roles promotes psychological well-
being by providing a sense of meaning to one’s life, it has been documented that such
benefits are relatively minimal for mothers as compared to women without children,
and that occupying multiple roles is usually associated with heightened distress under
conditions of heavy family responsibility (Emmons, Biernat, Tiedje, Lang, &
Wartman, 1990).

Not surprisingly, numerous studies have found that women, especially those

who are married, express stress concerning time constraints more acutely than men
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(Astin et al., 1991; Astin et al., 1997; Blix et al, 1994; Cessio, 1991; Dey et al., 1992;
Gmelch et al., 1986; Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al., 1996; Sax et al., 1999;
Thompson & Dey, 1998; Thorsen, 1996; Witt & Lovrich, 1998). Particularly, women
faculty are significantly more concerned about teaching loads, and student demands
on their time, and an appropriate balance between teaching and research than men
faculty (Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993). However, one exception to such consistent
findings is a study conducted in the United Kingdom; there was no gender difference
in stress concerning time constraints (Doyle & Hind, 1998). Given these findings the
present study tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Faculty will identify time constraints as the most serious source

of stress than any other sources.

Hypothesis 1b: Racial/ethnic minority faculty will report greater stress

concerning time constraints than White faculty.

Hypothesis I1c: Women faculty will report greater stress concerning time

constraints than men faculty.
Governance Activities

Stress relating to governance activities such as institutional procedures and red
tape (71 %, up from 68 % in 1992), committee work (62 %, up from 58 % in 1989),
and faculty meetings (54 %, up from 50 % in 1989) are considered more stress
producing today than a decade ago (Astin et al., 1991; Dey et al., 1992; Lindholm et
al., 2002). Although stress relating to governance activities were reported to be much

a more serious source of stress than research-related activities in the 2001-02 HERI
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survey (Lindholm et al., 2002), faculty from other large scale studies conducted in the
1980s and 1990s generally considered research-related activities to be more stressful
(Brown et al., 1986; Doyle & Hind, 1998; Gmelch et al., 1984; Thorsen, 1996). As
discussed previously, the recent external pressure imposed on the institutions of higher
education to reform themselves may be responsible for the increased level of stress
reported in this area. The great majority of faculty believe research or teaching
activities to be much more important than governance activities (Doyle & Hind, 1998;
Olsen et al., 1995). The fact that faculty are asked to spend increasingly more time on
the activities (Lindholm et al., 2002) in which they assign the least value may explain
their intensified frustration concerning governance activities today (Doyle & Hind,
1998).
Governance Activities and Non-Traditional Faculty

No noteworthy differences were identified between racial/ethnic minority and
White faculty with respect to the sources of stress relating to governance activities
according to the HERI survey (Astin et al., 1997). This was also an area where

relatively low levels of stress were reported by African-American faculty (Thompson

& Dey, 1998).
On the other hand, women were more likely than men to express stress on

most of the items relating to governance activities, including faculty meetings (58%
women vs. 52% men), committee work (67% women vs. 60% men), and consulting

with colleagues (59% women vs. 53% men) in the 2001-02 HERI survey. The
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majority of both men and women were equally likely to assign institutional procedure
and red tape as a source of stress (71% women vs. 71% men) (Lindholm et al., 2002).

Given that a relatively large number of men considered themselves to be at
least minimally involved in governance activities (54% women vs. 57% men), the
findings that women were more likely than men to express a greater level of stress
concerning both committee work and faculty meetings are puzzling (Lindholm et al.,
2002). Perhaps, this reflects a situation in which women are relegated to assume a
peripheral role, whereas men actively take a leadership in carrying out committee
duties and meetings. This assumption corresponds with the finding in Aguirre,
Hernandez, and Martinez (1994) that women faculty perceived little opportunity to
participate in decision making.

Other studies also found women faculty to experience significantly more stress
related to governance activities than men faculty (Thompson & Dey, 1998; Thorsen,
1996). Among the items that assessed stress associated with governance activities in
Thorsen’s study (1996), “meetings which take up too much time” was considered
most stressful. One explanation for why women experience considerably more stress
with respect to governance activities than men might be because meetings and
committee work do not always follow the scheduled timeframe. This may be
particularly stressful to women because an unexpected extension of a meeting makes
their time management more challenging by interfering with women faculty’s other

responsibilities such as picking up children from school. Based on the above findings,

the following hypothesis was tested.
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Hypothesis 2: Women faculty will report greater stress concerning governance

activities than men faculty.
Home Responsibilities

Closely following institutional procedures and red tape, managing household
responsibilities was ranked as the fourth most serious source of stress in the 2001-02
HERI survey (Lindholm et al., 2002). Along with the stress that faculty report due to
governance activities and students, sources relating to home responsibilities such as
managing household responsibilities (71 %, up from 64 % in 1989), child care (30 %,
up from 29 % in 1989), and care of an elderly parent (32 %, up from 26 % in 1989)
are the areas where increasingly more faculty today experience “moderate” or
“extreme” stress (Astin et al., 1991; Lindholm et al., 2002). Unfortunately, the results
of how faculty felt about home responsibilities in the other large scale studies (Gmelch
et al., 1984; Thorsen, 1996) are not available, because these studies have solely
focused on the sources of stress faculty encounter as it relates to the job.
Home Responsibilities and Non-Traditional Faculty

Although racial/ethnic minority and White faculty did not differ on the sources
of stress relating to home responsibilities (Astin et al., 1997), differences between men
faculty and women faculty were generally found on the stress relating to home
responsibilities. Women faculty were found to be more likely than men to express
stress from managing household responsibilities (79% women faculty vs. 64% men
faculty), childcare (31% women faculty vs. 30% men faculty), and care of an elderly

parent (35% women faculty vs. 27% men faculty). With the exception of the item,
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“childcare”, women have always been more likely than men to report stress from these
sources since the beginning of the HERI survey (Astin et al., 1991; Dey et al., 1992;
Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al., 1996; Sax et al., 1999). Moreover, despite the
greater number of children reported by men faculty, women faculty were more likely
than men to spend at least 17 hours per week managing household responsibilities and
childcare (28 % women vs.15 % men), and reported having to interrupt their career
for more than one year for family reasons (30 % women vs. 7 % men) (Lindholm et al.,
2002). Emmons et al. (1990) noted that “the pressure of managing multiple roles are
greatest, and the psychological benefits from employment are least, under conditions
of heavy family responsibilities” (p.63) in regard to working women in general.
Considering that women spend more hours tending to household chores and attending
to more family obligations, it is indeed understandable that women experience stress
concerning time constraints and home responsibilities more severely than men.
Neither faculty’s nor a homemaker’s work follows a regular 9 to 5 schedule.
As it 1s said in a cliché, “woman’s work is never done,” household chores demand
limitless time and attention just as does faculty’s work (Witt & Lovrich, 1998).
Unlike a typical office worker whose job is finished when leaving an office, those who
have assumed faculty and homemaker roles must take control of their own time to
manage the endless tasks associated with their work. Perhaps, the unique, on-going
nature of their work might also explain why women faculty tend to experience greater
stress concerning home responsibilities and time constraints. On the other hand,. men,

who tend to spend less time on home responsibilities, are at a distinct advantage over
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women in every facet of their lives because they are afforded more time on
pleasurable activities or activities that are important for career advancement.
Considering these factors, the present study tested the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3: Women facuity will report greater stress concerning home

responsibilities than men faculty.
Promotion Concerns

In the 2001-02 HERI survey, nearly half of all faculty reported research or
publishing demands (47%) and/or the review/promotion process (47%) to be stress
producing (Lindholm et al., 2002). Additionally, faculty have expressed stable levels
of stress concerning research or publishing demands and the review/promotion
process over the years, with few changes noted since 1989 (Astin et al., 1991; Dey et
al., 1992; Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al., 1996; Sax et al., 1999).

One interesting point is that although salary is the area where faculty have
expressed the least satisfaction (Clery, 2002; Lindholm et al, 2002), salaries are
typically considered less stress producing than “securing funds for research” (Doyle &
Hind, 1998; Gmelch et al, 1984; Thorsen, 1994). This is probably because research is
the aspect of a faculty’s job that has the greatest potential in influencing the multiple
areas of the faculty’s life as well as their future. Although salary only determines the
financial situation of faculty for certain years until the next review, faculty’s
performance in research can influence many important aspects in their lives, including
their chances of receiving various resources (e.g., salary, grants, student assistants),

achieving tenure or promotion, and even their self-esteem and reputation in academia.
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Therefore, it is not surprising that research-related activities such as “preparing a
manuscript for publication,” are consistently shown as one of the top sources of stress
for faculty across the literature (Blix et al., 1994; Doyle & Hind, 1998; Gmelch et al.,
1984; Lindholm et al, 2002; Thorsen, 1994).

However, the findings that faculty perceive research-related activities to be
more stress producing compared to other primary activities such as teaching and
service are not consistent in the literature. Despite the fact that many of the top
sources of stress reported in Gmelch et al. (1984) were related to research activities,
faculty from doctoral granting institutions in Gmelch et al. (1984) considered teaching
to be more stressful overall than research or service activities. On the other hand,
samples of faculty obtained from both research and teaching-oriented universities in
Thorsen (1994), and 158 faculty from the California State University system in Blix et
al. (1994) reported research to be the most stressful.

The literature suggests that ambiguity over the criteria that are used to evaluate
faculty most strongly contributes to stress relating to the review/promotion process
(Gmelch et al., 1984; Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994), and
uncertainty associated with faculty evaluation is greater for teaching and service than
for research (Gmelch et al., 1984). As discussed previously, the institutions of higher
education today are striving to make a transition from a research and lecture oriented
ivory tower into an inclusive place of participative learning. It seems that although
institutions have been shifting their values to respond to external pressures, faculty

have become increasingly more confused about what their institutions are expecting of
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them. Despite a heightened institutional emphasis on improving the quality of
undergraduate instruction (Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993; Layzell, 1999), only 14 % of
the faculty agreed to the statement, “faculty are rewarded for being good teachers,” as
very descriptive of their institutions (Lindholm et al., 2002). Perhaps, one explanation
for such finding is that creating clear promotion/tenure criteria for teaching and
service activities are much more challenging than creating clear promotion/tenure
criteria for research activities. Although faculty’s performance in research can be
assessed by the number of published journal articles and books, it is much harder to
assess teaching and service activities by objective measures. However, if institutions
were to successfully make a transition into a respected place of participative learning
in their community, it is crucial for them to start making every endeavor to create
clear tenure/promotion criteria, especially for teaching and service activities.
Promotion Concerns and Non-Traditional Faculty

Stress related to promotion concerns (e.g., review promotion process, research
publishing demands, subtle discrimination) is an area where the greatest differences
have been found between racial/ethnic minority and White faculty (Astin et al., 1997;
Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994) and between women and men faculty (Astin et al.,
1991; Dey et al., 1992; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994; Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al.,
1996; Thompson & Dey, 1998). Racial/ethnic minority and women faculty are more
likely to report higher levels of stress relating to promotion concerns than White men
faculty (Astin et al., 1991; Astin et al., 1997; Dey et al., 1992; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais,

1994; Lindholm et al., 2002; Sax et al, 1996; Thompson & Dey, 1998). This is not
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surprising because racial/ethnic minority and women faculty tend to achieve tenure
and promotion less frequently and at a slower rate than White men faculty (Aguirre,
2000; Antonio, 2002; Doyle & Hind, 1998; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994; Thorsen,
1996). Moreover, eQen after women faculty are promoted, their struggles seem to
continue. The literature suggests that although promotion leads to decreased levels of
overall stress for men, stress often increases for women (Doyle & Hind, 1998; Richard
& Krieshok, 1989). Richard and Krieshok (1989) suggest that this is probably
because women faculty have a fewer number of role models and mentors who have
attained high status in academe than men.

As “newcomers” to a predominantly White and male system, obstacles that
racial/ethnic minority and women faculty face in their tenure/promotion processes are
very much alike. For both racial/ethnic minority and women faculty, stress relating to
promotion concerns seems to arise from their poor relationship with people around
them, especially with their supervisor (Johnsrud & Atwater, 1993; Johnsrud & Des
Jarlais, 1994; Thompson & Dey, 1998). Because racial/ethnic minority and women
faculty are less likely to be part of a White male collegial network, they often miss the
opportunities to acquire information, to find a mentor, and to receive support, all
things that are essential in attaining tenure/promotion. This isolation from the
mainstream networking group is considered to be one of the greatest obstacles to
success in academe among racial/ethnic minority and women faculty (Johnsrud &

Atwater, 1993; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994).
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Moreover, supervisors who evaluate racial/ethnic minority and women faculty
for tenure/promotion are more likely to be White males who tend to possess different
values from their racial/ethnic minority and women counterparts. As a result,
racial/ethnic minority and women faculty are apprehensive that their endeavors in
teaching, advising students, community service, or research on feminist/minority
issues might be discredited as non-academic in the tenure/promotion review (Aguirre,
2000; Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994). Indeed, fewer women (65%) agreed to the
statement, “my research is valued by faculty in my department,” than men (75%) in
the 2001-02 HERI survey (Lindholm et al., 2002). Having an understanding
supervisor might improve the stress outcomes of racial/ethnic minority and women
faculty not only because such a supervisor would provide the needed mentorship and
support, but also he or she could help racial/ethnic minority and women faculty better
cope with the overwhelming demands that result in stress. Narayanan, Menon, and
Spector (1999) showed that the most frequently used method of coping for faculty was
to take direct action and to talk to their supervisors in the department.

Overall, it appears that the academic climate for racial/ethnic minorities and
women is unsupportive and alienating at best; however, there have been some
improvements. For example, stress from subtle discrimination (e.g., prejudice,
stereotyping, harassment) that racial/ethnic minorities and women faculty have
reported has displayed a significant decline since 1989 (Astin et al., 1991; Astin et al.,
1997; Lindholm et al., 2002). Still, racial/ethnic minorities and women faculty are

more than twice as likely to identify subtle discrimination as a source of stress than
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their White (49% racial/ethnic minorities vs. 21% Whites; Astin et al., 1997) or men
counterparts (36% women vs. 17% men; Lindholm et al., 2002), respectively.
Moreover, women faculty are less likely than men to believe that women faculty at
their institutions are treated fairly (75% women vs. 91% men; Lindholm et al., 2002).
Based on these findings the following hypotheses were tested.
Hypothesis 4a. Racial/ethnic minority faculty will report greater stress relating
to promotion concerns than White faculty.

Hypothesis 4b: Women faculty will report greater stress relating to promotion

concerns than men faculty.
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METHOD

Participants

A total of all 1650 faculty at a public teaching university in Northern
California were invited to participate, but 476 responses were returned, with a
response rate of 29%. Of those 476 participants, faculty who satisfied the following
conditions were included in the study: (a) they had a full-time appointment, (b) they
were with or without tenure, but with a tenure track position, and (c) they held
academic rank of assistant professor or above. Furthermore, participants who did not
correctly respond to race/ethnicity, gender, and stress questions (n = 37) were
excluded from further analyses. Therefore, the final sample consisted of 204 faculty.
The majority of the faculty were Whites (77.5%, n = 158), followed by Asian
Americans (10.3%, n = 21), other (4.4%, n = 9), Mexican-Americans/Chicano (3.9%,
n = 8), other Latino (2.0%, n = 4), Puerto Rican-American (1.0%, n = 2), African-
Americans (0.5%, n = 1), and American-Indian (0.5%, n=1). Of those faculty, 55%
were men (n = 113) and 45 % (n = 91) were women. The distribution of age was as
follows: 14% (n = 28) were 39 years old or younger, 49% (n = 100) were 40 to 54
years old, and 37% (n = 76) were 55 or older. More than half of the faculty were fuil
professors (57%, n = 116), followed by associate professors (23%, n = 47), and
assistant professors (20%, n = 41). The majority of the faculty (80%, n = 163) were

tenured, and with an indicated primary interest of teaching rather than research (68%,

n=138).
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Approximately half of the faculty had been employed at the institution for
more than 10 years at the time of data collection (47%, n = 95). Despite the fact that
the majority of the faculty were married or living with a partner (78%, n = 155), only
34% of faculty (n = 69) had children under 18 years old. Overall, faculty who
participated in the present study tended to be White, older, more experienced, and
married. Table 1 presents a summary of the demographic information for faculty who
participated in the study.

Measures

Data used in the present study were a single public university portion of the
national survey of college faculty and administrators conducted by the Higher
Education Research Institute (HERI) at UCLA in the fall and winter of 2001-2002.
The 2001-2002 HERI survey is presented in Appendix B. It was the fifth in a series of
faculty surveys conducted on a triennial basis, the first of which was conducted in
1989-90 (Lindholm et al., 2001). The survey questionnaire used for the present study
was based on the instruments used in the four previous surveys and included
additional suggestions from the HERI advisory board and other researchers who were
actively involved in studying faculty issues (Lindholm et al., 2002). In addition to the
demographic information, the survey covered a wide variety of faculty issues such as

how faculty members spent their time, how they interacted with students, their
preferred methods of teaching and examining students, their perceptions of

institutional climate, their primary sources of stress, and overall job satisfaction.

33



Stress Measures

The stress measure used for the present study consisted of 19 items that were
designed to capture a variety of potential sources of stress for faculty both at work
(e.g., research and publishing demands) and at home (e.g., marital friction). On a3
point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 2 = somewhat, 3 = extensive), faculty were
asked to indicate the levels of stress they had experienced for each source during the

past two years.
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Table 1

Demographic Information of the Faculty

Demographic Variable n %
Sex
Men 113 55
Women 91 45
Ethnicity
Whites 158 77.5
Asian-American 21 10.3
Other 9 4.4
Mexican-American/Chicano 8 39
Other Latino 4 2.0
Puerto Rican-American 2 1.0
African-American 1 0.5
American-Indian 1 0.5
Age
39 years old or younger 28 14
40 to 50 years old 100 49
55 or older 76 37

table continues
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table 1 continued
Rank
Full professor
Associate professor
Assistant professor
Tenure status
Tenured
Have not gained tenure
Primary interest
Toward teaching
Toward research
Length of employment at current institution
More than 10 years
10 years or less
Marital status
Married or living with a partner
Single
Presence of children under 18 years old
Have children under 18 years old

Do not have children under 18 years old

116

47

41

163

41

138

64

95

109

155

44

69

135

57

23

20

80

20

68

32

47

53

78

22

34

66
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Exploratory Factor Analysis

These 19 stress items from the HERI 2001-02 survey were subjected to an
exploratory factor analysis using orthogonal rotation. The purpose of the factor
analysis was to reduce the items to the least number of factors that made sense
conceptually. Based on suggestions by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), items loading
at .35 or greater were retained. Results of the factor analysis yielded five factors,
which explained 54 % of the total variance. Although there were slight variations in
the items that constituted each factor, they were very similar to the factor solution
extracted in Thompson and Dey (1998). The results of the factor analysis are
presented in Table 2.
Time Constraints

The first factor that emerged had high positive loadings on six items: time
pressures, lack of personal time, teaching load, keeping up with information
technology, students, and committee work. The first factor explained 15% of the total
variance. Consistent with Thompson and Dey (1998), this factor was labeled as time
constraints. Committee work was also cross-loaded on the second factor. However,
committee work was dropped from this factor because it loaded much more highly on
the second factor than on the first factor. In addition, a reliability analysis showed that
dropping this item would improve reliability. The alpha coefficient for the time
constraints was .72. The items were summed and averaged. The higher the score, the

more that time constraints were perceived.
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Governance Activities
The second factor displayed high positive loadings on four items: colleagues, faculty
meetings, committee work, and subtle discrimination. The second factor explained
12% of the total variance. This factor was labeled governance activities. However,
the item, subtle discrimination, was eliminated because a reliability analysis indicated
that dropping this item would improve reliability. Moreover, this item was cross-
loaded on the fourth factor. As in the study by Thompson and Dey (1998), this item
conceptually seemed to belong to the promotion concerns construct. The Cronbach
alpha coefficient for governance activities after dropping subtle discrimination was .79.
The items were summed and averaged. The higher the score, the more that stress was
perceived on governance activities.
Home Responsibilities

The third factor had positive loadings on four items, including childcare,
children’s problems, marital friction, and household responsibilities. The third factor
explained 11% of the total variance. The factor was labeled home responsibilities.
However, an item, marital friction, was eliminated because a reliability analysis
indicated that dropping this item would improve reliability. Furthermore, this item did
not seem conceptually related to the home responsibilities construct. Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient for home responsibilities after dropping marital friction was .67. The
items were summed and averaged. The higher the score, the more that stress was

perceived on home responsibilities.
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Table 2

Stress Items and Factor Loadings

Factors and items

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Time constraints (o = .72)
Time pressures
Lack of personal time
Teaching load

Keeping up with
information technology

Students

Committee work
Governance activities (a = .79)

Colleagues

Faculty meetings

Committee work

Subtle discrimination
Home responsibilities (o = .67)

Childcare

Children’s problems

Household responsibilities

Marital friction

Table continues

77
17

57

56
48

(37)

.80
.80
.66

(.58)

81

.68

.60

(.60)
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table 2 continued

Factors and items Factor 4 Factor 5

Promotion concerns (a = .62)

Review and promotion process .79
Research and publishing demands 71
Personal finances 54
Subtle discrimination 38
My physical health (.45)

Aging concerns (r = .08)
Care of elderly parent .80

My physical health 44

Note: Loadings were derived from exploratory factor analysis using the principle
component analysis extraction method. Loading in parenthesis indicate an item that
was eliminated from the factor.
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Promotion Concerns

The fourth factor extracted had positive loadings on five items: review and
promotion process, research and publishing demands, personal finances, subtle
discrimination, and my physical health. The fourth factor explained 10% of the total
variance. The factor was labeled promotion concerns. However, my physical health
was dropped because including this item did not seem conceptually correct. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the promotion concerns after dropping my physical
health was .62. The items were summed and averaged. The higher the score, the
more that stress was perceived on promotion concerns.

The fifth factor had positive loadings on two items: care of an elderly parent
and my physical health. The fifth factor explained 6% of the total variance. The
factor was labeled aging concerns. However, the fifth factor was not included in the
analysis due to its low correlation coefficient, » = .08.

Overall Job Satisfaction

Overall job satisfaction of faculty was assessed by one item. Faculty were
asked to indicate the levels of overall job satisfaction on a 5 point Likert-type scale (1
= not applicable, 2 = not satisfied, 3 = marginally satisfied, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very
satisfied).

Procedures

A letter of invitation to participate in the HERI survey was sent to the

institutional research office of the university where the data for the present study were

collected. The director of the office then notified HERI with the institution’s intent to
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participate in the survey and supplied the names and addresses of the faculty
employed at the university at the time of the survey. In return, HERI sent a survey
packet that included a copy of the survey instrument, a cover letter from HERI, and a
pre-paid return envelop, to the director. Upon receipt of the packet, the director of the
institutional research office included his or her own cover letter to further encourage
participation at his or her university, along with the seven questions exclusively
developed at the university to address the local issues of interests (e.g., “over the last 5
years, the university has adequately provided technological support services”).

Finally, the survey packet was mailed by the director to the addresses of every
faculty in mid-October of 2001. Within approximately. eight weeks, HERI’s
processing center identified who had not responded to the survey and notified the
director to send the second set of survey packets to those who had not responded. In
an updated cover letter, the faculty were reminded how important it was for the
university to hear from them, and they were urged to return the response to HERI by
early January 2002. Again a pre-paid envelope was provided. In April 2002, the
HERI processing center sent the resulting SPSS data file for the university to the
institutional research office (Those who are interested in the data collection procedure
for the larger HERI survey is referred to in Appendix A, Research Methodology

section of Lindholm et al., 2002, p. 99).
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Control Variables

The literature in faculty stress has consistently identified that higher academic
status (e.g., tenure, academic rank, salary) and maturity (e.g., age, length of
employment, length of employment at present institution) are associated with lower
levels of stress (Blix et al., 1994; Cessio, 1991; Dua, 1994; Endres & Wearden, 1996;
Gmelch et al., 1986; Hogan, Carlson, & Dua, 2002; Thompson & Dey, 1998; Thorsen,
1996). It is indeed plausible that faculty who have attained higher academic status are
less prone to the detrimental effects of stress because their positions allow security and
resources that are unmatched by those of junior faculty. Moreover, their success
attests that they have learned the strategies to survive in academe, because faculty who
could not cope with the overwhelming demands of stress leave the job or the
institution before gaining tenure. Consequently, variables relating to higher status and
maturity usually demonstrate strong correlations with each other (Thorsen, 1996).
Therefore, for the purpose of the present analyses, only academic rank, age, and length
of employment at the present institution were used as control variables, because these
variables have been most frequently cited in the literature to have the strongest
negative relationship with perceived stress. In addition, presence of children under 18
years old was used as a control variable, because this variable has been reported to

contribute to faculty stress, especially in the area of home responsibilities (Thompson

& Dey, 1998).
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RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 presents the correlations among the variables included in the study.
As can be seen from the table, the stress variables were small to moderately related to
one another, and were negatively related to overall job satisfaction. In addition, all of
the control variables, except for the presence of children under 18 years old, were
negatively related to gender such that women tended to be younger, had a shorter
length of employment, and occupied lower ranks compared to men. Consistent with
the literature, age, length of employment at the present institution, and rank were
moderately correlated with each other, and they were also related negatively to
promotion concerns, indicating that stress associated with promotion concerns tended
to decrease with experience. As can be seen from the Table 3, overall, faculty
reported the highest level of stress associated with time constraints (M = 2.13,
SD = .46), followed by stress associated with governance activities (M = 1.80,
SD = .61), promotion concern (M = 1.65, SD = .49), and home responsibilities
(M =1.60, SD = .54). In line with the descriptive statistics, the results of a repeated
measures analysis supported Hypothesis 1a that predicted that faculty would identify
time constraints as the most serious source of stress than any of the other variables,
F (3, 609) =59.53, p <.001.

The means and standard deviations for White and racial/ethnic minority
faculty, and those for men and women faculty for each of the stress variables are

presented in Table 4. A closer look at the table shows that racial/ethnic minority
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faculty seemed to report more stress on time constraints, governance activities, and
promotion concerns than White faculty. Furthermore, women faculty appeared to
report more stress on all of the stress variables than men faculty.
Tests of Hypotheses

Hypotheses were tested using a 2 (race/ethnicity: White vs. racial/ethnic
minority) X 2 (gender) between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
with time constraints, governance activitiés, home responsibilities, and promotion
concerns as dependent variables, first without the control variables, then with the
control variables. Following the MANOVA, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was

conducted.
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Results of the MANOVA Without the Control Variables

MANOVA without the control variables showed only a main effect of gender,
Wilks’ 4 = .95, F (4, 197) = 2.66, p < .05. Results of the ANOVA showed that men
faculty and women faculty differed significantly on stress related to home
responsibilities, F (1, 200) = 4.44, p <.05 and promotion concerns, F (1, 200) = 441,
p <.05; with women expressing greater levels of stress than men on both stress
variables.

MANOVA also showed the tendency of a race/ethnicity effect, Wilks’ 4 = .96,
F(4,197)=2.20, p=.07. Results of the ANOVA showed that White and
racial/ethnic minority faculty differed on stress related to promotion concerns, F (1,
200) = 8.03, p <.05; with racial/ethnic minority faculty (M = 1.81, SD = .49) reporting
greater levels of stress than White faculty (M = 1.60, SD = .48) on promotion concerns.
Results of the MANOVA Wwith the Control Variables

The same MANOVA was conducted with the control variables (academic rank,
age, length of employment at present institution, presence of children under 18 years
old) included. Results of the MANOVA produced neither an effect of gender or
race/ethnicity, nor an interaction effect between them. The results showed the effects
of presence of children under 18 years old, Wilks’ 4 =.55, F (4, 193) =40.24, p

<.001, rank on the stress variables, Wilks’ 4 = .87, F' (4, 193) =7.21, p <.001.
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Time Constraints

Hypothesis 1b predicted that racial/ethnic minority faculty would report
greater stress concerning time constraints than White faculty. Hypothesis 1¢ predicted
that women faculty would report greater stress concerning time constraints than men
faculty. These hypotheses were not supported. The results of the ANOVA did not
show an effect of race/ethnicity and gender on time constraints, but showed an effect
of rank, F (1, 196) =4.18, p <.05. Table 5 shows the results of the ANOVA for time
constraints.
Governance Activities

Table 6 shows the results of the ANOVA for governance activities.
Hypothesis 2b stated that women faculty would report greater stress concerning
governance activities than men faculty. Contrary to this hypothesis, the results of the
ANOVA showed that gender did not contribute to stress relating to governance
activities. However, academic rank was significantly related to stress on governance
activities, F' (1, 196) = 4.18, p < .05, such that the higher the rank of faculty, the

greater levels of stress was reported on governance activities.
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Home Responsibilities

Table 7 shows the results of the ANOVA for home responsibilities. As
mentioned earlier, when the control variables were not included, the ANOVA showed
a main effect for gender on home responsibilities, F (1, 200) = 4.44, p <.05. That is,
women faculty (M = 1.70, SD = .61) perceived greater levels of stress concerning
home responsibilities than men faculty (M = 1.52, SD =.47). However, when control
variables were included, the effect of gender on this variable disappeared. The results
of the ANOV A showed that only the presence of children under 18 years old, F'(1,
196) = 137.54, p <.001, contributed to stress relating to home responsibilities. Faculty
who had children under 18 years old (M = 2.10, SD = .51) experienced much greater
levels of stress concerning home responsibilities than faculty who did not have
children under 18 years old (M = 1.35, SD = .35). Therefore, Hypothesis 3b,

postulating that women would report greater stress concerning home responsibilities

than men was not supported.
Promotion Concerns

Table 8 presents results of the ANOVA for promotion concerns. Hypothesis
4a postulated that racial/ethnic minority faculty would report greater stress relating to
promotion concerns than White faculty. Consistent with Hypothesis 4a, the results of
the ANOVA revealed that even after controlling for the effects of the control variables,
racial/ethnic minorities (M = 1.81, SD = .49) perceived higher levels of stress
concerning promotion concerns, £ (1, 196) = 5.50, p <.05, than Whites (M = 1.60, SD

=.48). Thus, hypothesis 4a was supported.

52



100 >4 5x

961 1041
00’ v i 4X D
o 1 I () soriAOIIYT
1 PSC 1 (D) 1opudny
00’ N ! juey
00 00 1 vonniisuy wosaxd 1v wawiodwd jo Yidua |
00 Y 1 v
i+ wxbPSLC] 1 PIO SIBAA g1 JOpUn UAIPHYD JO DOUISII]
"/ o ip 20108

(F07 = NJ sainpiqisuodsay ouop] 10f Y AONF Jo 11152y

Ldge]L

53



S0 >d

961 JOLI
e 00 1 B
110 088 1 {:1) 22w, An21043Y
00 14 I (n) 1apuan
SO 00 I Uy
0 St'¢ ] uonnpsu Judsard 18 wawio|dwa jo Qisud’y
00 124 I 28y
o o I PIO SIBIA R JOPUN UDIPIIYD JO 2DUTSIY
M A w 22004

12014

N SUAIIO) HOHOWOAS 40f FAONT JO ISy

LR LAY

54



Hypothesis 4b expected that women faculty would report greater stress relating
to promotion concerns than men faculty. The result of the ANOVA without the
control variable showed an effect of gender on this variable, F (1,200) =4.41,p < .05,
however, such effect disappeared when the control variables were included, F (1, 196)
=71, ns.

On the other hand, the results of the ANOVA also showed an effect of
academic rank, F (1, 196) = 9.29, p <.05, on stress relating to promotion concerns.
More specifically, the higher the academic rank of faculty, the lower the levels of
stress faculty reported relating to promotion concerns.

Sources of Stress and Overall Job Satisfaction

To determine which sources of stress most strongly contributed to overall job
satisfaction of faculty, a multiple regression analysis was performed between overall
job satisfaction of faculty as an outcome variable and time constraints, governance
activities, home responsibilities, and promotion concerns as predictors. Table 9 shows
the result of the multiple regression analysis. The set of stress variables accounted for
approximately 20% of the variance in overall job satisfaction of the faculty (R = .44, p
<.001). Among these stress variables, promotion concerns displayed the strongest
significant negative relationship to overall job satisfaction of faculty, f=-.27, p
<.001, followed by governance activities, f=-.18, p <.05. However, time

constraints and home responsibilities did not significantly contribute to overall job

dissatisfaction of faculty.
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DISCUSSION

In this time of transition for higher education, how well institutions can attend
to the issues of faculty stress has great potential in influencing the future of
institutions. With the recent tuition hike precipitated by declining public support for
higher education, pressure imposed upon today’s faculty is unlike anything their
predecessors experienced.

Because the strength of the institutions is largely dependent on the quality of
faculty’s work, excessive stress that could motivate talented faculty to leave the
institution, hamper their performance, and damage their health should be
systematically investigated. To meet the rising public expectations and to compete
with a new competitor (i.e., the virtual university), institutions of higher education
cannot face their challenges without addressing the issue of faculty stress. Effective
policy and program initiatives to assist faculty is indispensable in this trying time, not
only for the reason of maximizing performance of the faculty who are already in the
system today, but also to attract new faculty who can replace the older faculty who
will be retiring within the next decade. Furthermore, understanding unique issues that
racial/ethnic minority and women faculty are likely to face is particularly imperative
because their higher rate of turnover, slower career progression, and smaller numbers
in academe indicate a need for special attention to these struggling groups.

The present study examined the stress experience of faculty at a public

teaching university and how their experiences differed as a function of their
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race/ethnicity and gender. In addition, this study investigated what sources of stress
most strongly contributed to overall job dissatisfaction of the faculty.
Interpretation of Findings

Consistent with earlier studies (e.g., Gmelch et al., 1984, Thompson & Dey,
1998, Thorsen, 1996), the present study suggests that faculty in general consider time
constraints to be a much more serious source of stress than governance activities,
promotion concerns, and home responsibilities. Furthermore, racial/ethnic minorities
reported significantly higher levels of stress relating to promotion concerns than
White faculty even when controlling for effects of age, rank, length of employment at
their present institution, and presence of children under 18 years old.

The effect of gender was shown on stress related to home responsibilities and
promotion concerns such that women faculty reported more stress related to home
responsibilities and promotion concerns than men. However, such effect disappeared
when the control variables were included in the analyses. Instead, the presence of
children under 18 years old and academic rank seemed to be more related to the stress
variables in the present study. The results suggest that it is not gender or
race/ethnicity of faculty per se that seems to be related to stress variables, but rather,
the control variables seemed to be more related to the levels of stress experienced by

the faculty in the present study. Particularly, a substantial relationship between high

stress scores and presence of children under 18 years old signified a challenge this
group of faculty faced in balancing work and child-rearing responsibilities. Finally,

findings of the present study also indicated that stress relating to promotion concerns
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and governance activities showed a significant relationship with overall job
dissatisfaction.

One possible explanation for why most of the hypotheses postulated in this
study were not supported may be attributed to the characteristics of the present sample.
The sample consisted of a large number of full professors and older and tenured
faculty who had been employed at their institution for more than ten years. Thus, it
could be argued that these mature faculty might be the ones who were experiencing
the least amount of stress. On the other hand, it is possible that those who were most
disturbed by the detrimental effects of stress might have decided not to participate in
the study because they were too overwhelmed to take on another demand of a request
to fill out a survey. If this is the case, the issue of faculty stress on campus might be
much more serious than it is depicted in the study, because the response rate was
relatively low — 29%. Because there is no way of investigating the difference between
those who participated in the study and those who did not, the accurate conditions of
faculty stress cannot be depicted. Moreover, the number of racial/ethnic minority
faculty who participated in the present study was quite small (22.5%, n = 46). Thus,
the lack of differences between White faculty and racial/ethnic minority faculty might
be due to the small sample size, rather than the lack of actual differences in the
experience of stress between these two groups of faculty.

It should also be noted that internal consistency reliabilities for home
responsibilities (a = .67) and promotion concerns (o = .62) were relatively low.

Therefore, the findings pertaining to these two stress variables need to be interpreted
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with caution. The present study was conducted in a public teaching university located
in a high-cost of living, metropolitan area. Considering that the majority of faculty
(68%, n = 138) in this study reported their primary interest was directed more toward
teaching than research, the results should generalize at best to teaching universities in
a similar setting and probably not to research-oriented institutions or teaching
universities located in rural or suburban areas.
Limitations and Future Research

Future research should include a larger racial/ethnic minority faculty sampie,
and ideally conduct analyses separately for each group instead of aggregating the data
to create one racial/ethnic “minority” group. Creating one “minority” group is
problematic because it obscures potential differences among subgroups and assumes
that all members from various racial/ethnic minority groups are the same when, in fact,
they are not (Astin et al., 1997). Great variations in the way faculty from different
racial/ethnic minority groups have responded to the HERI survey has been well
documented in Astin et al. (1997). For example, although most faculty from
racial/ethnic minority groups (e.g., Latino, African American, American Indian)
considered influencing social change as the most important reason for pursuing an
academic career, Asian-American faculty were more likely to report that they chose
an academic career because of its prestige and status. Unfortunately, the relatively
small number of faculty representing each different racial/ethnic minority group

would make separate analyses of each group impractical. This may present a major
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challenge to researchers interested in studying potential differences of the stress
experience between various racial/ethnic minority groups of faculty.

Results of the present study indicated that having children under 18 years old
most strongly contributes to high levels of stress for faculty. Because faculty who
have young children are more likely to be assistant or associate professors, they are
also more likely to report greater levels of stress concerning promotion concerns. A
more detailed study that focuses on unique issues concerning this most troubled group
is urgently needed.

With the introduction of new technology, new sources of stress seem to have
emerged; however, the actual impact has not been well documented. Future research
should examine how faculty incorporate technology into their daily academic work as
well as the nature of stress associated with the use of new technology (e.g., e-mail, a
course taught on the internet) and how such technology impacts faculty workloads.

In addition, in order to assess if workloads are distributed equitably, there
needs to be further investigation on how temporary, full-time, racial/ethnic minority,
and women faculty, as well as faculty from various ranks, divide their time amongst
different institutional duties. The necessary adjustments in workload distribution
should be made based on results of the study.

Implications

Despite its limitations, the present study was valuable in that it underscored the

importance of examining the stress experience of a rarely studied group — faculty of

higher education, especially racial/ethnic minority and women faculty. The study
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suggested that the first step in improving an institutional climate must involve policy
changes and programs to reduce stress associated with time constraints. The study
also indicates that administrators have much to gain from paying particular attention
to alleviating stress resulting from promotion concerns and governance activities that
faculty experience, because these are the areas that most strongly contributed to their
overall job dissatisfaction. Furthermore, if institutions are genuinely committed to the
goal of diversifying their faculty, administrators must reassess their review and
promotion procedures and address the issues of discrimination (e.g., racism, sexism)
in their institutions.

The findings of this study appear to indicate that the primary source of the
problem of stress stems from a failure on the institution’s part to communicate clearly
to faculty what is expected of them. Unclear tenure/promotion criteria not only make
setting priorities and time management more challenging to faculty, but also add to
the faculty’s anxiety by creating more confusion to the already dreaded process.
Institutions are urged to tackle this core of the problem by requiring every department
to submit clear and specific statements about criteria used to evaluate faculty in
research, service, and teaching. Especially, utmost care needs to be taken in clarifying
service and teaching criteria. Once clear criteria statements are created, every effort
should be made to disseminate the information to every faculty. Johnsrud and Des
Jarlais (1994) recommend including the statements in the letter of appointment issued
to new tenure-track faculty members, as well as holding periodic assessment and goal

setting meetings between faculty and the department chair.
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If institutions were to shift their priorities away from research to service and
teaching activities, a reward system needs to be reevaluated accordingly. This may be
achieved by aligning the reward system to an institutional goal. Clearly, much more
emphasis should be placed on rewarding service, teaching, and curriculum
development activities in order to not only respond to public pressure, but also to
make the academic climate more conducive to racial/ethnic minorities and women. In
addition, research focusing on minority, feminist, or diversity issues needs to be
recognized as equally as important as research on mainstream issues (Turner 2002).

A brief note that affirms research on minority, feminist, or diversity issues should be
included in the criteria statement.

In order to prevent tenure-track faculty from shouldering the burden of
excessive student advising and service loads, the number of part-time or contract
faculty should be controlled by establishing clear hiring guidelines (Caison, 2003) that
include the optimal ratio of tenure-track to temporary faculty (e.g., 7:3). Institutions
should make an effort to ensure that the number of temporary faculty do not exceed
the aforementioned optimal ratio, and there are sufficient tenure-track faculty
available to accomplish institutional goals (Caison 2003).

In addition, offering university wide workshops to teach skills in time or stress
management may also produce fruitful results. These workshops could feature senior
faculty sharing what they have learned to be successful in academe with junior faculty.
Such workshops would not only provide useful information but also facilitate

opportunities for junior faculty to meet other faculty outside of their department,
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expand their network, and find a mentor or a role model. This may be particularly
helpful to racial/ethnic minority faculty because opportunities to meet other
racial/ethnic minority faculty across campus could ease the feeling of isolation they
experience in their department (Turner, 2002).

Cross-departmental research presentations may also produce similar benefits
by enhancing the sense of collegiality among faculty and providing an opportunity for
research collaboration. Especially, collaboration between senior and junior faculty
should be facilitated with incentives such as release time and funding (Johnsrud &
Des Jarlais, 1994). From working with senior faculty, junior faculty will have the
opportunity to learn skills and acquire information important for their success, which
could in turn help alleviate stress relating to promotion concerns.

It is also imperative that departmental chairs become aware of racial/ethnic
minority and women faculty issues, especially with regard to their unique values and
priorities, and isolation they feel in the workplace. They should be reminded that the
most frequently used method of stress coping for faculty is talking to superiors in their
department; therefore, department chairs should always be prepared to listen and to
quickly respond to faculty concerns. On-going training in counseling, conflict
resolution, formative evaluation, and all forms of harassment including those relating
to race, color, religion, sex, age, disability, national origin, or sexual orientation, could
assist department chairs in addressing subtle discrimination (Johnsrud & Des Jarlais,
1994). In addition, chairs should review the institution’s harassment policy and

complaint filing guidelines at least once a year with every faculty in their department.
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Although reducing faculty involvement in governance activities could help
faculty by lessening their stress in the short run, it would eventually hurt them because
institutions’ attempts in improving themselves are more likely to fail without faculty’s
valuable input. Thus, it is inevitable for faculty to engage in more faculty meetings
and committee work at least during these times of transition for higher education
today. As discussed previously, the stress associated with governance activities may
arise from difficulty in time management due to a sudden surprise call to a meeting or
an unexpected extension of a meeting. Therefore, the more realistic strategies for
institutions is to exert efforts in notifying faculty about a meeting at earliest possible
time and to follow the scheduled time-frame, rather than reducing the number of
meetings.

Despite an increasingly diverse student population, institutions of higher
education have not been successful in diversifying the faculty. Not only are
institutions hiring a disproportionately small number of racial/ethnic minority faculty,
they are also having difficulty retaining those few that they have hired (Aguirre, 2000;
Bronstein, Rothblum, & Solomon, 1993; Plata, 1996; Turner & Myers, 2000). The
latest national data collected by the HERI survey indicated that White faculty
constituted 90% of all the full-time undergraduate positions in the United States
between the year 2001 to 2002 (Lindholm et al., 2002). Clearly, institutions have
much more work to do in order to achieve the goal of creating a community that can
best prepare students for an international and multi-cultural society. It is projected

that approximately 36% of all faculty in the United States will retire within the next
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ten years (Lindholm et al, 2002); thus, the time is now to start recruiting more
racial/ethnic minority faculty and to help them stay in academe by creating friendly,
supportive environments.

A recent survey conducted by the Harvard Graduate School of Education
revealed that new faculty members and doctoral candidates from top educational
programs consider how a prospective institution portrays their concern for the quality
of life for faculty to be one of the most important factors in their decision to accept
employment (Trower, 2000). What was particularly surprising about the results of
this study was that quality of life factors were considered even more important than
salary. Therefore, with regard to attracting competent faculty, not only is investing in
stress reduction a much less costly strategy than offering competitive pay, but also the
study suggests that offering stress reduction strategies is actually more effective. Thus,
especially in this time of declining resources, institutions have every reason to try the
stress reduction strategies introduced in this paper.

Institutional commitment to alleviating stress for all faculty will produce
stronger academe by improving the quality of faculty work and their health, increasing
faculty overall job satisfaction, attracting competent faculty, retaining those who are
already in the system, and creating diverse academe that can stand the challenges of a
multi-cultural society. In this time of great transition and declining resources for
higher education, how well institutions can address the faculty stress issue is likely to
determine the fate of institutions in the future, especially because a substantial number

of faculty are expected to retire within the next ten years. The time is now to start an
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endeavor in reducing faculty stress by clarifying tenure/promotion criteria, re-
examining reward systems, controlling the number of temporary faculty, providing
cross-departmental workshops/research presentations, encouraging senior and junior
faculty collaboration, providing training to chairs, and improving meeting
arrangements. Enriching faculty life would, in turn, result in the enhanced quality of
learning for students who will be the next leading force in our society. Institutions
must be cognizant of the magnitude of impact faculty have on students, campus
community, and our society at large, and start improving the working environment for

the most important of institutional resources - their faculty.
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CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the present study was to examine the stress experience of
faculty at a public teaching university and how their experiences would differ as a
function of their race/ethnicity and gender. In addition, this study investigated what
sources of stress most strongly contributed to overall job dissatisfaction of faculty.
Results indicated that, in general, faculty consider time constraints to be the most
serious source of stress. Further, racial/ethnic minority faculty reported significantly
higher levels of stress relating to promotion concern than White faculty. However,
women did not differ from men on the level of stress they reported. The results
suggest that high levels of stress are not so much a function of race/ethnicity and
gender, but rather a function of academic rank of faculty and whether faculty have
children under 18 years old. Findings also indicated that stress relating to promotion
concerns and governance activities had a strong association with faculty job
dissatisfaction. It was concluded that faculty stress may be reduced by clarifying
tenure/promotion criteria, re-examining a reward system, controlling the number of
temporary faculty, providing cross-departmental workshops/research presentations,
encouraging senior and junior faculty research collaboration, providing training to

chairs, and improving meeting arrangements.
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Faculty of color are treated laitty hare . . ERDE & |
Waman tacuily are ireated faifly here ... ... ... LR
Mary courses invoive students in community service . . . R IO B B i 31, How satistied are you with the following
This institution shouid hire more women taculty 4.3 ey aspects of your job?
Most students are suong!y committed 1o commum!y {Mark one for each item)
SIS L, ... PN L o e |
Gay and {esbian facuity are treateti faidy here. . . Lo EER 2 Saiary and tnrge beneils MiN
My regearch is valued by faculty :n my department . ... .. RERFE N2 8 Oppornunity for scholardy pursuits . ... ..., | . MIN
My teachiag is valued by facully in my department . ., I lisi 21 Teaching icac .. R RN YIS IMIEN
Quality of studenis . AR e IVES K
Office/lab space .. . yisimin
28, During the past iwe years, how involved have ; Aulonomy and indepencence . .. visimlin
Vw'm:&m%m to reform the following at 3/ Protessional refationships with other faculty . .. . V.18 LiI N
youl ‘:‘ / Social relationships with othor ‘acully YisimiN
{Mark one for each ilem) ! H Competency of colicagues . NS KN
i§ / Visibiity for jobs at other unsnmtxcr\s/crgammlmns v simin
COvarall mission, puwpose . . ... ............... . g ¥ Job securily . . . e vA. s | MN
General educaton . .. .. A 8 Relationships with adminisiration ., .. . YA S NN
Faculty roles/rewards., . e e Overall job satstaction ,, ..., P Yi§|MiN :
Goverrance , . . Opportunity 10 dovelop new ideas .. ....... .. VA s M N 1
Quecuum ... . . Avaiiabdity of child care at this institution ... ., L ER] t
-3 ® @ [ J ® oo
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32. |nd|cate how well each of the following
ibes your cotlege or v

(Mark one for each item)

I is easy kor students % see facuity outside
of reqular office hours

There is 4 yreat deai of conformity among the students . . .

The tacuity are typically at odus with campus
adminigirators .

Facuity hets respect aach other ... ..
Moat students are treated like "numbers in 2 Book" .
Secil activities ate overemphagized

Stugents hers do niel usually socialize with one another .
Facuity are rewarded tor being good teachers .

33. In how many of the undergraduate courses that you tesch

do you use sach of the following?
(Mark one tor each itermn)

Evaiuation Methods:

Muttiple chokce mid-term and/ar final sxams .,
Essay mid-tarm anor tinal axama .
Short-answer myi-lerm andior final axams . .
Quizzos o

Weekly ousay assighmonts .

Studen pregentalions |

Termvresearch papnres . .
Student avatuations of eaen others' work
Grading on & curve . .
Competency-based grading ..

Inst 1T
Class discussions .
Computer or machine-akied instryction. .. ............
Cooperative isarming (small groups) .., . .
Experiential laarningeFiatd studies
Teaching assistants
Racita!s/Demonstrations . .
Group projects
independent projsnts
Extensive lecluring
Mutliple dralis of wrilten work

HBeadings on racial and emnic issues .
Readings 11 women and gender ssues
Slusent § sctivitios
Student-selactéd opics tar course contant
Comemunily 8ervice as part of COUrSoworK . .

oxoms. etc.)

> » P

34. What is the hig! tevel of
by your spouse/partner and your parents?

(Mark ona in each column)

Bth grade or iess .
Soma bigh schoot .
Completed high school
Some collegs . .
Graduated fromeolege . . ... ... ... ... ...,
Attendod gracuale or professional school
Attained advanced degreo o
Does nol upply (No spouse o paaner}

> »

>

> B > > >

@

P Wl o W B D e o

v oo w w

'

0 Bpoun
buiind

e
. Now,,

R T T T

n -

00 NOT MARK IN THIS AREA

8

35, Piesse Indicate your agreement with
sach of the following statements:

{Mark ona for sach itern)

Wastern civilization and culture should bo the loundation

e

ol the undergraduale curriculum 4.k
College afficials nave the fight 1o ban persons with

extreme views from speaking on campus . . A A4
The chief berafit of a coliege aducation is that 1t ’

ncreases vne's earning power . B
Promoting tiversity laads 1o the admiseion of t00 many

underprepared students ... ... ... . . 403

Coileges should be actively involved in soMng social

probiems ... 03
Tenurs is an ouimoded mept AU PN AN
Colieges should encourage Sludants to be involved in

community sarvice sctivites . . . . e
Community service shoutld be given weight in co&ege

admissions desisions ... ... ... ... PR B |
Tanure is essential to aitract the Dest minds 10 gcadems sl
A racialiy’sthnicatly Kuersa etudent 'vu'i, snnances the

educational experience ol ail students . P 4
Extemai often prevent chors #rom being

complotaty objective in the conduc! of hair work | L I

.

36. How would you characterize your political views? (Mark gne}

FarLelt
Liberat

Migglie-of the-road Lonservative

Far Right

37. Indicate the importance to you
personally of sach of the following:

{Mark one for sach item)
Becoming an authonty wn my fiekt
Influancing the politea) structure .
Influencing social values
Raising 4 lamily .

Being vary wall-off hnanenahy

Holging oiners whe ate In dm»cuny .

Becoming involved i programs 1o clean up
the environman ... .

Developing & maaningful pmlmw;hy of jite
Haiping 1o promole racial understanding

Obtaining recognition from my colisagues for
contributions o my speciaifeld ... ... ... ... ¥

intagraling spirituality inlo my iife, ... ..
Being a good colleague . ..
Being 4 good teacher

AChieving congruentcs betwean my own
values and ingtitutional vaiues ...

RIS

» e B

P

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS: if you received additional quuuonl

answers beiow:

z

38 4 8 D £ 464 8 C 0 E S ak ¢ oD E
3..208 LD E 86 A 8¢ 0 & 83 A BCODE
4.4 5 ¢C D E 4724 4 C 0t 54 A B .C D E
41, 4 8 ¢ p E 48 A 8 ¢ D e 35 A 8 € D€
42. 4 B ¢ 0 & 48..4. 8 C 2 E 56, A 8 ¢ 0 E
43,4 B¢ Dk B50.A B C D E ST A BHC D E
4. 4 B D E 51,483 ¢ 08 8848 CD K
Plosey retumn questionnaire in the postage-Daid snvelops 10!
Highee Education Research atinsie
2005 Wast Servics Road, Cagan, MN 55121

THANK YOU!
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Higher Education Research Institute Faculty Survey
Fail 2001

SUPPLEMENTAL CAMPUS QUESTIONS

Please respond to the following questions by marking your response in the
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS area shown at the bottom right on page 4 of the HERI
survey instrument.

38. in your opinion, to what extent has your present workload impacted your scholarly
productivity?
A-Significantly Diminished
B- Slightly Diminished
C- Not Changed
D- Slightly Increased
E- Significantly Increased

39. During the past several years, the quality of faculty in my department has:
A-Significantly Diminished
B- Slightly Diminished
C- Not Changed
D- Slightly Increased
E- Significantly Increased

For items 40 through 44, please use the following rating scale when responding:

A- Strongly Agree

B- Somewhat Agree

C- Don't know

D- Somewhat Disagree
E- Strongly Disagree

40. Compared to 5 years ago, students are more likely to take responsibility for the outcome
of their instruction:

41. Compared to 5 years ago, students are more involved in the classroom teaching/ learning
process:

42. Over the last 5 years, SJSU has adequately provided technological support facilities:
43. Over the last 5 years, SJSU has adequately provided technological support services:

44. As a faculty member, | feel | can significantly influence University policies:

PLEASE DO NOT INCLUDE THIS SHEET IN THE SURVEY RETURN ENVELOPE~
THANK YOU FOR TAKING TIME TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY.

HERISupplQuest.doc, 5/9/2002
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