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FACULTY SATISFACTIOM QUESTIONNAIRE:
DEVELOPMENT, VALIDITY, AND RELIABILITY

by
Dr. Ana Gil Serafin
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to design and test a survey
instrument in which college faculty satisfaction with their role
functions of teaching, research, and service were examined.
Randomly selected faculty members from the Universidad
Pedagogica Experimental Libertador (UPEL) of Venezuela, composed
by seven branches, were the population (N=234). Items of Faculty
Satisfaction Questionnaire (FSQ), English and Spanish versions,
gathered from the literature were subjected to panel of experts
review and field testing.

Thirty faculty members participated in the field testing. The
evidence of the validity and reliability of the measures showed that
the alpha of teaching (11 items) re=.85; research (9 items) r=.80; and
service (9 items) r=.85. More evidence of sufficient reliability of
the measures was established testing 207 faculty members of UPEL.
No negative item-correlations among the items were found. The
three measures were identified as reliable for each section of the
instrument. The alpha of teaching was .76, research .86, and service
.83. The retention of respectable alpha coefficient, larger than .50,
is further documentation of the reliability of the 39 items
instrument formatted into four pages.

The universal mission of the university are those of teaching,
research, and service. Faculty are the human factors in charge of
carrying out such academic functions. Faculty are aware of the

concerns regarding curriculum, discrepancies between theory and
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practice, student needs, multicultural diversity, budget restrictions,
and so on. The faculty as a key defender of the tradition of the
university has been studied widely. Faculty and their satisfactions
are the main targets of this study.

Studies in faculty satisfaction mention that teaching itself is
a source of satisfaction (Cooper, 1973; DeFrain, 1979; Ibrahim,
1985/1986; McNair, 1973/1980; Mellinger, 1982; Miller, 1986;
Riday, 1981, “Teachers Are Proud,” 1980; Weissman, 1981/1982).
Also, teaching as a profession is another element that may produce
satisfaction (Diener, 1985; Eckert & Stecklein, 1961; Nussel,
Wiersma, & Rusche, 1988). Data on faculty activities, concerns, and
commitments have shown that as a group faculty spend much more
time on teaching (Ladd, 1979). Investigations in faculty
satisfaction also mention research as part of their satisfactions
(Woodrow, 1978). Research is more highly valued than teaching
(Blackburn et al., 1980; Parelius, 1982). Concerning service, it can
be considered “the broken leg of the stool.” Service, as described by
Martin (1977), “is short, poorly conceptualized and erratically

expressed.”

OBJECTIVES OF INQUIRY
The objective of this study was to design and test a survey
instrument in which college faculty satisfaction with their role

functions of teaching, research, and service were examined.



DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT
E t Criteri

The level of faculty satisfaction was measured by the Faculty
Satisfaction Questionnaire (FSQ) using a Likert-type scale (1= very
dissatisfied, 2= dissatisfied, 3= neutral, 4 satisfied, and 5= very
satisfied). Scoring weights for these choices were: 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1
respectively. A series of steps were followed to design the
instrument and to ensure consistent and accurate results. The first
step was an examination of the literature regarding satisfaction
with teaching, research, and service in higher education institutions.
This stage resulted in a large list of items, in modified form,
serving as pool from which the final set of items was drawn. The
items were grouped into three dimensions: teaching statements,
research statements, and service statements. The satisfaction
score for each dimension was determined by summing the weights

for all items related to the variable.
Overview of the Instrument Development

The FSQ had 51 items in its first version. Forty-two items
were related to teaching, research, and service statements and 9
items requested information on personal and professional

background. The questionnaire was divided into three sections:

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



teaching, research, and service. each section had 14 items
describing some general aspects of the faculty position functions.
The items (ntended to apply to only university faculty’s job.

A page containing demographic items was also constructed
requesting: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) earned degreas, (d) years of
experience in higher education, (¢) academic rank, (f) previous
teaching experiences in other educational levels, and (g) rewards

obtained due to teaching, rr:isearch, and/or service activities.
Expert Review

An examination of all specifications of role function was reviewed
by a panel of experts who submitted their judgments based on a
table of specifications containing the elements of faculty
satisfaction found in the literature. It provided the cantent and
structure of each item in the FSQ. A summary of the table of

specifications is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Tabl {_Specificati

Aspect Elements of Satisfaction Item

Teaching itself
Teaching workload

Class size

Curriculum preparation
Academic freedom
Teaching as a profession
Facilities and equipment
Advising

Teaching rewards

Teaching

wh -

,4,8,9,10

S D2 2 d
w

CONDO WP~
H

Research Financial support 1
Time release 2
Publications 3
Assistance 7
Institutional research 4,
Intellectual research 5
Research rewards 6

1

Sanbatical leaves

ONoOoGRrWND

Service Personal growth 3
Professional growth 1
Financial support 1
Administrative duties 7,
Consulting 8,
Service rewards 1

2 o A

The panel's task was to compara the elemants of teaching,
research, and service to the items as operationalized aspects of the
literature review. The panel reviewed the items for comprehension,
content, and length. The content validity of the English version was

then assessed by three experts. The Spanish version of the




instrument was reviewed by Spanish grammar expert in order to
verify the sentence structure, wording, and the accuracy in the
translation of the instrument. An instrument evaluation form
(Appendix A) was constructed to summarize and concentrate the
results (opinion, judgment, changes, etc) given by each panel
member. It helped to insure that comments were gathered on each
item regarding tha themes involved. The first draft of FSQ was first
reviewed in its English version. It was expected that two out of
three panel members made similar suggestions prior to translating

it into Spanish language.
Besults of Expert Review

An item was rated based on the following criteria: (a)
essential; (b) important, but not essential; and (c) not important.
The items placed as essential by two out of three experts were
automatically chosen. The results of the teaching statements, Part
|, were as follows: 11 items were selected, and ltem 3 regarding
“the nature of the material to be taught,” item 4 about “deciding the
content of the course,” and item 10 referring to “flexibility of the
program to meet the needs of individual undergraduate majors" were
dropped because of unclear wording.

Regarding Part |l, research statements, 9 items remained and
5 (Items 4, 5, 9, 11, and 12) were eliminated. Item 4 related to

“research opportunities to support institutional planning and
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decision making” and Item 5 asking about “research opportunities
for the intellectual growth of the faculty and students” were
dropped due to their broad and ambiguous content. In respect to
“writing research proposal” (Item 9), was found o be included into
the Item 1 text, in addition, it was rated as not important. Item 12
was dropped due to its similarity with ltem 6.

In Part lll, service statements, nine items were kept without
being modified, and Items 12 and 13 regarding financial support for
attending conferences, seminars, making presentations, and so forth,
were merged. The experts concurred in eliminating Item 3 referring
to “institutional planning to provide personal enrichment,” Item 4
about “improving consulting skills,” Iltem 5 regarding “enhancing
interpersonal skills,” and Item 6 on “exploring career options.”
There was complete accord in the reasons given such as content
ambiguity (ltem 3) and complexity (Item 5). Items 4 and 6 were
considered as lacking of importance. Structure modification of Item
10 was suggested.

In regard to the Personal and Professional Data instrument
attached, the panel agreed with eliminating Item 8, regarding the
assessment of level of effort on specific tasks, due to its
complexity and length. In reviewing the directions of FSQ, it was
suggested that the items indicated more than activities. Therefore,
the initial instructing paragraph was changed including activities,
actions, conditions and/or functions of teaching, research, and

service.
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Field Testina

The field testing wouid test the reliability of the instrument
and the methods and procedures. Thirty faculty members
paiticipated in the field testing. The criteria for selecting these
faculty were: (a) being a full-time faculty in the selected
institutions, (b) teaching a specific subject area, and (c) assigned to
determined academic department. The items retained were
rearranged for the field instrument. The 29 items of teaching,
research, and service aspects, and the 8 items of demographic
information were formatted into six pages. Respondents were
ensured confidentiality. Being anonymous was underlined as
relevant in the directions. Reliability for each variable was
determined by use of the Cronbach alpha coefficient.

RESULTS

At the 3-week point, 17 of the 30 participants had responded,
for an 56.6% return rate. Four weeks following the field testing
there remained 13 nonrespondents. The data collection was
suspended at the fifth week. The final response rate was 22 of the
30 mailed, or 73.3%. The evidence of the validity and reliability of
the measures showed that the alpha of teaching (11 items) r= .85:
research (9 items) r= .80; and service (9 items) r= .85. No negative

item-correlations among the items were found. Consequently, no



changes in the instrument or procedure were made on tre basis of
the field test.

Later, more evidence of sufficient reliability of the measures
was established testing 207 faculty members of UPEL. The three
measures were ratified as reliable for each section of the
instrument. The alpha of teaching was .76, research .86, and service
.83. As it is observed, the alpha coefficient for teaching decreased;
however, the retention of respectable alpha coefficient, larger than
.50, is further documentation of the reliability of the 39 items
instrument formatted into four pages. Table 2 renorts the field

testing findings.

Table 2
Eield Testing R I
Measures
Teaching Research Service
Field | (N=30) r= .85 r= .80 r= .85
Field Il (N=207) r= .76 r= .86 re .83

EDUCATIONAL IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

The significance of the study lies in its potential to determine

individuals' satisfaction with their position functions in terms of

10



teaching, research, and service aspects. Given the factors of
professional status and recurring criticism invoiving faculty,
student, and university performance, FSQ may help to identify
elements in the level of faculty satisfaction with their position
functions that would provide responses to questions from the public
domain.

The individual analysis of a particular items contained in the
instrument may be the primary step to find out what specific aspect
of either teaching, research, or service produces more or less
feelings of satisfaction on faculty. In analyzing satisfaction with
teaching aspects, that is, teaching techniques, course design,
evaluative strategies, grading, and classroom practices, results may
help to make curricular decisions across campuses. The same is
true for research and service statements. This type of instrument
could fortify the study findings in terms of identifying what precise

aspect is really fostering more individual satisfaction.
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INSTRUMENT EVALUATION FORM

Please evaluate each item of the instrumeat. You may alsc wzite
dizectly on the instrument.

1. Pact I. Reaching Activities.

Y

Item Nuaber

Zaseatial

impoztant,
but net
essential

Neot
isportant

w

2. Part II. Ressarch Activities.

ftem Number

Essential

Impoctant, ’
but neot
egssential

Not
important

—__—L——-—‘—é———_—




3. Parte III. flecvice Activitias.

Impartance Item Number
11213 1418 1617 1619 110 111 112 113 |14

Essential

S —— e — —

Impoctant,
but neot
essential

kot
important

——_—_

Please, i2 you have any suggestion regarding any item or items ia
pacrticular, feel ifree to write it.

R R

4. x; theze any trait that should be added to any of the three
areas

R R

S. 1a there any trait that should be eliminated in any of the
three areas?

16
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R

perscnal and Professional Data Questions 1-09

A. Do you considez these items: — e8sential
— RPOCtant, byt
aot essential
— DOt iMportant

). If you consider any personal and professional informution items
sot important, plesse indicate which items are not important aad
suggest alternatives.
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FACULTY SATISFACTION OQUESTIONNAIRE

The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine your
ratisfaction with your role functions relative to teaching,
research, and service activities.

There are 37 statements in this booklet. Twenty-nine statements
are related to the role functions and the other 8 statements are
related to your personal and professional background.

This instrument is strictly confidential and, therefore, you are

asked to remain anonymous. Please do not use your name on any
returnable materials.

Instructlions

1. Read each statement carefully.
2. Indicate how satisfied you are with the role you periorm
described by the statement.

* If you feel that your role provides more satisfaction than
you expected with respect to a particular item, circle the
number under Very Satisfied (5).

* If you feel that your role provides the expected
satisfaction with respect to a particular item, circle the
number under Satisfied (4).

* If you do not have any opinion regarding satisfaction with
the statement, circle the number under Neutral (3).

* If you feel that your role provides less satisfaction than
you expected with respect to a particular item, circle the
number under Dissatisfied (2).

* If you feel that your role provides you much less
satisfaction than you expected with respect to a particular
item, circle the number under Very Dissatisfied (1)

Repeat this process for all statements.
Please answer every item.
Circle only one response for each statement.

U W
- - -

19




PART I Teaching Statements
To what extent are you satisfied with the following statements
about teaching activities, actions, conditions, and or functions:

Vs S N D VD

1. teaching as a professional career 5 4 3 2 1
2. teaching in the classroom S 4 3 2 1
3. the academic freedom to select 5 4 3 2 1l
and decide the design, content,
objectives, and instructional
materials of the course you teach
4. constructing examinations 5 4 3 2 1
5. the appropriateness of procedures 5 4 3 2 1l
(papers, grades, exams) used to
evaluate students in their courses
in the department
6. teaching methods (lectures, seminars, 5 4 3 2 1
audiovisual aids, games) used in the
courses of the department
7. advising of students 5 4 3 2 1
8. specialized facilities, such as 5 4 3 2 1
laboratories, studios, and equipment
needed for teaching in your field
9. class size 5 4 3 2 1

10. teaching workload

(84}
o>
(7%
N
[

11. institutional teaching rewards 5 4 3 2 1

PAET II Research Statements
To what extent are you satisfied with the following s-atements
about research activities, actions, conditions, and or functions:

VS S N D VD

1. institutional financial 5 4 3 2 1
support for research
2. the release time offered 5 4 3 2 1
by the institution for
research
3. opportunities to publish 5 4 3 2 1
2
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Vs S N D VD

4. support for sabatical leaves 5 4 K| 2 1

5. technical assistance in 5 4 2 2 1
analyzing data

6. the computer facilities for 5 4 3 2 1
processing data

7. secretarial and technical 5 4 3 2 1l
assistance

8. the department as an academic- 5 4 3 2 1
ally stimulating place for
research

9. institutional research 5 4 3 2 1
rewards

PART III Service Statements
To what extent are you satisfied with the following statements
about service activities, actions, conditions, and or functions:

Vs s N D vd

l. opportunities outside the 5 4 3 2 1
university for participating
in new developments in your
field

2. departmental efforts in 5 4 3 2 1
support of the career
development of faculty

members
3. working on committees 5 4 3 2 1
4. outside consulting 5 4 3 2 1
5. working with the school 5 4 3 2 1
system -
€. available inservice train- 5 4 3 2 1
ing opportunities
7. attending faculty meetings S 4 3 2 1
8. financial and academic 5 4 3 2 1

support for making
presentations, attending
conferences, seminars, etc

9. institutional service rewards S 4 3 2 1

21




PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Please answer the following questions about your personal
and professional background by marking with an (X) and or £filling
in the avpropriate space. '

1. Sex Male ( ) Female ( )

2. Age 30 or under (
41 - 50 years (
Over 60 years (

31 ~ 40 years ( )
51 - 60 years ( )

e Nma® P

3. Academic Rank Professor ( ) Associate ( )
Assistant ( ) Instructor ( )

4. Highest Degree Doctorate (
Specialist (

Master ( )
Bachelor ( )

nt® e

5. How many years has it been since you received your highest
earned degree? years

6. Years of higher education teaching experience

a. In this department years

b. In this institution years
¢. In other higher educ. inst. years
d. Total __ years

7. Had you had previous teaching experiences in

a. primary education Yes No
b. secondary education Yes No
c. other higher educ. institution Yes No

8. Have you received an award or otherwise been recognized for

a teaching? Yes No

b. research? Yes No

c. service? Yes No
4
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SATISFACCION DEL DOCENTE UNIVERSITARIO

El siguiente cﬁestionario contiene 36 frases, Veintinueve se relacionan con aspectos diarios de
docencia, investigacién y extensién y 8 se refieren a datos personales y profesicrales.

El propésito de este instrutnento es describir el grado de satisfaccién alcanzado por el docente con
respecto a las funciones universitarias de docencia, investigacién y extensién.

Las p4ginas siguientes contienen: (1) las instrucciones para completar el instrurnento, (2) las frases
que expresan el grado de satisfaccién del docente con respecto a algunos aspectos de docencia,
investigacién y extension, y (3) los datos personales y profesionales a complexar.

Este instrumento es absolvtamente confiden” ;1\l y anénimo. La informacién que ud. suministre
s6lo serd tratada en conjunto con el resto de la muestra. Por favor, no identifique el cuestionario.

Instrucciones

1. Lea cuidadosamente y responda cada aspecto sefialado.

2. Indique el grado de satisfaccién que usted siente por el aspecto particular de su posicién como
profesor universitario que se enuncia, haciendo uso de la siguiente escala:

® Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da mds
f'amfaccidn de la"q:;) esperaba, encierre en un circulo el nimero que indica

¢ 8i siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da sélo la
f'atisfaccwn que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el nimero que indica

" (4).

* Si no tiene ninguna opinién con respecto al aspecto indicado, encierre en
un circulo el nimero gue indica "Neutral" (3).

* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da menos
satisfaccion de lo que esperaba, enclerre en un circulo el nimero que indica

"Insatisfecho” (2).

* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le dé mucho
menos de la satisfaccién que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el niimero que

indica "Muy Insatisfecho" (1).

3. Responda a cada frase.

4, Encierre en un circulo s6lo una de las alternativas de respuesta planteada,

"4
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PARTE 1
Aspectos de Docencia

Cul es el grado de saiisfaccién que ud siente con los siguientes aspectos de la docencia ?
MS S N I Ml
1. 1a docencia como profesién G @ 3G @ (0
2. el trabajoen el aula S @ 3 @ Q@

3. la libertad en la seleccién de objetivos, contenidos, G @ @3 @ Q)
materiales instruccionales del curso que ensefia

4. 1a elaboracién de exdmenes (5) (4) 3 (2) (1)
5. los procedimientos (trabajos escritos, exdmenes) G @ @3 @2 Q)
usados para evaluar a los estudiantes en la mayoria de
los cursos del departamento
6. los métodos de ensefianzaque usaenel (los)cursofs) (5) @4 @) (@) (D)
que cnsefla . :
7. 1a asesorfa académica que brinda a los estudiantes S @ 3 @2 @
8. las coy;dl:;czi&nes f{si%ias. laglgmopas. saloml:: G @ 3 @ )
¢ 0s nibles para
ensefenza en 8o cspeciaidad
9. el nimero de alumnos en sus cursos G @ 3 2 Q)
10. 1a carga acddemica asignada G) @ & @ @)

11. los reconocimientos institucionales para la docencia G @@ 3G @ Q)

PARTE 11
Aspectos de Investigacién

Cudl es el grado de satisfaccién que ud. siente con los siguientes aspectos de la investigacién?
MS S N I MI

1. el apoyo econémico de la institucién para la G @ 3 @ O
investigacién
2. el tiempo libre permitido por la institucién para ¢S @ 3 @ (@
investigar
3. las oportunidades para publicar ¢ @ & @ O
2




4. las posibilidades de conseguir permisos sabéticos S W G @ )
para dedicarse a ]a investigacion .

5. la asistencia técnica ofrecida para el andlisisdedatos (5) (4) (@(3) (2 (1)

6. la disponibilidad del centro de computacién para el S @ 3 @ (1)
procesamiento de datos

7. el apoyo logistico para 1a investigacién G @@ 3 @

8. el departamento como ente académico estimulante S @G @3 @ Q)
para la investigacién

9. los reconocimientos institucionales para la G @ G @ @
investigacién
PARTE III
Aspectos de Extensién .
Cial es el grado de satisfaccion que ud. siente con los siguientes aspectos de extensién?
MS S N I MI

1. las oportunidades ofrecidas fuera de la institucién S @ @ @ o
para adquirir nuevos conocimientos en la disciplina

que ensefia
2. los esfucrzns del departamento para apoyar el S @@ 3 @ o
desarrollo profesional de los docentes
3. el trabajo en comisiones en la Universidad S @@ 3 @
4. los servicios profesionales prestados aentesexternos (5) 4) (3) (2) (1)
5. el trabajo realizado con los distritos escolares S @ G @
6. las oportunidades de capacitacién profesional G @ 3 @
ofrecidas por la institucién
7. las reuniones convocadas po;' el departamento G @ 3 @2 )
8. el apoyo econ6mico para participar en eventos, ¢G) @ 3 @ (o)

presentar trabajos, etc.

9. los reconocimientos institucionales por 1a actividad S @ 3 @ O
de extensién
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Datc: Perscnales y Profesionales

Responda a las preguntas que a continuacién se le formulan acerca de algunos aspectos de su vida
personal y profesional. Encierre en un cfrculo o complete segiin sea el caso.

Nombre del Instituto

Dependencia al cual se adscribe

1. Sexo Masculino — Femenino —

2. Edad menor de 30 afios - 31- 40 afios —_
41 - 50 afios — 51- 60 aiios —
Mayor de 60 afios __

3, Categorfa académica Profesor Titular — Profesor Asociado ____

. Profesor Agregado ___ Profesor Asistente  ___

Profesor Instructor ___

4. Titulo més alto obtenido Doctorado — Maestria —
Especialista — Licenciatura/Profesor ___
Otro, ningln tftulo  ___

5. Cuantos afios han pasado desde que obtuvo su iiltimo titulc? afios

6. Afios de experiencia docente en educacién superior

a. En este depariamento, afios
b. Enesteir~tituto__________ aflos

c. En otro insatuto de educ. superior afios
d. Total aflos

7. Ha tenido usted experiencia docente previa en
a. educacién primaria S{____No
b. educacién secundaria S{ No
c. otro instituto de educ. superior  Sf No

8. Ha recibido algin premio o reconocimiento por sus labores en

a. docencia? S No

b. investigacion? St No

c. extensién? Si__No___
4
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