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ABSTRACT. While much has been written about various aspects of
pharmacy faculty quality of work life and productivity, there have been
very few empiric investigations into these related phenomena. The pur-
pose of this study was to provide an initial examination into a broad
range of quality of work life and related issues among pharmacy faculty
and compare their perceptions across a number of individual and institu-
tional characteristics. A self-administered, anonymous survey was e-mailed
to pharmacy faculty with a valid e-mail address listed by the American
Association of Colleges of Pharmacy in 2005. The survey elicited
responses on various single and multi-item measures of productivity,
quality of work life, and demographic variables. Responding faculty re-
ported only modest levels of commitment, satisfaction, and support,
with relatively high consensus among department colleagues on a num-
ber of teaching and research issues. Faculty indicated areas of teaching
and research in which they currently have the lowest confidence to exe-
cute. Much of the research productivity appeared to be generated by a
relative minority of faculty. The results underscore the need for formal-
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INTRODUCTION

A number of trends are reshaping the work environment of academi-
cians in higher education. For one, academic disciplines have become
increasingly differentiated, resulting in some debate as to whether gen-
eral knowledge and standards of intellectual excellence among the pro-
fessoriate has declined (1). For better or worse, the proliferation of
academic disciplines has facilitated a focus among faculty primarily on
scholarship, as opposed to teaching, in spite of the increasing number of
courses and majors from which students may now select (1). Thus,
many college students are not receiving the same liberal education,
grounded in arts and sciences, as their predecessors (2).

The differentiation of faculty has ushered heightened expectations.
In the face of tighter budgets, faculty are expected to bring in large sums
of extramural monies to support the institution’s mission and compete
for increasingly important widely published rankings of universities
and colleges, all while these institutions are being held more account-
able for teaching outcomes (3). One result has been a diminished quality
of work life and an erosion of faculty autonomy in an academic culture
wherein students are viewed as “customers” in the “corporatization” of
higher education (4).

Pharmacy education may not be immune from these trends. In fact,
shortages in the supply of pharmacy faculty (5) may even further exac-
erbate role overload (6). Moreover, there is concern over the challenges
faced by colleges/schools of pharmacy to meet stricter and more pre-
scriptive accreditation guidelines promulgated by the American Coun-
cil for Pharmacy Education (ACPE), which mandate an increase in the
required number of experiential training hours among students, thus re-
quiring institutions to increase hires of pharmacy practice faculty and to
expand and diversify experiential clerkship sites (7).
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Much has been reported about the current state of affairs in pharmacy
education. The American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP)
has published a number of issue briefs and has commissioned a number
of useful White Papers on topics ranging from scholarship, to faculty re-
tention, to faculty development and mentoring. There has been rela-
tively little attention by researchers, however, afforded to empirical
examination of faculty quality of work life and productivity. Grillo and
Latif® proffered that job satisfaction of junior pharmacy faculty was
predicated around the fulfillment of their roles in teaching, scholarship,
and service. Nair and Gaither (8) undertook a more comprehensive ex-
amination of the number of hours worked by pharmacy faculty at one
institution and uncovered a relatively high degree of work-home con-
flict. More recently, Carter et al (9) examined turnover among faculty
by discipline and gender, while Conklin and Desselle (10) advanced a
model of faculty turnover intentions, based upon various situational
phenomena.

STUDY PURPOSE

The purpose of this study was to provide a initial examination into a
broad range of quality of work life and related issues among pharmacy
faculty; that is, to obtain a “snapshot” of pharmacy faculty members’
job satisfaction and employment intentions, as well as describe their or-
ganizational commitment, stress on the job, perceived support from ad-
ministrators, consensus with department colleagues on teaching and
research issues, their self-efficacy for teaching and research, teaching
effectiveness, research productivity, and the time they currently spend
and would ideally like to spend in performing various roles. The study
also compared these academicians’ perceptions across a number of in-
dividual (gender, race/ethnicity, discipline, academic rank, salary, type
of appointment) and institutional (public/private, size of enrollment)
characteristics.

METHODS
Sample Population

The target population was pharmacy faculty comprising the 4,228
persons with a valid e-mail address acquired from the 2004/2005 Amer-
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ican Association of Colleges of Pharmacy Roster of Faculty and Profes-
sional Staff (AACP Roster) (11).

Mail Survey Project

A self-administered, anonymous survey hosted by SurveyMonkey
was e-mailed to the target population. Study procedures received ex-
empt status from the University’s Institutional Review Board. As rec-
ommended by Dillman (12), this was preceded by an initial email
during the last week of August 2005, notifying the target population of
the impending survey. Approximately two weeks later, a brief cover let-
ter and link to access the survey was emailed to each recipient. Re-
minder emails to non-responders with a link to access the survey were
sent approximately 3 and 6 weeks later.

Operational Definitions of Study Variables

This study was part of a larger project evaluating multivariate rela-
tionships among various quality of work life variables. A comprehen-
sive examination of the literature uncovered in searches of International
Pharmaceutical Abstracts, ERIC, PsycINFO, Social Sciences Index,
CINAHL (nursing faculty literature), and Medline (medical faculty lit-
erature) assisted in the development of a draft model (Figure 1) used to
guide various phases of the project, but not empirically tested in total.

Many of the measures used in this study were taken directly or
slightly modified from previously validated and widely reported instru-
mentation. The investigators believed it important to use the same num-
ber of intervals (points) on any of these scales. In contrast, some
measures were created (e.g., job satisfaction) were developed by the in-
vestigators. The end result is the use of varied instruments, some of
which with varied numbers of intervals (i.e., 5S-point, 6-point, and other
types of scales).

Job satisfaction was measured on a 6-point scale with 24 items com-
prising six, unique domains.? Future employment intentions were mea-
sured using a single-item question requesting that respondents indicate
their intention to stay at their current institution, leave their current insti-
tution, or leave academia altogether within the next two years (10). The
predictive validity of similar single-item measures for turnover inten-
tions has been established (13). Organizational commitment was mea-
sured using a 14-item, 5-point scale of agreement adapted from Porter,
et al (14), only changing “organization” to “institution” in the items.
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Two unique domains of intradisciplinary consensus (consensus basic
issues and consensus graduate programming issues) were examined
using 16 items scored on a 5-point scale ranging from O (considerable
disagreement) to 4 (considerable agreement) (15). Intradisciplinary
consensus is a measure of a discipline’s progress toward achieving its
scientific paradigm, or in other words, the level of agreement among its
constituent scholars on methods and priorities for research and teach-
ing. Intradisciplinary consensus has been observed to impact faculty
productivity, stress, satisfaction, and overall quality of work life (1).
The consensus basic construct in this study measures perceptions of the
department’s similar views on scholarship, governance, and teaching
entry-level degree program students, while the consensus basic con-
struct deals with issues related to graduate programming, including the
oversight and mentoring of teaching and research assistants.

A measure of institutional support was borrowed from Eisenberger
et al. (16) and was comprised of 14 items on six-point scales of agree-
ment (strongly disagree, moderately disagree, vaguely disagree, vaguely
agree, moderately agree, strongly agree). Department/Division Chair
support and Dean support were each measured on global, one-item as-
sessments on four-point scales (far less than adequate, less than ade-
quate, adequate, exemplary). Job stress was measured using a 9-item,
6-point, Likert-type scale. Six of the items were adapted from a faculty
stress index reported by Gmelch (17), and 3 other items assessed stress
emanating from fulfilling teaching, research, and service role functions
(8).

The measurement of research productivity is not without contro-
versy, particularly in regard to the growing acceptance of various forms
of scholarship (18). That being said, the overwhelming evidence sug-
gests that the number of full-text, peer reviewed publications is highly
correlated with most other forms of scholarship (19, 20). Moreover, fac-
ulty in various disciplines in pharmacy have been observed to be more
alike than different in their perceptions of scholarship, in addition to the
fact that they are governed and evaluated by the same administrators at
their respective colleges/schools of pharmacy (15, 21). As such, pro-
ductivity was measured by respondents’ self-report of their number of
full-text, peer reviewed publications during the previous 3 years. In the
absence of any similar gold standard to measure teaching effectiveness,
respondents were asked to indicate effectiveness in seven aspects of
their teaching (eg, student evaluations, quality of student work/output,
rigor of courses) on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 = much lower
than my colleagues, to 4 = approximately equal to my colleagues, to 7 =
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much higher than my colleagues. Evidence suggests self-evaluations of
teaching effectiveness are fairly well correlated with students’ evalua-
tions (22).

Self-efficacy for research was measured using a 20-item scale
adapted from a factor analysis of 58 research activities reported by For-
ester and Kahn (23). Respondents were asked to indicate a level of con-
fidence in executing each of these activities on a scale ranging from 0 =
no confidence at all, to 100 = extraordinary confidence (24). Self-effi-
cacy for teaching was measured using the same 101-point scale to as-
sess confidence in performing each of 17 teaching activities adapted
from the Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (25).

Respondents were asked to indicate the typical number of hours per
week they work, the percent of time presently spent in any or all of 9
work activities (e.g., teaching, community service, maintaining a prac-
tice) and the percent of time they would preferably spend in these same
activities.

Respondents were asked to report personal and institutional data in-
cluding age, gender, racelethnicity, academic rank, type of appoint-
ment (academic or calendar year), salary range, type of institution
where employed (public or private), size of Pharm.D. student enroll-
ment, their salary, and whether they hold any administrative positions.
For the purpose of categorization and subsequent inferential analyses,
respondents’ discipline was acquired through respondents’ self-report,
rather than through the AACP Roster.

Data Analysis

Data were imported from SurveyMonkey into a spreadsheet and then
into SPSS 13.0 (26) for analysis. Descriptive statistics were tabulated.
Responses to individual items on multi-item scales are reported, in ad-
dition to an overall item mean, which reflects reverse coding for nega-
tively phrased items. Multi-item scales were subjected to principal
components analysis and purification procedures prior to their use and
reporting in this study, all of which demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha val-
ues between 0.72 and 0.95 (27). Responses to measures of stress,
intradisciplinary consensus, teaching self-efficacy, research self-effi-
cacy, institutional support, dean support, department chair support, and
research productivity, were compared along various individual and in-
stitutional characteristics by independent sample t tests and one-way
analyses of variance (ANOVA), as appropriate. Mean actual and
preferred percentages of time spent in various work activities was
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compared by discipline (one-way ANOVA) and gender (independent
sample t test). Given the increased likelihood of o-error resulting from
the use of multiple tests, the a priori level of significance was adjusted
to p = 0.01. For analysis purposes, race/ethnicity was collapsed into
White and Non-White, given the small sample size of Non-White re-
spondents. Additionally, when comparing responses by academic rank,
those reporting “instructor” were excluded from analysis, as were those
from reported belonging to either of several disciplines categorized as
“other” (Table 1) when comparing respondents by discipline, due to
small sample size.

RESULTS
Respondent Characteristics

In addition to 154 emails returned as undeliverable, several phone
calls were received from staff and other persons not employed as
full-time faculty. As such, the 22.7% response rate calculated from 885
completed responses is a conservative estimate. Respondents providing
demographic information were primarily White, male, and from public
institutions, with a mean age of 43.1 years (Table 1). Respondents were
distributed fairly well in accordance to expectations regarding aca-
demic rank, gender, and race/ethnicity (28); however, a disproportion-
ately large number of responses were received from faculty in the social
& administrative sciences. Responses were acquired from 5 Deans, 33
Chairs, 55 Assistant or Associate Deans, and 113 part-time or full-time
Directors. The majority (85%) of respondents held calendar year ap-
pointments. Salary ranges were fairly well distributed among ranges
$65,000-$75,000 to greater than $95,000 per year. Slightly fewer than
1/3 of respondents carried any formal administrative positions.

Actual and Preferred Time Spent in Various Work Activities

Respondents reported working an average of 54.56 * 8.97 hours per
week (median = 55, mode = 50 hours per week). Table 2 reveals per-
centages of time currently spent in various work activities and respon-
dents’ preferences for the amount of time they would ideally like to
spend in these activities. The total number of hours worked per week
did not vary by discipline or gender. Respondents reported spending
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TABLE 1. Demographics characteristics of the respondent population (n =
885).

Variable N* Percent *
Gender

Male 363 548

Female 299 452
Ethnicity

White/Caucasian 584 834

Asian 32 47

Hispanic 19 29

African-American 15 22

Other 12 18
Academic Rank

Instructor/Lecturer 1 16

Assistant Professor 262 393

Associate Professor 220 330

Professor 174 261
Administrative Position

No administrative position 459 69.0

Director of office or program {part-time) 63 95

Director of office or program (full time) 50 75

Assistant or Associate Dean 55 83

Chair 33 5.0

Dean 5 08
Discipline

Medicinal/Pharm. Chemistry/Pharmacognosy 55 86

Pharmaceutics 50 78

Pharmacology/Toxicology 57 88

Pharmacy Practice 360 56.7

Social and Administrative Sciences 122 181

Other (includes biological sciences, libraries/

educational resources and other disciplines) 23 34

Type of Institution

Public 571 69.3
Private 201 307
Appointment Length
Academic (9 month) 98 150
Calendar (12 month) 507 85.0
Salary
< $65,000 40 6.0
$65,000 - $75,000 128 192
$75,000 - $85,000 165 247
$85,000 - $95,000 131 196
> $95,000 168 251
Future Employment Intentionst
Stay at my current institution 672 792
Leave my current institution 108 127
Leave academia, altogether 68 8.0

Employment History
First job in academia 547 65.0
Not first job in academia 294 35.0

*Reported numbers do not add up to 885 due to missing data.
tIntentions over the next two years.

nearly 1/3 of their time teaching and approximately 1/5 of their time in
scholarship and administrative responsibilities, respectively. Respon-
dents indicated a preference to spend nearly 1/3 of their time in scholar-
ship and just over 1/4 of their time in teaching. While respondents
reported spending 8.71% and 4.02% of their time in college/university
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TABLE 2. Mean percents of time spent performing various work activities.

Activity—Time Currently Allocated Mean + SD*
Teaching/Preparation 31.96 + 18.06
Scholarly Activity/Research 21.71 £ 17.53
Advising Students (incl. graduate students and experiential students) 9.55+8.70
Administrative Duties (incl. Director/Coordinator activities) 18.87 +20.97
Community Service 4.09 +4.50
Professional Service (i.e. officer of a professional organization) 5.08+4.19
College/University Service (incl. committee work) 8.71+£6.43
Outside consulting 4.02+4.45
Maintaining a Practice Site 20.32 + 19.94
Activity—Time Would Ideally Like to Allocate

Teaching/Preparation 27.94 + 15.41
Scholarly Activity/Research 30.60 + 19.56
Advising Students (incl. graduate students and experiential students) 9.70 +7.63
Administrative Duties (incl. Director/Coordinator activities) 15.71 £19.17
Community Service 530+4.78
Professional Service (i.e. officer of a professional organization) 6.19+4.32
College/University Service (incl. committee work) 6.55+4.76
Outside consulting 6.44 + 6.69
Maintaining a Practice Site 20.24 £ 18.14

*Percents of both actual time and ideal amount of time allocated exceed 100 due to “zero” responses calculated as
missing data. Proportions are similar when all missing data are converted to zeros .

service and community service, they indicated a preference to spend
6.55% and 5.30% of their time in these activities, respectively. Faculty
in pharmacy practice reported spending less time in scholarship and a
greater amount of time in maintaining a practice site than all other fac-
ulty. Faculty in pharmacology and medicinal chemistry reported a pref-
erence to spend nearly 47% of their time in scholarship, while faculty in
pharmaceutics and social and administrative sciences (SAdS) reported
a preference to spend approximately 35%, while pharmacy practice fac-
ulty indicated a preference to spend approximately 21% (p < 0.01) of
their time in scholarship. Faculty in SAdS reported a preference to
spend nearly 21% of their time in administrative responsibilities, versus
only 8% for faculty in medicinal chemistry (p < 0.01).

Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment,
and Turnover Intentions

The overall item mean on the 24-item, 6-point job satisfaction scale
was 3.96, indicative of moderate job satisfaction. Faculty reported high-
est levels of satisfaction on the teaching issues domain (item mean =
4.68)P and lower levels of satisfaction on the graduate program (item
mean = 3.52) and institutional reward (item mean = 3.76) domains. Re-
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spondents reported modest commitment to their employing institution,
with an overall mean of 3.60 among 14 items on the 5-point scale. They
agreed most with a statement eliciting their willingness to put in extra
effort for the success of their institution (mean = 4.22 + 0.84), but were
less likely to agree that the institution provided inspiration (mean = 3.07
+ 1.10) and with the institution’s policies (mean = 3.10 £ 1.19). Nearly
80% of respondents reported intentions to remain with their current in-
stitution during the next two years. Approximately 8% of respondents
reported intentions to leave academia, altogether, during that time. Ad-
ditional details regarding pharmacy faculty job turnover intentions, job
satisfaction, and organizational commitment are available elsewhere
(10).

Job Stress

Mean responses to the job stress scale are reported in Table 3. Faculty
reported the least amount of stress from interactions with students and
the greatest amount of stress emanating from the lack of time to get
things done. Assistant professors reported a mean total stress of 27.97 +
4.89 compared to 23.23 + 4.16 for professors (p < 0.01). Females re-
ported higher stress (mean = 27.50 £ 5.70) than males (mean = 25.17 &+
6.43) (p < 0.01). No other variables were associated with job stress.

Intradisciplinary Consensus

Faculty reported relatively high perceptions of consensus on basic
and graduate issues (Table 4), with overall item means of 2.52 and 2.41,
respectively, on scales ranging from 0 to 4. Respondents reported
higher levels of consensus on basic concepts to teach PharmD students
and the most reputable journals in which to publish, and lower consen-
sus on how department decisions are made. Males reported greater con-
sensus on basic issues (mean = 29.04 £ 7.69) than females (mean =
26.21 £ 7.31) (p < 0.01). Faculty in public institutions reported higher
levels of consensus on basic (mean = 28.38 + 7.66) and on graduate is-
sues (9.85 = 3.53) than faculty in private institutions (mean = 26.31 +
7.33 and 8.66 £ 3.13, respectively) (p = 0.01) (p = 0.01). Professors re-
ported higher consensus on basic issues (mean = 30.87 = 7.08) than as-
sistant professors (mean = 25.94 = 7.75) (p < 0.01).
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TABLE 3. Mean responses to the job stress measure.”

Item N Mean + SD
Fulfilling my role in teaching 712 2.78 +1.10
Fulfilling my role in scholarship 708 3.54+1.15
Fulfilling my role in service 708 243+1.17
Attaining reward and recognition 707 2.88+1.22
Lack of time to get everything done 708 4.02+1.08
My involvement, or lack thereof, in the decision -making processes within my 712 2.70+1.30
department

Fulfilling my own self-expectations 712 341+1.17
Interactions with students 713 1.92 +0.94
Making a name for myself among colleagues in my discipline 710 2.50+1.24

*Scored on a scale from 1 = minimal stress, to 5 = considerable stress.

TABLE 4. Mean responses to the intradisciplinary consensus measures.*

Consensus Basic ltem N Mean + SD
The sequence of my discipline’s course offerings for the entry -level degree program 718 2.28+1.09
(ELDP)

The basic concepts to teach in my discipline’s ¢ ourse offerings for the ELDP 718 2.89+0.99
The most effective teaching methods and strategies that facilitate learning among 718 243 +0.97
students in the ELDP

The quantity of outside work assignments given to students in the ELDP by members of | 718 2.39+0.94
my discipline

The standards required for successful completion of my discipline’s course offerings 718 2.64 +1.02
The standards for excellence in scholarship in my discipline 718 2.54+1.03
The most reputable journals in which to publish in my discipline 718 2.86 +0.92
The methods of recognition and reward for excellence in scholarship in my discipline 718 2.35+1.06
The requirements for tenure and promotion in my discipline 718 2.34+1.09
The qualities to look for in hiring a new facu Ity member in my discipline 718 243 +1.11
Department decision making as governance (how decisions are made, level of inputby | 718 2.06 +1.29
department faculty, etc.)

Consensus Graduate Itemt

The requirements for successful completion of graduate d egrees in my discipline 538 2.60 +1.08
The roles of graduate students as teaching assistants 540 225 +1.11

The roles of graduate students as research assistants 540 2.57 £1.07
The nature of graduate student stipends (amount of stipend, limits on the length of time | 539 222 +1.11

students may receive stipends, etc)

Teaching methods and strategies in graduate courses 539 243+1.05

*Scored on a scale from 0 = considerable disagreement to 4 = considerable agreement.
TResponses acquired only from faculty involved in a graduate program.

Support from Deans, Chairs, and the Institution

Mean responses to each item comprising the institutional support
scale are shown in Table 5. The overall item mean was 3.86. Faculty
agreed that their institution (college/university) valued their teaching
contributions and disagreed that their institution (college/university)
would ignore any complaint from them. They also acknowledged their
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TABLE 5. Mean responses to the institutional support measure.*

Item N Mean + SD
My college/university fails to appreciate any extra effort fr om me 669 3.57+154
My college/university strongly considers my goals and val ues 662 3.60 +1.30
My college/university would ignore any complaint from me 653 2.79+1.38
My college/university disregards my best interests when it makes decisions that affect 665 3.05+1.37
me

My college/university is willing to help when | have a problem at work 668 416+1.18
My college/university really cares about my professional well -being 667 3.98+1.33
My college/university cares about my general satisfaction at work 663 3.76£1.38
If given the opportunity, the college/university would take advantage of me 669 3.51+1.56
My college/university shows very little concern for me 665 2.86+1.42
My college/university cares about my opinions 666 3.86+1.29
My college/university values my teaching contributions 667 422+1.23
My college/university values my research accomplishments 662 4.00+1.36
My college/university values my service contributions 666 4.06 +1.32
My college/university provides the financial support necessary for my scholarly 667 3.06+1.38
endeavors

* Scored on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree, to 6 = strongly agree.

institution demonstrating concern and its willingness to help with prob-
lems. While still above the scale’s midpoint, respondents expressed
weaker agreement that their institution provides appropriate financial
support for scholarly endeavors and that it appreciates any extra effort
they put forth. There was a trend among respondents employed by pub-
lic institutions (mean = 52.22 + 14.78) to indicate greater support than
those from private institutions (mean = 54.74 = 13.68); however, the
difference did not achieve statistical significance.

Respondents were relatively positive about the support received
from their respective deans, with 131 (19.9%) reporting exemplary sup-
port, 275 (41.8%) reporting adequate support, 147 (22.3%) reporting
somewhat less than adequate support, and 105 (16.0%) reporting far
less than adequate support. Respondents also expressed favor with their
department chair’s support, with 103 (15.4%) of them reporting far less
than adequate support, while 137 (20.5%) reported it was somewhat
less than adequate, 253 (37.9%) reported it was adequate, and 175
(26.2%) reported it was exemplary. Assigning values to the response in-
tervals on a 4-point scale, Non-White faculty respondents reported
lower department chair support (mean = 1.51 £ 1.02) than White faculty
respondents (mean = 1.79 £ 1.01) (p = 0.01).

Teaching and Research Self-Efficacy

Mean responses to items comprising the teaching self-efficacy scale
are reported in Table 6. The overall item mean on the 101-point scale
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TABLE 6. Mean responses to the teaching self-efficacy measure.*

Item N Mean + SD

Help your students think critically 679 92.56 + 24.85
Provide an alternate explanation or example when students are confused 679 84.57 + 14.36
Craft appropriate examination questions 679 79.64 +17.71
Adjust your teaching strategies to accommodate various student learning styles 679 73.84 + 18.87
Respond to difficult questions from your students 679 82.44 +16.25
Adjust your course content to the proper level for students 679 80.15 + 26.64
Employ a variety of effective student learning assessment strategies 679 74.54 +20.17
Gauge student comprehension of what you have taught 679 75.75 + 17.89
Provide appropriate challenges for very capable students 679 78.57 + 18.29
Control or prevent disruptive behavior in the classroom 679 77.52 +20.59
Respond to defiant students outside of the classroom 679 75.54 + 22.06
Get students to believe they can do well in your ¢ ourse 679 80.09 +17.06
Help your students value learning 679 75.66 + 19.24
Motivate students who show low interest in your course 679 66.13 + 21.95
Improve the understanding of a student who is failing 679 7211 +£19.71
Foster student creativity 678 70.75 + 20.03
Make time available to students outside of the classroom 679 82.40 + 19.36

*Scored on a scale from 0 = no confidence, to 100 = extraordinary confidence.

was 77.74. Highest mean self-efficacies were reported for helping stu-
dents think critically, providing alternative explanations when students
are confused, responding to difficult questions, and making time for stu-
dent consultation. The lowest reported self-efficacies were motivating
students with low interest in the course and fostering student creativity,
followed by improving failing students’ understanding of the material
and adjusting teaching strategies to accommodate learning styles. Dif-
ferences in teaching self-efficacy were associated with academic rank
and gender. Professors (mean = 1392.67 = 191.00) and associate profes-
sors (mean = 1374.95 + 654.10) reported higher teaching self-efficacies
than assistant professors (mean = 1237.31 £ 240.62) (p < 0.01). Males
(mean = 1377.77 £523.98) reported higher teaching self-efficacies than
females (mean = 1260.75 £ 236.87) (p < 0.01).

Table 7 provides mean responses to items comprising the research
self-efficacy scale. The overall item mean on the 101-point scale was
74.72, slightly lower than the mean on the teaching self-efficacy scale.
Additionally, the range of 20 item means was wider than the means on
the teaching self-efficacy scale. Faculty reported lower self-efficacies
on acquiring extramural funding, interpreting statistical output from
software, choosing appropriate data analysis strategies, and preparing
grant proposals. Faculty reported higher self-efficacies on working with
others in a research group, discussing research ideas with colleagues,
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TABLE 7. Mean responses to the research self-efficacy measure.”

Item N Mean + SD

Design a research project 740 74.75 + 26.28
Choose appropriate data analysis strategies 740 59.87 + 32.43
Identify areas of needed research, based on the literature 740 76.39 + 24.63
Develop a logical rationale for your particular research idea 740 77.97 +24.10
Generate researchable questions 740 76.78 + 25.36
Interpret and understand statistical output form appropriate software 739 58.46 + 31.76
Organize your proposed research ideas in writing 740 76.50 + 24.15
Complete a significant project 740 76.64 + 24.87
Deliver research findings at professional seminars/conferences 740 83.94 + 21.76
Discuss research ideas with colleagues 740 84.87 +19.98
Work with others in a research group 740 86.07 + 18.84
Utilize criticism from reviews of your research 740 83.22 + 19.63
Prepare a manuscript for submission to a refereed journal 740 83.51 +21.60
Supervise student researchers 738 75.56 + 27.02
Train assistants to collect data 740 75.72 + 26.82
Attend to all relevant details of data collection 740 75.55 + 25.70
Construct reliable data collection methods 740 74.22 + 26.58
Ensure validity in your data collection methods 740 69.36 + 28.70
Prepare a grant proposal 740 67.23 + 30.43
Acquire extramural funding 740 58.03 + 30.74

*Scored on a scale from 0 = no confidence, to 100 = extraordinary confidence.

delivering research findings at conferences, and preparing manuscripts
for submission to peer-reviewed journals. Research self-efficacy was
associated with faculty discipline, academic rank, type of institution,
and gender. Faculty from pharmacy practice reported significantly
lower research self-efficacy (mean = 1341.11 *+ 429.38) than faculty
from all other disciplines (means ranging from 1661.77 £+ 351.40 for
SAdS, to 1758.84 + 192.58 for pharmacology/toxicology) (p < 0.01).
Assistant professors reported significantly lower research self-efficacy
(mean =1334.17 £454.96) than associate professors (mean = 1562.98 +
374.73) and professors (mean = 1698.67 = 252.84) (p < 0.01). Faculty
from public institutions (mean = 1530.02 + 405.59) reported signifi-
cantly higher research self-efficacy than faculty from private institu-
tions (mean = 1437.73 £ 431.55) (p < 0.01). Males (mean = 1599.80
365.18) reported significantly higher research self-efficacy than fe-
males (mean = 1386.26 +437.94) (p < 0.01); however, as females make
up a disproportionate share of faculty from pharmacy practice, a subse-
quent comparison of males’ and females research self-efficacy among
faculty in disciplines other than pharmacy practice (n = 302) revealed
no significant difference between them.
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Teaching Effectiveness

Table 8 provides mean responses to items comprising the teaching
effectiveness. Interestingly, the mean responses all exceed the scale’s
midpoint of 4.00, labeled “equivalent to my department colleagues.”
The highest mean was reported for “student evaluations of my teaching
in entry-level PharmD courses,” while the lowest was reported for “stu-
dent output in graduate courses.” The association between teaching ef-
fectiveness and teaching self-efficacy was found to be significant (r =
0.30, p < 0.01). The only factor associated with differences in teaching
effectiveness was type of appointment, as respondents with academic
(9-month) appointments (mean = 35.21 + 5.90) reported higher teach-
ing effectiveness than faculty with calendar-year appointments (mean =

32.72+£6.26) (p < 0.01).
Research Productivity

The mean number of publications in a 3-year period reported by fac-
ulty was 6.30 (median = 4.00, Mode = 0.00). Nearly 1/2 of respondents
(368, of 788 valid responses) reported 3 or fewer peer-reviewed publi-
cations in the previous 3 years, or = 1 paper per year. These figures were
calculated after discarding four outlier responses exceeding 85. While
50 was viewed to be rather high, there were 3 respondents who reported
this exact figure; as such, all cases reporting 50 or fewer publications
were retained for further analysis. Multiplying the total number of hours
worked by the percent of time spent in scholarship provides an estimate
for the total number of hours spent in research/scholarship per week,
which ranged from 7.68 = 1.16 hours for faculty in pharmacy practice,
to 19.85 £ 3.08 hours for faculty in medicinal chemistry. Research pro-

TABLE 8. Mean responses to the teaching effectiveness measure.

Item N Mean + SD
Student output in entry-level PharmD courses 647 4.76+1.23
Student output in graduate courses 387 4.48+1.38
Student evaluations of my teaching in entry-level PharmD courses 649 510+1.39
Student evaluations of my teaching in graduate courses 374 4.83+1.32
Peer evaluation of my teaching 524 4.97+1.18
The number of courses taught 661 4.67 +1.52
The rigor of my courses 670 4.84+1.25

*Scored on a scale from 1 = much less/lower than my department colleagues, to 7 = much more/higher than my
department colleagues.
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ductivity was associated with the number of hours per week spent in re-
search/scholarship (r = 0.44, p < 0.01) and with research self-efficacy
(r=0.37, p < 0.01). Research productivity was associated with faculty
discipline, academic rank, type of institution and gender. Faculty in
pharmacy practice reported fewer peer-reviewed publications (mean =
4.82 + 6.04) than those in other disciplines (means ranging from 7.13
7.98 for SAAS, t0 9.72 £ 10.04 for pharmaceutics) (p < 0.01). Professors
(mean =9.31 = 9.73) and associate professors (mean = 7.25 + 7.73) re-
ported more peer-reviewed publications than assistant professors
(mean = 3.83 + 4.55) (p < 0.01). Males (mean = 7.98 + 8.98) reported
significantly more peer-reviewed publications than females (mean =
4.35 £ 4.85) (p < 0.01). The difference between males’ and females’
productivity remained significant (Spearman’s r = 0.23, p < 0.01) even
after controlling for discipline, wherein males from disciplines other
than pharmacy practice reported 9.19 *+ 9.81 peer-reviewed publica-
tions, versus 5.77 £ 5.19 for females. The difference between males and
females also remained significant after controlling for research self-ef-
ficacy (Spearman’sr=0.16, p <0.01) and hours per week devoted to re-
search activity (Spearman’s r = 0.19, p < 0.01). Faculty from private
institutions (mean = 4.29 * 6.02) reported significantly fewer peer-re-
viewed publications than those from public institutions (mean = 7.19
7.99) (p < 0.01). Institutional, dean, and department chair support were
not associated with research productivity.

DISCUSSION

Nair and Gaither (6) reported that the amount of time spent at work
was negatively correlated with overall life satisfaction. The 54 1/2
hours per week worked by respondents in this study is even higher than
the 48 1/2 hours per week reported by Nair and Gaither (6); however,
their study gathered responses from faculty at only one college of phar-
macy approximately 8 years ago and may not have included non-profes-
sional service as work. Their findings corroborated previous reports
that faculty lives’ at and away from work have become a “seamless
web,” due to consistently being wired into work through technology
and the scheduling of vacation around attending conferences (29). Fac-
ulty in this study reported a preference to spend more time in research
and scholarship than they do currently. This is in spite of the fact that the
pleasure derived from good teaching outcomes is a principal driver of
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work satisfaction (30). However, faculty understand that productivity in
scholarship is necessary for career advancement, and that teaching may
not be weighed as much as it perhaps should be, and in some cases, not
evaluated for quality/effectiveness as well as it could be (31). More-
over, while faculty enjoy the fruits borne from effective teaching, it be-
comes a frustration when the time it requires to attain teaching goals are
underestimated (32).

The long hours that faculty reported working are further evident
when examining organizational commitment, with most respondents
indicating a willingness to put in extra effort, presumably as it may mu-
tually benefit them and their employing institutions; however, faculty
commitment, overall, was modest, highlighted by a lack of strong
agreement with their institution’s policies. This has significant implica-
tions for job turnover intentions (10) and actual turnover behavior,
which has been estimated to be relatively high, particularly among phar-
macy practice faculty (9). It is worth noting that solid commitment from
employees may be engendered only after they perceive commitment
made to them by the employing institution (16), which in this case may
transcend issues of tenure and promotion and include a collegial climate
characterized by equitable treatment and mutual goal-setting that may
ameliorate turnover resulting from unanticipated offers (33), and partic-
ipation in the institution’s and college/school’s planning. Faculty re-
ported modest agreement that their personal accomplishments are
valued, as such accomplishments usually reflect well on the institution;
however, they had less faith that their institution appreciates the effort it
takes to accrue these accomplishments and the extent to which their
goals and values are considered by the institution.

While Dean and Chair support were perceived to be at least adequate
by most respondents, there remains room for improvement. Evidence
suggests that chairs play an important role in establishing the tone for
the department’s constituent faculty by modeling appropriate behaviors
(34). This may be especially important for enhancing the productivity
of pharmacy practice faculty and facilitating a collegial atmosphere
among all faculty. The statistically lower level of perceived support
among Non-White faculty merits further study. Non-White faculty have
been reported to experience marginalization of their research, greater
communication barriers, and social isolationism that may greatly di-
minish their quality of work life (35).

The aforementioned issue of decision-making also arises when ex-
amining intradisciplinary consensus. In this case, responding faculty in-
dicated that faculty within their respective departments were not



Mark H. Conklin and Shane P. Desselle 71

necessarily in agreement on how decisions are made. Faculty may be in-
creasingly concerned with what might be viewed as “top-down” or au-
thoritative management styles in a setting that has traditionally been
known as a bastion for collegiality and shared decision-making (36) or
might simply be concerned about erosions in their autonomy. The re-
sults of this study corroborate a prior study demonstrating higher per-
ceptions of consensus among faculty at public institutions (15). It was
suggested that private institutions may struggle with teaching and
scholarship identities more so than public institutions, even at the de-
partmental and individual faculty level (15). While some degree of ten-
sion might be beneficial, a lack of consensus has been demonstrated to
impart deleterious effects on quality of work life and productivity (37),
and as such should be addressed by college/school administrators. Fac-
ulty in the rank of professor who have been around a department longer
may put any lack of agreement on issues within a broader context; how-
ever, dissonant perceptions of consensus among faculty of lower rank
may be indicative of their having less input into decision-making.

Assistant professors also reported higher levels of stress than did pro-
fessors. While the lack of tenure may be a source of stress for newer fac-
ulty, other sources of stress are well documented, including discrepancies
between actual, preferred, and expected allocation of time, unclear ex-
pectations, lack of feedback, large teaching loads, and ineffective time
management (38). Higher stress among female faculty is corroborated
in the literature, as female faculty are less likely to be networked with
powerful or influential persons, struggle with work-home balance, and
have greater difficulty in earning tenure (39, 40). Future research may
examine the consequences of administrative policies aimed to mitigate
stress among all faculty, especially junior and female faculty.

Teacher (teaching) self-efficacy has been implicated in students’
achievement, motivation, and their own sense of self-efficacy (25). Mo-
tivating students who appear uninterested in a course may be a formida-
ble task. This becomes even a greater challenge when considering
contemporary students’ unique learning styles and their propensity to
crave high levels of stimulation (41). Faculty development programs
and texts aimed to help faculty improve their ability to motivate stu-
dents and incorporate technology into learning assessment seem plenti-
ful; however, it may behoove college/school administrators to more
formally recognize effective teaching and determine the extent to which
a lack of confidence may play a role in teachers’ struggles.

The AACP asserts that “scholarship ensures the continued intellec-
tual vitality of faculty; it ensures that faculty will be capable of dealing



72 JOURNAL OF PHARMACY TEACHING

with change in science and practice; and it ensures that students are ex-
posed to scholarly philosophies and principles (42).” This affirmed
AACP’s Research and Graduate Affairs Committee over two decades
ago, when they stated “every full-time faculty member is expected to
participate in research . . . and its dissemination to an extent consistent
with the mission of the school or college (43).” While AACP has docu-
mented increases in faculty productivity in recent years (44), the fact
that nearly 1/2 of respondents reported publishing 3 or fewer papers
during the previous 3 years (i.e., 1 paper per year) is cause for concern.
It would appear that much of the scholarship is being produced by a
relative minority of faculty.

Research self-efficacy is critically important in research productiv-
ity. Faculty at public institutions may have higher research self-efficacy
because of greater resources and opportunities for collaboration, or may
self-select into positions at public institutions because of their research
proclivity. The fact that pharmacy practice faculty reported lower re-
search self-efficacy may not be surprising, given the unique nature of
their training, compared to faculty from other disciplines. While the
number of specialty residencies and fellowships continues to rise, the
level of research training among these programs may vary (45). Faculty
and administrators may attempt to reconcile the need to fill vacant phar-
macy practice faculty positions (9) with the need to hire teacher-schol-
ars who have the talent to become productive scholars.

The higher levels of productivity among male faculty in this study
corroborates available evidence (46); however, the difference between
males’ and females’ productivity in this study persisted even after con-
trolling for discipline, research self-efficacy, and hours per week allo-
cated to research activity. The study design precludes any means by
which to establish the reason(s) for the discrepancy in productivity;
however, the results would appear to underscore the need for effective
faculty development and mentoring programs. Mentoring programs
have been demonstrated to benefit protégés in regards to organizational
power, confidence, self-esteem, and reduced role stress, while also im-
proving collegiality and enhancing mentors’ feelings of self-worth
(47-49). The presence of mentoring programs, along with climates con-
ducive to collaboration among colleagues, also has been shown to boost
faculty productivity (46). The development of effective mentoring pro-
grams was the first recommendation listed by Kennedy et al (50) in their
“White Paper” on developing and sustaining a culture of scholarship in
colleges/schools of pharmacy. As of the year 2000, there were very few
formalized programs for mentoring faculty at U.S. colleges/schools of
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pharmacy (51). There appears to be at least anecdotal evidence of inter-
est in the development of mentoring programs, and the pharmacy litera-
ture contains a number of excellent resources on faculty development
and mentoring (52-58).

Limitations and Future Research

The current study relied on self-report to elicit perceptions about phe-
nomena upon which opinions may be biased by personal feelings or that
which may be affected by a lack of complete information (e.g., institu-
tional and dean support). Self-report also was used to elicit opinions on
teaching effectiveness and research productivity. Moreover, the study
employs publication counts in peer-reviewed journals as the operational
definition for research productivity, which in spite of its correlation
with other aspects of research productivity does little to account for an
expanded view of scholarship, such as that proffered by Boyer (18). Ad-
ditional research is needed to determine the contribution of various cor-
relates to research productivity, teaching self-efficacy, and research
self-efficacy so as to devise effective faculty development and mentoring
programs.

The results are limited to the population of respondents, especially
given the survey’s relatively low rate of return. The rate of return may
have been a reflection of faculty’s busy schedules and the response bur-
den associated with a relatively lengthy questionnaire. Responses were
over-represented from social & administrative science faculty, and un-
der-represented from basic science faculty, which according to the
AACP’s 2005-2006 Institutional Research Series (28), would comprise
approximately Roster, would normally comprise over 1/3 and less than
10% of full-time pharmacy faculty, respectively. Furthermore, the low
response rate exacerbates the potential for non-response bias, as faculty
with particularly strong feelings about their work environment may
have been more inclined to respond, and persons skeptical of the valid-
ity of survey research may have been less inclined to do so. The con-
struct validity and reliability of the single-item measures used in this
study (department chair and dean support) cannot be discerned.

This paper provided a glimpse into various quality of work life, pro-
ductivity, and institutional phenomena and employed the use of descrip-
tive and bivariate statistics. Future studies may cull the literature to
develop and test models of each phenomenon (e.g., turnover intentions,
satisfaction, productivity, support) while employing the use of multi-
variate statistical procedures, as appropriate.
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CONCLUSIONS

Current trends in pharmacy education suggest a need to examine
pharmacy faculty quality of work life and productivity in a systematic
manner. The current study revealed only modest levels of commitment
among faculty to their current institution and relatively high levels of
stress, in the face of moderate institutional support. Faculty perceived
relatively high levels of support from deans and department chairs and
fairly high levels of consensus among department colleagues on a num-
ber of teaching and research issues. The study identified some causes
for concern, particularly among female and pharmacy practice faculty
and underscored the need for the development and implementation of
effective mentoring programs that may, among other goals, enhance
their research and teaching self-efficacy. Future studies may examine
each of the phenomena described in this paper more closely.
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NOTES

a. Papers describing the development and construct validation of the job satisfac-
tion measure and other multi-item measures used in this study are currently under re-
view.

b. Standard deviations are not reported for means calculated from multiple items
comprising a domain.
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