
 

 

ASSESSING THE RESEARCH NEEDS OF PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS 

by 

Adrien L. Bennings, M.B.A. 

A Dissertation 

In 

HIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
Of Texas Tech University in  

Partial Fulfillment of 
the requirements for  

the Degree of  
 

 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

Approved 

Colette M. Taylor, Ed.D., Chair 

Dave Louis, Ph.D. 

Andrew Koricich, Ph.D. 

 

 

Mark Sheridan, Ph.D. 

Dean of the Graduate School 

May 2015 

 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2015, Adrien L. Bennings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 

ii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

“I can do all things through Christ who strengthens me.” Philippians 4:13 

I started this journey in pursuit of a challenge.  On the road to completing my 

degree and ultimately my dissertation I found myself often second guessing my decision 

to step out and take the risk.  There were numerous times when I could not see the finish 

line. However, I realize that through Christ I was strengthened mentally, physically, and 

emotionally.  Therefore, I am grateful for blessing me to be able to achieve such a great 

accomplishment. 

I would like to acknowledge my wonderful chair, Dr. Colette Taylor. Without 

your guidance and never ending confidence in me I would have quit a long time ago.  

However, it was during those late nights or those challenging moments that I could hear 

you say, “Breathe.”  Now, I can finally exhale.  Also, I would like to thank my 

committee, Dr. Koricich and Dr. Louis for helping me throughout the process.  Because 

of your feedback and recommendations I have a better understanding of the research 

process. 

Most of all I would like to acknowledge my #1 supporter and source of 

motivation, my husband, Jonathan Bennings.  You were always there to cheer me on and 

help me navigate past hurdles throughout this journey.  It was a long road, filled with 

mental detours, long nights, and fast food!  I thank you for always being there for me and 

pushing me to greatness.   

Finally I would like to thank my family for their support, love, and 

encouragement:  Dad, Erin, Carlos, Tekoa Jade (my Doodlebug), and Christian.  I love 

you! 

Dedicated to my mother, Linda K. Sawyer. 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

 iii  
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS………………………………………………….… ii 

ABSTRACT………………………………………………………………………vi 

LIST OF TABLES…………………………………………………………….…vii 

LIST OF FIGURES……………………………………………………………...viii 

I. INTRODUCTION……………………………………………………………..1 

      Background……………………………………………………………………3 

Research Administration ..........................................................................................6 

Regulatory Compliance ...........................................................................................7 

Statement of the Problem .........................................................................................8 

Study Rationale, Hypotheses, and Research Questions ...........................................9 

Research Questions & Hypotheses ........................................................................14 

Variables ................................................................................................................13 

Assumptions ...........................................................................................................14 

Limitations .............................................................................................................14 

Delimitations ..........................................................................................................15 

Definition of Terms................................................................................................19 

Culture .......................................................................................................16 
Faculty .......................................................................................................16 
Federal grants .............................................................................................16 
Principal Investigator  ................................................................................16 
Research Administrators. ...........................................................................16 
Research Enterprise  ..................................................................................16 
Resources ...................................................................................................16 
Sponsored Project. .....................................................................................17 

Chapter Summary ..................................................................................................17 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW ..............................................................................18 

Higher Education Institution ..................................................................................18 

Mission .......................................................................................................19 
Culture & Environment..............................................................................21 
Institutional Structure.................................................................................23 

Faculty Activities ...................................................................................................23 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

iv 
 

Teaching/Research Dichotomy ..................................................................24 
Research Activities ....................................................................................25 
Regulatory Requirements ...........................................................................27 
Research Administration ............................................................................29 

Theoretical Framework ..........................................................................................34 

Organizational Culture ...............................................................................34 
Resource Dependency ................................................................................35 

Conceptual Framework ..........................................................................................37 

Research Contributions ..........................................................................................44 

Chapter Summary ..................................................................................................42 

III. METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................43 

Restatement of the Problem ...................................................................................43 

Research Questions ................................................................................................44 

Research Design .....................................................................................................45 

Site Selection .........................................................................................................46 

Measures ................................................................................................................48 

Section I:  Demographics ...........................................................................48 
Section II:  Research Resources & Support ...............................................48 
Section III:  Workload ...............................................................................48 
Section IV:  Perception of Research Climate ............................................49 
Section V:  Other Suggestions ...................................................................49 

Pilot Study ..............................................................................................................49 

Reliability & Validity ............................................................................................53 

Data Collection ......................................................................................................53 

Data Analysis .........................................................................................................54 

Chapter Summary ..................................................................................................53 

IV. RESULTS .......................................................................................................54 

Population and Sample Overview ..........................................................................54 

Summary and General Survey Results ..................................................................55 

Section I:  Demographics ...........................................................................55 
Section II:  Research Resources & Support ...............................................57 
Section III:  Workload ...............................................................................64 
Section IV:  Climate for Research .............................................................70 
Section V:  Other Suggestions/Concerns ...................................................74 

Data Analysis by Research Question .....................................................................72 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

 v  
 

Research Question 1 ..................................................................................72 
Research Question 2 ..................................................................................74 
Research Question 3 ..................................................................................75 

Sample Size Limitation ..........................................................................................79 

Chapter Summary ..................................................................................................83 

V. DISCUSSION  .................................................................................................81 

Overview…………………………………………………………………..……..82 

      Summary of Findings………………..……………………………….………83          
Discussion……………………………………………………………………87       
Implications………………………………………………………………….93     
Recommendations for Further Study………………………………………...95      
Institutional Recommendations………...……………………………………96       
Limitations……………………………………………………………….…..97      
Conclusion…………………..……………………………………………….98 

APPENDIX A:  SURVEY PERMISSION .......................................................111 

APPENDIX B:  PERMISSION TO USE FIGURES ......................................112 

APPENDIX C:  SURVEY INSTRUMENT………………………………….113 

APPENDIX D:  IRB/HRPP APPROVAL………………..……………….…126 

APPENDIX E:  FEDERAL AGENCY ACRONYMNS………………….…127 

APPENDIX F:  FREQUENCIES BY YEARS AND COLLEGE…….…….128 

APPENDIX G:  DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF RESOURCES……….…129 

APPENDIX H:  RANKING OF RESOURCES BY IMPORTANCE……...131 

APPENDIX I:  MANCOVA ANALYSIS - RQ3…………………….………132 

APPENDIX J:  CORRELATION ANALYSIS BY DEMOGRAPHICS…..136 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

vi 
 

ABSTRACT 

  Funding from federal agencies has become a primary source of research support 

for principal investigators across institutions of higher education.  Although rewarding, 

federal funding also comes with strict award terms and conditions, reporting 

requirements, and administrative responsibilities.  Heightened demands for 

accountability, demands on faculty time, and complex regulatory requirements related to 

administering federally funded awards are among the various factors that make 

facilitating research and achieving research outcomes increasingly challenging for 

principal investigators.  It is important for principal investigators to have adequate 

resources and administrative support in order to achieve research goals.  The purpose of 

this research study was to assess the principal investigator’s perception of the research 

enterprise at a public four-year institution.   

 This study sought to understand the research needs of principal investigators by 

exploring faculty responsibilities, time constraints, and administrative tasks related to the 

management of federal awards.  The results of this study shed light on the sources and 

extent of administrative tasks experienced by faculty engaged in federal grant research.  

The findings revealed the cumbersome nature of administrative tasks related to federal 

awards.  Principal investigators were found to allocate more of their time managing 

administrative functions, rather than engaging in actual research.  The results of the study 

point to key areas of concern and highlight the need for a comprehensive strategic 

assessment of the research enterprise at the institution.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 

 

“We take the position that research is at the very heart of academic life, and we celebrate 
what we call the scholarship of discovery” (Boyer, 1992, p.89) 

Today, American research universities are faced with the mounting pressures of 

declining federal funding, increasing compliance and reporting requirements, and 

growing competition for resources.  In light of government cutbacks, institutions have 

become increasingly reliant on external funding (Serow, 2000).  In the midst of the trend 

toward external funding and research, universities have expanded their missions.  At the 

core of the university mission is the discovery, dissemination, and application of new 

knowledge.  Traditionally, the main functions of the university have been teaching, 

research, and service.  However, many universities are shifting their missions more 

towards research-oriented initiatives (Clark B., 1983; Selingo, 2002).  In alignment with 

this mission, institutions of higher education have prioritized activities which enhance 

learning, promote engagement through knowledge transfer, and provide an intellectual 

platform for the dissemination of knowledge gained.  This is commonly accomplished 

through research.   

Research presents significant benefits for the researcher, the institution, and 

society.  The research not only serves as a basis for academic and financial success, but 

also drives improvements in the social and economic environment.  Also, the institution 

gains prestige and the researcher gains a notable reputation and career rewards.  Due to 

its strong association with institutional prestige, research often takes precedence over 

teaching obligations.  According to Clark (1983) and Trow (1984), research-oriented 

institutions are at the apex within the highly stratified higher education system in the 
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United States.  The 2010 Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

ranks only 74 out of 690 public four-year institutions as research universities with very 

high research activity (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2014).  

Established in 1970, the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

categorizes higher educational institutions in the United States based on research activity 

and degrees awarded.  This classification system widely recognized and is commonly 

regarded to be an indicator that reflects an institution’s rank as a nationally competitive 

research institution (Anonymous, 2011).  This classification system serves as a 

framework to represent and control for institutional differences, and aid in the design of 

research studies to ensure adequate representation of sampled institutions, students, or 

faculty (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2014).  Having a high 

ranking in this classification system brings greater visibility and prestige to institutions 

and allows institutions to attract the top students and researchers across the nation. 

With the growth of research, federal dollars remain one of the largest sources of 

funding for institutions across the United States.  Over the past century, federally funded 

university research has made significant contributions in warfare, curing diseases, and 

scientific discoveries.  Due to important contributions made during World War II, 

research accelerated and became widely recognized as a vital component in institutional 

priorities (Geiger, 1993).  As a result, the U.S. government became a major investor for 

research within institutions of higher education.  While faculty at universities receive 

research support from many sources, the federal government plays a crucial role in 

funding academic research.  University of California President, Janet Nepolitano, argues 

“It is critical that the federal government maintain a strong investment in our nation’s 
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research enterprise to ensure that the United States remains competitive and at the 

forefront of innovation and scientific and technological advancements” (Kim, 2014).  

Federal support of basic research provides opportunities for continued economic 

growth and produces new knowledge that ultimately drives innovation.  The primary 

purpose of this study will be to explore the systems, relationships, and constituencies that 

have influence on the research enterprise in higher education.  The current project is a 

case study examining the dependence on resources and the cross-functional relationships 

existing within institutions of higher education.  Specifically, the study will focus on the 

influential factors within the internal and external environments.  In this study, the 

theories of organizational culture and resource dependency will provide insight into how 

the institution, faculty, and functional offices carry out the duties necessary to effectively 

achieve and maintain research goals.   

This research study adds to the literature on faculty research and the role of higher 

education institutions in facilitating research.  Additionally, this research examines the 

research enterprise at the individual level, rather than the institutional level which is more 

common.  Furthermore, this research is significant because it applies established theory 

and research methodology to new areas of study.  The results of this study will serve as a 

foundation to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the research enterprises at a public 

four-year institution and help frame the concept of administrative burden from the 

perspective of the core stakeholder, the principal investigator (PI). 

Background 

 Securing external funding to conduct and lead research as a principal investigator 

presents significant challenges.  For faculty, such a role brings new responsibilities 
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beyond their teaching and service activities.  Faculty members who engage in sponsored 

research are also known as principal investigators. As principal investigators, faculty 

members serve as lead researchers and are expected to incorporate the role of researcher 

with other duties (Cunningham, O'Reilly, O'Kane, Conor, & Mangematin, 2014).  The 

responsibilities of principal investigators include both direct and indirect activities.  Key 

tasks include daily oversight of the project, supervising staff, reviewing project budgets, 

financial management, ensuring all deliverables and deadlines are met, and submitting 

technical and progress reports.  Along with the overall management of the research 

project, principal investigators are expected to fulfill significant leadership and 

managerial roles which involve coordination of the research project, directing the 

research team, and serving as the primary point of contact with the funding agency 

(Cunningham, O'Reilly, O'Kane, Conor, & Mangematin, 2014).   

Faculty Activities 

Faculty members serve a key role in the academic success of their students, 

advancement of knowledge throughout society, and their own professional achievements.  

Their skills and experience significantly contribute to the mission and purpose of higher 

education, to advance learning and promote human knowledge.  Faculty work 

encompasses multiple interrelated activities of teaching, research, and service (Bowen 

and Schuster, 1986; Fairweather, 1993; Paulsen & Feldman, 1995).  Boyer (1992) 

expanded and divided these interrelated activities into four types of scholarship 

consisting of interlocking parts which enhance the dissemination of knowledge: 

1. Scholarship of discovery – research 

2. Scholarship of integration – making interdisciplinary connections 
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3. Scholarship of application – theoretical framework 

4. Scholarship of teaching – inspire future scholars (p. 25) 

Since the Colonial period, the dissemination of knowledge has been identified 

primary element of faculty responsibilities and has remained a priority for institutions of 

higher education.  Fink (2003) describes teaching as the use of instructional design and 

course management promulgated through the interactions between the teacher and 

student.  Research is defined as an “activity which is concerned primarily with 

knowledge acquisition…and secondarily with knowledge dissemination” (Brown, 2005, 

p. 393).     

Although teaching has long been a primary activity of faculty members, research 

has more recently evolved as a significant priority for faculty members.  The impact of 

research is significant in that it fulfills the academic necessity which leads to beneficial 

changes for institutions, the economy, individuals, governments, and society.  For many 

principal investigators, it is important to have support both internally and externally.  The 

internal environment of an institution can impact the research activity of principal 

investigators. Internally, principal investigators require adequate resources to facilitate 

their research and promote efficient and effective uses of research dollars (Mullen, 

Murthy, & Teague, 2008).  Externally, researchers must obtain monetary support for their 

specific projects.  For these reasons, it is important to ensure the mission clearly defines 

the strategic priorities which influence the culture of the institution and guides the 

planning and evaluation of the resources needed.  For administrators, ongoing evaluation 

of priorities, infrastructure, and resources are necessary to best facilitate sponsored 

research administration and enhance research priorities (Drummond, 2003).   
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Research Administration 

As administrators, principal investigators are required to fulfill numerous 

activities in the overall procurement and management of their sponsored research 

projects.  However, the task of overseeing sponsored projects and managing the various 

administrative requirements can be cumbersome for principal investigators (Decker, 

Wimsatt, Trice, & Constan, 2007).  Therefore, it is critical to maintain adequate resources 

to aid in the complexities of sponsored research.  Principal investigators engage in 

various direct and indirect activities necessary for the support of their research projects.  

Such activities include managing personnel, purchasing supplies and equipment, 

preparing and submitting periodic reports, analyzing data, collaborating with colleagues, 

and complying with institutional policies and federal regulations which govern research.  

In addition to teaching activities, these research activities present significant 

administrative tasks which may adversely affect the time available to conduct actual 

research. 

In response to the increasing fiscal regulations, compliance requirements, and 

administrative tasks, many research universities established research administration units 

to aid in the overall compliance and management of sponsored projects (Lane, 2007).  

Sponsored research administration is defined as an interdependent system of people and 

organizations responsible for performing, financing, and using research (Kirby, 1996).  

When research administration units first emerged, their scope of work was focused solely 

on relieving researchers of the administrative burden associated with their sponsored 

projects (Hansen & Moreland, 2004).  Nonetheless, throughout the years, research 

administration has become more involved in the facilitation of research by monitoring 
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compliance with institutional policies, federal rules and regulations, and agency 

requirements (Shelley, 2010).  As a service-oriented unit, research administration offices 

are responsible for various administrative tasks which generally include submitting 

proposals, preparing budgets, risk management, financial reporting, and interpreting 

policy (Langley & Ofosu, 2007).  These administrative tasks are indirectly related to the 

research, yet necessary to ensure that the research is ongoing.  Overall, the fundamental 

purpose of research administration is to enhance the ability to carry out successful 

research. 

Regulatory Compliance 

Since the late 1990s, there has been a considerable shift towards the consolidation of 

the financial management function.  Throughout the years, with increased research 

funding requirements, rules and regulations proliferated as a result of the increasing need 

for accountability and streamlined coordination of research related services (Beasley, 

2006).  A primary responsibility of research administrators is to assist principal 

investigators with maintaining compliance with regulations regarding research.  

Therefore, it is critical for research administrators to have knowledge and understanding 

of those regulations that guide research management and conduct.  Institutions primarily 

adhere to federal requirements in establishing policies and procedures for administering 

and monitoring sponsored projects.  These requirements are outlined in circulars, a series 

of booklets containing instructions or information issued by the Office of Management 

and Budget (OMB) to Federal agencies.  
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Statement of the Problem 

Growing complexity, demands of faculty time, increasing measures for 

accountability, and competition for research grants presents numerous challenges in 

achieving research missions.  As a result, institutions develop their policies and 

procedures to ensure compliance with complex regulations surrounding sponsored 

research projects.  Faculty members report institutional procedures and red tape as a 

source of stress (Lindholm, Szelenyi, Hurtado, & Korn, 2005).  Red tape exists when “the 

sum of government guidelines, procedures, and forms are perceived as excessive, 

unwieldy, or pointless in relation to official decisions and policy” (Bozeman, 1993, p. 

276). Given the hierarchical structure of public four-year institutions, this process can be 

perceived as burdensome, especially when trying to achieve certain tasks and 

requirements in a specific time frame.   

  Rutherford and Langley (2007) articulate the need for institutional missions to 

remain focused on relieving the administrative duties of the academic community despite 

the day-to-day requirements.  Developing ongoing communication and maintaining 

effective partnerships is critical to the success of sponsored project management.  

Collaboration between the institution, administrators, and faculty researchers, is 

necessary given the nature of administrative tasks related to sponsored projects.  As noted 

in a study conducted by the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP), 95% of faculty 

surveyed reported that they needed more assistance for handling research-related 

administrative tasks in order to devote more of their time to the actual research (Decker, 

Wimsatt, Trice, & Konstan, 2007). 
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There is a growing concern among institutional leaders to demonstrate to stakeholders 

that the resources dedicated to research not only adhere to federal regulations and 

institutional policies, but also ensure that the resources dedicated to research are being 

used wisely, and the institutions performance justifies continued investment in research 

(Waugaman, Kirby, and Tornatzky, 2006).  This concept is further supported in the 

educational policies of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) which 

states, ”… every faculty will seek to conduct an operation worthy of scholarly standards 

of learning; every administrative officer will strive to meet his or her charge and to attain 

the goals of the institution” (American Association of University Professors, 2006).  

Currently, very little research exists on the dynamics of the relationship between funding, 

faculty research, resources, and institutional systems.  Due to the central role federally 

funded research plays in universities across the United States, it is important to examine 

the faculty who conduct the research.  An investigation into the dynamics between 

internal and external environmental factors will provide possible ways to understand how 

to optimize resources with the research goals of the principal investigators and the 

institution. 

Study Rationale, Hypotheses, and Research Questions 

Rationale 

 Despite the fact that there is plenty of scholarship on the subject of principal 

investigators in the academic setting, there is a deficiency in research studies that seek to 

understand the nature and complexity of the processes, resources, and interactions 

between principal investigators and other functional units.  Because research has become 

a more predominant activity at major universities, greater understanding of the research 
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enterprise is central to understanding the needs of researchers in higher education.  

Institutions of higher education are complex, having multiple facets and unique 

infrastructures.  Therefore, it is vital to the success of the institution to successfully 

integrate individual factors and balance resources for the collective purpose of the 

institution.   

In this study the focal interest is represented by the relationship among three key 

dimensions: the resource environment (internal and external), the structural and process 

dimension, and the outcome dimension.  There is an assumed relationship among these 

dimensions such that the resource environment affects resource dependence and 

perceived conditions of sponsored research support, which in turn affect adaptive 

responses and decision-making.  This study is significant because it will provide insight 

into the connection between organizational culture, resource dependency, and faculty 

research within a public four-year institution.  “An organization’s culture is reflected in 

what is done, how it is done, and how it is involved in doing it” (Tierney, 1998, p. 3).  

Assessing organizational culture will yield a better understanding of the behaviors and 

relationships within institutions of higher education.   

In addition to demonstrating significant relationships between variables, the study 

contributes to further discussion about cultivating the research enterprise, understanding 

the research needs of principal investigators, and utilizing the institutional resources to 

the fullest extent.  Furthermore, this study provides insight into how communication and 

transactions occur regarding research activities and the overall management of federal 

awards.  The results could serve as a reference for principal investigators, research 

administrators, and institutional leaders to gain a better understanding of how the 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

11 
 

interactions between faculty and other functional units can be enhanced to more 

effectively utilize institutional resources.  Finally, this study is significant because it 

serves as an assessment into whether the institution is fulfilling the expectations of the 

principal investigators and providing the levels of support they need, and if not, aims to 

establish potential reasons why these expectations and needs remain unmet.   

Research Questions & Hypotheses 

Principal investigators are faculty members who have primary responsibility for 

the design, execution, and management of a sponsored research project and who will be 

involved in the research project in a significant manner (University of California, 2007).  

Ultimately, principal investigators are responsible for the fiscal management, compliance, 

and research outcomes associated with their sponsored research projects.  With such a 

critical role in the research activities at institutions of higher education, this study seeks 

to examine the research enterprise from the perspective of the principal investigator.  In 

order to understand the full scope of the research enterprise, it is important to analyze the 

expectations and support available for principal investigators.  Therefore, the following 

research questions and hypotheses will provide the framework for the results of this 

study:   

RQ1: What is the principal investigator’s perception of the level of support for 

sponsored research?   

While principal investigators have little choice but to utilize the prescribed services with 

the research enterprise, it is important to assess the research enterprise from their point of 

view. Doing so may be the key to identifying areas where research needs are high and 

support is low.  With the below stated hypotheses, the proposed study will be useful in 
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determining whether or not experience and funding agency are dominant factors in the 

overall perception of support.   

H1:  There will be differences in the perceived levels of support for sponsored 

research based on the number of years (experience) at the University.   

H2:  There will be differences in the perceived levels of support for sponsored 

research based on the source of federal funding (e.g. National Institute of Health, 

Department of Energy, Department of Education, etc.). 

RQ2:  What specific types of resources do principal investigators deem important 

to facilitate their research activities?  Principal investigators rely on numerous resources, 

such as staff and research assistants, necessary to fulfill research objectives.  The 

availability of these resources can have a significant impact on principal investigator’s 

level of importance.  With the below stated hypotheses, it is expected that the importance 

of sources is influenced by certain characteristics.  

H3:  The ratings of the importance of resources will vary as a function of the 

respondent’s faculty rank.  Specifically, untenured faculty, seeking tenure status will have 

a higher need for research support services in contrast to tenured faculty.   

RQ3: To what extent do principal investigator’s demographic characteristics (e.g. 

academic rank, college, awarding agency, and workload) predict the perceived level of 

administrative burden and resource dependence associated with managing sponsored 

projects.  The perceived level of burdensomeness may be the key explanatory variable 

that differentiates those who are self-sufficient and those who significantly rely upon 

resources within the research enterprise.   
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H4:  There will be differences across college units (e.g. Engineering, 

Arts/Sciences) in the degree to which particular resources are valued. 

H5:  The demographic characteristics of principal investigators characteristics 

will have an impact on the level of administrative assistance needed to support research 

activities. 

Variables 

The study will be centered on the control variable, federal source of funds.  In order to 

test the research hypotheses, they will be restated as the following null hypotheses: 

1.  There is no difference in the perceived levels of support for sponsored research 

based on number of years (experience) at the University. 

2.  There is no difference in the perceived levels of support for sponsored research 

based on the source of federal funding (e.g. National Institute of Health, Department of 

Energy, Department of Education, etc.). 

3. The ratings of the importance of resources will not vary as a function of the 

respondent’s faculty rank.   

4.  There will be no differences across college units (e.g. Engineering, 

Arts/Sciences) in the degree to which particular resources are valued. 

5.  The demographic characteristics of principal investigators characteristics will 

not have an impact on the level of administrative assistance needed to support research 

activities. 

The following independent (predictor) variables will be used in the study: 

1. Faculty rank (e.g. Associate Professor) 

2. Faculty status (e.g. tenured) 
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3. College Unit (e.g. Engineering) 

4. Funding Source (e.g. Department of Education)  

5. Workload 

6. Academic discipline/Field of study 

7. Resources (e.g. staff support) 

The following dependent variables will be measured in this study: 

1. Perceived level of support 

2. Importance of resources 

3. Need for administrative support 

The above listed variables are categorized as dependent variables since the outcome 

of each is expected to vary across certain characteristics such as colleges, 

demographics, experience, and funding agency. 

Assumptions 

1.  Participants will complete the survey instrument in its entirety. 

2. Participants will be able to receive the email solicitation and respond without 

interference from prohibitive technology security.   

3. The principal investigator has been at the same institution when they 

received their federal award(s). 

4. Participants will provide open and honest feedback. 

Limitations 

For purposes of this study, only functional units related to research and research 

administration will be explored.  The functional units are the centralized departments 
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directly responsible for the administration of research activities within the institution.  

This study is limited by the following: 

Delimitations 

The study will be bound by the faculty who receive federal funding and the 

institutional processes for managing awards.  The following delimitations further define 

how the study was narrowed in scope. 

1. Participants in this study will only be faculty researchers who receive federal 

funding.  

2. The institution in this study will be a four-year public institution in Texas and 

a member of the Carnegie Classification, Research University (high research 

activity). 

3. Generalizations can only be made to institutions with similar characteristics. 

4. The scope of this research will be reduced to include only participating 

research administrators working directly sponsored programs.   
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Definition of Terms 

Culture - the processes of an organization, its practices, and values (Chaffee & Tierney, 

1988).  

Faculty – an educator who works at a college or university; responsibilities include 

teaching, research/creative activity, university service, professional service, and 

community service (Texas Tech University, Faculty Responsibility, 2006). 

Federal grants -   an award of financial assistance from a federal agency to a recipient to 

carry out a public purpose of support or stimulation authorized by the law of the United 

States (National Institutes of Health, 2014). 

Principal Investigator - an individual who has primary responsibility for the design, 

execution, and management of a research project and who will be involved in the project 

in a significant manner (University of California, 2007).  

Research Administrators - professionals who work with sponsored programs by 

providing administrative assistance, development assistance, technical assistance, clerical 

support, editorial assistance, and fiscal management (Hensley, 1986, p. 290). 

Research Enterprise – a system composed of the people and organizations responsible 

for performing, financing, and using research (Kirby, 1996).   

Resources – a source of supply, support, or aid, especially one that can be readily drawn 

upon when needed (http://dictionary.reference.com). 
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Sponsored Project - A project funded by a grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 

under which the university agrees to perform a certain scope of work, according to 

specified terms and conditions, and for specific budgeted monetary compensation (Texas 

Tech University, 2011).  For purposes of this study, sponsored projects include only 

funds from federal sources. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter introduced the basic principles and concepts related to the focus of 

this study.  The theory of organizational culture explains how organizations and 

individuals within the organization respond to environmental forces.  The culture of an 

institution becomes evident in the behaviors, mission, values, strategies, and processes 

within and organization.  It provides the background and overall components of the 

conceptual framework for this study.  This descriptive, quantitative study will provide an 

assessment the impact of environmental influences on the research behaviors of faculty 

and the institution.  More specifically, this study will be helpful in understanding the 

various roles of faculty, research support staff, and administrators in ensuring successful 

research outcomes. 

 Chapter II explores relevant literature pertaining to higher education and the 

research enterprise.  It also presents, in detail, the theoretical and conceptual framework 

for the study.  This study will utilize the theory of organizational culture and resource 

dependency theory in order to construct a case study and to define the unit of analysis and 

conceptual framework.   
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
 Understanding how internal and external factors affect the institutional system is 

necessary to make continued improvements within institutions of higher education.  Each 

factor, although singular in nature, functions as a network of interdependent components.  

Having a holistic view of institutions of higher education and their interrelated 

components provides a framework for understanding and managing activities as a system.  

This literature review is comprised of the following sections: (a) review of the literature 

on higher education organizational theory, (b) review of the literature on faculty 

activities; and (c) review of the literature on the theoretical frameworks.   

Higher Education Institution 

   Since its inception, the primary goal of higher education has been to advance 

human knowledge and enhance student learning.  Throughout the years, learning has 

remained a top priority.  However, the purpose of colleges and universities has evolved  

to include strategic priorities other than teaching, like public service and scholarship.  In 

the era of shifting priorities, evolving technologies, economic challenges, and social 

pressures, higher education administrators must be aware of the changing needs of the 

institution and its stakeholders.  The institution, as an organization, is defined as a “social 

unit deliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek specific goals” (Etzioni, 1964, 

p.3).  Many institutions of higher education function as open systems, goal driven yet 

influenced by external factors.  Therefore, it is necessary for higher education institutions 

to clearly define and communicate goals, priorities, strategies, and objectives.  This type 

of communication is often evident through the mission, culture, and infrastructure of the 

institution.  
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Various institutional factors shape faculty behavior with regards to their teaching, 

research, and service roles (Fairweather & Rhoads, 1995).  According to W. Richard 

Scott (2001) an organization is comprised of five main elements:  (1) social structures, 

(2) participants, (3) goals, (4) technology, and (5) environment.  As complex social 

structures, educational institutions must take into consideration the needs of the 

participants, necessary and available resources, and the environment.  Higher education 

institutions, as a type of organization, must consider how these five elements link to their 

main purpose and support the environment of learning.  Mintzberg (1979) defines 

institutions as professional organizations with complex environments having formalized 

hierarchical structures.  This section will address the key components which interconnect 

the four main elements within an institution including the mission, culture, environment, 

and institutional structure. 

Mission 

Many postsecondary institutions formalize their purpose and goals in the form of 

a mission statement.  Mission statements embody the structure and culture of higher 

education institutions.  For many institutions, it is important to incorporate core activities 

into the mission that helps to identify, shape, and define the culture and strategic 

priorities of the institution (Woodrow, 2006).  The mission of the institution is a critical 

factor which impacts the faculty roles and behaviors across multiple levels.  The 

framework of the mission is grouped according to specific institutional activities which 

are comprised of individual goals and objectives as illustrated in Figure 1.  Ultimately, 

the purpose of establishing a mission statement would be to establish the directional 

efforts of the institution.    
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Figure 1.  Concept of the Mission as it relates to principal activities 

The directional efforts often link to the core activities of faculty.  The roles of 

faculty are traditionally influenced and shaped by employing institutions (Henard, 2010; 

Laursen and Rocque, 2007) and closely tied to the central functions of higher education 

(Davis, 2003).  To strengthen institutional mission and priorities, the roles and 

expectations of faculty members must be clearly defined, communicated, recognized and 

understood by all institutional faculty members and administrators.  Much of the 

literature agrees on what is accomplished through the mission statement.  They help 

determine organizational structure, identify objectives and purposes, and guide the 

MISSION 

(Institutional priorities) 

ACTIVITY: Research 

Service – department/research administration 
Clientele – PIs 

Rationale – facilitate research & achieve research outcomes 

GOAL 
(Intentional) 

RESULTS 
(Measurable)  
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strategic planning process (Davis, 2003; Morphew and Hartley, 2006; Panda and Gupta, 

2003). 

Mission statements provide greater tangibility for structure and culture 

(Fugazzotto, 2009) and provide the basis and guidelines for the program allocation of 

available resources (Research and Policy Comittee for Economic Development, 1973).  

Since the mission statement is critical in the formulation of core activities, administrators 

must continually evaluate and redefine the mission in order to clearly distinguish between 

those activities which align with institutional imperatives and those that do not.  The 

literature supports the belief that, through the mission statement, stakeholders are 

inspired, motivated, and gain a shared sense of purpose (Woodrow, 2006).  Key external 

constituents are able to identify the characteristics, value, and history of the institution 

through the institutional mission statement (Hartley, 2002). 

Culture & Environment 

  Like the mission, the culture and environment of an institution significantly 

impact and influence the behaviors of all stakeholders.  According to Fraser (1994), “The 

overarching institutional characteristic that fosters scholarly productivity is a [culture of 

scholarship]” (p. 262).  Institutional culture presents challenges to administrators who 

should strive to create and develop institutional missions and goals which could be 

leveraged to facilitate a culture of learning, teaching, and research.  An institution’s 

culture is thought to mediate how an institution deals with external forces and internal 

pressures (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Kuh & Whitt, 1988).  Whereas the mission defines 

the priorities of the institution, the culture provides the lens through which stakeholders 

interpret and assess the institutional environment.  Inquiry into the culture of higher 
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education institutions has been the subject of study for many years.  Kuh and Whitt 

(1988) define institutional culture as 

the collective, mutually supporting patterns of norms, values, practices, beliefs, 

and assumptions that guide the behavior of individuals and groups in an 

institution of higher education and provide a frame of reference within which to 

interpret the meaning of events and actions on and off campus (pp. 12-13). 

Institutional culture is both a process and a product.  It is necessary for making decisions 

about the allocation of resources and understanding the behavioral expectations.  As a 

process, institutional culture shapes and is shaped by the ongoing interactions of people 

on- and off-campus.  As a product, institutional culture is a result of historical 

interactions, traditions, organizational structures, and behaviors (Kuh and Whitt, 1988).  

Therefore, it is important to consider the processes and resulting outcome of culture in 

order to fully assess the cultural environment of an institution.  Placing institutional 

priorities and initiatives into their proper cultural perspective will provide valuable 

insight into what is and is not acceptable behavior across the institution. 

 Institutional culture is also comprised of both tangible and intangible elements, 

which help distinguish one institution from another.  The culture of an institution 

encapsulates the mission, dissemination of information, socialization processes, and 

decision-making strategies (Davis, 2003).  For institutions of higher education, the 

culture is reflected in the rules, polices, and procedures which are integrated across the 

structural components of the institution.  These rules and policies are incorporated in 

order to maintain stability and ensure the overall efficiency of/in the institution (Omerzel, 

Biloslavo, & Trnavcevic, 2011).   
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Institutional Structure 

All institutions have structure, both formally and informally.  Literature suggests 

that performance standards and communicative values clarified through the mission 

statement become evident in the culture and structure of the institution.  Culture can have 

a powerful influence on the governance structures of institutions.  For public universities, 

this structure can be complex.  Donaldson (1996) defines organizational structure as the 

authoritative set of reporting relationships, behaviors governed by rules and policies, 

communication, and patterns of decision-making.  Many public universities have a 

hierarchical structure governed by formal rules, policies, and procedures.  

According to Hall (1999), the complexity of the organization is identifiable through 

its hierarchical dimensions, division of labor, subunits, and job titles.  It is important for 

administrators to examine the processes and how they impact institutional structure, as 

they can either facilitate or constrain one another (Ellis, Almor, & Shenkar, 2002).  

Examining the internal processes is critical for administrators in identifying whether 

expectations are met.  Also, this is a valuable means to assess cross-functional 

relationships and internal dynamics within the research enterprise.  

Faculty Activities 

Higher education institutions have historically focused their mission on three 

primary areas, teaching, research, and service.  Past research indicates that the majority of 

faculty members viewed teaching as their primary role (Angelo, 1994; Boice, 1992; 

Smith, 1995).  Through teaching, faculty members disseminate knowledge gained 

through experience, research, and service to their students.  Throughout the years, the 

role of faculty has evolved and become a challenge to balance the teaching and research 
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aspects.  The Center for Instructional Development conducted a national survey of 

professors and administrators at 49 institutions and found that most perceived a "strong 

institutional emphasis on research," although they personally favored a balance between 

teaching and scholarship (Diamond and Adam, 1998).   

Teaching/Research Dichotomy 

Although there are clearly distinct roles for faculty within institutions of higher 

education, it is helpful to understand the purpose behind each role.  Despite describing 

two distinct roles, Boyer (1992) sought to broadly define the concept of scholarship to 

include interlocking elements of teaching and research.  The primary goal of research is 

to advance knowledge, whereas that of teaching is to develop and enhance abilities 

(Prince, Fedler, & Brent, 2007).  As researchers, faculty members are able to “promote 

inquiry and advance the sum of human knowledge” (Bowden, 2012, p. 168).  There are 

conflicting views on whether teaching and research complement and whether research 

supports undergraduate education.  For administrators, it is necessary to consider the role 

of faculty and align expectations and resources to facilitate multiple faculty activities.    

Several studies have been conducted to identify whether points of convergence 

exist.  Some argue that research activities enhance faculty instruction and student 

learning (Clark 1997; Marsh & Hattie, 2002; Prince, Fedler, & Brent, 2007).  Meanwhile 

others posit that there is no correlation between teaching and research (Barnett, 1992; 

Brew & Boud, 1995).  A possible explanation for the different view is that both sides are 

justifying their arguments based on two distinct opinions: (1) research improves 

instruction and (2) research is complementary to instruction (Prince, Fedler, & Brent, 

2007).  In other words, research either enhances the ability to develop curricula and 
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provide up-to-date content or through research, instructors are able to share their research 

experiences in a classroom setting.  Although teaching is recognized by institutions and 

faculty as the primary mission, faculty members are mainly rewarded for their research 

and publications (Snipes & Carter, 2011).  Despite the findings, it is clear that a growing 

number of faculty, institutions, and administrators have shifted their efforts more toward 

the research activities.   

According to Long and McGinnis (1981), an academic institution affects the 

research behavior and productivity of faculty.  As a result, administrators must be careful 

to understand how institutional vision, mission, and strategic plan shape and impact the 

performance culture of the institution.  Universities and colleges across the nation often 

implement reward structures which are consistent with the mission of the institution 

(O’Meara & Braskamp, 2005).  As a result, faculty behavior is significantly influenced 

by the reward systems in place.  Understanding the impact of organizational systems and 

infrastructure may provide an understanding of how resources and activities are 

impacted.  Several studies reveal that many rewards systems are geared more towards 

research than teaching (Fairweather, 1993; Green, 2008; Keating et al., 2005). The 

studies also confirm that faculty members who teach and research are expected to be 

productive in both activities.  As a result, institutional reward systems can both hinder 

one faculty activity while promoting another. 

Research Activities  

Institutions are continually seeking ways to maximize their prestige and 

reputation.  Institutional prestige is often recognized by research activity.  Through 

research activities, faculty members are able to strengthen their reputation, enhance 
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institutional prestige, enhance revenue streams, and fulfill the institutional mission.  In 

the continuous quest for prestige, institutions and faculty members are faced with high 

levels of pressure for research productivity (Miller 2010; Shea, 2002).  As a result, 

recognized research has grown to become a primary goal for many faculty members.  

Many institutions have refocused their mission statements, moving away from teaching-

oriented to research-oriented (Wilson, Kemp, & Edwards, 2012).   

With the shift towards research-oriented missions, faculty members face greater 

pressure to engage in research activity in order to gain tenure, recognition, and enhance 

their reputation.  This concept is widely known as “publish or perish” (de Rond &Miller, 

2005; Helsi, & Lee, 2011; Miller, Taylor, & Bedeian, 2011), and this principle suggests 

that faculty members conduct original research and prove their capability by publishing 

in order to gain promotion within the institution of higher education.  Faculty members 

engage in research which results in a finished product such as publications, books, 

presentation, and other creative works  

The mix of activities within higher education institutions varies.  For faculty, their 

behaviors are influenced by the mission and strategic initiatives of the institutions.  The 

need arises for both faculty and institutions to ensure available resources to accomplish 

individual and collective goals in terms of mission, structure, and allocation of resources 

(Prager, McCarthy, & Sealy, 2005).  The challenge becomes evident when institutions 

and faculty must balance the resources with the needs of the institution and faculty 

members.  In response to the pressures for change and measureable accountability, 

faculty members must utilize internal and external resources to fulfill institutional goals 

and research priorities.  As a result, higher education institutions are compelled by the 
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mission as well as the fiscal demands and obligations necessary to support the research 

endeavors of faculty members.   

Regulatory Requirements 

Institutions of higher education are multipurpose entities that focus on 

undergraduate and graduate education, applied research, public service, and externally 

sponsored research and partnerships (Middaugh, 2001).  Faculty members rely on 

institutional resources and external sources of funding in order to achieve research 

priorities.  For many public universities, federal funding is a key source of support for 

research and is vital to the stability of various programs.  One study concluded 

“universities will have to continue to rely on extramural support to provide the resources 

needed…or face the consequences of losing vital programs” (Donaldson, 1991).  The 

federal government has served an active role in supporting the advancement of research 

across institutions of higher education.  Through federal funding, many faculty members 

are able to facilitate original and ongoing research projects.   

 Federal dollars provide a means to engage in research.  However, federally 

sponsored research is coupled with various restrictions and programmatic requirements.  

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is the largest component of the Executive 

Office of the President.  The primary responsibility of the OMB is to provide regulatory 

guidance and specific instructions for the management of federally funded research 

activities.  These regulations are issued in the following circulars: OMB Circular A-21, 

OMB Circular A-110, and OMB Circular A-133.  The provisions outlined within each of 

these circulars are applicable to all institutions that receive federal dollars.  OMB Circular 

A-21 is the guiding federal regulatory circular which outlines key principles for 
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determining costs applicable to grants, contracts, and other agreements with educational 

institutions (OMB Circular, A-21, Cost Principles for Educational Institutions, 2004).  

OMB A-110 is a federal regulatory guide which requires recipients of federal funds to 

establish written procedures for determining the reasonableness, allocability, and 

allowability of costs in accordance with award terms and federal cost principles (Office 

on Management and Budget, 1999).  

 Reasonable costs are those in which the nature and the amount of the expense reflect 

the action that a prudent person would have taken under the prevailing circumstances at 

the time the decision was made to incur the cost (Office on Management and Budget, 

2004).  An allocable cost is one that is assignable to the project in proportion to the 

relative benefit received (Office on Management and Budget, 2004).  Allowable costs are 

those which are reasonable, allocable, and given consistent treatment (Office on 

Management and Budget, 2004).  The standards outlined in the A-110 serve as a 

benchmark for administration of awards.  OMB A-133 is a federal regulatory guide 

which outlines the standards for consistency in audits of organizations (OMB Circular A-

133, Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations, 2003). 

Policies and legal regulations serve as foundational guidelines that govern the 

processes and performance in the areas of research and administration.  Implementation, 

review, and ongoing development of policies is necessary to maintain clarity and 

interpretation of guidelines, cohesion across research administration units, and ensure that 

ethical standards of conduct and research are upheld.  
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Research Administration 

As a result of the regulatory requirements often associated with sponsored research, 

faculty members have been faced with increasing administrative tasks and 

responsibilities.  Past studies indicate problems and challenges faculty have dealt with 

regarding activities as they relate to sponsored research administration including, but not 

limited to: 

 Insufficient knowledge of funding sources 

 Limited knowledge of proposal writing skills 

 Amount of time for grant preparation 

 Time-to-award 

 Grant funding regulations 

 Personnel management 

 Lack of institutional administrative support (Daniel and Gallaher, 1990; 

Mishler, 1988; Ross, 1990)  

A more recent study revealed that federally funded researchers spend less than 60% of 

their time devoted to actual research and a significant portion of their time spent on 

proposal writing and pre- and post-award administrative tasks (Wood, 2013).  Another 

study reported that principal investigators managing federally-funded awards spent 42% 

of their time on administrative activities rather than actual research (Decker, Wimsatt, 

Trice, & Constan, 2007).  According to the 2012 FDP Faculty Workload Survey 

(Schneider, Ness, Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014), principal investigators 

reported their estimated time spent obtaining and completing federally-funded projects as 

follows: 
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Figure 2.  Reported research workload distribution.  Reprinted with permission from 
Schneider, S. L., Ness, K. K., Rockwell, S., Shaver, K., & Brutkeiwicz, 
R.  (2014).  2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report.  The Federal 
Demonstration Partnership. http://thefdp.org. 

  

Research administrators help to ease the burden of regulatory requirements such 

as proposal submission, award negotiations, financial reporting, and budget 

modifications.  The myriad of federal compliance regulations, sponsor requirements, and 

institutional policies makes it is necessary for research administrators to also ensure 

financial oversight.  Given the important nature of their role, it is critical for research 

administrators and faculty researchers to build cooperative working relationships.  

According to Mullen (2009), the research administrator’s role extends further to include 

the advancement of communication, collaboration, and model behavior that will enhance 

faculty productivity.  This task can be quite challenging depending upon the culture of 

the institution, infrastructure, and research environment.  Having adequate dynamic 
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support structures and communications in place will enable faculty to perform to their 

fullest capacity as principal investigators. 

Theoretical Framework 

 Because of the complex structure and environment within institutions of higher 

education, the theories of organizational culture and resource dependency theory will 

serve as the foundation to this research study.  Institutions of higher education are similar 

to organizations in that they both have employees, mission statements, management 

systems, and physical assets.  However, there are variations in the behavioral aspects 

within each type of entity.  The use of different organizational models is a valuable tool 

for gaining a better understanding of the complexities and identifying the disconnection 

between the hierarchical structures present in many areas of administration across 

institutions of higher education.  The theory of organizational culture is used for this 

study because it helps to establish the conceptual framework for higher education 

administrators and faculty members seeking to better understand the multifaceted 

environment within which they operate. 

Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture is an ever-evolving learning process rooted in historical 

theories of human development within organizations (Bruner, 1990; Schein, 2004).  

According to Schein,  

[Organizational culture is]…a pattern of shared basic assumptions that was 

learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

integration that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to 
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be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in 

relation to those problems.  (2004, p. 17) 

Much literature exists on the subject of organizational culture.  Several authors agree that 

efforts to improve leadership must be established with an understanding of organizational 

culture (O’Mahony, Barnett, & Matthews, 2006) and organizational effectiveness 

(Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008; Ouchi, 2009; Schein, 2010).  Organizational effectiveness is 

defined as a “function of how it [the organization] responds to external forces and 

internal pressures in fulfilling its educational mission” (Smart, Kuh, & Tierney, 1997, p. 

256).  Based on this definition, an institution’s effectiveness is dependent upon how well 

it responds to external environmental factors.  In this study, the primary external factors 

include the funding agencies and the federal regulations established in the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) circulars and award terms and conditions.   

Organizational culture and organizational effectiveness are two distinct elements 

within an institution.  However, organizational effectiveness is an outcome of the 

behaviors and transactions within and institution (McShane & Von Glinow, 2010).  

Smart, Kuh, and Tierney (1997) conducted a study seeking to examine the relationships 

between institutional culture, decision-making approaches, and organizational 

effectiveness of two-year colleges.  The findings from this study corroborated previous 

studies which examined the influence of external environmental factors and institutional 

culture on organizational effectiveness.  The findings also revealed that nearly half of the 

institutions operate in a dominant bureaucratic culture which adversely impacts 

institutional effectiveness (Smart, Kuh, and Tierney, 1997).  The bureaucratic culture of 

an institution is commonly referred to as red-tape, filled with various policies and 
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regulations.  Depending upon the viewpoint, this bureaucratic culture can be perceived as 

inflexible and rigid. 

  Numerous studies have been conducted to examine the relationship between 

organizational culture, structure, and effectiveness.  In his studies, Mintzberg (1979) 

defined five basic components of an organization: (a) operating core, (b) strategic apex, 

(c) middle line, (d) technostructure, and (e) support staff.  The operating core is 

comprised of the operational staff responsible for producing products and providing 

services.  The strategic apex consists of administrators and managers responsible for the 

oversight of systems.  The middle line exists between the operation core and strategic 

apex.  This component is found in more complex, hierarchical structures and is 

comprised of managers and operational staff.  A technostructure also includes the 

analysts and strategic planners responsible for the design, maintenance, and 

organizational adaptation to environmental factors (Mintzberg, 1980).  The support staff 

includes those employees within an organization who provide indirect support to the 

organization.  Organizational culture, intertwined with multidimensional variables, affect 

performance outcomes and overall effectiveness.    

Utilizing Mintzberg’s framework serves as an outline to the primary components 

within the research enterprise as illustrated in the figure below: 
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Figure 3.  Illustration of key stakeholders in the research enterprise 

The operative core is the principal investigators who are primarily responsible for 

carrying out the research activities.  Whereas, the support staff consists of the research 

administration units and administrative staff responsible for coordinating the non-grant 

related tasks such as preparing financial reports, invoicing, and purchasing supplies.  

 In order to thoroughly assess an institution’s organizational framework it is 

necessary to evaluate the factors and variables on a collective level rather than 

individually.  Otherwise, factors such as decision making, planning, resource allocation, 

and institutional strategies, when considered as single units, can seem devoid of meaning.  

According to Kuh and Whitt (1988), “goals, policies and procedures, routine practices, 

strategies, and leadership activities take on richer, more complex meanings when viewed 

as cultural phenomena” (p. 109).  Given the complex nature of institutional culture, it is 

important for administrators to consider the following implications  

 Culture facilitates organizational processes and shapes motivation.   

Operative 
Core:  

Principal 
Investigators

Research 
Administration 

Administrative 
Units & Staff



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

35 
 

 The strength or weakness of a culture impacts the institutional response to 

change. 

 Culture is shaped by systems and individuals involved. 

     Institutions consist of primary cultures and sub-cultures. 

 Culture develops through interactions between people, systems, and 

processes. 

 The strength of the culture is dependent on the size of the institution. 

 It is difficult to purposefully modify institutional culture.  (Levin, 1997; Kuh 

and Whitt, 1988; O’Mahoney, Barnett, and Matthews, 2006; Peterson and 

Anand, 2004) 

Resource Dependency 

Although there is no single most effective structure for organizations, all 

organizations must have sufficient resources and support to ensure the successful 

ventures of the business and its stakeholders.  For faculty members, there are various 

means of support and resources necessary for conducting research.  McGill and Seattle 

(2012) define research support as any resource provided to enhance a faculty member’s 

ability to engage in scholarship.  Research support is grouped into three main areas: (1) 

time to pursue research, (2) funding to pursue research, and (3) training, technical 

expertise, and, assistance (Freedenthal, Potter, & Greinstein-Weiss, 2008). 

The assessment of institutional support and resources is best explained through the 

resource dependency framework.  The resource dependency theory was developed by 

Jeffrey Pfeffer and Gerald Salancik in 1978.  The resource-based view focuses on 

institutional resource factors that contribute to the ability of faculty members to engage in 
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research.  Based on the cyclical processes within systems, the resource dependency 

framework analyzes the dependence on the environment for critical resources.  The 

resource dependency framework is a cyclical process comprised of three core elements:  

1.  Every organization needs resources to survive and this leads to interdependence. 

2. Interdependence leads to uncertainty. 

3. In order to reduce uncertainty, organizations for coalitions must collectively 

utilize resources, and adapt their strategies to survive (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

This framework also examines how organizations respond to the availability of resources 

and support.  According to Pfeffer (1982) the theory of resource dependency provides 

overarching strategies for organization to use in the management of their dependence on 

various environmental factors for resources.  These organizational strategies include 

coordination of cooperative working relations with resource decision makers, assessment 

of the internal and external environment, and assessment of the interactions existing 

across organizational activities. 

 The resource dependency theory applies to institutions of higher education and 

faculty researchers in several different ways.  Institutions of higher education function as 

open systems.  There are many interdependent relationships with stakeholders as it 

applies to research:  the government which provides funding, the regulatory agencies 

which oversee compliance and provide fiscal guidelines for federal funding, the faculty 

researchers who perform research, and the institutional resources, all of which influence 

research activities.  In order for faculty researchers to succeed in fulfilling the goals of 

their research and meeting the demands of research activities they need sufficient 

institutional resources and support.  As institutions strive to fulfill their research missions, 
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it is important that they acquire and manage their institutional resources to provide the 

necessary support for successful research outcomes. 

Conceptual Framework 

Research administrators often serve a coordinating role, linking the internal and 

external demands within the functional units to support the service needs of faculty 

researchers.  The interaction between faculty researchers and personnel in other 

functional units across the institution can be viewed as a particular form of an open social 

system.  An open social system is comprised of a group of individuals or organizational 

entities, such as groups, departments or functional areas, which interact and exchange 

things of value on a regular basis (Ruekert & Walker, 1987).  It is important to 

understand that each functional unit maintains unique resources, distinct services and 

skills, and capabilities.  As a result, faculty researchers, functional units, research 

administrators, and the institution are operatively interdependent.  For faculty members to 

be able to perform research there must be exchanges of information, technical expertise, 

and other resources.  Within an open system, each member is dependent on the support 

and resources of others, necessary to achieve the tasks towards the attainment of common 

objectives. 

For open systems, inputs are received from the environment and then translated into 

processes which are developed and organized according to the system structure.  The 

process of transforming inputs from the environment results in new outputs into the 

environment.  Ruekert and Walker (1987) state that systems functioning in this manner 

are comprised of two key characteristics: 
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1.  Individual and collective interest is the motivating factor which determines 

behavior among members or groups within the system. 

2. The specialization and division of labor results in the emergence of independent 

processes within the system (p. 2). 

From the perspective of the faculty researcher and research administration, interaction 

between functional units is motivated by the desire and need to achieve a common 

objective.  Although, faculty researchers, institutions, and research administrators are 

driven by common objectives, this can also present a source of conflict due to differences 

in individual goals. 

 This study will use the following conceptual framework to evaluate inputs from 

the environment, relationships among the environment, structures and processes within 

the institution, and the outcomes related to the research enterprise.  The conceptual 

framework presented in Figure 4 was adapted from Robert Ruekert and Orville C. 

Walker, Jr.’s framework for assessing Marketing’s interaction with another functional 

area (Ruekert & Walker, Jr., 1987).  Figure 4 provides a detailed overview of the primary 

dimensions and variables of the conceptual framework: 1) situational dimension, 2) 

structure and process dimension, and 3) outcome dimension.   
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Figure 4 A framework for assessing interrelated dimensions among the 
environment, structure and process, and outcomes 
 

The two situational dimensions describe the environment within which the 

instigating factors occur.  The situation is divided according to the environmental context, 

the conditions of the internal environment and the characteristics of the external 

environment.  The core internal variable influencing faculty researcher’s interaction with 

other functional areas is resource dependence.  The resource dependency theory is a 

critical component of the conceptual framework as it functions as a change agent within 

the research enterprise.  Because faculty researchers (principal investigators) do not have 
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all of the resources, technical support, monetary, or administrative staff necessary to do 

their jobs, they must rely on resources from other functional areas.  Major components of 

the external environment include the regulatory factors, which can oftentimes be 

complex, and the varying degrees of turbulence which result from changes in agency 

terms, award specifications, and government regulations.  The situational dimension 

creates a greater need for interaction between faculty researchers and other functional 

areas (Lawrence, 1981). 

 The structural and process dimension is divided into (1) transactions between 

faculty researchers and other functional areas, (2) the flow of communication, and (3) the 

mechanisms used to manage the transactions.  The transactional variables include 

exchanges necessary to facilitate research, resources needed, work, technical support, and 

administrative assistance.  In order for transactions to occur there must be a flow of 

information through various channels of communication.  The transactions are 

coordinated through mechanisms which can include formal policies and procedures, 

conflict resolution, and training and development. 

 Lastly, the results from the interaction amongst faculty researchers and other 

functional areas are reflected in the outcome dimension.  The outcome dimension 

includes both the functional outcomes and the psychosocial outcomes.  The functional 

outcome encompasses the degree of accomplishment of research goals and objectives.  

The psychosocial outcome reflects the faculty researcher’s perception of the effectiveness 

in their interactions and relationships with members in other functional areas. 
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Research Contributions 

The flow of resources and information between faculty researchers and 

interactions with other functional areas serves as the primary link necessary in carrying 

out research activities.   

Van de Ven and Morgan contend, 

…the complex organization consists of many differentiated but interdependent 

subsystems, each with its own program for structuring its cyclical activities, and 

all linked together as an overall organizational system through information and 

resource flows.  Instrumental and maintenance processes in an organization are 

found in the transmission of information and resources among positions (1980, p. 

219). 

From an institutional perspective, the conceptual framework will evaluate the linkages 

between the university environment, interactions amongst faculty researchers and other 

functional areas, and the outcomes.  From a faculty perspective, research is essential for 

personal accomplishments and public recognition.  For faculty researchers, successful 

research often paves the way to advancement within the faculty ranks.   

As a result of multiple environmental factors, institutions of higher education 

continue to develop strategies and initiatives which result in the need for coordinated 

resources across all levels.  The challenges arise in determining how to balance the needs 

of the stakeholders.  It is the goal of this study that its research will yield a deeper 

understanding how best to meet the research needs of faculty while achieving 

institutional strategic initiatives.   
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Chapter Summary 

Over the past several decades, institutions of higher education have experienced a 

paradigm shift.  At the helm of this shift is the continued need to advance knowledge and 

promote learning.  Although teaching remains a core element of higher education, 

institutions have restructured strategic plans to include a greater emphasis on research 

activities.  Evolution within the academic environment is best explained with the theory 

of organizational culture that provides a framework for behaviors and expectations within 

institutions of higher education.  It is important to understand how certain factors 

influence how faculty, staff, and administrator respond to issues.   

Furthermore, research indicates that increasing research productivity in higher 

education institutions provides direct benefits to faculty, departments, and those 

institutions.  However, research productivity is dependent upon institutional resources 

and support.  For faculty, there are significant challenges that can hinder or facilitate 

research endeavors.  Having an understanding of the relationship between faculty 

research and institutional support is important to maintaining research productivity and a 

strong research program.  Through assessment of culture, administration, and institutional 

resources, institutions of higher education will be better able to understand the needs of 

its stakeholders and how their behaviors are intertwined within to the institutional system. 

 Chapter III outlines the research methodology including a specific discussion 

about research design, participant selection, data collection and data analysis. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 

 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the systems, relationships, and 

constituencies that have influence on the research enterprise in higher education.  

Specifically, the study focused on the influential, relational, and transactional factors 

within the internal and external environments.  A review of the literature outlined the 

conceptual framework and highlighted the major components of institutions of higher 

education:  mission, culture, and infrastructure.  Chapter III includes the quantitative 

research methodology which will be used to address the identified problem.  The 

following aspects of the study are explained in this chapter:  the research design, survey 

instrument, participant selection, data collection, and data analysis.  

Restatement of the Problem 

 Through federal funding, faculty members are able to enhance research initiatives, 

develop innovative research, strengthen economic and social priorities, and contribute to 

the body of knowledge within their academic field of study.  There is a growing concern 

among institutional leaders to demonstrate to stakeholders that the resources dedicated to 

research not only adhere to federal regulations and institutional policies, but also ensure 

that the resources dedicated to research are being used wisely and the institutions 

performance justifies continued investment in research (Waugaman, Kirby, & Tornatzky, 

2006).  Managing sponsored projects involves understanding the policies and procedures, 

developing working relationships across functional units, and communicating important 

information in an efficient manner.   
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Research administration units have been developed to assist with principal 

investigators with the overall management of their sponsored projects.  To effectively 

manage federally sponsored projects it is vital that functional units and principal 

investigators maintain a working knowledge of the agency specific terms, federal 

regulations, and institutional policies and processes which govern the administration of 

such awards.  The 2012 Faculty Survey Workload report found that principal 

investigators faced with pressure to adhere to the administrative, financial, and regulatory 

requirement for their awards coupled with faculty workload expressed a significant 

amount of time taken away from their ability to conduct actual research (Schneider, Ness, 

Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014).  Based on such findings, it was necessary to 

further understand the research needs of principal investigators and identify areas where 

resources may be limited or lacking.  This study sought to investigate the workloads of 

principal investigators and assess the availability and importance of various resources 

within the research enterprise.  The results yielded insight regarding the impact of federal 

regulations and requirements on the research process and identify possible impediments 

to research productivity. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions (Q) provided the framework for the results of this 

study:   

Q1: What is the PI perception of the level of support for sponsored research?  

Q2:  What specific types of resources do principal investigators deem important 

to facilitate their research activities? 
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Q3: To what extent do principal investigator’s demographic characteristics 

(academic rank, discipline, workload, college, and funding agency) predict the perceived 

level of administrative assistance and resource dependence associated with managing 

sponsored projects?  

Research Design 

 This was designed as a case study which helped to examine the dependence on 

resources and the cross functional relationships across the research enterprise within a 

public four-year university.  A case study is a detailed, in-depth examination of a single 

subject within one setting and is best suited for systems with clear boundaries (Creswell 

J. W., 1998).  The identified case explored the system and resources existing within the 

research enterprise and was bound by the interactions principal investigators and 

functional units.   

This research was a descriptive, quantitative research study classified as survey 

research.  Survey research is a popular type of research which can be used to measure 

simple or complex forms of inquiry like attitudes and preferences (Alreck & Settle, 

2004).  As a preferred choice of data collection for this study, the survey research 

instrument allowed the researcher to gather information from a large population in a 

relatively short period of time.  In this study, the researcher developed an instrument 

utilizing measurable items and demographic variables from existing reports and survey 

instruments, the Federal Demonstration Partnership Survey (FDP) and the University of 

South Florida (USF) Research Council Faculty Survey.  The information was analyzed 

using the most recent version of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
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Site Selection 

To aid in the selection of the institution, the researcher chose the selected 

institution for purposes of convenience and ease of access.  The selected institution is a 

large, public four-year, doctoral granting institution research university with high 

research activity, located in southwest Texas.  The institution was founded in 1923 and is 

comprised of ten colleges and two graduate and professional schools.  The institution 

offers 150 undergraduate degrees, 100 master’s degrees, and 50 doctoral degrees.  Over 

the last ten years student enrollment as increased by almost 20%.  As of the fall 2013, the 

institution had 33,111 students enrolled.  By the fall 2013, the faculty headcount for the 

institution was 2,795, including tenure, tenure-track, and non-tenure track.   

The institutional structure is comprised of multiple levels and maintains a 

centralized research enterprise.  The research enterprise is structured according to type of 

service, pre-award and post-award.  The pre-award units assist faculty and staff with 

proposal preparation and submission and award negotiation to federal and non-federal 

agencies.  They also review, negotiate, and process contract and grant acceptance 

documents.  The post-award units provide services once an award has been received.  

Services include, award set up and management, oversight of contract administrative 

matters, non-technical management of awards, billing, reporting, and closeout of awards.  

At the selected institution, the targeted population included only faculty members who 

were recipients of federally funded awards.   

Measures 

 Principal Investigator Assessment of Research Enterprise.  This researcher 

developed a comprehensive survey using elements from the 2004 and 2012 Federal 
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Demonstration Partnership (FDP) reports and the 2006 University of South Florida (USF) 

Research Council Faculty Survey.  

 The FDP survey instrument was developed by the Faculty Standing Committee of 

the FDP and was coordinated by Robert S. Decker, PhD, Principal Investigator, 

Northwestern University.  The 2005 FDP survey was administered to 73 FDP institutions 

in the United States.  The FDP survey aimed to determine whether changes in regulations 

affecting prior approvals, pre-award costs, no-cost extensions, and the carryover of 

unexpended funds had saved faculty time, and whether such saved time had been 

reinvested in research activities.  In 2012, the FDP conducted a follow-up survey to 

assess the impact of federal regulations and requirements on the research process.  This 

survey was coordinated by Sandra L. Schneider, Principal Investigator, University of 

South Florida.  The 2012 FDP re-assessed estimates of federal research workload, and 

extended the earlier survey findings by:  

(1) evaluating specific areas of administrative workload in greater detail,  

(2) examining new sources of faculty workload, and  

(3) exploring workload profiles across research areas, institution types, and funding 

sources (Schneider, Ness, Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014, p. 10). 

The Principal Investigator Assessment of Research Enterprise was designed to 

solicit information from faculty at all ranks and from all colleges across the University 

concerning the resources, research support services, infrastructure, and workload.  The 

intent of the survey was to assess the degree of importance principal investigators place 

on resources and the perception of the level of support within the research enterprise 

across various units (e.g. functional units, colleges, departments).  The survey was 
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comprised of five primary sections.  Each section was further divided into subcategories.  

Open-ended questions were included in all sections of the survey. 

Section I:  Demographics 

The first section was used to obtain general demographic information.  The 

questions focused on characteristics such as academic rank, administrative role, gender, 

principal field of research, college, department, and number of years as a faculty member 

at the selected institution. 

Section II:  Research Resources & Support 

The second section addressed questions regarding resources for research.  This 

section was divided into six categories:  (a) five questions relating to human resources, 

(b) six questions relating to pre-award support, (c) five questions relating to post-award 

support, and (d) four questions relating to support for dealing with research compliance.  

Section two rated the responses based on a six-point Likert scale rating including:  very 

high, high, moderate, low, very low, and none.   

Section III:  Workload 

Section three presented questions regarding the distribution of workload among 

four primary activities:  (a) grant activities, (b) personnel management, and (c) financial 

responsibilities.  First, participants were asked to estimate the percentage of time 

distributed across all activities.  Then, participants were asked to provide responses 

regarding the amount of time taken away from active research.  Section three rated the 

responses based on two, five-point Likert scales: (1) strongly disagree, disagree, neither 

agree or disagree, agree, and strongly agree; and (2) always, very often, sometimes, 

rarely, very little, and never. 
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Section IV:  Perception of Research Climate 

This section contained a series of statements regarding the perception of the 

research climate at the University and the impact of research administration.  Participants 

were asked to state the extent to which they agree or disagree with five statements using a 

five-point Likert scale:  (a) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, 

(4) agree, and (5) strongly agree.   

Section V:  Other Suggestions 

The survey concluded with a space for participants to include additional 

comments and/or suggestions.   

In order to ensure that the questions were consistently administered the researcher 

developed a single survey tool to the selected participants for this study.  The objective of 

this study was not to measure knowledge; rather it was to measure the perception of the 

research processes and value of resources within the research enterprise.  Therefore, all 

respondents should have been able to answer the questions accurately based on their 

individual experiences as principal investigators of federally funded awards. 

Pilot Study 

The researcher conducted a pilot study to test the design and procedure for the 

proposed study.  The pilot study served as a means to validate the overall effectiveness of 

the instrument, and the value of the questions to elicit the necessary information to 

answer the primary research questions.  Although the pilot study did not guarantee 

success in the main study, the researcher expected that it would greatly increase the 

likelihood.  Primarily, the pilot study was used to address the following factors: (1) 

comprehensive and easy to follow instructions; and (2) wording of the survey statements; 
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and (3) time allotted to complete the survey.  A convenience sample was used in the pilot 

study.  The survey was administered electronically to a small group of respondents, at 

least 10 individuals.  The primary criteria for inclusion encompassed current work 

experience within the research enterprise.  This helped ensure familiarity and general 

knowledge of the research topic.   

Reliability & Validity 

 The researcher modified a preexisting survey instrument titled, USF (University 

of South Florida) Research Council Faculty Survey.  For the preexisting survey, 

reliability analyses were conducted on the importance of ratings for the importance 

ratings, excluding the “other” question in each category (Mullen, Murthy, & Teague, 

2008).  Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficient was utilized to analyze internal consistency 

reliability and to look at consistency in terms of intercorrelation among items (Mullen, 

Murthy, & Teague, 2008).  The internal consistency for seven out of the eight categories 

was above .70 which is acceptable reliability (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).  Since the 

researcher modified a preexisting survey instrument the information from the pilot study 

was used to further examine the reliability and validity of the final survey instrument. 

Data Collection 

 For the selected institutions, the researcher compiled a list of faculty members 

receiving federal funding between a specified periods of time.  The time was delineated 

by a date range between fiscal year 2011and fiscal year 2013.  A query was generated 

through the institution’s data warehouse.  The date parameters were selected based upon 

the specified fiscal year(s).  The query was further limited to awards by federal only 

sponsor type.  Federal funding was the targeted funding mechanism because the award 
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criteria are more stringent than other sources of funding.  All other award types were be 

excluded.  The participants were selected based on the results generated.   

 Once the participants were identified, the researcher sent an email invitation to 

participate in the survey.  A follow-up reminder message was sent to participants 

approximately two weeks after the initial invitation.  The email messages contained a 

specific link taking the participants to the survey instrument.  Before participants could 

take the survey, they were asked to give their consent to be a part of this research study.  

The researcher had no way to trace responses from respondents back to specific 

individuals completing the survey, so participants remained anonymous.  Data collection 

remained open for a specific period, no more than 30 days, to allow for increased 

response rate from selected participants.  When the survey instrument was closed, data 

collection was terminated and the data was downloaded from the secure server and 

analyzed using the SPSS software program. 

Data Analysis 

 A quantitative design was used to gather data on the research enterprise from 

faculty researchers within a southwest, public four-year institution in Texas.  The 

quantitative design allowed for comparison between variables.  All analyses and data 

examinations were conducted in SPSS (IBM Corp., 2013).  Descriptive statistics were 

presented to identify the general characteristics of the population sample.  This 

descriptive study detailed the frequency, variations, and correlations between variables.  

The instrument utilized in this study consisted of three components:  the measure of 

predictors (e.g. workload, level of administrative support, and administrative tasks), the 

measure of criterion variables (e.g. principal investigator perceptions of multiple research 
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services), and the measure of participant’s demographic characteristics (gender, race, and 

ethnicity).   

The data analysis focused on two primary assessments: (1) differences of groups, 

and (2) relationships.  T-Tests were utilized to assess differences in responses between 

two specific groups such as tenured and non-tenured faculty.  The ANOVA was utilized 

to test for significance of differences among faculty rank (e.g. Assistant Professor, 

Associate Professor) and college groups such as Arts/Sciences, Engineering, Business, 

Education, and Visual & Performing arts.  The Chi Square analysis was utilized to 

compare the frequencies across respondent demographics.  Results of the survey were 

tallied to determine frequencies, mean and rank of levels of importance, differences 

across groups, and correlations.   

 In addition, regression analyses were employed to test the hypotheses presented 

earlier because both the independent and dependent variables were continuous.  

Regression analyses assumptions were examined prior to conducting these analyses, 

including normal distribution of the data (assessed through visual examination of 

histograms and Q-Q plots, review of skewness and kurtosis statistics, and Shapiro-Wilk 

test of normality); absence of outliers (assessed through visual examination of 

scatterplots and frequency distributions), influential data points (assessed through Cook’s 

distance), and high leverage data points (assessed through Mahalonobis distance); 

linearity of relationship between independent and dependent variables (assessed through 

visual examination of Q-Q plots); and homoscedasticity of data (assessed through visual 

examination of residual plots).  

.   
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Chapter Summary 

Federally funded awards not only generate opportunities for increased research 

activities, but also present significant challenges in the oversight and management of 

awards for faculty.  A comprehensive survey was distributed to voluntary participants 

who have served in a role of principal investigator for federally funded awards. Utilizing 

a survey research design enabled the researcher to gather large amounts of data in an 

effective manner.  Prior to data collection, a pilot study was used to serve as a means to 

ensure consistency and reliability of the final survey instrument.  Descriptive statistics of 

the variables and statistical analysis assisted with interpretation of the data.  Chapter IV 

will outline the descriptive statistics of the variables and summarize the results and 

findings in relation to the research questions and stated hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 

The primary purpose of this study was to better understand the research needs of 

principal investigators at one public four-year institution in Texas; specifically, this 

research looked at the relationship between faculty responsibilities, time constraints, and 

administrative responsibilities, and how those factors influenced principal investigator’s 

perception of the research enterprise.  This chapter presented a description of the sample 

using descriptive statistics followed by the results of the data analyses that addressed the 

three research questions.  The data collected through an online survey was transferred to 

SPSS and Microsoft Excel for further analysis.  Descriptive statistics will be presented 

for the demographic data sets and this information will be followed by separate sections 

for the results of the statistical tests run for each research question.   

Population and Sample Overview 

 The initial population for this study (N = 985) was comprised of all faculty 

members at the selected institution of higher education that had a job title of Assistant 

Professor, Associate Professor, Professor, Research Associate Professor, and Research  

Assistant Professor.  The adjusted population for this study (N = 968) was determined by 

the total number of emails that were sent to faculty members minus the emails that were 

returned for one of the following reasons:  the email address was not available in the 

online public directory or the email was returned as undeliverable.  An invitation was to 

participate in the study was sent to the entire population (N=968) via email resulting in 

the population also serving as the sample for this study.  From the sample, 66 completed 

surveys were returned from the 968 samples sent to faculty members.  The response rate 

was 6.8% 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

55 
 

Summary and General Survey Results 

The survey instrument, Principal Investigator Assessment of Research Enterprise, 

was distributed to the sample population.  The survey questionnaire contained five 

sections that collected demographic information and measured principal investigator’s 

perceptions by using varying degrees of Likert scales.   

Section I:  Demographics 

Demographic questions were used in the survey to gather specific background 

information on participants.  Survey questions 1-13 collected demographic data regarding 

the academic rank, gender, years of experience at the institution, years of experience with 

sponsored projects, principal field of research, college/department affiliation, and federal 

funding agency. In general, respondents were females (n=29 or 43.94%) and males (n= 

36 or 54.55%) with one respondent choosing not to answer this question.  The majority of 

respondents held a title of Associate Professor (n=24 or 35.29%, see Table 4.1) and were 

tenured (n=41 or 62.12%).    

Table 4.1 Academic Rank & Tenure Status   

Variable Group n Percent (%) 

Academic Rank 
Assistant Professor 22 32.4% 
Associate Professor 24 35.3% 
Professor 20 29.4% 

    

Tenure Status 
Tenured 41 62.12% 
Non-Tenured 8 12.12% 
Non-Tenured (tenure track) 17 25.76% 

 
 

 
Total 

 
66 

 

 
While a majority of the principal investigator participants (n = 24, 36.36%) did 

appear in the Associate Professor classification, there were sufficient numbers of other 

responses, especially between the rankings of the professoriate to conduct meaningful 
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analyses toward the determination whether rank plays a role in the perceptions of the 

importance and level of support of certain services provided by the pre- and post-award 

research administration services.  The highest response rate was received from principal 

investigators having one to five years’ experience at the institution.  Faculty from 10 

colleges responded.  The highest response rate was from the College of Arts & Sciences 

(n=26, 38.24%, see Appendix F). 

Although the respondents were principal investigators of federally funded 

projects, 25% (see Figure 5) reported receiving funds from the National Science 

Foundation (NSF, see Appendix E for Federal Agency Acronyms). 

 

Figure 5 Percentage of Federal Funding by Agency 

 
Over 15% of principal investigators selected “other” as the federal funding agency.  

However, the specific agency was not captured within the survey response.  Other 

majority funding agencies included the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the U.S. 

Department of Defense, and the U.S. Department of Energy. 
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Section II:  Research Resources & Support 

 Respondents were asked if their perception regarding the overall level of 

importance and support for research at the institution was Very High (score value = 1), 

High (score value = 2), Moderate (score value = 3), Low (score value = 4), Very Low 

(score value = 5), or None (score value = 6).  Figure 6 presents a summary of the 

frequency distribution based on respondent ratings.  

 

Figure 6 Perception of Research Support 

Participants were also asked to rate the overall level of support for research and 

indicate the level of importance at their current institution.  Overall, more than 65 % of 

the principal investigators perceived the overall level of support for sponsored research at 

the university as “Very High” or “High”.   None of the respondents indicated that there 

was no support for sponsored research.  Additionally, this survey question sought to 

determine those services perceived by principal investigators as important for a 
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successful research enterprise.  Table 4.2 details the results by academic rank, gender, 

number of years at the institution, and tenure status.   

Table 4.2 Frequencies of Overall Perception 

Group Type 
Frequency 
(N = 66) 

% of 
Total  

Mean SD 

Support Importance Support Importance 

Academic 
Rank 

Research 
Professor  

3 5% 2.50 1.33 2.12 .58 

Assistant 
Professor 

20 30% 2.36 1.91 0.93 0.70 

Associate 
Professor 

24 36% 2.61 1.72 1.50 0.83 

Professor 19 29% 2.94 1.94 1.24 1.0 
        

Gender 
Male  36 55% 2.55 1.86 1.18 0.89 

Female  28 42% 2.83 1.75 1.44 0.79 
        

# Years at 
Institution 

1-5        26 39% 2.55 1.90 1.14 0.85 

6-10  21 32% 2.76 1.92 2.00 1.00 
11-15  11 17% 2.33 1.33 1.00 0.71 
16-20  4 6% 3.33 1.50 0.58 0.71 
21+     4 6% 2.75 2.25 1.26 0.50 

 
       

Tenure 
Status 

Non-
Tenured  

8 12% 2.67 2.00 1.21 0.89 

Tenure 
Track  

16 24% 2.17 1.70 0.83 0.48 

Tenured  41 62% 2.83 1.81 1.40 0.93 

 *Null responses were not included in analysis 

 
Of the demographic groups, the perception for research support was rated the highest by 

principal investigators having a tenure track (M=2.17) status followed by those with 11-

15 years’ experience (M=2.33) at the institution.   However, the overall level of 

importance for research supported was rated the highest by research professors (M=1.33) 

and those with 11-15 years’ experience (M=1.33) at the institution.   
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Participants were also asked to indicate their perceived level of support for 

Human Resources available at the institution and its importance.  Possible ratings were 

1=Very High, 2=High, 3=Moderate, 4=Low, 5=Very Low, 6=None.  On average, results 

indicate that the overall level of support for research at the institution is “High”.  A 

summary of the initial results are presented in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 Summary of Ratings   

Item N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Overall Level of 
Importance for 

Research Support 
48 1 4 1.81 .842 

 

Figure 7 illustrates the results of the frequency distribution for perceived level of support 

by resource. 

 

Figure 7 Perceived Support by Resource  
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Overall, principal investigators indicated that they had the lowest levels of support in the 

area of laboratory assistance and the highest levels of support in the area of clerical 

assistance.  

A summary of the results by academic title and faculty rank are presented in 

Tables 4.4 and 4.5.  

Table 4.4 Results by Academic Title  

Principal 
Area 

Academic 
Title 

(N=53) 

Type of 
Support 

Mean SD 

Support Importance Support Importance 

Human 
Resources 

Research 
Professor 
(n=3, 6%) 

Research 
Assistants    

4.33 1.33 1.15 0.58 

Lab 
Assistants 

4.67 1.67 1.53 0.58 

Clerical/Staff 3.00 1.67 1.00 0.58 
      

Assistant 
Professor 

(n=14, 26%) 

Research 
Assistants 

3.36 2.23 1.45 0.93 

Lab 
Assistants 

4.29 3.62 1.64 1.45 

Clerical/Staff 2.57 2.38 1.34 1.04 
      

Associate 
Professor 

(n=21, 41%) 

Research 
Assistants 

3.95 2.27 1.56 1.42 

Lab 
Assistants 

4.95 4.10 1.40 1.95 

Clerical/Staff 3.57 2.52 1.63 1.54 
      

Professor 
(n=15, 28%) 

Research 
Assistants 

3.40 2.07 1.80 0.83 

Lab 
Assistants 

4.40 3.33 1.76 2.09 

Clerical/Staff 4.00 2.53 1.65 1.64 
*Null responses were not included in the results 

The resource recognized as having the highest level of support within the institution was 

clerical staff (M=2.57).  On the contrary, the resource having the lowest level of support 

was laboratory assistants (M=4.95).  Although clerical staff was ranked highest in terms 
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of support, research assistance was ranked the highest in terms of importance.  

Comparisons of importance by faculty rank are presented in Table 4.5. Participants with 

untenured status rated the importance of research assistants the highest (M = 2.00); 

followed by tenured (M=2.09) and tenure track (M=2.45).  On the other hand, 

participants with tenure track status rated the importance of laboratory assistants the 

lowest (M=4.00).  Overall, the highest level of importance was indicated as clerical staff 

(M=1.91) by the tenure track group.   

Table 4.5 Importance by Faculty Rank  

 

Importance: Research Assistants   

 N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 2.09 1.055 .181 1.72 2.46 1 6 

Tenure Track 11 2.45 1.440 .434 1.49 3.42 1 6 

Untenured 7 2.00 1.000 .378 1.08 2.92 1 4 

Total 52 2.15 1.127 .156 1.84 2.47 1 6 

Importance: Laboratory Assistants   

 N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 3.68 1.950 .334 3.00 4.36 1 6 

Tenure Track 14 4.00 1.840 .492 2.94 5.06 1 6 

Untenured 4 2.50 1.732 .866 -.26 5.26 1 5 

Total 52 3.67 1.907 .264 3.14 4.20 1 6 

Importance: Clerical Staff   

 
N Mean Std. Deviation

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 2.59 1.500 .257 2.06 3.11 1 6 

Tenure Track 11 1.91 .831 .251 1.35 2.47 1 3 

Untenured 7 2.29 1.496 .565 .90 3.67 1 5 

Total 52 2.40 1.390 .193 2.02 2.79 1 6 
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To assess the perceived level of grant support, participants were asked to indicate 

the level of support they believe currently exists and its importance in three sub-

categories:  pre-award, post-award, and compliance (Table 4.6).  Overall, the level of 

support and importance were rated the highest in the pre-award services area.  

Specifically, the results indicate the most important resource involves processing 

submission of grants (M=1.94) and the least important resource is web-based resources 

for supporting post award (M=3.00). 

Table 4.6 Summary of Ratings for Grant   

Grant 
Support 

Service Item 
Mean SD 

Support Importance Support  Importance 

Pre-Award 

Assistance with 
identification of funding 
opportunities 

3.11 2.66 1.18 1.40 

Assistance with grant-
related budget issues 

2.41 2.08 1.02 1.16 

Assistance with 
completing grant 
application forms 

2.58 2.09 1.20 1.24 

Processing submission 
of grants 

2.22 1.94 1.09 1.11 

Web-based resources for 
supporting pre-award 
activities 

3.00 2.65 1.36 1.34 

      

Post-Award 

Review and negotiation 
of contracts and grants 

2.80 2.52 1.28 1.49 

Disbursement of Funds 2.85 2.25 1.21 1.38 
Financial management 
of grant 

3.17 2.27 1.34 1.31 

Web-based resources for 
supporting post 

3.63 3.00 1.31 1.28 

      

Compliance 

Assistance with 
completing grant 
compliance 

3.35 2.64 1.53 1.41 

Know what is or is not 
an appropriate research 
practice 

3.42 2.78 1.29 1.40 
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Integrity or compliance 
issues that relate to your 
research 

3.06 2.48 1.32 1.24 

 

For this research study, items that had a combined percentage score (“Very High” plus 

“High) in excess of 50% were identified as attributes that should be associated with the 

services provided within a successful research enterprise.  Table 4.7 presents the principal 

investigator responses related to the degree of importance for all of the grant support 

service items. 

Table 4.7 Frequencies and Percentages  

Service Item 
Very High High Moderate Low Less than 

Low 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Assistance with 
identification of 

funding opportunities 
(N=53) 

12 23% 16 30% 12 23% 6 11% 7 13% 

Assistance with grant-
related budget issues 

(N=53) 
20 38% 18 34% 10 19% 1 2% 4 8% 

Assistance with 
completing grant 
application forms 

(N=53) 

20 38% 20 38% 6 11% 3 6% 4 8% 

Processing submission 
of grants (N=52) 21 40% 20 38% 8 15% 0 0% 3 6% 

Web-based resources 
for supporting pre-

award activities 
(N=52) 

10 19% 16 31% 17 33% 3 6% 6 12% 

Review and 
negotiation of 

contracts and grants 
(N=50) 

17 34% 10 20% 12 24% 4 8% 7 14% 

Disbursement of 
Funds (N=51) 18 35% 17 33% 9 18% 1 2% 6 12% 

Financial management 
of grant (N=51) 18 35% 15 29% 9 18% 5 10% 4 8% 

Web-based resources 
for supporting post 

(N=51) 
6 12% 11 22% 20 39% 8 16% 6 12% 
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Assistance with 
completing grant 

compliance (N=50) 
11 22% 15 30% 14 28% 5 10% 5 10% 

Know what is or is not 
an appropriate 

research practice 
(N=51) 

9 18% 14 27% 18 35% 3 6% 7 14% 

Integrity or 
compliance issues that 
relate to your research 

(N=52) 

10 19% 20 38% 16 31% 2 4% 4 8% 

 

The data in Table 4.7 showed that ≥50% or more of the principal investigators identified 

10 of the 12 service items having a “very high” or “high” degree of importance.  The 

following attributes failed to achieve a 50% majority rating: 

1.   Web-based resources for supporting post-award activities; and 

2.   Knowing what an appropriate research practice is. 

The area having the highest rating of importance was pre-award, followed by post award, 

and compliance.  Additionally, 79% of the principal investigators perceived the service 

item, processing submission of grants, as most important. 

Section III:  Workload 

  Respondents were asked to divide their work time in terms of: 

 Instruction:  Preparing for class, teaching, grading, advising students, developing 

curricula, etc. 

 Research:  Conducting research, preparing articles/presentations, seeking 

funding, managing grants, etc. 

 Professional service (Research-related): Peer reviews, regulatory committees 

(e.g. Institutional Review Board), service on special research panels/advisory 

boards). 
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 Other services:  Department and university services, community service, etc. 

A total of 4,886 hours were reported across all activities.  Respondents reported that 

nearly half, 42% of their workload was allocated towards research responsibilities (see 

Figure 8).  On average, respondents estimated that non-research related (Other Services) 

activities took up less than 10% of their time. 

 
 

Figure 8 Reported Workload Distribution 

 Because many of the activities associated with research occur both in pre-award 

and post-award, a follow-up question was asked regarding amount of time spent on the 

following activities: 

 Active research:  Reviewing literature, running experiments, collecting/analyzing 

data, documenting findings, etc. 

 Pre-Award Research Related Activities:  Writing/submitting proposals and 

budgets, applying for approvals, etc. 

 Post-Award Research Related Activities:  Purchasing supplies/equipment, 

managing personnel, writing reports, complying with regulations, etc. 
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Figure 9 compares the research workload distribution data from the survey results.  On 

average, principal investigators estimated that only 44% of their time associated with 

managing federal grants was spent on active research.  Of the remaining time, pre-award 

activities take substantial time away from active research on federal grants. 

 

 

Figure 9 Research Workload Distributions 

Pre-Award Administration 

   The percentage of time spent on pre-award administration differed slightly 

between gender and tenure status.  However, significant differences were noted between 

college units.  Respondents working in the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 

Resources  (CASNR) spent the highest average amount of time on pre-award 

administration (38%) compared to respondents from media and communication reporting 

the lowest average amount of time (7%).  The College of Education and Engineering 

equally reported the highest amount of time on active research at 41.67% 
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Table 4.8 presents a summary of the average amount of time spent (%) on pre-

award administration by gender, academic, rank, and college unit.  

Table 4.8 Results by Demographics 

Demographic 
Active 

Research 
Pre-Award Post-Award 

Gender 
Male 36.25% 26.43% 15.89% 

Female 31.14% 24.55% 21.59% 
Academic Rank 

Tenured 36.62% 24.91% 16.28% 
Tenure Track 37.22% 24.44% 16.11% 

Untenured 35.31% 25.08% 17.47% 
College Unit 

Arts & Sciences 39.29% 25.48% 16.19% 
CASNR 34.50% 38% 17.50% 

Education 41.67% 27.50% 30.83% 
Engineering 41.67% 31.67% 26.67% 

Human Sciences 12.50% 17.50% 20.00% 
Media & 

Communications 
21.00% 7.00% 12.00% 

 

Post-award administration 

    Female respondents spent more of their research time (21.59%) on post-award 

administration than did male respondents (15.89%).  The time spent on post-award 

administration also differed by college unit. College of education respondents reported 

spending 30.83% of research time on post-award administration compared to a 

percentage of 26.7% reported by the College of Engineering.  Tenure track respondents 

spent 16.11% of time in post-award administration compared to a percentage of 17.47% 

spent in post-award administration among untenured respondents.  Post-award 

administration percentages varied across demographic categories, the lowest being 12% 

and the highest within the College of Education. 
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Administrative Tasks 

Of the time spent managing federal grants, approximately 29% of principal 

investigators reported that 11-20% of their time could be conducted by administrative 

personnel (see Figure 10). 

 

Figure 10 Time Spent on Administrative Tasks 

In order to further explore the need to reallocate administrative tasks, principal 

investigators were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with several statements 

(Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Neither Agree nor Disagree = 3, Agree = 4, 

Strongly Agree = 5; see Table 4.9).  A majority of the respondents remained neutral 

regarding the delegation of responsibility for administrative tasks between the institution 

and the principal investigator.  However, respondents agreed that the administrative tasks 

should not be the sole responsibility of principal investigators. 
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Table 4.9 Responsibility of Administration 

Statement n Mean Std. Dev. 
Administrative tasks associated with federal awards 
should be the sole responsibility of the institution. 

n = 46 

3.09 1.26 

   
Administrative tasks associated with federal awards 
should be the sole responsibility of the PI. 

2.07 0.85 

   
Administrative tasks associated with federal awards 
should be the combined responsibility of the PI and 
institution. 

3.87 1.15 

 

 There are a broad range of administrative tasks associated with managing federal 

grants.  These tasks range from personnel management, financial responsibilities, 

proposal preparation, and reporting.  Respondents were asked to rate how often each 

specific administrative task takes time away from active research (Always = 1, Very 

Often = 2, Sometimes = 3, Rarely =4, Very Little = 5, Never = 6; see Table 4.10).  The 

administrative task which took the most time away from active research is proposal 

preparation (M=2.21). 

Table 4.10 Time Away from Active Research 

Activity Task N Mean Std. Dev. 

Personnel 
Management 

Hiring N=41 3.54 1.58 
Time & Effort 

N=40 
3.28 1.38 

Personnel Evaluation 3.63 1.44 
Payroll Management 3.58 1.47 

 
    

Financial 
Responsibilities 

Managing Budget/Expenses N=41 2.90 1.28 
Equipment/Supplies 

N=40 

2.83 1.32 
Justifying costs 2.93 1.16 

Tracking Cost Share 
Requirements 

3.88 1.51 

 
    

Proposal/Reports 
Proposal Preparation 

N=42 
2.21 1.05 

Progress/Final Reports 2.40 1.06 
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Patent/Copyright Application N=40 5.00 1.22 

Section IV:  Climate for Research 

 In this section of the survey, principal investigators were presented with a series 

of statements regarding their perception of the research climate at the institution.  

Respondents were asked to state to what extent they agreed or disagreed with each 

statement.  As shown in Table 4.11, results were evaluated both in terms of the mean and 

the percentage of respondents who agree with the statement.  The statements are listed in 

order of the mean rating, from highest to lowest.  Overall, the results indicate that a 

majority of the participants agree that there has been an increase in the workload 

associated with federally-funded research grants has increased in the last 5 or 6 years. 

Table 4.11 Perceptions of the Research Climate 

Statement N Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

%Agree 

Sponsored research is a primary factor in 
my institution’s promotion and tenure 
policies 

47 3.96 1.14 21% 

The pre-award and post-award offices 
provide adequate services, communication, 
and administrative support. 

46 3.33 1.06 21% 

The federally-mandated requirements for 
research serve as a roadblock to research 
productivity 

44 3.36 1.04 20% 

When I have questions about federal 
regulations related to research, obtaining 
answers is straightforward 

45 2.80 0.94 20% 

Workload associated with federally-funded 
research grants has increased in the last 5 
or 6 years 
 

38 4.18 0.90 17% 

Rating Scale:  1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly 
Agree.  %Agree = Percent who rated the statement as 4 or 5. 
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Table 4.12 lists each statement in order from the highest level of agreement to the lowest: 

Table 4.12 Responses to Research Climate  

Statement 
Agree Strongly Agree Combined 

Total % N % N % 

Workload associated 
with federally-funded 
research grants has 
increased in the last 5 
or 6 years 

13 34% 17 45% 79% 

      
Sponsored research is 
a primary factor in my 
institution’s promotion 
and tenure policies 

10 21% 21 45% 66% 

      
The pre-award and 
post-award offices 
provide adequate 
services, 
communication, and 
administrative support. 

15 33% 6 13% 46% 

      
The federally-
mandated requirements 
for research serve as a 
roadblock to research 
productivity 

14 32% 6 14% 45% 

      
When I have questions 
about federal 
regulations related to 
research, obtaining 
answers is 
straightforward 

8 18% 2 4% 22% 

 

Section V:  Other Suggestions/Concerns 

 In the last section of the survey, respondents were given the opportunity to 

provide additional comments, suggestions, and/or concerns regarding the research 

enterprise.  This allowed the researcher to capture data otherwise not obtained through 

the specific survey questions.  Upon review of the comments, three primary themes were  

identified: 

1.  Administrative Support 
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2.  Policies and Procedures 

3. Research Support 

Data Analysis by Research Question 

Research Question 1 

RQ1: What is the PI perception of the level of support for sponsored research?   

A majority of the ratings fell between moderate to very high.  The distributions of 

responses for the five rating categories are revealed in Table 4.13.  Over half (51.9%) the 

respondents rated the overall level of support for research at the institution high or very 

high. 

Table 4.13 Frequency Distribution of Responses 

Rating Frequency Percent 

Very High 11 20.4 
High 17 31.5 

Moderate 14 25.9 
Low 9 16.7 

Very Low 3 5.6 
Total 54 100.0 

 

H1:  There will be differences in the perceived levels of support for sponsored 

research based on the number of years (experience) at the University.  The means and 

standard deviations are listed in Table 4.14.  The perceived level of support was rated 

highest by individuals having 0-5 years’ experience at the institution and lowest by 

individuals having at least 16 years’ or more experience at the institution. 
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Table 4.14 Perceived Support by Years at Institution 

# Years at 
University N Mean 

Std. 
Deviation

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

0-5 years 21 2.33 1.155 .252 1.81 2.86 1 5 
6-10 years 16 2.63 1.258 .315 1.95 3.30 1 5 

11-15 years 10 2.60 .966 .306 1.91 3.29 1 4 
16-20 years 3 3.00 2.000 1.155 -1.97 7.97 1 5 
21 and over 

years 
4 3.00 .816 .408 1.70 4.30 2 4 

Total 54 2.56 1.160 .158 2.24 2.87 1 5 
 

A regression analysis was conducted to test the level of variability within the regression 

model (see Table 4.15).  The results indicated that the number of years at the institution 

did not predict the perceived level of support (p=.206). 

  Table 4.15 Regression Analysis 

 

 

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.181 1 2.181 1.640 .206b

Residual 69.152 52 1.330   

Total 71.333 53    

a. Dependent Variable: Perceived Level of Support 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Years at Institution 

 
H2:  There will be differences in the perceived levels of support for sponsored 

research based on the source of federal funding (e.g. National Institute of Health, 

Department of Energy, Department of Education, etc.).  A linear regression was run to 

predict the perceived level of research support with regard to the federal funding agency.  

Based on the results of the linear regression model it is appropriate to conclude that the 

source of federal funds (agency) has a statistically significant effect (p=.04) on the 
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principal investigator’s perceived level of support.  The results of the regression are 

presented in Table 4.16.   

Table 4.16 Regression by Agency   

Model 
Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 5.913 1 5.913 4.571 .040b 

Residual 45.276 35 1.294   

Total 51.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Perceived Level of Support 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Federal Funding Agency 

 
Research Question 2 

RQ2:  What specific types of resources do principal investigators deem important 

to facilitate their research activities?   A descriptive analysis was conducted to determine 

areas having the highest and lowest levels of importance by faculty rank (see Appendix 

H).  An important finding was that ≥50% of the principal investigators identified 10 of 

the 12 resource items to have a “Very High” or “High” level of importance for services 

related to research administration.  The findings indicate that the highest level of service 

and resources are needed pre-award, followed by post-award, and compliance. 

H3:  The ratings of the importance of resources will vary as a function of the 

respondent’s faculty rank.  Frequencies of responses to the question about the level of 

importance for research assistants, laboratory assistants, and clerical staff were tabulated 

to derive percentages by faculty rank (see Table 4.17).  Interestingly, respondents with 

untenured status rated the importance of research assistants the highest (M = 2.00); 
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followed by tenured (M=2.09) and tenure track (M=2.45).  Across all three resources, the 

highest level of importance was indicated as clerical staff, then research assistants, and 

laboratory assistants.   

 Table 4.17 Means and Standard Deviations  

 
 
Research Question 3 

RQ3: To what extent do principal investigator’s demographic characteristics (academic 

rank, discipline, college, awarding agency, federal dollars awarded, and workload) 

Importance: Research Assistants   

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 2.09 1.055 .181 1.72 2.46 1 6 

Tenure Track 11 2.45 1.440 .434 1.49 3.42 1 6 

Untenured 7 2.00 1.000 .378 1.08 2.92 1 4 

Total 52 2.15 1.127 .156 1.84 2.47 1 6 

Importance: Laboratory Assistants   

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 3.68 1.950 .334 3.00 4.36 1 6 

Tenure Track 14 4.00 1.840 .492 2.94 5.06 1 6 

Untenured 4 2.50 1.732 .866 -.26 5.26 1 5 

Total 52 3.67 1.907 .264 3.14 4.20 1 6 

Importance: Clerical Staff   

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean Min Max 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Tenured 34 2.59 1.500 .257 2.06 3.11 1 6 

Tenure Track 11 1.91 .831 .251 1.35 2.47 1 3 

Untenured 7 2.29 1.496 .565 .90 3.67 1 5 

Total 52 2.40 1.390 .193 2.02 2.79 1 6 
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predict the perceived level of administrative burden and resource dependence associated 

with managing sponsored projects.   

H4:  There will be differences across college units (e.g. Engineering, 

Arts/Sciences) in the degree to which particular resources are valued.  A regression was 

conducted using the independent variable, college unit, as a predictor (see Table 4.18).  

Across all three resources (research assistants, clerical assistants, and laboratory 

assistance) there was only one significant relationship identified between college unit and 

the level of importance of laboratory assistants (p<.05).  There was no significant 

relationship between the other variable groupings. 

Table 4.18 Regression by College Unit 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 3.972 1 3.972 3.334 .074b

Residual 59.574 50 1.191   

Total 63.546 51    

a. Dependent Variable: Level of Importance: Research Assistants 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 15.056 1 15.056 4.501 .039b

Residual 167.256 50 3.345   

Total 182.312 51    

a. Dependent Variable: Level of Importance: Laboratory Assistants 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression .219 1 .219 .111 .741b
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Residual 98.857 50 1.977   

Total 99.076 51    

a. Dependent Variable: Level of Importance: Clerical Staff 

A MANCOVA was performed to further evaluate research question 3.  The 

MANCOVA output (see Appendix I) tested for group significance between college 

unit and the level of importance for laboratory assistants, research assistants, and 

clerical staff.  The results suggested that as a group, the college unit does not have a 

significant effect on the level of importance of resources. 

H5:  The demographic characteristics of principal investigators characteristics 

will have an impact on the level of administrative assistance needed to support research 

activities.  A regression was conducted using the following variables: 

 Independent Variables:  What percent (%) of workload could be 

conducted by administrative personnel? 

 Dependent Variables:  Years at institution, gender, agency, and college 

unit  

The results indicate that there is no significant relationship between the dependent 

and independent variables (see Table 4.19). 
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Table 4.19 Regression Analysis of Workload 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 26.022 4 6.505 1.737 .163b

Residual 138.549 37 3.745   

Total 164.571 41    

a. Dependent Variable: What % of workload could be conducted by administrative personnel? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Years at Institution, Gender, College Unit, Faculty Rank 

To assess the responses to the question, “What percentage of the workload could 

be conducted by administrative personnel, a frequency analysis was conducted.  Analysis 

of the responses was evaluated to assess the level of administrative need by college unit.  

The highest level of administrative need was indicated by the College of Media and 

communications and the College of Education.  Whereas, the lowest level of 

administrative need was indicated by the College of Human Sciences and the College of 

Engineering.  Table 4.20 summarizes the results ranked from highest level to the lowest 

level of administrative need. 

Table 4.20   Administrative Need by College Unit 

College Unit 
% of Time which could be allocated 

to administrative personnel 
Media & Communications 51-60% 

College of Education 31-40% 
Agricultural Sciences & Natural Resources 21-30% 

Arts & Sciences 21-30% 
Visual & Performing Arts 21-30% 

Human Sciences 11-20% 
Engineering 11-20% 

 

A correlation analysis was conducted to determine whether relationships existed 

between the grouped variables.  The results revealed that the tested demographic 

variables did not predict the level of administrative assistance needed (see Appendix J). 
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Sample Size Limitation 

 The small sample size was influenced by several factors.  The demographic 

segmentation limited responses to only faculty researcher currently serving as principal 

investigators on federal grants at the time of this study.  Within the research enterprise 

there are several types of awarding agencies other than federal.  These include private 

for-profit, private-not-profit, local government, state, and foreign agencies.  Although 

faculty researchers may currently serve as principal investigators, the source of funding 

may be from a non-federal sponsor. 

 Another reason for the small sample size is the criteria that the faculty researcher 

must “currently” serve as a principal investigator.  All federal grants specify a project 

period, having a start and end date.  At the time of the survey, it is most likely that many 

faculty researchers have served as a principal investigator of a federal award.  However, 

the term of the project may have expired. 

 Upon review of the public announcements for federal awards there were less than 

100 active federal awards at the institution.  It was determined that the sample size was 

significantly reduced for this reason.  A query was executed to identify active federal 

awards, sorted by institution and principal investigator.  The results were extracted to 

excel in order to verify the actual number of principal investigators managing of active 

federal awards at the selected institution.  Below is a summary of the query results: 

 Department of Energy – 4  

 Department of Education – 2 

 National Institutes of Health - 8 

 National Science Foundation – 66 
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 Research.Gov -  13  

 Environmental Protection Agency – 1  

Results were interpreted based on the results of the sample population.  However, due to 

the small sample size, the outcome may not be generalizable to the target population as a 

whole. 

Chapter Summary 

The results revealed a mixture of mean ratings across various survey items. Some 

respondents rated certain indicators at the upper and/or lower extremes for various 

categories, reflecting differential views of these measures.  No single indicator emerged 

as a quintessential descriptor of the research enterprise.  A discussion of the results will 

be presented in Chapter V. 

  



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

81 
 

CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 

 Introduction  
 

Federal funding has increasingly become a primary source of research support for 

principal investigators.   In participating in research, Principal investigators must balance 

their workload between teaching, research, and service.  However, in light of growing 

demands for managing federal awards, principal investigators must depend on 

institutional resources for support and services to carry out the business and 

administrative needs related to federal awards.  Research into the nature and extent of 

administrative burden is relatively limited, and most of it comes from the most recent 

studies conducted by the FDP, institutional task forces, and internal assessments.  

Research supports that the administrative workload associated with federally funded 

projects reduce the amount of time principal investigators are able to dedicate to active 

research (Schneider, Ness, Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014).   

The current study was conducted to: (a) assess the perception of the research 

climate, (b) determine the level of support and resources available for research, and (c) 

evaluate the overall administrative need of principal investigators managing federal 

awards. Chapter V provides an overview of the study as well as a discussion of the 

findings. Also, this chapter presents a conclusions of the study, implications, 

recommendations for the institution, and suggests directions for further research.  
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Overview of the Study 

Building upon Mullen et al.’s (2008) research, this study was designed to solicit 

information from principal investigators concerning the research climate and the need for 

research support services and resources.  The study identified several demographic 

variables. These variables were gender, number of years at the institution, college, federal 

funding agency, and academic rank.  Following determination of the demographics and 

primary areas within the research enterprise, this study sought to ascertain if differences 

existed within and between groups.  Furthermore, this study also investigated if certain 

demographics influenced the perception of the research environment within the 

institution. 

The current quantitative, case study allowed for examining data generated from 

the survey results.  Participants were required to meet two main criteria in order to 

participate in the survey: (1) must be faculty researchers, and (2) currently serve as 

principal investigator of a federally funded project. The data for the entire sample of 

participants (n = 66) was investigated to determine which factors influenced research 

productivity and to what extent did resources allow principal investigators to engage in 

active research.  The following three research questions guided the study: 

Research Question 1.  What is the principal investigator’s perception of the level 

of support for sponsored research?     

Research Question 2.  What specific types of resources do principal investigators 

deem important to facilitate their research activities?    

Research Question 3.  To what extent do principal investigator’s demographic 

characteristics (academic rank, discipline, college, awarding agency, federal dollars 
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awarded, and workload) predict the perceived level of administrative burden and resource 

dependence associated with managing sponsored projects.   

Summary of Findings 

Research Question One 

 An important finding was that ≥ 65  % of the principal investigators 

perceived the overall level of support for sponsored research at the university as “Very 

High” or “High”.   None of the respondents indicated that there was no support for 

sponsored research.  This finding indicates, at the very least, that principal investigators 

recognize some level of research support at the institution.  Specifically, the results show 

a consensus among principal investigators that support for research does exist within the 

institution. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that there will be differences in the perceived levels of 

support for sponsored research based on the number of years (experience) at the 

University.  A linear regression was run to predict the perceived level of research support 

with regard to the number of years at the institution.  The results indicate that the 

predictor variable, number of years at the institution, does not have a significant influence 

on the perceived level of support for sponsored research.  There is sufficient evidence to 

conclude that there are no differences in the perceived level of support for sponsored 

research based on the number of years at the University.  Therefore, hypothesis is 

rejected. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that there will be differences in the perceived levels of 

support for sponsored research based on the source of federal funding.  A linear 

regression was run to predict the perceived level of research support with regard to the 
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federal funding agency.  Based on the results of the linear regression model it is 

appropriate to conclude that the source of federal funds (agency) has a statistically 

significant effect (p=.04) on the principal investigator’s perceived level of support.  

Specifically, the results indicate that as the source of federal funding changes, the 

principal investigator’s perception towards the research enterprise changes.  There is 

sufficient evidence to conclude that there are differences in the perceived level of support 

for sponsored research based on the federal agency.  Therefore, the hypothesis is 

accepted and the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Furthermore, a correlation analysis was conducted to assess the strength of the 

relationship between the variables, federal funding agency and perceived level of support.  

The results indicate the presence of a significant statistical relationship.  Federal funding 

agency and the perceived level of support are negatively correlated, r=-.34, p<.05.  

Because the agency terms and restrictions may vary based on funding agency, the results 

infer that as the terms of the agency become more restrictive, the greater the need for 

support.  Therefore, the results of the analysis further support the hypothesis. 

Research Question Two 

A descriptive analysis was conducted to assess the level of importance of research 

service items.  An important finding was that ≥50% of the principal investigators 

identified 10 of the 12 resource items to have a “Very High” or “High” level of 

importance for services related to research administration.  The results were ranked in 

order of importance by resource type and level of significance.  Results were group as 

follows: (1) Priority (≥70%), (2) Important (≥50%), and (3) Moderate (≤49%).  The 
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findings indicate that the highest level of service and resources are needed pre-award, 

followed by post-award, and compliance. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that the ratings of importance of resources will vary as a 

function of the respondent’s faculty rank.  Frequencies of responses to the question about 

the level of importance for research assistants, laboratory assistants, and clerical staff 

were tabulated to derive percentages by faculty rank.  Interestingly, respondents with 

untenured status rated the importance of research assistants the highest (M = 2.00); 

followed by tenured (M=2.09) and tenure track (M=2.45).  Across all three resources, the 

highest level of importance was indicated as clerical staff, then research assistants, and 

laboratory assistants.  Most interesting is the fact that untenured respondents, rather than 

tenured respondents attributed a higher degree of importance to both research assistants 

and laboratory assistants.  From the results, it is clear that the areas of importance are 

most similar between tenured and untenured respondents.  

To determine relationships with the groups, the Pearson correlation coefficient 

analysis was performed.  The results indicated that direct relationships did not exist 

between faculty rank and the level of importance of resources.  However, it is important 

to note that a strongly correlated relationship (r=.541, p<.01) occurred between the level 

of importance for clerical staff and the level of importance for research assistants. The 

results indicate a positive relationship.  Specifically, as the importance for clerical staff 

increased, the importance for research assistance would increase. 

Research Question Three 

 A correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between the 

reallocation of administrative workload and various potential demographic predictors.  
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The most relevant finding to this research question is the fact that the demographic 

influence on this survey item minimal.  Results were assessed by grouped demographic 

variables which include: faculty rank, gender, federal agency, research workload, and 

instruction workload.  There was no significant relationship between the need to 

reallocate administrative workload and the stated demographic variables. 

Hypothesis 4 stated that there will be differences across college units in the 

degree to which particular resources are valued.  A regression was conducted using the 

independent variable, college unit, as a predictor.  The most significant finding was that 

there is a statistically significant relationship between college unit and the level of 

importance of laboratory assistants (p<.05).  There was no significant relationship 

between the following variable groupings: 

 College unit and level of importance for research assistants (p=.074) 

 College unit and level of importance for clerical staff (p=.741) 

Based on the results, the hypothesis is accepted. 

Further analysis of the means was evaluated to assess the level of administrative 

need by college unit.  The highest level of administrative need was indicated by the 

College of Media and communications and the College of Education.  Whereas, the 

lowest level of administrative need was indicated by the College of Human Sciences and 

the College of Engineering. 

Finally, a MANCOVA was performed to further evaluate research question 3.  

The MANCOVA output tested for group significance between college unit and the level 

of importance for laboratory assistants, research assistants, and clerical staff.  The results 
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suggested that as a group, the college unit does not have a significant effect on the level 

of importance of resources. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that the demographic characteristics of principal investigators 

will have an impact on the level of administrative assistance needed to support research 

activities.  A regression was conducted using the following variables: 

 Independent Variables:  What percent (%) of workload could be 

conducted by administrative personnel? 

 Dependent Variables:  Years at institution, gender, agency, and college 

unit  

The results indicate that there is no significant relationship between the dependent and 

independent variables.  Furthermore, a correlation analysis was performed to assess 

whether a significant relationship existed between the variables presented.  The findings 

revealed that the tested demographic variables did not predict the level of administrative 

assistance needed.  Based on the results, the hypothesis is rejected. 

Discussion 

This study is a test of the theoretical and conceptual frameworks within the 

research enterprise at a public, four-year institution.  As a type of organization, function as 

a complex social structure designed to advance the mission and goals of the institution and 

its stakeholders.   However, doing so requires a delicate balance among individual and 

holistic priorities.  As a complex social system, institutions must create and maintain a 

cultural environment that fosters scholarly productivity (Fraser, 1994). Overall, the results 

of this study provided several findings regarding the potential impact and influence of 

research climate and resources in relation to research productivity.  This study 
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specifically addressed the perception of the research climate and the level of support and 

resources needed to facilitate research goals and maintain administrative functions.   

Although principal investigators acknowledged having a high level of support for research 

at the institution, the results of this study indicated notable challenges in the levels of 

administrative support and communication necessary to manage federally funded 

sponsored projects. 

The results indicate a general awareness of the support for research at the 

institution. Also, the results highlight the vital necessity for research administration units 

to assist principal investigators with managing the increased workload associated with 

federal awards. The purpose of this study was to build upon previous research regarding 

administrative burdens of principal investigators.   Each of this study’s research questions 

led to examining principal investigator’s perceptions towards the research enterprise and 

the institution’s ability to create an environment conducive to the research and 

administrative needs of principal investigators.   

Culture  

 Prior to conducting this study, the researcher reviewed the existing literature on 

organization culture and how it influences behaviors in response to internal pressures and 

external forces. The theory of organizational culture as discussed in chapter two provided 

the foundational understanding and basis for perceptions of the research climate at the 

institution.  According to Kuh and Whitt (1988) institutional culture is a result of 

historical interactions, traditions, organizational structures, and behaviors.  The 

foundations of organizational culture involves several dimensions, both tangible and 

intangible.  Organizational culture is defined as a set of common rules and norms evident 
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in the patterns of values and beliefs which help people to comprehend organizational 

duties and adapt their behaviors with norms (Mohammadbidaghi, Tamimi, & Bahrami, 

2013).  The results of this study infer that organizational culture played a significant role 

in the perception of the research enterprise at the selected institution.  Overall, principal 

investigators acknowledge the existence of a research culture at the institution.  

According to Tierney (2008) the elements of culture are reflected in the what, who, and 

how things are done. Also, the culture of an organization is communicated to 

stakeholders through vehicles such as the mission, vision, and strategic priorities.  It is 

clear that the institution has communicated its strategic goals and priorities as all of the 

survey participants indicated some level of support for research at the institution.  Having 

an understanding of the institutional culture is essential in mitigating cross functional 

conflicts and minimizing discord between stakeholders. 

Infrastructure 

The infrastructure is created, developed, and modified in alignment with the 

environmental needs of the institution and reflects the efforts to achieve the goals and 

strategic outcomes established by the institution.  The findings of this study supported 

previous research and validated the importance of having administrative support and 

resources to support research as illustrated by Schneider et al. (2014) and Mullen (2008).  

There are three primary functional areas associated with sponsored projects: (1) pre-

award, (2) post award, (3) and compliance.   Principal investigators have been constantly 

challenged with pressure to fulfill research objectives while managing the administrative 

requirements of their federal awards.  The findings of the current study revealed that the 

highest area support for principal investigators was pre-award administration, followed 
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by post-award administration, and compliance.  Because of a shared responsibility in 

research administration, it is necessary for institutions to create administrative and 

functional structures to ensure a stable flow of resources and services associated with 

managing sponsored projects. Doing so will enable principal investigators to allocate 

more of their time towards active research. 

Resources 

The theory of resource dependency serves as a metric to assess the areas of need 

and gauge the critical factors for research support within the research enterprise.   Two 

primary resources principal investigators need is time to pursue research and assistance 

(Freedenthal, Potter, & Greinstein-Weiss, 2008).  In previous research studies conducted 

by the FDP, the findings revealed that time spent on pre-award and post-award 

administrative activities took substantial time away from active research on federal 

awards (Schneider, Ness, Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014).  This study supports 

the FDP findings and found that principal investigators spend less time on active research 

and more time managing the administrative requirements of federal awards.  As reported 

in the FDP study (Schneider, Ness, Rockwell, Shaver, & Brutkiewicz, 2014), researchers 

are concerned about the portion of their workload spent on proposal preparation and the 

significant amount of time it takes away from active research.  The results of this study 

revealed that of the time spent on research, principal investigators devoted 46% of their 

time on pre-award and post-award administrative functions associated with federal 

awards.  Additionally, 32% of the total time spent managing the administrative functions 

was spent on pre-award activities.  
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Faculty generally divides their time between three primary activities: (1) teaching, 

(2), research, and (3) service.  The findings of this study yield insight into the allocation 

of principal investigator’s time in relation to active research compared to managing the 

administrative functions of their awards.  As discussed in chapter 2, there has been a 

significant shift in the workload of faculty.  This shift is evident in the revamping of 

institutional missions to focus more on research-oriented efforts.  As a result, recognized 

research has grown to become a primary goal for many faculty members (Wilson, Kemp, 

& Edwards, 2012).  This is evidenced by the survey results which indicate that principal 

investigators spend nearly half, 42% of their workload managing research 

responsibilities.  Overall, the findings are a significant indicator of the limited amount of 

time principal investigators are able to dedicate to active research. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework served as a structural basis for examining the findings 

and results across dimensions within the research enterprise.  There are three primary 

dimensions within the framework:  1) situational dimension, 2) structure and process 

dimension, and 3) outcome dimension.  In the situational dimension, factors which exist 

in both the internal and external environment create and/or influence the need for 

adaptation within the research enterprise.  Externally, the funding agencies and federal 

regulations influence how the institution adapts (internally) in order to comply with 

established guidelines and protocols. The majority of responses were from principal 

investigators currently managing federal awards from the National Science Foundation 

(NSF).  Although the management of federal awards is governed by uniform guidelines, 

the terms and conditions of awards by agency may vary.  It is worth noting that the level 
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of need for research support may change in relation to the nature of guidelines and 

restrictions unique to each federal agency.   

In this study, the regulatory and administrative requirements created the need for 

resources and support within the structure and process dimension. The outcome 

dimension is dependent upon the interactions, experiences, and the extent to which 

services and support are provided.  In turn, the outcome is the measurable result of 

whether research objectives and deliverables were achieved, adequate support and 

resources were available, to what extent the needs of principal investigators were met, 

and the overall perception of satisfaction.   

Upon further analysis of the findings in relation to the conceptual framework, 

several indicators emerged within the situational dimension.  The results highlight the 

possible disconnect between principal investigators and functional units within the 

research enterprise.  The majority of respondents indicated that they received little 

assistance obtaining straightforward answers to questions regarding federal regulations 

related to research.  The results suggest considerable room for improvement, emphasizing 

the need for both functional areas to communicate and collaborate in providing the 

resources needed by principal investigators during the scope of the award process.   

 Responses to the open-ended questions also indicate the existence of red-tape 

when it comes to institutional policies and procedures.  Based on research by Lindholm et 

al. (2005) red tape is a cause agent of stress among faculty members.  Aside from dealing 

with pressure to engage in research and balancing the demands of their workload, any 

stress arising from institutional red tape can be a significant hindrance to achieving 
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research outcomes and may discourage principal investigators from engaging in 

continued research at the institution. 

Implications 

 The results of this research study raises some fundamental questions and highlight 

possible issues regarding the administration of federally funded awards, the role of the 

principal investigators, and the role of the institution in providing the resources and 

services within the research enterprise. Based on the results, it would appear that 

principal investigators have taken on a hybrid role, serving primarily as managerial 

administrator rather than scientific researcher.  As a result, principal investigators have 

subsequently less time to spend on active research.  This can be perceived as a significant 

barrier to achieving research outcomes and meeting deliverables as required by the 

funding agency.   

 Furthermore, the results of this study validated the perceptions of the principal 

investigators regarding the importance of resources and their assessment of the research 

climate at the institutions.  Based on the results of multiple methods of data analysis and 

commentary received from the open-ended questions, it is important to recognize the 

need for cross-functional assistance with managing federal awards.  Also, given that the 

highest area of administrative support was identified in the pre-award area, research 

administration should concentrate their efforts on evaluating the services available within 

this functional area.  Administrators should consider how a review of the processes and 

policies might inform their institutional practices.  Without doing, could result in a 

misalignment of goals and objectives among stakeholders.  The challenge therefore 
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becomes how the institution can strategically bridge the gap between the dyadic cultures 

which may exist between principal investigators and research administrators. 

The results of this study also highlighted the various levels of services and 

resources valued within the research enterprise.  An analysis of specific workload 

responsibilities provided details regarding the principal investigators allocation of time.  

Principal investigators spend more time managing the administrative functions of their 

awards. Time is a valuable resource which can often be overlooked when setting 

expectations for principal investigators.  To ensure an effective balance across workload, 

institutional administrators must be mindful that any imbalances can adversely affect the 

other required faculty activities.   

The results indicate several areas that the institution could engage in strategic 

attempts to streamline support services and cross functional responsibilities.  As 

illustrated in the conceptual framework, the results validate the role of research 

administration in collaborating efforts to assist with managing the administrative 

demands of federal awards.  It is evident from the results, that obtaining the federal award 

is the first step in the process.  As the results indicate, the resources and services within 

both the pre-award and post-award functional areas are critical to the principal 

investigators ability to successfully obtain funding from federal agencies.  It is worth 

examining the current infrastructure and institutional practices in relation to the actual 

support needs of principal investigators. 

Finally, the results of this study indicated there is room for improvement in the 

service level standards perceived as limited by the principal investigators.  As 

demonstrated in the study, the workload associated with managing federal grants has 
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increased.  Along with the increased workload, principal investigators are required to 

adhere to the federal regulations and terms and conditions of their awards.  As a result, it 

is increasingly necessary for not only functional areas, but principal investigators, to be 

knowledgeable of ever-changing regulations and be readily available to address questions 

posed by principal investigators regarding the nature of their research.   

Recommendations for Further Study 

The results of this research study indicate various areas for future research.  Since the 

time of the survey, revised regulations have been enacted by the federal government 

regarding research awards.  It is expected that these changes may well increase investigators’ 

time away from active research on their federally-funded awards.  Realizing that 56% of 

principal investigator’s workload is being spent on managing the administrative tasks (pre-

award and post-award) makes it obvious that there is a need to establish more efficient ways 

to accomplish the goals of meeting administrative requirement.   

A main finding of this study was the emphasized need for administrative support 

within the research enterprise.  In order to gain a complete perspective on the research 

climate and the infrastructure of the research systems it will be important to evaluate the 

experiences and perceptions of the administrative staff within the departments and functional 

areas.  Without comparable information about the administrative workload, it is not possible 

to effectively evaluate the level of efficiencies across the research enterprise. 

Future studies might attempt to explore the strategic initiatives of institution and 

examine the extent to which they are aligned with the research goals of principal 

investigators.  As research productivity remains a primary factor for promotion and 

tenure it may be help to evaluate how the goals of the institution influence the outcomes 

in the promotion and tenure processes. 
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With the expansion of research across institutions of higher education it will be 

important to continue to assess and monitor progress toward achieving research missions.  

Although this research study provides insight into the administrative requirements and 

resources associated with federally-funded awards, it only represents one small piece of the 

puzzle.  Without comparable information among various sources of funding, including state 

and private awards, it is not possible to get a complete picture of the resource dependency 

and administrative tasks associated with externally funded awards.  As a result, the potential 

for enhancing efficiency across the functional areas within the research enterprise is 

diminished.  

Institutional Recommendations 

This study merely provided an essential overview of the research enterprise.  The 

results reveal the need for a closer examination of comprehensive factors within the research 

enterprise.  The following recommendations are provided to strengthen the effectiveness of 

the research enterprise: 

 Recommendation 1:  Administrative Support  

1. Perform a strategic assessment of the level of research by 

college/department.  Based on the results of the assessment, provide 

institutionally funded support staff based on the proportion of external 

federal funding.  Factors to be considered include, but are not limited 

to, funding agency, dollar amount, number of principal investigators 

managing federal awards, and academic rank of principal 

investigators. 
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 Recommendation 2:  Training 

1. Provide experience-based training for principal investigators.  This 

training is not meant to be all-inclusive but should include an 

overview of federal regulations and award terms and conditions 

unique to each award.  

2. Provide comprehensive training for departmental administrators 

which will enable them to serve as the first point of contact to address 

inquiries, process requests, and manage the administrative functions 

of the award. 

 Recommendation 3:  Research Administration 

1. Evaluate the infrastructure of the research enterprise to identify any 

deficiencies or redundancies across functional units.  This will help to 

determine whether a consolidation of research services is necessary.  

Limitations 

 Prior to conducting the study, several limitations were expected.  

However, during the scope of the research study there were two additional 

limitations identified.  Criteria were initially set forth for participation in the 

survey.  The target population was faculty researchers currently serving as a 

principal investigator on a federal award.  However, the responses to the survey 

were further stratified by the type of funding received by principal investigators 

and whether they were currently managing a federal award as a principal 

investigator.  It is also possible that potential respondents were excluded from the 

study due to the fact that they may currently serve as a co-principal investigator 

on a federal award.  Another limitation was that the representation by colleges 
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was not on an equal basis.  Although responses were received from several 

colleges, the response rate was varied from a single response to as many as 21 

from a specific college within the institution. 

Conclusion 

The management of federal awards can be a complex, time consuming process. 

The primary objective of this research study was to assess the principal investigator’s 

perception of the research climate, availability of resources, and the level of 

administrative resources needed to facilitate research outcomes.  Overall, the principal 

investigators indicated a high level of support for research within the institution.  

However, the study magnified the need for administrative support for managing federal 

awards.  Institutions are faced with the challenge of ensuring adequate research resources 

across the institution.  The results reported within this study reaffirm the complexities 

within the research enterprise and validate the findings of previous research studies.  

While the perceptions of support and satisfaction serve as indicators to areas of 

improvement, so do interactions between the principal investigators and functional areas 

within the research enterprise.  Interactions and collaboration are critical measures which 

can help foster a culture of community and produce positive results for research 

productivity and institutional effectiveness.    As research continues to grow, institutions, 

principal investigators, and research administrators must continue to embrace the 

partnership of working together to achieve positive measurable outcomes.   
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY PERMISSION 

From: Murthy, Uday [mailto:umurthy@usf.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 10:59 AM 
To: Bennings, Adrien 
Subject: RE: Permission Request: Survey Instrument 

I have contacted my co‐authors Dr. Carol Mullen and Dr. Greg Teague.  We have no objection to 

you using our survey instrument (attached), so long as you properly cite our work and 

acknowledge the source of the instrument. 

Best wishes, 
Uday Murthy 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Uday Murthy, Director 

School of Accountancy 

University of South Florida 

Florida has a very broad public records law.  As a result, any written communication created or received by 

University of South Florida employees is subject to disclosure to the public and the media, upon request, 

unless otherwise exempt.  Under Florida law, e‐mails are public records.  If you would not want your email 

released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact 

this office by phone. 

From: Bennings, Adrien [mailto:Adrien.Bennings@ttu.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 9:52 PM 

To: camullen@uncg.edu; Murthy, Uday 

Subject: Permission Request: Survey Instrument 

Dr. Mullen & Dr. Murthy, 
 
I am a doctoral student in the College of Education at Texas Tech University writing my 
dissertation tentatively titled An Assessment of the Research Enterprise at a Public, Four‐Year 
Institution.  I would like permission to use the survey instrument referenced in your 
article,  Listening to Those We Serve: Assessing the Research Needs of University Faculty.   
 
If permission is granted could you please provide a copy or electronic link to the survey 
instrument. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 
Thank you. 
 
Adrien L. Bennings 
Expected Completion Date:  December 2014 Committee Chair: Dr. Colette Taylor 
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APPENDIX B 

PERMISSION TO USE FIGURES 

From: Schneider, Sandra [mailto:sandra@usf.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2014 2:56 PM 
To: Bennings, Adrien 
Subject: RE: Permission Request: 2012 FDP Workload Study_Figure 1 

Hi Adrien, 

You may use the figure, if you will please include this under the reprinted figure:  
Reprinted with permission from Schneider, S. L., Ness, K. K., Rockwell, S., Shaver, K., 
& Brutkeiwicz, R.  (2014).  2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report.  The 
Federal Demonstration Partnership. http://thefdp.org. 

Thank you for your interest in this work. 

Sandy Schneider 
***************************************************************** 
Sandra L. Schneider, Ph.D., Department of Psychology 
University of South Florida, PCD4118G 
4202 East Fowler Avenue, Tampa, FL 33620 
Phone: 813-974-0928; Email: Sandra@usf.edu 
***************************************************************** 
From: Bennings, Adrien [mailto:Adrien.Bennings@ttu.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2014 9:15 AM 
To: Schneider, Sandra 
Subject: Permission Request: 2012 FDP Workload Study_Figure 1 
 
Good Morning Dr. Schneider, 

 I have reviewed 2012 FDP Workload Study report and would like to request permission 
to use the following figures: 

  

 

 Thank you. 

Adrien L. Bennings, PhD 
Candidate 
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APPENDIX C 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Principal Investigator Assessment of Research Enterprise 

This survey contains five sections pertaining to demographics, resources and support, 
workload, the climate for research, and other suggestions.  There are no ‘right’ or 
‘wrong’ answers.  You will be asked to indicate the importance and level of support of 
certain aspects associated with the research enterprise.  Then you will be asked to assess 
the research climate at your institution. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and the data will be kept confidential 
to provide anonymity to the respondents.  Participants can quit the study at any time. 

If you have any questions about this research please feel free to contact 
adrien.bennings@ttu.edu or faculty advisor Dr. Colette Taylor at colette.taylor@ttu.edu.   

 TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. You 
can call to ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can mail your questions to the 
Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, or you can email your questions to 
www.hrpp@ttu.edu.  

By continuing this survey you are giving your implied consent to be a part of this 
research project.   

Do you consent to being a participant in this research study? 

      

 

 

Section I:  Demographics 

1.  How many years have you been at your current institution? 
(The value must be between 0 and 50, inclusive) 

 

2. What is your current academic rank?   
 

3. What is your tenure status? 
 

Yes No
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4. What is your gender? 
 
 

5. What is your principal field of research? 
 

6. College:  
 

7. Department/Center: 
 

8. How many federal research grants have you been awarded as Principal 
Investigator during the past two fiscal years (FY 12 and FY 13)? 

 

9. Which of the following federal agencies funded your research during the past two 
fiscal years (FY 12 and FY 13)? (Please check all that apply) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

National Endowment for the Arts

National Institutes of Health (NIH)

National Science Foundation (NSF)

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

U.S. Department of Defense (DOD)

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

U.S. Department of Education (ED)

U.S. Department of Helath and Human Services (DHHS)

U.S. Department of Interior (DOI)
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Section II:  Resources & Support 

1.  OVERALL SUPPORT.  How would you rate the overall level of support for 
research at your institution? 

 

 Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

 
 
A. Human Resources 
 
For each type of support listed below, indicate the level of support that you 
believe currently exist and its importance to you.  Please indicate the level 
regardless of the source (department/college) 
1.  Research 

Assistants 
Very 
High 

High Moderate
Lo
w 

Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

2. Laboratory 
Assistants 

Very 
High 

High Moderate
Lo
w 

Very 
Low 

None 

U.S. Department of State (DOS)

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)

Other (Specify)
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Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

3. Clerical/Staff 
Support (non-
grant related) 

Very 
High 

High Moderate
Lo
w 

Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

4. Clerical/staff 
support (grant-
related 
activities) 

Very 
High 

High Moderate
Lo
w 

Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

5. Other (Please 
describe in the 
box provided 
below) 

Very 
High 

High Moderate
Lo
w 

Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

Other  
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A. Grant Support:  Pre-Award 
 

1. Assistance with 
identification of 
funding 
opportunities 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

2. Assistance with 
grant-related 
budget issues 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

3. Assistance with 
completing grant 
application forms 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

4. Processing 
submission of 
grants 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

5. Web-based 
resources for 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 
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supporting pre-
award activities 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

6. Other (Please 
describe in the box 
provided below) 

Very 
High 

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

Other  

 

B. Grant Support:  Post-Award 
 

1. Review and 
negotiation of 
contracts and 
grants 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

2. Disbursement of 
Funds 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 
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3. Financial 
management of 
grant 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

4. Web-based 
resources for 
supporting post-
award activities 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

5. Other (Please 
describe in the box 
provided below) 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

Other  

 

 

C. Compliance 
 

1. Assistance with 
completing grant 
compliance/reporti
ng forms 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       
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Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

2. Know what is or is 
not an appropriate 
research practice 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

3. Integrity or 
compliance issues 
that relate to your 
research 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

4. Other (Please 
describe in the box 
provided below) 

Very 
High

High Moderate Low 
Very 
Low 

None 

Level of SUPPORT       

Level of 
IMPORTANCE 

      

Other  

 

 

Section III:  Workload 

Please give your best estimate of the average percentage of time spent on the following 
activities. (Total should equal 100%) 

Instruction % 
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Preparing for class, teaching, grading, advising students, developing 
curricula, etc. 

Research 
% Conducting research, preparing articles/presentations, seeking funding, 

managing grants, etc. 
Professional Service (Research) 

% peer reviews, regulatory committees (e.g. Institutional Review Board), 
service on special research panels/advisory boards 

Other Service 
% 

Department and university services, community service, etc. 
Other (please describe below) 

% 
 

 

 

A. Grant Activities 
 

Of the total time you spend on work related to federally funded grant research, estimate 
the percentage of time devoted to the following activities. (Total should equal 100%) 

Active Research 
% Reviewing literature, running experiments, collecting/analyzing data, 

documenting findings, etc. 
Pre-Award Research Related Activities 

% 
Writing/submitting proposals and budgets, applying for approvals, etc. 

Post-Award Research Related Activities 
% Purchasing supplies/equipment, managing personnel, writing reports, 

complying with regulations, etc. 
 

 

In your opinion, what percentage of time spent managing federal grants could be 
conducted by administrative personnel in your department, program, and/or research 
administration units? 

 0% 
 Less than 10% 
 11-20% 
 21-30% 
 31-40% 
 41-50% 
 51-60% 
 More than 60% 
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Please select the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree
Neither 
agree or 
disagree

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. Administrative tasks 
associated with federal 
awards should be the 
responsibility of the 
sole institution. 

     

2. Administrative tasks 
associated with 
federal awards 
should be the sole 
responsibility of the 
PI. 

     

3. Administrative tasks 
associated with 
federal awards 
should be the 
combined 
responsibility of the 
PI and institution. 

     

 

 

How often do each of the following administrative tasks related to federal grant 
management take time away from your active research? 

 
Always 

Very 
Often

Sometimes Rarely 
Very 
Little 

Neve
r 

1.  Proposal Preparation       
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2.  Progress/Final 
Report Preparation 

      

3.  Patent/Copyright 
Application 

      

 

 

B.  Personnel Management 

 

 
Always 

Very 
Often

Som
etime

s 
Rarely 

Very 
Little 

Never 

1.  Personnel Hiring 
(ePafs, HR, etc.) 

      

2.  Time & Effort 
Reporting 

      

3.  Personnel Evaluation       

4.  Payroll Management 
(monitoring/approva
ls) 

      

 

 

C.  Financial Responsibilities 

 

 
Always 

Very 
Often 

Sometimes Rarely 
Very 
Little 

Neve
r 

1. Managing budget-
to-actual expenses 
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2. Dealing with 
equipment/supplies 
purchases 

      

3. Determining and 
justifying which 
tasks and related 
costs are allowable 
as direct charges 

      

4. Requesting, 
meeting, and 

tracking cost share 
requirements 

      

 

 

Section IV: Climate for Research 

Please select the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agre
e 

Strongly 
Agree 

1. Sponsored research is 
a primary factor in my 
institution’s promotion 
and tenure policies 

     

2. Administrative 
workload associated 
with federally-
funded research 
grants has increased 
in the last 5 or 6 
years 

     

3. The federally-
mandated 
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requirements for 
research serve as a 
roadblock to 
research 
productivity 

4. When I have 
questions about 
federal regulations 
related to research, 
obtaining answers is 
straightforward 

     

5. The pre-award and 
post-award offices 
provide adequate 
services, 
communication, and 
administrative 
support 

     

6. Other (please 
describe below) 

     

 

 

 

Section V: Other Suggestions/Concerns 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  Please take a moment to provide 
additional comments, suggestions, and/or concerns. 
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APPENDIX D 

IRB/HRPP APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX E 

FEDERAL AGENCY ACRONYMNS 

DHHS Department of Health & Human Services 

DOD Department of Defense 

DOE Department of Energy 

DOI Department of Interior 

DOS Department of State 

ED Department of Education 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

NIH National Institutes of Health 

NSF National Science Foundation 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
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APPENDIX F 

FREQUENCIES BY YEARS AND COLLEGE UNIT 

Frequencies by Years at Institution  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Responses by College  

College Affiliation        
(N = 68) 

Number of 
Respondents Percentage of Total 

Agricultural Sciences & 
Natural Resources 

11 16.66% 

Arts/Sciences 26 39.39% 
Business  1 1.51% 
Visual & Performing Arts 3 4.55% 
Education 9 13.64% 
Engineering 6 9.10% 
Honors 1 1.51% 
Human Sciences 5 7.58% 
Law 1 1.52% 
Media & Communications 2 3.03% 
No Response 1 1.51% 

 

 

 

  

 

Years at Institution Frequency Valid Percent 

1-5 years 26 38.8 

6-10 years 21 31.3 

11-15 years 12 17.9 

16-20 years 4 6.0 

21+ years 4 6.0 

Total 67 100.0 
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APPENDIX G 

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF RESOURCES BY ACADEMIC RANK 

 

 N Mean Std. Deviation

Assistance with identification of funding opportunities 

Tenured 34 2.85 1.480 

Tenure Track 12 2.42 1.240 

Untenured 6 2.33 1.211 

Total 52 2.69 1.394 

     

Assistance with grant-related budget issues 

Tenured 34 2.24 1.182 

Tenure Track 12 2.08 1.165 

Untenured 6 1.33 .816 

Total 52 2.10 1.159 

     

Assistance with completing grant application forms 

Tenured 34 2.24 1.327 

Tenure Track 12 2.08 1.165 

Untenured 6 1.50 .837 

Total 52 2.12 1.247 

     

Processing submission of grants 

Tenured 34 2.00 1.181 

Tenure Track 12 2.00 1.128 

Untenured 5 1.40 .548 

Total 51 1.94 1.121 

Web-based resources for supporting pre-award activities 

Tenured 34 2.85 1.459 

Tenure Track 12 2.42 1.084 

Untenured 5 1.80 .837 

Total 51 2.65 1.354 

     

Review and negotiation of contracts and grants 

Tenured 33 2.76 1.621 

Tenure Track 11 2.36 1.120 

Untenured 5 1.60 .894 

Total 49 2.55 1.487 

     

Disbursement of funds 

Tenured 34 2.38 1.518 

Tenure Track 11 2.18 1.168 

Untenured 5 1.60 .894 

Total 50 2.26 1.397 



Texas Tech University, Adrien L. Bennings, May 2015 
 
 

130 
 

     

Financial management of grant 

Tenured 34 2.35 1.390 

Tenure Track 11 2.18 1.328 

Untenured 5 2.00 1.000 

Total 50 2.28 1.325 

     

Web-based resources for supporting post-award activities 

Tenured 34 3.12 1.387 

Tenure Track 11 3.09 .944 

Untenured 5 2.00 1.000 

Total 50 3.00 1.294 

     

Assistance with completing grant compliance/reporting 

forms 

Tenured 33 2.79 1.576 

Tenure Track 11 2.64 .924 

Untenured 5 2.00 1.000 

Total 49 2.67 1.405 

     

Know what is or is not an appropriate research practice 

Tenured 34 2.91 1.564 

Tenure Track 11 2.73 1.009 

Untenured 5 2.40 .894 

Total 50 2.82 1.395 

     

Integrity or compliance issues that relate to your research 

Tenured 34 2.62 1.393 

Tenure Track 12 2.33 .888 

Untenured 5 2.20 .837 

Total 51 2.51 1.239 
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APPENDIX H 

FREQUENCY RANKING OF RESOURCE BY LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE 

 

Resource Type Resource Service 
Very High High Combined Total 

N % N % N % 

 Priority Factors (≥70%) 

Pre-Award 

Processing submission 
of grants 

21 40% 20 39% 41 79% 

Assistance with 
completing grant 
application forms 

20 38% 20 38% 40 76% 

Assistance with grant-
related budget issues 

20 38% 18 34% 38 72% 

 Important Factors (≥50%) 

Post-Award 

Disbursement of 
Funds 

18 
35% 

 
17 

33% 
 

35 68% 

Financial management 
of grant 

18 35% 15 29% 33 64% 

Compliance 
Integrity or compliance 
issues that relate to your 
research 

10 20% 20 38% 30 58% 

Post-Award 
Review and negotiation 
of contracts and grants 

17 34% 
10 

 
20% 27 54% 

Pre-Award 
Assistance with 
identification of funding 
opportunities 

12 23% 16 30% 28 53% 

Compliance 

Assistance with 
completing grant 
compliance/reporting 
forms 

11 22% 15 30% 26 52% 

Pre-Award 
Web-based resources for 
supporting pre-award 
activities 

10 20% 16 31% 26 51% 

 Moderate Factors (≤49%) 

Compliance 
Know what is or is not 
an appropriate research 
practice 

9 18% 14 27% 23 45% 

Post-Award 
Web-based resources for 
supporting post award 
activities 

6 12% 11 22% 27 34% 
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APPENDIX I 

MANCOVA ANALYSIS 

MANCOVA- Multivariate Analysis 

           Effect 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerd 

Intercept

Pillai's Trace 18.941 .966 

Wilks' Lambda 18.941 .966 

Hotelling's Trace 18.941 .966 

Roy's Largest Root 18.941 .966 

Impt_RA

Pillai's Trace 3.768 .357 

Wilks' Lambda 3.768 .357 

Hotelling's Trace 3.768 .357 

Roy's Largest Root 3.768 .357 

Impt_LA

Pillai's Trace .847 .112 

Wilks' Lambda .847 .112 

Hotelling's Trace .847 .112 

Roy's Largest Root .847 .112 

Impt_Clerical

Pillai's Trace 2.943 .286 

Wilks' Lambda 2.943 .286 

Hotelling's Trace 2.943 .286 

Roy's Largest Root 2.943 .286 

College

Pillai's Trace 14.104 .643 

Wilks' Lambda 13.603 .621 

Hotelling's Trace 13.101 .597 

Roy's Largest Root 7.331 .437 
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MANCOVA – Between Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerc 

Corrected 

Model 

Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

8.113a 8 1.014 1.372 .251 10.975 .505

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

35.015b 8 4.377 1.250 .308 10.003 .462

Intercept Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

2.551 1 2.551 3.451 .074 3.451 .434

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

67.608 1 67.608 19.314 .000 19.314 .989

Impt_RA Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

.176 1 .176 .238 .630 .238 .076

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

9.914 1 9.914 2.832 .104 2.832 .369

Impt_LA Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

.004 1 .004 .005 .945 .005 .051

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

2.917 1 2.917 .833 .369 .833 .143
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Impt_Clerical Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

2.256 1 2.256 3.052 .092 3.052 .393

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

.999 1 .999 .285 .597 .285 .081

College Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

5.166 5 1.033 1.398 .255 6.989 .418

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

25.418 5 5.084 1.452 .237 7.261 .433

Error Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

20.698 28 .739     

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

98.012 28 3.500     

Total Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

143.000 37      

What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

774.000 37      

Corrected 

Total 

Overall Level of 

Importance for 

Research Support 

28.811 36      
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What % of workload 

could be conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

133.027 36      
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APPENDIX J 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS BY DEMOGRAPHICS 

Table 4.34 Correlation Analysis by Demographics 

Demographic Years at Institution 

What % of 

workload could be 

conducted by 

administrative 

personnel? 

College Unit 
Pearson Correlation -.283* .133

Sig. (2-tailed) .022 .400

Federal Agency 
Pearson Correlation -.058 -.158

Sig. (2-tailed) .713 .381

Gender 
Pearson Correlation -.097 .069

Sig. (2-tailed) .442 .662

Years at Institution 
Pearson Correlation 1 .144

Sig. (2-tailed)  .364

What % of workload could be 

conducted by administrative 

personnel? 

Pearson Correlation .144 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .364  

 




