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ABSTRACT 

Nationally, American research universities have become increasingly reliant on 

federal funds for national recognition and to supplement decreasing state funding.  

Reliance on federal funding is a product of the decline of state support of institutions of 

higher education.  The decline in state funding has led to increased competition for 

federal research dollars.  The decline has also impacted tenure and promotion processes, 

leading universities to include acquisition of federal research funding as a requirement of 

promotion. 

The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of research faculty and 

research administrators’ knowledge of excessive principal investigator commitments, 

voluntary committed cost share, and waived facilities and administrative costs of federal 

research grants.  Increasing knowledge about the reasons of including these voluntary 

proposal components by proposal-submitting research faculty allows for an 

understanding of the basis of their decisions.  It also lends insight into the practice of 

proposal submission and adds to the literature available on the matter.   

This qualitative collective case study utilized semi-structured, open-ended 

interviews with research faculty and research administrators at an emerging research 

university in the Southwestern U.S.  Purposeful sampling was used to identify five 

research faculty and five research administrators to participate in the interviews.  Data 

analysis was conducted using the constant comparative method consisting of open coding 

of information.  This study is significant in that it provides awareness of the obligation 

and potential burden on the institution and the investigator when voluntary components 
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are included, expands on the available literature on these topics, and provides a baseline 

for future studies of voluntary proposal components. 

The findings of this study indicated that there is a lack of knowledge of federal 

guidelines governing research and the implications of using voluntary proposal 

components within research proposals.  This study’s findings also point out the need to 

understand the institutional burdens created by including voluntary proposal components.  

The discussion of findings gives a voice to the need for education among research 

professionals regarding the utilization of voluntary proposal components and their 

implications for the institution.  Research personnel are an unstudied group within higher 

education, and this study aimed to contribute to the literature on this section of higher 

education stakeholders. 

The results of this study led to several implications for higher education practice, 

including that research faculty do not have an understanding of regulatory guidance or 

institutional burden brought on by using voluntary proposal components. The need for 

understanding of research practices and procedures throughout the research community 

of higher education institutions is another implication.  Lastly, the need for buy-in and an 

empowering organizational structure to be in place for administrators to work with 

research faculty in managing and administering awards.   

The results of this study lead to several recommendations for higher education 

practice as well.  The first recommendation is that institutional leaders develop a culture 

surrounding research at the institution including the development of policies and 

procedures as well as a mandatory standardized training program for the research 

community.  The second recommendation is to promote a shadow program between the 
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research faculty and research administrators so that each can learn the function and 

complexity of the entire research community.  Lastly, institutions should encourage 

professional development and collaboration among research administrators.  The 

recommendations presented will help facilitate institutional competitiveness, provide 

appropriate stewardship of federal funds based in formalized training, and provide 

research faculty and research administrators the tools to be individually competitive in 

tenure and promotion processes. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Nationally, American research universities have become increasingly reliant on 

federal funds for national recognition and to supplement decreasing state funding 

(Association of American Universities [AAU], 2014; Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board [THECB], 2009; The Research Universities Futures Consortium, 

2012; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  Although fundamentally the responsibility of 

education belongs with the states, federal expenditures prove to be a supplement to state 

subsidies and private support (Gladieux, King, & Corrigan, 2005).  The financing 

received from state governments to fund higher education has fluctuated over the years 

based on the status of the economy and the strain on state resources (McGuinness, 2005).  

Specific to Texas, the 2014-2015 biennium reflected a 5.4 billion dollar decrease in 

appropriated funding related to that of the previous biennium (Texas State Historical 

Association, 2014).  With these funding decreases, the funding provided by federal 

research dollars has become a supplement to state appropriations.  Fundamentally, federal 

expenditures supplement state subsidies and private support even though the basic 

responsibility for education belongs with the states (Gladieux et al., 2005).   

 This need for supplementary support has driven institutions to look elsewhere for 

resources, including more federally-funded research monies (Gladieux et al., 2005).  The 

tenure and promotion processes at colleges and universities include language about 

research activities and submitting for external funding (Molfese & Karp, 2006).  In 

addition to tenure and promotion requirements for existing faculty, employment contracts 

are also including an expectation of external funding pursuits (Drexel University, 2010; 
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New York University, 2009; Texas Tech University, July 2012).  Sawyer, Prichard, and 

Hostetler (1992) pointed out that at one point in time, promotion and tenure committees 

were satisfied with a few research articles, good evaluations from teaching activities, and 

attendance at professional meetings.  However, “the material and productivity for 

promotion and tenure has increased considerably and is increasing every year” (Sawyer et 

al., 1992, p. 272).  This increased emphasis on research funding requires faculty to have a 

firm understanding of voluntary research proposal components and their impact on the 

university.  In addition, the growth of federal research funding has influenced priorities of 

research institutions leading to an increased focus on research activities (Gladieux et al., 

2005).   

Due to the goal of national recognition and the increased need for federal funding, 

higher education institutions are implementing research terms into their employment 

contracts and promotional processes with faculty (Molfese & Karp, 2006).  In addition, 

more pressure has been applied to research administrators, who are an integral part of 

research at institutions of higher education, with responsibilities in overseeing research 

dollars, compliance with federal regulations, and proposal development (Erickson, 

Hansen, Howard, Norris, Sedwick, & Wilson, 2007).  Molfese and Karp (2006) note that 

performance evaluations of research administration staff are highly impacted by the 

success of grant funding and management at an institution.     

The federal government is the largest supporter of U.S. academic research, with 

significant influence from federal policies on research-allocation (Zumeta, Breneman, 

Callan, & Finney, 2012).  Securing federal funding is done through a series of processes 

in which faculty identify, define, and articulate the proposed project (Argon, 2007).  



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 3 

Federal government agents decide which proposals to financially support based on 

scientific content and competitiveness of the proposal (Brew & Lucas, 2009; Connell, 

2004; Gladieux et al., 2005).  

Statement of the Problem 

Institutions of higher education are seeing decreasing amounts of operational 

funding and have become reliant on federal funding to supplement the decrease (The 

Research Universities Futures Consortium, 2012; THECB, 2014).  Federal funding 

available for research at institutions of higher education continues to grow (Sargent, 

2013), as well as the competition for this funding (Gladieux et al., 2005; THECB, 2014).  

With the increases in opportunities to obtain federal funding, research faculty have 

increased their number of proposal submissions for federal funding (Connell, 2004; 

Gladieux et al., 2005).  In the pursuit of federal funding, faculty must be aware of the 

requirements of the Request for Proposals in order to assure alignment with the expressed 

parameters.  RFPs are announcements put out by federal agencies explaining specifics of 

proposal requests, as well as any funding limitations that exist (Chronister & Killoren, 

2006).  In addition, requests for proposals will likely dictate mandatory proposal 

components (Erickson et al., 2007). 

Voluntary proposal components are items that are contained in proposals for 

research funding that create a commitment for the university.  There are several elements 

that are required to be part of a research proposal application and some that are to be 

discussed further are mandatory at times (Chronister & Kulakowski, 2006).  However, a 

voluntary commitment of these items should be entered into with full knowledge of the 

consequences and implications involved.  The three common voluntary elements of a 
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federally-funded research proposal are: excessive principal investigator committed effort, 

cost sharing, and waived facilities and administrative costs (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; 

Bible & Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000). 

Items such as excessive principal investigator committed effort, voluntary cost 

sharing, and waived facilities and administrative costs commit the university to research-

related financial burdens (Erickson et al., 2007) that are either tangible or intangible.  

Tangible burdens are those such as cash resources of cost share and waived facilities and 

administrative costs, and intangible burdens can come in the form of time spent by 

research faculty with excessive research commitments, and the staff required to 

administer the voluntary elements of the proposal (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; Bible & 

Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000).  Understanding the perspectives of research faculty and 

research administrators regarding the voluntary proposal components will assist these 

institutions in obtaining federal funding by addressing the areas where there is a gap in 

knowledge.  There is a need for research faculty who apply for federal funding grants to 

be knowledgeable of the consequences and implications of proposing voluntary 

component elements prior to inclusion in proposals for funding. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of research faculty and 

research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 

grants.  For the purposes of this study, the voluntary proposal components included 

excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and 

waived facilities and administration costs.  
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The study explored the perceptions and experiences that research faculty and 

research administrators have regarding federal regulations on research and the voluntary 

proposal components presented.  Within the profession of research administration, some 

of the items explored may be common knowledge.  However, in-depth inquiry of the 

decision-making processes of proposal development and acceptance at the university 

level provide a foundation for that knowledge.  Often, research administrators have 

experienced the consequences of voluntary proposal components as a cultural norm 

(Erickson et al., 2007).  Increasing the knowledge of proposal-submitting research faculty 

leads to an understanding of the basis for their decisions.  It also lends insight into the 

practice of proposal submission and adds to the literature available on the subject. 

Research Questions 

This study was guided by three (3) research questions: 

1. What level of understanding do research faculty and research administrators 

have of the federal regulations that govern research? 

2. What is the understanding of research faculty and research administrators of 

the use of voluntary proposal components? 

3. What perceptions do research faculty and research administrators have of the 

institutional burdens created by the use of voluntary proposal components? 

Significance of the Study 

In a setting of increasing drive for research funding, it is important to know about 

the use of voluntary proposal components and the impact on the institution when these 

components are used.  Increased competition for funding, the decrease in state funding, 

and tenure and promotion opportunities are all areas that have become dependent on 
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successful proposals for federally-funded research.  The decrease in state funding 

presents the need for externally funded research to supplement institutions’ budgetary 

needs (Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  The competition for federally-funded research 

has increased significantly (Gladieux et al., 2005).  The academic community has 

witnessed an increase in pressure for federal dollars committed to research (Connell, 

2004).  This increase in competition as well as the decline in state funding have led 

institutions to implement policies requiring successfully funded research as a priority for 

tenure and promotion (Molfese & Karp, 2006). 

Existing literature on funded research proposal submission is focused around the 

process and is instructional in nature (e.g., Chronister & Killoren, 2006; Erickson et al., 

2007; Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  There is a 

limited body of knowledge on the perception of the voluntary proposal components of 

cost share, waived facilities and administrative costs, and excessive principal investigator 

effort.  An exploration of faculty and administrative perceptions of these components of 

funded research proposals provides guidance for future research proposals, as well as 

awareness of the obligation and potential burden on the institution and the investigator, 

when funded.  Additionally, this study expands on the available literature on these topics 

and provides baselines for more in-depth studies into these voluntary proposal 

components as well as the faculty and research administrator perceptions surrounding 

them. 

Summary of Conceptual Framework 

According to The Research Universities Futures Consortium (2012), American 

universities continue to see a decline in state funding.  The Texas State Historical 
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Association (2014) reported that the 2014-2015 biennium reflected a 5.4 billion dollar 

decrease in appropriated funding compared with the previous biennium.  With these 

funding decreases, institutions are becoming dependent on federal research funding to 

supplement decreasing state appropriations (Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  Although 

fundamentally the responsibility of education belongs with the states, federal 

expenditures prove to be a supplement to state subsidies and private support (Gladieux et 

al., 2005). 

Many institutions are reaching for national research recognition and need the 

prestige that comes with federal funding (AAU, 2014; THECB, 2009).  Due to the goal of 

national recognition and the increased need for federal funding, institutions have been 

implementing research terms into their employment contracts and promotional processes 

with faculty (Molfese & Karp, 2006).  Molfese and Karp (2006) also found that 

performance evaluations of research administration staff are highly impacted by the 

success of grant funding and management.  The increased emphasis on federal research 

funding and increased focus on research activities requires faculty and research 

administrators to have a solid understanding of voluntary proposal components and the 

impact they have on the university (Gladieux et al., 2005). 

The concepts listed above – seeking national recognition (AAU, 2014; THECB, 

2009; The Research Universities Futures Consortium, 2012), dependence on federal 

funds to support decreasing state appropriations (Texas State Historical Association, 

2014; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006), and employment and promotional processes 

related to federally-funded research (Molfese & Karp, 2006; Sawyer et al., 1992) – are 

used to frame this study on voluntary research proposal components.  These concepts 
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appropriately frame this study because of the heightened need for faculty at research 

universities to obtain federally-funded research as part of their scholarship (Barzun, 1993; 

Molfese & Karp, 2006). 

Summary of Methodology 

This qualitative collective case study was conducted through the lens of the 

constructivist paradigm.  The interviews included five research faculty and five research 

administrators working at a large, public, emerging research university located in the 

Southwestern region of the U.S.  The semi-structured open-ended interview questions 

explored the research participants’ knowledge and understanding of the federal 

regulations regarding voluntary proposal components of federally-funded research, as 

well as the resulting implications of voluntary proposal components on funded research 

(e.g., cost share results in a use of institutional resources diverted specifically to the 

project).  Purposeful sampling identified research faculty participants who had active or 

recently completed federal projects with cost share, waived facilities and administrative 

costs, or excessive committed principal investigator effort that was not mandated by the 

federal agency.  Research administrator participants were identified as staff members 

responsible for carrying out the institutional requirements related to the voluntary 

components. 

Assumptions of the Study 

This study was approached with the following assumptions: 

1. All research participants would be honest and forthright during the interview(s).  
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2. Federal agency, research field of the participant, and area of study of the 

participant may have differing impacts on the need to use voluntary proposal 

components in order to produce an attractive research funding proposal. 

3. Participants’ past experiences with the presented voluntary proposal components 

would influence specific decisions and courses of action taken in proposing for 

federally-funded research. 

Limitations to the Study 

This study has the following limitations. The study focused on faculty and 

research administrators at a single large, public, high research intensive university located 

in the Southwestern region of the U.S.  As such, while this study may inform research 

and practice across similar institutions of higher education, the specific findings of this 

study are not intended to be transferable to all participants of federally-funded research.  

Additionally, this study was limited to investigating the perceptions of faculty and 

administrators in their quests to obtain federal funding, and did not include information 

pertaining to proposals for other funding sources or the RFPs for other sources of funding 

(e.g., state funding, local funding, private industry funding).   

Definition of Key Terms 

The following definitions were used throughout this study: 

Cost Sharing – Cost sharing is the portion of the total cost of a sponsored project 

not borne by the sponsor (Fife, 2006). 

Effort (given by principal investigators): All compensation, reflected as a 

percentage, representing time devoted to instruction, research, service, administration, 

and clinical activities (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).  Compensation, for the purpose of the 
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university excludes all externally earned income.  The total amount is known as 

institutional base salary within the university and is represented through effort reporting.  

Total effort is 100 percent of all institutional activities and is broken down into 

percentages in the categories included in compensation. 

Facilities and Administration: Facilities and administration costs are the costs 

incurred for common objectives and cannot be specifically identified as belonging to a 

particular activity (Office of Management and Budget [OMB], 2004).  Facilities and 

administrative costs are similar in form to overhead or indirect costs in the private sector. 

Principal Investigator: The principal investigator leads the research investigation 

and therefore is responsible for all aspects of the project, including the planning; 

methodology; data collection, analysis, and sharing; standard setting, publication, and 

retention (Kalichman, 2006).   

Research Administration: Research administration is the obtaining and overseeing 

of external dollars given to the institution.  It also includes helping institutions comply 

with federal regulations and is responsible for developing partnerships and collaborative 

ventures with other organizations (Erickson et al., 2007).  Research administration is 

made of many sponsored programs offices (a term used for identifying pre- and post-

award offices as a comprehensive unit). 

Research Administrators: Research administrators represent their institutions in 

the matter of grants and contracts (Erickson et al., 2007).  Additionally, Research 

Administrators are responsible for maintaining the policies and procedures of the 

institution.  Research administrators serve several stakeholders through effective 

management including the institution, faculty, and the sponsoring entities (Erickson et al, 
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2007).  Often, research administrators are staff members in the central research 

administration offices, both pre- and post-award; Office of the Vice President for 

research (VPR); and within the departments serving directly with the research faculty.  

Summary 

Federal research funding is critical to the success of research endeavors 

throughout higher education institutions.  In many institutions of higher education, 

research is a priority of both administration and faculty and increasingly, a new layer of 

administration has been added to assist with research.  Beasley (2006) states that 

“(r)esearch administration is the support required for success in research 

programs...practiced in organizations that conduct research" (p. 9).  There are a 

significant number of funding sources for which principal investigators can submit 

proposals; however, the scope of the following literature review is limited to federal 

funding due to the standardized structure and regulations applied to federal funds. 

The purpose of this study was to compile knowledge and perceptions of different 

voluntary proposal components and the reasons that research faculty and research 

administrators include these components in proposals for federal funding.  This study 

explored the understanding research faculty and research administrators have of the 

federal regulations that govern research and the use of voluntary components in research 

proposals.  This study sought to provide information that will lead to a better 

understanding of, and further insight about, the inclusion and result of voluntary proposal 

components. 
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Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

 Chapter II provides the literature review for this study, as well as the specific 

conceptual framework underpinning this study.  Chapter III describes the methodology 

and research design used to conduct the study.  Chapter IV provides the findings of the 

conducted research.  Chapter V provides a discussion of the findings of this study, 

implications and recommendations based on the findings, and recommendations for 

future research.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter II consists of a review of the literature on research administration at 

institutions of higher education.  The following topic areas are discussed: (1) terminology 

used in federally-funded research; (2) research administration in higher education; (3) 

research university faculty; (4) securing federal funding; (5) voluntary components of 

federal funding proposals; and (6) the conceptual framework for this study.   

The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of research faculty and 

research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 

grants.  For the purpose of this study, the voluntary proposal components included 

excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and 

waived facilities and administration costs. The study explored the perceptions and 

experiences that research faculty and research administrators had regarding federal 

regulations on research and the presented voluntary proposal components.  Within the 

profession of research administration, some of the items explored may be common 

knowledge.  However, in-depth inquiry of the decision-making process of proposal 

development and acceptance at the university level provides a foundation for that 

knowledge.  Often, research administrators have experienced the consequences of 

voluntary proposal components as a cultural norm (Erickson et al., 2007).  Increasing the 

knowledge of proposal-submitting research faculty leads to an understanding of the basis 

for their decisions.  It also lends insight into the practice of proposal submission and adds 

to the literature available on the subject. 
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Terminology Used in Federally-Funded Research Administration 

Many terms used in the field are specific and unique to research administration.  

In order to add context to the review of literature below, the following terms and 

definitions are provided: 

Cost Sharing: Cost sharing is the portion of the total cost of a sponsored project 

not borne by the sponsor (Fife, 2006). 

Facilities and Administrative Costs: Facilities and administration costs are those 

costs incurred for common objectives and cannot be specifically identified as belonging 

to a particular activity (Office of Management and Budget [OMB], 2004).  Facilities and 

administration costs are similar in form to overhead or indirect costs in the private sector. 

Post-award Services: The research administration office responsible for 

sponsored project management once award or contract negotiation is complete (Fife, 

2006).   

Pre-award Services: The research administration office responsible for assisting 

with proposals for funding and compliance regulations associated with proposals 

(Chronister & Kulakowski, 2006). 

Principal Investigator: The principal investigator leads the research investigation 

and is therefore responsible for all aspects of the project, including the planning; 

methodology; data collection, analysis, and sharing; standard setting, publication, and 

retention (Kalichman, 2006). 

Principal Investigator Effort: All compensation, reflected as a percentage, 

reflecting time devoted to instruction, research, service, administration, and clinical 

activities (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).  Compensation, for the purpose of the university 
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excludes all externally earned income.  The total amount is known as institutional base 

salary within the university and is represented through effort reporting.  Total effort is 

100 percent of all institutional activities and is broken down into percentages in the 

categories included in compensation (Erickson, Hansen, Howard, Norris, Sedwick, & 

Wilson, 2007; OMB, 2004). 

Request for Proposals: A request for proposals is a competitive solicitation 

document utilized by the federal government to express interest in specific research 

(United States Department of Justice [USDOJ] Archive, n.d.).  It can include scientific 

restrictions, proposal formatting guidelines, and budget limitations. 

Research Administration: Research administration is the obtaining and 

overseeing of external dollars given to the institution.  It also includes helping institutions 

comply with federal regulations and is responsible for developing partnerships and 

collaborative ventures with other organizations (Erickson et al., 2007).  Research 

administration is made of many sponsored programs offices (a term used for identifying 

pre- and post-award offices as a comprehensive unit). 

Research Administration in Higher Education 

Evolution of Research Administration 

The Morrill Act, initiated by Vermont Congressman Justin Smith Morrill, granted 

acreage of public lands to states in an initiative to build or fund colleges of agricultural 

and mechanical studies (Land-Grant College Act of 1862, n.d.).  Further, the Hatch Act 

of 1887 provided each of the established land-grant institutions with federal funds to 

conduct research in the areas of agriculture and mechanical studies (Neilson & Moraru, 

n.d.).  The Morrill Act of 1862 and the Hatch Act of 1887 initiated federally-funded 
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research on campuses of higher education institutions for the purpose of studying 

mechanical arts and agriculture (Beasley, Dingerson, Hensley, Hess, & Rodman, 1982).  

Though higher education institutions have been receiving federal research dollars since 

the late 1800’s, the profession of the research administrator did not develop into a distinct 

profession until after 1945 and World War II. Early on, the imposition of federal 

regulations in the ways of policy and direction given by the federal agencies was small 

and compliance requirements were scarce (Erickson et al., 2007).   

Erickson et al. (2007) identify the role of research administrators in higher 

education organizations as those responsible for a range of duties, including "obtaining 

and overseeing external dollars for the institution; helping institutions comply with 

federal regulations; and developing partnerships and collaborative ventures with other 

organizations” (p. 2).  The profession evolved during the 1950s and 1960s when financial 

support of research continued to grow, coming from federal as well as state and private 

sources (Beasley et al., 1982; Price, 1962).  Beginning in the 1960s, the increasing dollars 

allocated to research and subsequent regulations on those research dollars created a need 

for focused personnel to assist in managing the funds (Beasley, 2006; Erickson et al., 

2007).   

The placement of research administrators within the organizational structure of 

higher education institutions differed for each institution (Beasley, 2006).  Some 

institutions centralized the office under the direction of a vice president while others took 

a decentralized approach, with individuals in the employ of deans or research center 

directors.  Originally, administrators were former scientists and science administrators; 

later, research administrators grew to include retired military, individuals with research 
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experience in the private sector, and business managers (Beasley, 2006; Chronister & 

Killoren, 2006).  However, the profession matured in the 1970s and 1980s, to include 

teachers as well as small college administrators (Beasley, 2006).   

In the 1970s, federal regulators through the U.S. Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) established the federal documents that dictate research administration 

(Sedwick, 2012).  The OMB produced three circulars that continue to affect the handling 

of federal research funding at institutions of higher education.  OMB circulars A-110, A-

133, and A-21 significantly influence the policies and procedures of colleges and 

universities participating in federally-funded research (OMB, 1999, 2003, 2004).  

OMB Circulars A-110 and A-133 are instrumental in the management of federal 

awards given to institutions (Nacon, 2006; Zubov, 2006).  Circular A-110 sets the 

regulations for the federal agencies awarding funds to non-profit establishments (OMB, 

1999).  These regulations include mandatory components of federal award documents as 

well as items that can be included and imposed on the awarded agencies, such as cost 

sharing commitments and changing the amount of overhead to be charged to the award to 

an amount other than the institution’s negotiated effective rate (Bible & Fraser, 2009; 

OMB, 1999).  Circular A-133 is concerned with auditing recipients of federal funds, and 

the basis upon which the federal government has to extend its audit scope (Case, 2000; 

OMB, 2003).  Circular A-21 deals specifically with applicability of costs to sponsored 

projects (Case, 2000; Nacon, 2006; OMB, 2004).   

In the 1980s and continuing through the 1990s, several compliance requirements 

expanded research administration into areas such as animal care and use, use of human 

subjects, responsible conduct of research, conflict of interest, export controls, misconduct 
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in science, safety and health requirements, and various employment and labor laws 

(Erickson et al., 2007).  This expansion resulted in the emergence of the current research 

administration profession, with different facets attracting varying types of personnel and 

skill sets, and increasing reliance on the university’s research administration offices to 

manage grants, allowing researchers to focus on research rather than on regulatory 

concerns (Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006). 

The most recognizable advancement of research administration in the early 2000s 

was the implementation and use of Electronic Research Administration (ERA).  The 

federal government implemented several electronic systems to identify funding 

opportunities, house agency-specific guidelines, and facilitate federal reporting 

requirements for sponsored research (Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006).  ERA is the 

improvement of administrative processes through the use of technology, and is one of 

several factors intended to reduce costs and speed the movement of research 

administration (Rodman & Stanford, 2006).   

Current Role of Research Administration 

Sponsored programs offices in higher education institutions are generally 

responsible for a wide range of services that include locating funding sources; securing 

and completing applications; maintaining subject-matter knowledge of regulatory issues; 

electronic research management; and compliance (Erickson et al., 2007; Ries & 

Leukefeld, 1995).  These functions are performed in central pre- and post-award offices, 

as well as within the academic departments.  According to Kulakowski and Chronister 

(2006), the growing and evolving nature of the profession of research administration and 

management presents new challenges and opportunities for both research faculty and 
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research administration personnel.  Vargas (2012) explains that successful completion of 

research is the product of many stakeholders, including the research faculty, 

administrators, staff at research-based universities and professional and developmental 

organizations.   

Pre-award services.  The pre-award function is the most basic and generally the 

first unit developed when an institution begins to seek external funding (Chronister & 

Kulakowski, 2006).  Pre-award research administrators assist researchers in proposing 

and applying for funding, and are available to faculty researchers at institutions of all 

sizes and levels of funding.  Vargas (2012) identifies that one vital role of pre-award 

research administrators is to assist research faculty with interpreting RFP guidelines, 

which can be unclear.  This function is important to research faculty as well as the 

institution because noncompliance with guidelines can disqualify a proposal before the 

research is even acknowledged (Erickson, et al., 2007; Molfese & Karp, 2006).  Here, a 

proposal can be disqualified for non-compliant formatting and structural components 

before the narrative of the proposed research is addressed (Molfese & Karp, 2006).   

Pre-award research administrators have a familiarity with RFP and agency 

guidelines because of their immersion in the management of awards and their position in 

assisting the entire institution's faculty (Chronister & Killoren, 2006).  Vargas (2012) 

explains that another benefit of pre-award research administration's expertise and 

assistance is established contacts with the federal agencies, creating an avenue for 

requesting explanation.  Researchers can take advantage of these contacts to obtain 

specifics and clarification, and prepare their proposals for the evaluation process.   
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Another role of the pre-award research administrator is to review proposals prior 

to submission (Chapin, 2004).  Like interpreting proposal guidelines, research 

administrators are familiar with their respective institution's policies on proposal 

submissions, and may be familiar with the programmatic elements of the agency to which 

a proposal is submitted.  Erickson et al. (2007) suggest that the pre-award office is 

responsible for protecting the institution by reviewing proposals and determining that the 

proposal is consistent with the priorities of the institution as well as ensuring that all 

compliance requirements of the institution have been met.  The pre-award office may also 

review the budget to make sure that all institutional requirements, such as correct fringe 

benefits and facilities and administrative percentages, have been included (Caskey, 

2006).   

Post-award services.  Financial research administration is a growing area 

because “institutions are required to be good stewards of the funds they receive for 

sponsored programs” (Erickson et al., 2007, p. 9).  According to Chronister and Killoren 

(2006), after experiencing tremendous growth in federal research funding, higher 

education institutions have created post-award services who handle a variety of matters.  

Post-award and financial research administrators provide a number of services in 

institutions, including account establishment; expenditure monitoring; accounting and 

financial reporting; compliance with federal regulations imposed by the OMB; facilities 

and administration rate development; cost sharing and cash management; audit processes; 

and records retention (Fife, 2006). 

Post-award services are most often correlated with financial reporting and the task 

of working through financial reporting systems (Thomas, 2006).  While this view of post-
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award services is accurate, it is simplistic in comparison to the entire function that these 

offices serve (Fife, 2006).  Financial reporting encompasses all of the areas previously 

identified as well as proper communication of the information to the appropriate 

stakeholders (Fife, 2006; Thomas 2006).  Communication with the numerous internal and 

external stakeholders who rely on the financial information is a key responsibility 

provided by post-award services (Fife, 2006; Thomas 2006; Zubov, 2006). 

Other research administration.  Research administration functions may be 

performed centrally or at the departmental or programmatic level, depending on the 

institution (Chronister & Killoren, 2006).  Regardless of institutional structures, there is 

generally help (e.g., departmental administration or support) within research areas.  Even 

before the emergence of the profession of research administration, it was common for 

several staff members to be involved in support of research activities (Quigg, 2006).  

Quigg (2006) also argues that research administration began at the departmental level.   

Departmental administrators partner with central administrative offices and have a 

wide range of responsibilities.  Quigg (2006) defines departments as units within the 

institution responsible for both: 

1. Providing quality support services to those employees working directly on  

achieving the institution's mission (e.g., in a university the faculty work 

directly on achieving the university's mission, research and education); and 

2. Complying with a wide range of institutional and agency-specific rules, 

policies, and expectations. (p. 256) 

These functions put research administrators in closer contact to the research faculty than 

more centralized pre- and post-award offices.  Guidelines and regulations make it 
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imperative that research administrators be available to assist research faculty members 

(Landen & McCallister, 2006). As research administrators are tasked with matching 

funding opportunities to faculty member expertise (Beasley et. al., 1982), departmental 

administrators can identify additional proposal requests and agency missions for the 

faculty and enable them to focus their efforts elsewhere. 

 Beasley et al. (1982) maintain that it should be the responsibility of higher 

education institutions to provide resources to assist with proposal preparation and 

regulatory responsibilities.  Many institutions provide this service centrally, leaving the 

responsibility of deadline management to the principal investigator (Chronister & 

Killoren, 2006).  It has been questioned whether the role and services provided by 

research administrators are important; however, all research administration functions 

work together to facilitate research at higher education institutions (Fife, 2006).  Research 

administrators hold many different roles within research institutions, but most 

importantly they "interface between the research project and the research institution 

where they help to balance the motives for research with the institution's ability to 

conduct it" (Landen & McCallister, 2006, p. 75).  Chronister and Killoren (2006) express 

that the purpose for research administrators is to allow research faculty the time to focus 

on their research activities and scholarship. 

Research Faculty 

Faculty workloads at research universities generally include three components: 

teaching, research, and service (Beasley et al., 1982; Connell, 2004).  Faculty are 

responsible for participation in the group decision-making process regarding curriculum 

and teaching, whereas research decisions tend to be more individualized (Bess & Dee, 
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2008).  The service component of faculty workloads includes advising and dissertation 

committee responsibilities (Barzun, 1993).  These three components of faculty workloads 

are part of a faculty member’s appointment and are translated into the tenure and 

promotion criteria (Bowden, 2012). 

Institutions include research terms into both employment contracts and 

promotional processes for faculty, dictating the representation of effort provided by 

faculty (Molfese & Karp, 2006; Sawyer, Prichard, & Hostetler, 1992).  This inclusion of 

research requirements creates competition for funding and necessity for faculty to acquire 

external funding (Gladieux, King, & Corrigan, 2005; THECB, 2014). 

Workloads and Effort 

Faculty workloads are represented as institutional effort.  Institutional effort is 

comprised of all three areas of responsibility: teaching, research, and service; based on a 

percentage of time spent on each function (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; Nacon, 2006; 

OMB, 2004).  Faculty workloads can be altered to be heavier in one area than another 

based on the priorities of the individual and the institution (O'Meara, Terosky, & 

Neumann, 2008).  “Releasing faculty from teaching duties to develop proposals…can 

motivate faculty to seek external support [for research]” (Chronister, 2006a, p. 149).   

Opportunities for faculty in research.  With research being an important part of 

faculty scholarship, faculty members are encouraged to network in order to promote their 

research agendas (Dingerson, 2006).  Networking helps lead to funding sources in 

various scientific fields, and is best accomplished institutionally or through professional 

organizations, leading to connections to funding sources within a given field of science 

(Chapin, 2004).  Networking is a good practice for faculty at any level and can be integral 
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for new faculty because of their newness in the arena of research and publishing (Argon, 

2007; Chapin, 2004).  Junior faculty should seek out the federal research programs that 

are specifically designed to promote new research portfolios (Chapin, 2004).  In an effort 

to assist new faculty, several federal agencies have mechanisms in place to facilitate entry 

of individuals and institutions into the professional research arena (Argon, 2007). 

The vast research landscape provides a number of opportunities for faculty at all 

levels; taking advantage of federal funding prospects can propel the career of the 

researcher.  Zumeta, Breneman, Callan, and Finney (2012) explain that the federal 

government is the largest supporter of U.S. academic research and there is significant 

influence from federal policies on research-allocation.  Researchers in higher education 

can familiarize themselves with the guiding policies that govern their field through the 

relevant funding agency, and then rely on research administrators to provide guidance 

about the overarching federal and institutional policies (Chronister & Killoren, 2006; 

Erickson et al., 2007).   

Securing Federal Funding 

History and Types of Federal Support 

 Federal support of research is provided through direct funding to institutions.  

Federal support of academic research can be traced back to 1887, with the law supporting 

experiment stations for agricultural research (Neilson & Moraru, n.d.).  “But the 

investment in academic science was fairly small until the needs of World War II caused 

federal spending for campus-based research to skyrocket” (Gladieux et al. 2005, p. 168).  

Even after the war, academic research continued, generally because governmental leaders 

became invested in medical research accomplished through the National Institute of 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 25 

Health (NIH), and other smaller partners who had a vested interest in the well-being of 

the human population (Gladieux et al., 2005). 

A variety of federal agencies decided post-World War II that there should be 

permanent, ongoing support of research and developed legislation to secure that support 

(Thelin, 2004b).  According to their budgets for fiscal year 2013, the agencies providing 

the largest dollar amounts for federally-funded research were the Department of Defense, 

Department of Health and Human Services, and the Department of Energy (Proposal 

Exponent, 2012).  Funding for research is available through many of these established 

federal agencies; therefore, before submitting an application, the type of funding must be 

thoroughly explored and assessed to determine the best recipient of the application 

(Zemsky, Wegner, & Massy, 2005).  Choosing an agency will likely depend on the 

purpose of the proposed work – the end result expected – as well as the mission of the 

agency (Argon, 2007; Chapin, 2004).  Solicitations from “mission agencies” tend to be 

specific and tied to particular areas of research (Argon, 2007, p. 265).  The goal of "non-

mission agencies" is to support research in the broadly defined disciplines (Argon, 2007, 

p. 265).  

Securing federal research funding is done through a series of processes.  The first 

step for any faculty member to secure federal funding is to identify, define, and articulate 

the proposed project (Argon, 2007).  The definition of the project can provide direction to 

the type of funding mechanism to pursue.  Argon (2007) details the five existing federal 

funding mechanisms: 1) fellowships, 2) grants, 3) cooperative agreements, 4) contracts, 

and 5) consulting agreements.  The specifics of these five mechanisms provide the 

context for direct federal funding of higher education institutions. 
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Fundamentals of Federal Research Funding Mechanisms 

Many types of funding mechanisms exist for federal funding in higher education.  

The type of mechanism utilized depends on the type of assistance that is needed. 

According to Argon (2007), fellowships, grants, and cooperative agreements are financial 

assistance programs that provide funding to further a project or idea.  Contracts and 

consulting agreements are procurement programs for the purpose of purchasing goods or 

services provided by researchers at institutions.  Such agreements require a tangible 

and/or quantifiable end product (Argon, 2007; Slocum, 2006).  Procurement programs 

allow the federal government to purchase a specific, identified item.  Procurement 

programs differ from financial assistance programs because of the nature of the vendor 

agreement.  In a procurement program, the federal government is purchasing something - 

developed equipment or research data - from the principal investigator at the institution 

(Argon, 2007; Slocum, 2006).   

All financial assistance programs are, in essence, support for programs or projects 

deemed by the federal government as deserving, and are usually initiated by the principal 

investigator as opposed to the federal agency (Argon, 2007).  Each proposal submission 

will be unique, but certain elements are generally consistent across submissions.  Molfese 

and Karp (2006) explain that commonly required elements include a narrative of the 

science/research to be performed and a budget, with justifications.  The science narrative 

will contain the objective of the work to be performed, while the budget and justification 

details the amount it will cost to complete (Molfese & Karp, 2006).  When engaged in 

planning budgets, agency guidelines must be strictly followed as well as any additional 

program announcements (Caskey, 2006).   
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In contrast to financial assistance programs, procurement programs are 

solicitations by the federal government for products or services and are funded usually 

through a bid process (Slocum, 2006).  Assistance programs are those in which the 

principal investigator propose work asking for funding for specific initiatives.  These 

proposals usually include things such as cost share, waived facilities and administration, 

and excessive committed time by the principal investigator (Slocum, 2006). 

Governing Regulations of Funding 

The OMB details the cost principles that must be adhered to by educational 

institutions with regard to federal dollars (OMB, 2004).  With the majority of direct 

federal funding directed at research (Gladieux, et al., 2005) and the bulk of research 

funding being provided by the federal government (Payne & Siow, 1999); central 

university administrators, principal investigators, and research administration 

professionals must be concerned with cost principles and the shifting landscape 

(Erickson, et al., 2007).    

In addition to overarching federal regulations on the awarding and management of 

research awards, there are further restrictions placed on each award by the awarding 

agency (Caskey, 2006).  The awarding documents function as binding contracts 

containing requirements and expected deliverables.  Institutional policies in place must be 

adhered to in addition to federal regulations, which can further restrict academic research 

(Erickson et al., 2007).  Any program audited by the federal government will be 

evaluated by both federal and institutional regulations and restrictions (Zubov, 2006). 
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Request for Proposals for Federal Funds 

Federal agencies circulate an RFP to attract a specific type of research application 

(USDOJ Archive, n.d.).  In turn, the particular agency expects certain tasks and 

deliverables to be a part of the work to be done by the investigator (Chronister & 

Killoren, 2006; Ries & Leukefeld, 1995).  Each proposal should address a research 

question, the context of that question, and the appropriate methodology.  The research 

question is automatically expressed when a funding application is addressed in response 

to a RFP (Chapin, 2004).  Conversely, if an application for funding is routed to a federal 

agency without a request for proposals, the proposal will need to include the research 

question and the relevance of the inquiry (Peters, 2003).   

A competitive application is expected to meet the priorities and expectations of 

the funding source.  Proposal authors should know the mission and purpose of an agency 

to know if the proposed research will meet the needs of that agency (Beasley et. al., 

1982).  Chronister (2006b) agrees that a good way to determine if research is within the 

scope of an agency’s priorities is to look for the agency’s mission statement.   If the 

research can be used to advance the agency’s mission, utilization of the correct 

terminology in the proposal could bring positive light to an application that may not have 

been noticed otherwise (Chronister, 2006b).  The same can be said about language use in 

research proposals (Connell, 2004).    

Research proposals are made of several required elements, a fundamental part of 

which is the budget (Walters, 2009).  Budgets are funding plans that itemize cost 

categories and relate those cost categories to the goals stated within the RFP (Caskey, 

2006).  Walters (2009) suggests that the budget is the “main act” of an application and is 
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key to the awarding of a proposal, whereas the remainder of the proposal elements 

concentrate on the context and purpose (p. 68).  Walters (2009) asserts that with a 

reasonable budget and a good justification of the associated cost components, funding 

chances increase, and that ultimately, a well-written budget and budget justification can 

explain why the proposed work is pertinent without much need for review of the 

proposal.  Since not all review panels include scientists or subject-matter experts, having 

a clearly defined purpose for the requested funds can create an understanding for those 

reviewers not educated in the area of the research being proposed (Caskey, 2006; Molfese 

& Karp, 2006).   

Increased Competition for Federal Funds 

Obtaining federal funding support has become an increasingly competitive 

process and "traditionally, federal campus-based research funds have been distributed on 

the basis of competition, with experts evaluating grant proposals in their field” (Gladieux 

et al., 2005, p. 172).  This is due to what Connell (2004) calls the “defining [of] priority 

areas for funding” (p. 39), where the various areas of the government decide what focus 

areas will be most important for study within the scope of their respective agencies.  As 

such, federal government agents, with the help of field experts’ review of proposal 

submissions, decide the most beneficial areas of inquiry within the realms of social 

responsibility, economics, and putting the U.S. at the forefront of scientific inquiry (Brew 

& Lucas, 2009; Connell, 2004).  A risk of heightened competition is the increased need 

for institutions to provide financial support.  As Connell (2004) notes, many awards have 

conditions where the awarded institution provides matching funds for a research project.  

Other awards may include a facilities and administration rate lower than that of the 
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institutional standard (Case, 2000).  Both of these items require assets on the part of the 

institution to help facilitate the research if the award conditions are to be met. 

Proposals Not Funded 

When an investigator submits a research proposal application, there is a chance 

that the proposal will not be funded.  The percentage of proposals funded is very small 

(Molfese & Karp, 2006).  A common reason for the rejection of a proposal is limitation 

of funds available to support research (Chapin, 2004).  When responding to an RFP, 

researchers should know how many proposals will be funded, as well as the dollar 

amount of the funding available for awarding to gauge probability of funding (Mofese & 

Karp, 2006; Ries & Leukefeld, 1998).  Unfunded proposals can also be a result of a bad 

review.  When receiving notice that a proposal is not being funded, researchers should 

ask for feedback from the reviewers, and use those comments to better the proposal for 

the next submission or in preparing new proposals (Molfese & Karp, 2006). 

Competition has provided another reason that proposals may not be funded.  

Increasing pressure for federal dollars committed to research has intensified in the 

academic community, but federal research support has failed to increase at the rate of 

institutional expansion (Connell, 2004).  The Research Universities Futures Consortium 

(2012) reports that the number of academic researchers continues to grow, and the growth 

in federal research expenditures is growing as well but not at a comparable rate.  The 

result is a decline of federal research dollars per researcher.  At the same time, 

appropriated funding from state governments has declined (Tornatzky & Waugaman, 

2006).  Financing from state governments fluctuates in correlation with the state of the 

economy and therefore, when state funding decreases, competition for supplemental 
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federal funding increases (Gladieux et al., 2005; McGuinness, 2005).  Competition has 

further intensified due to the increase in availability of state-of-the-art research 

laboratories and resources from other funding mechanisms to increase these available 

assets (Association of American Universities [AAU], 2015; The Research Universities 

Futures Consortium, 2012; THECB, 2014).   

More and more, research competition is thriving but the "federal government 

share of support is not expanding" (Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006, p. 234).  This 

thriving competition leads to the use of creative proposals and collaborations in order to 

draw attention to proposals for funding (Chronister & Killoren, 2006).  Some creative 

proposals include voluntary components such as excessive personnel effort, voluntary 

cost share, and waiving of facilities and administrative costs.  These voluntary 

components commit the university to focus the use of institutional resources to more 

specified research purposes (Case, 2000; Slocum, 2006). 

Voluntary Components of Federal Funding Proposals 

 While some federal funding opportunities are presented with an expectation that 

certain elements will be included in research proposal applications, several federal 

funding opportunities are available that do not require extra incentives offered by the 

principal investigator (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; Bible & Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000).  

Voluntary components submitted within the research proposal commit the principal 

investigator’s institution to expend resources for the specific research being conducted.  

These components can take many forms, but the items to be explored in detail for this 

study are excessive principal investigator effort, voluntary cost share, and waived 

facilities and administration costs. 
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The voluntary proposal components of excessive effort commitments, voluntary 

cost sharing, and waived facilities and administrative costs have an influence on research 

activities.  Since research is one of the three main areas of faculty workloads at 

institutions of higher education (Rueckert, 2007), it stands to reason that these voluntary 

proposal components will have an impact on the research faculty as well as the 

institution.  The impact of the voluntary proposal components explored take the form of 

fiscal obligations as well as increased work for the faculty and administrators to track 

completion of these obligations. 

Excessive Principal Investigator Effort 

 Most faculty members have scholarship expectations at their respective 

institutions (Rueckert, 2007).  As noted previously, the three common areas of 

responsibility include teaching, research, and service (Connell, 2004).  When using 

federal research dollars, areas of scholarship must be correctly expensed.  Anthony and 

Gindhart (2009) explain that effort certification, or payroll certification as it is termed at 

some institutions, is an attestation – a testimony that salaries charged to sponsored 

agreements reasonably reflect the time devoted.  All other payments are considered to be 

in support of facilities and administration activities (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).  

Teaching and service are defined by the research administration community as activities 

funded by facilities and administration costs, and should be funded by non-sponsored 

money (Nacon, 2006).  The expense of salaries to sponsored research activities must be 

allocated correctly and certified by the principal investigator (OMB, 2004). 

 When a principal investigator commits time to research, it is reflected as a part of 

the whole workweek (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; OMB, 2004).  According to the OMB 
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(2014), the federal government does not limit principal investigator workweeks to 40 

hours, but instead wants to know what percentage of the workweek is devoted to the 

work being done in each area.  In addition to effort being represented as a percentage of 

the whole, respective funding is based off of an individual’s institutional base salary.  

Proposed effort is a promise made, usually within the research proposal, committing 

personnel to the project for a specified amount of time (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).   

 Implications of misreporting effort.  The federal government charges 

institutions and principal investigators with the responsibility of funds (OMB, 2004).  

The government expects that people will not be paid more from sponsored funding than 

the percentage of time that was worked on the project representing that funding (OMB, 

2004).  In order to monitor this risk, federal agencies have made effort reporting their 

primary focus of audits for a number of years (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).   

Audits are a means of verifying that there is proper stewardship of federal funds 

(Zubov, 2006).  The federal government is so focused on effort certification that it has 

been included in the A-133 circular outlining the guidelines for audits of states, local 

governments, and non-profit organizations (OMB, 2003).  Audit findings on the topic of 

effort reporting run from improper controls to excessive salaries being paid out and 

erroneous certifications (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009).   

Findings from audits of college and university effort reporting have resulted in 

institutions and individuals being found responsible for millions of dollars in refunds as 

well as some charges of fraudulent activities (Effort Reporting, 2014).  In order to avoid 

these risks, specialized software systems have been employed at a number of institutions.  

These different software systems house and track effort commitments and certifications 
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in an attempt to mitigate the risk of adverse audit findings (Texas Tech University, 2013; 

University of California San Diego, 2014; University of Colorado-Boulder, 2012; 

University of Massachusetts Amherst, 2013).  In addition, institutional policies are put in 

place to properly lay the framework for salaries and resulting effort certifications from 

the beginning of sponsored project activities (Texas Tech University, 2012, 2013). 

Anthony and Gindhart (2009) point out that the federal government expects that 

“any work performed for the institution, regardless of where and when, is considered part 

of the person’s compensated effort” (p. 6).  This means that the federal government does 

not expect to pay for non-research activity via sponsored research funding nor 

supplement an investigator’s institutional base salary (OMB, 2004).  However, the 

federal government will accept additional effort on sponsored projects paid for by the 

institution, resulting in voluntary uncommitted cost sharing (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009). 

Voluntary Cost Share 

Cost sharing can take many forms, can be vast and varied, but must conform to 

the terms and conditions of the award.  Kulakowski and Bogdanski (2006) define cost 

sharing as "that part of the budgeted cost of a project that is provided by some entity or 

person other than the sponsor to support the sponsored activity" (pp. 437-438).  Often, 

investigators submitting research proposal applications “may not be aware that certain 

statements of intent…included in the proposal narrative actually create a binding 

obligation” (Bible & Fraser, 2009, p. 8).  The guiding standard for cost-sharing on federal 

grants at institutions of higher education is a part of OMB Circular A-110 (Fife, 2006).  

The three types of cost sharing are mandatory, voluntary uncommitted, and voluntary 

committed.  
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 Mandatory cost sharing is required by the sponsor and not negotiable when 

applying for funding (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  Mandatory cost sharing is 

usually overtly expressed in the request for proposals as well as the proposal submissions 

(Bible & Fraser, 2009).  Mandatory cost sharing can be expressed in a variety of different 

ways: a flat dollar amount, a proportion to the number of sponsored dollars to be 

received, or a percentage of the total award (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  Since 

mandatory cost sharing is a requirement of the funding application, it would not qualify 

as one of the voluntary proposal components to be explored.   

 Voluntary uncommitted cost share generally takes the form of faculty effort over 

and above what was committed in the sponsored agreement (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  

Because there is no commitment to the agency with voluntary uncommitted cost share, 

the institution has no obligation to track it or account for and report it (Kulakowski & 

Bogdanski, 2006).   

Voluntary committed cost share is the component that is proposed of the principal 

investigator’s own volition and commits institutional resources to sponsored projects 

(Fife, 2006; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  Those affected know what is involved 

with a mandatory cost sharing commitment because the sponsor solicitation and proposal 

submission will generally define commitments; however, the same cannot be said for 

voluntary cost sharing (Bible & Fraser, 2009).   

Bible and Fraser (2009) define voluntary cost sharing as “quantified resources 

offered in the proposal by an institution when the sponsor does not require a specific 

contribution” (p. 2).  Individuals proposing research, as well as the research 

administrators who review proposal submissions, should be careful in the wording 
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throughout so as to not inadvertently commit the institution to cost sharing.  Certain 

statements of intent can commit effort, equipment, materials, and facilities to a project 

without that being the intent of the principal investigator (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  Often, 

it is up to the research administrators tasked with proposal review to protect the 

institution from unforeseen obligations within the language of the proposal (Erickson et 

al., 2007).   

As part of Circular A-110, the OMB has determined that cost share proposed 

voluntarily becomes mandatory if an award is made, integrating cost sharing into the 

terms and conditions of award fulfillment (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  As part of 

the terms and conditions of the award, the project’s purpose has not been met without 

fulfillment of the cost sharing obligation.  Bible and Fraser (2009) point out that awards 

with commitments to cost share are much more likely to be audited, and adverse findings 

can affect an institution as much as audit findings for any other reason. 

 Cost sharing occurs in a multitude of circumstances, takes many forms, and is a 

part of research funding proposals for many reasons (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  An 

institution demonstrates commitment to research work when offering cost sharing 

voluntarily (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  By including voluntary cost sharing in a 

research proposal, it becomes a binding condition of the award (Bible & Fraser, 2009).   

Bible and Fraser (2009) note that different institutional stakeholders have 

conflicting views about cost share commitments due to the lens in which the stakeholders 

view it.  They state: 

Many research institutions have a complicated relationship with cost sharing 

because the various stakeholders may have competing concerns.  While the 
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researcher submitting a proposal for sponsor funding may believe that the 

inclusion of a cost sharing commitment increases the likelihood that the proposal 

will be funded, the Controller and financial administrator may be concerned about 

the impact of cost sharing on overhead recovery and the opportunity cost of 

having to redirect funding from other institutional priorities to support sponsored 

research.  Meanwhile the research or departmental administrator may raise issues 

about the additional administrative burden to document, track and certify cost 

sharing contributions, not to mention the fact that an award with cost sharing is 

more likely to be audited than an award that does not include cost sharing. (p. 1) 

These respective viewpoints are valid because of the different consequences involved in 

the various types of cost sharing (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  Some federal agencies make 

cost sharing a mandatory eligibility criterion (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009); however, 

there are others who leave it up to the institution to voluntarily offer resources.  The 

federal government also uses different funding mechanisms to determine when cost 

sharing is involved.  Federal grants are more likely to have cost share occurring than 

federal contracts (Fife, 2006).   

 Investigators will often include voluntary cost sharing in hopes that with the 

commitment of institutional support, chances of funding will increase (Bible & Fraser, 

2009; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  This kind of quid-pro-quo mentality can lead to 

commitments that are not feasible and such hopes are not supported (Kulakowski & 

Bogdanski, 2006).  Though there have not been any definitive studies of proposed versus 

funded applications, cost sharing is not a factor in merit review according to the major 

grant funding agencies (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006; OMB, 2004). 
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 Institutions should be selective in their use of voluntary cost sharing, not only 

because of the administrative burdens previously expressed, but also because of the 

negative impact it can have on the facilities and administration cost recovery (Case, 2000; 

Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  In addition to lost facilities and administration costs on 

the direct cost share expenditures, cost sharing is a diminishing part of the facilities and 

administration rate calculation (Bible & Fraser, 2009; Fife, 2006).  Cost share falls to the 

category of the modified total direct cost research base, which is the denominator in the 

formula for calculating an institution’s applicable facilities and administrative rate (Case, 

2000).  Increasing the denominator of the formula ultimately decreases the facilities and 

administrative costs that can be charged on sponsored projects, decreasing the support of 

university services. 

Waived Facilities and Administration Costs 

 The concept of facilities and administration costs in federally-funded research is 

rooted in the original issuance of Circular A-21 in 1958 (Nacon, 2006), but can also be 

traced back to 1947 when the Office of Naval Research (ONR) reimbursed both direct 

costs and “institutional” costs (Case, 2000, p. 3).  The purpose of the facilities and 

administration rate is to cover costs not directly budgeted in sponsored projects 

(Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006).  The OMB (2004) determines what is to be included in 

calculations of facilities and administrative costs.   

Defining facilities and administrative costs.  Facilities and administrative costs 

are a benefit to research projects but cannot be specifically identified to one research 

project and, therefore, cannot be directly allocated to the grant funds (Case, 2000).  Most 

institutions have a federally negotiated rate.  For those without a negotiated rate, there is 
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a minimum rate for federally-funded grants (OMB, 2004).  Facilities and administrative 

costs relate to a university function – sponsored research for the purpose of this study – 

that cannot be identified to a specific project because of the general support nature of the 

costs (Case, 2000).   

Facilities costs are those associated with research space on campus, including land 

and buildings.  This cost is calculated by square footage using a space-use survey (Nacon, 

2006), and may include items such as depreciation, operations, maintenance, and other 

costs such as the library (Case, 2000).  Facilities needed for scientific programs are much 

larger than other laboratory and equipment needs, and the determination should include a 

careful analysis (Abraham, 2007).  The administrative portion of the cost covers services 

offered to researchers and their students.  The costs included are general campus 

expenses, departmental administration, central research administrative costs, and student 

administration and services costs (Case, 2000).   

 Negotiated facilities and administration rates.  The negotiated facilities and 

administration rates, also known as predetermined rates, are based on a proposal 

authored by the negotiating institution (Case, 2000; Nacon, 2006).  Rates are based on the 

developed Facilities and Administration rate proposal, an audit conducted by the 

cognizant agency for the institution, and a final negotiation between the cognizant agency 

and the institution resulting in the agreed upon rate (Case, 2000).  The developed 

proposal uses the previous year’s expenditures in order to base calculations (Elliott-

Farino, 2013).  The facilities and administrative rate proposal also includes items such as 

a space survey and an analysis of costs (Case, 2000).  In 1991, the administrative portion 

was capped at 26% (Nacon, 2006), making the negotiations related to facilities rates only.   
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Waived facilities and administrative costs.  Waived facilities and administrative 

costs are produced through “a request to an institution to subsidize a research project with 

other university funds” (Case, 2000, p. 20).  Most times, the waiver is requested 

internally by the principal investigator when submitting a research proposal application 

and enabled by an authorized individual within the institution (Case, 2000).  The 

institution has to supplement any difference between the full rate of facilities and 

administrative costs, and the amount the research project allows through other revenue 

streams (Case, 2000).  University policies will incorporate an approval process for 

waivers, usually requiring the principal investigator to explain the need for the voluntary 

waiver (Boise State University, 2013; New York University, 2013; Texas Tech 

University, 2014; University of Minnesota, 2010).   

 Many important services at higher education institutions rely on facilities and 

administration cost recovery to function (Case, 2000; Nacon, 2006).  Additionally, many 

universities participate in facilities and administration cost recovery sharing (Kulage, 

2011).  Cost recovery sharing, or facilities and administration return as some institutions 

call it, is the sharing of the remaining recovered facilities and administrative costs at the 

conclusion of the fiscal year (Case, 2000).  Each institution may handle this differently 

and may use the funds for different initiatives.  Funds may be used for start-up packages 

for new researchers, cost sharing commitments, or for funding new initiatives (Case, 

2000).  The use of these funds is generally geared toward the research mission of the 

institution (Kulage, 2011). 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 41 

Conceptual Framework of the Study 

 Institutions of higher education are reliant on federal research funding for many 

reasons.  Institutions that are reaching for national research recognition need the prestige 

that comes with federal research funding (AAU, 2014; Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board [THECB], 2009).  Institutions are also becoming dependent on 

federal research dollars to supplement the decreasing funding from state appropriations 

(Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  With this increased need for federal funding, 

institutions are implementing research terms into their employment contracts and 

promotional processes with their faculty (Molfese & Karp, 2006; Sawyer et al., 1992).   

 The THECB (2014) urges Texas institutions to become nationally competitive in 

the area of research and research funding.  The AAU (2015) recognizes leading research 

universities, including only three Texas institutions as of 2015.  California and New 

York, states with rival population sizes, both have more than five research universities 

within their borders (AAU, 2015).  According to the THECB (2009), Texas needs to be 

competitive with other large states, developing a leadership role in U.S. research projects.  

In order to compete nationally, more federal research dollars need to be awarded to Texas 

institutions and researchers.  

Competition on a national level is important.  American universities continue to 

see a decline in state funding and Texas is no exception (The Research Universities 

Futures Consortium, 2012).  The financing received from state governments to fund 

higher education has fluctuated over the years based on the status of the economy and the 

strain on state resources (McGuinness, 2005).  Specific to Texas, the 2014-2015 

biennium reflected a 5.4 billion dollar decrease in appropriated funding related to that of 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 42 

the previous biennium (The Texas State Historical Association, 2014).  With these 

funding decreases, the funding provided by federal research dollars has become a 

supplement to state appropriations.  Fundamentally, federal expenditures supplement 

state subsidies and private support even though the basic responsibility for education 

belongs with the states (Gladieux et al., 2005).   

 This need for supplementary support has driven institutions to look elsewhere for 

resources, including more federally-funded research money (Gladieux et al., 2005).  The 

tenure and promotion processes at colleges and universities include language about 

research activities and funding (Molfese & Karp, 2006).  In addition to tenure and 

promotion requirements for existing faculty, employment contracts are also beginning to 

include an expectation of external funding pursuits (Drexel University, 2010; New York 

University, 2009; Texas Tech University, July 2012).  Sawyer et al. (1992) pointed out 

that at one point in time, promotion and tenure committees were satisfied with a few 

research articles, good evaluations from teaching activities, and attendance at 

professional meetings.  However, tenure and promotion processes have changed 

considerably and have led to a shift in faculty appointments (Bowden, 2012).  This 

increased emphasis on research funding requires faculty to have a firm understanding of 

voluntary research proposal components and their impact on the university.   In addition, 

the growth of federal research funding has influenced priorities of research institutions 

leading to an increased focus on research activities (Gladieux et al., 2005).   

 The concepts listed above – seeking national recognition (AAU, 2014; THECB, 

2009; The Research Universities Futures Consortium, 2012), dependence on federal 

funds to support decreasing state appropriations (The Texas State Historical Association, 
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2014; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006), employment and promotional processes related to 

federally-funded research (Molfese & Karp, 2006; Sawyer et al., 1992) – can be used to 

frame this study on voluntary research proposal components.  These concepts 

appropriately frame this study because of the heightened need for faculty at research 

universities to obtain federally-funded research as part of their scholarship (Barzun, 1993; 

Molfese & Karp, 2006). 

Summary 

The current literature about the impact of voluntary proposal components on the 

institution is limited to instruction on including the voluntary components rather than the 

implications in proposing them.  Most of the literature only addresses the concept of 

these elements and infers to the reasoning behind the behavior (e.g., Anthony & 

Gindhart, 2009; Bible & Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006; 

Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006; OMB, 2004; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  Further, 

a need exists for more variety in the scholarly information on the work of higher 

education research administration as well.  Literature on higher education research 

administration focuses on the concepts of coaching and mentoring within the profession. 

An interaction with the research community of an emerging research university, 

focuses on the information received from research faculty, pre- and post-award offices, 

and departmental administrators.  There is limited empirical research addressing the 

approach to proposing and the intention behind the identified voluntary proposal 

components.  Involving individuals such as principal investigators as well as staff and 

administrators provides an institution-wide perspective of the institutional opinion of 

these voluntary commitments.   
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 Chapter III outlines the methodology and the research design used in this research 

study.  Also presented are the population, sample, data collection and instrumentation, 

and data analysis process used.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the methodology and research design of the study.  Included 

in this discussion are the data collection tools and the data analysis processes used.  In 

addition, the context of the study and researcher are provided, as well as how 

trustworthiness of the study was ensured.  The purpose of this study was to gain an 

understanding of research faculty and research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary 

proposal components of federal research grants.  For the purposes of this study, the 

voluntary proposal components included excessive principal investigator commitments, 

voluntary committed cost share, and waived facilities and administration costs.  

Research Questions 

The following three (3) research questions guided this study:  

1. What level of understanding do research faculty and research administrators 

have of the federal regulations that govern research? 

2. What is the understanding of research faculty and research administrators of 

the use of voluntary proposal components? 

3. What perceptions do research faculty and research administrators have of the 

institutional burdens created by the use of voluntary proposal components? 

Research Design 

Establishing the Paradigm 

Whether a study is quantitative or qualitative is a major distinction in research; 

the operational difference lies in how the data obtained is intended to be used (Erlandson, 

Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993).  Qualitative methods heavily rely on text and image, 
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have unique steps in the analysis of data, and utilize diverse designs (Creswell, 2014).  

The intention of qualitative research is to provide the researcher an opportunity to explore 

social phenomena, understand the setting by being immersed in the situation for extended 

periods, and produce information full in richness and complexity (Slavin, 2007).  A goal 

of qualitative research is to understand the point of view of the individual(s) being 

studied (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006).  In addition, it seeks to describe a situation as it is 

without formalizing a hypothesis or defining relationships between variables (Slavin, 

2007).  Qualitative research designs do not have to be planned in advance because there 

is no need to standardize data collection for analysis (Orcher, 2005).   

Qualitative studies seek to accurately capture individual perspectives (Slavin, 

2007), allow innovation, and allow the researcher an opportunity to define a framework 

(Creswell, 2014).  Qualitative research allows for directional changes as well as further 

inquiry and most importantly, it includes observation of the participants (Orcher, 2005).  

The assumption that nothing is trivial and everything has potential is a demand of the 

qualitative research approach (Slavin, 2007).  Orcher (2005) explains that “emerging new 

topics are often best studied with a qualitative approach” (p. 42) because of the difficulty 

in constructing standardized data-collection instruments. 

Qualitative research is a methodological approach to explore and recognize a 

social or human problem as interpreted by individuals or groups (Creswell, 1998).  

Because the purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions and experiences of 

research faculty and research administrators regarding an emerging area of study, a 

qualitative method of research was used.  
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 Qualitative research is influenced by frameworks, paradigms, and environmental 

factors (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Creswell (2014) defines "philosophical worldviews” 

through which qualitative research can be conducted, including the constructivist 

worldview (p. 5).  The constructive (or naturalistic) paradigm of qualitative research 

upholds that an experience is based on all parts of the whole, and that the subjects of a 

study are bound together through complex interrelationships (Erlandson et al., 1993).     

Social constructivist researchers perceive that there is a drive to understand the 

world in which individuals live and work, and there is a development of meaning through 

the experience (Creswell, 2014).  Experiential meanings can be varied, leading to the 

need to look for complexity of views rather than confining meanings to categories or 

ideas.  Social constructivist researchers also focus on the specific contexts of people’s 

work and lives to identify the historical and cultural settings of participants (Creswell, 

2014).  Reliance on the participants’ views of the situation being studied is the goal of 

social constructivism research (Creswell, 2014).  Views of situations are subjective to the 

context and experience of the individual.  Subjective meanings are not solely owned by 

the individual, but instead are negotiated socially and historically through interactions 

with others, and the historical and cultural norms operating in the individuals’ lives 

(Creswell, 2014).  Therefore, social constructivist researchers look at the interaction 

among individuals and how those interactions shape contexts.  Additionally, researchers 

recognize their own backgrounds and identify how it can shape the interpretation 

(Creswell, 2014; Erlandson et al., 1993). 

The experience of social constructivist researchers yields a thick description – “a 

narrative account that may or may not include tables and figures” (Slavin, 2007, p. 121).  
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The inclusion of thick descriptions in constructivist qualitative studies is a means of 

communicating the experience as completely as possible (Erlandson et al., 1993).  The 

use of thick descriptions provides a context surrounding participants and data collection 

for the reader of the study (Erlandson et al., 1993).  This study sought to identify new 

perspectives shaped through the lens of the constructivist paradigm; the researcher 

accomplished this by exploring themes that emerged from the areas of inquiry (Erlandson 

et al., 1993).   

Type of Study 

 Constructivism is a complex paradigm that tries to explore multiple relationships 

and interactions (Erlandson et al., 1993).  This complex method benefits from the 

engaging approach of the case study and also the opportunity to vicariously experience 

the interaction of the subjects (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Case studies are the reporting 

method of choice for constructivist research according to Lincoln and Guba (1985), who 

also argue that case studies are utilized to better convey research experience results to the 

readers, increasing understanding of the presented situations.   

Collective case studies allow the reader to acknowledge the consistency and 

trustworthiness of collected data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and present in-depth analyses 

of specific, focused areas within the fields of research (Slavin, 2007).  This study 

employed a collective case study design.  The collective case study approach, according 

to Merriam (2009), studies cases sharing a common characteristic.  Multiple cases in a 

study enhance the results and boosts the validity of the study (Merriam, 2009).   
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Study Setting 

This study was conducted at a large, public research intensive university located 

in the Southwestern region of the U.S.  The institution, founded in 1923, is composed of 

ten colleges and two graduate and professional schools.  There are 150 undergraduate 

degrees, 100 master’s degrees, and 50 doctoral degrees offered.  In the Fall 2015 

semester, the institution had 35,859 students enrolled and 1,631 faculty at varying levels.  

The study institution expended over 33 million dollars in federal research money during 

the fiscal year September 1, 2013 to August 31, 2014 (Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board [THECB], 2015) and almost 33 million dollars in federal research 

money during the fiscal year September 1, 2014 to August 31, 2015 (THECB, 2016).  

Excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntarily committed cost sharing, and 

waiving of facilities and administrative costs are being utilized in proposals and the 

promotion of research initiatives campus wide (Karim, 2014; Kennedy, 2006).  The 

discussion of the use of these components was easily conducted within the study setting 

of this large research intensive institution for both research faculty and research 

administrators, creating the opportunity for observations of the participants in their 

natural work settings. 

Participants and Sampling 

Participants of this study were research faculty and research administrators 

working within the study institution.  Inclusion criteria for participants were that they 

were employed at the study institution during the 2014 fiscal year, September 2013 

through August 2014, and that they have experience in federally-funded research.  It was 

important that the participants of this study were familiar with federally-funded research 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 50 

terminology and were purposefully selected based on their experience with research at 

the institution (Creswell, 2014; Orcher 2005). 

The participants for this study were identified using the university’s public 

employee directory website.  Research faculty chosen were those who submitted a 

research proposal to federal funding agencies during the 2012 and 2013 calendar years.  

Research administrator participants chosen were selected from within the 150 research-

related departments at the study institution.  The five research administrators were chosen 

from a pool of approximately 175 who have the potential to meet the research 

administrator definition, with responsibility in at least one of the following four areas: 1) 

pre-award administration, 2) post-award administration, 3) departmental administration, 

and 4) the Office of the Vice President for Research.  The offices of pre- and post-award 

administration are organized by department, enabling the identification of those 

individuals who work directly with the most federally-funded research.  Administrators in 

the four identified areas of responsibility have different roles in the management of 

sponsored research projects as well as three separate hierarchies of supervision.   

Purposeful sampling was used to select the participants of this study.  Purposeful 

sampling was used because it is "governed by emerging insights about what is relevant to 

the study" (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 33).  Additionally, purposeful sampling takes 

participants' history into account, intentionally choosing certain individuals for their 

experiences (Erlandson et al., 1993).  To ensure a purposeful sample, as opposed to a 

convenience sample, inclusion criteria were used in the selection of the participants, a 

reasoning behind the specific criteria, and measures were taken to identify and contact the 

individuals meeting the specified criteria (Orcher, 2005).   
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The researcher purposefully selected five research faculty and five research 

administrators.  Maximum variation sampling, the identification of participants 

representing the range of interest characteristics, was used to select the participants who 

meet the inclusion criteria from a larger pool of those who initially agreed to participate 

in the study (Merriam, 2009).  Purposive sampling procedures depend on “emergent 

design” and participants may lead to new participants (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 148).  

This process of network, or snowball, sampling can identify participants who can give 

further information and an additional perspective (Merriam, 2009). 

Data Collection 

The purpose of gathering data in qualitative research is to be able to experience 

and see what the participants experience in the way that they see it (Erlandson et al., 

1993).  For this reason, Erlandson et al. (1993) explain that the researcher should gather 

data in a variety of ways from a variety of sources.  The tools typically used in qualitative 

research include observations, interviews, documents, and audio-visual materials 

(Creswell, 2014).  Observations can be made from any position, depending on the level 

of participation of the observer; and interviews can be done face-to-face, by phone or 

email, or in groups (Creswell, 2014).  Documents and audio-visual materials are obtained 

outside of usual human interaction and are typically an “unobtrusive source of 

information” (Creswell, 2014, p. 192). 

Qualitative research occurs in the natural setting, allowing the researcher to be 

“an instrument of data collection who gathers words or pictures” (Creswell, 1998, p.14).  

In addition to the researcher, data collection in this study occurred through semi-

structured, open-ended interviews.  Through these interviews, the researcher obtained 
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verbal responses to questions and documented these responses with field notes.  Field 

notes are written observations of an event (Erlandson et al., 1993).  Field notes were 

taken during the interview process to record responses of significance as well as 

unscripted questions and answers.  Historical documents were used to provide an 

established regulatory environment for the study.  Documents such as federal regulations 

and institutional policies provide a context for triangulation of data. 

The semi-structured, open-ended interview was used to create a flow for the 

interview as well as allow for discussion and dialogue (Orcher, 2005).  This interview 

design allowed the researcher to utilize a core set of questions and expand with additional 

questions as needed (Orcher, 2005).  These additional questions permitted the researcher 

to seek deeper explanations when original answers were vague or too general.  

Additionally, semi-structured interviews are less formal, providing the opportunity for 

observation through dialogue with the participants (Erlandson et al., 1993).   

The use of open-ended questions was best for the interviews because they allowed 

the participants to respond in their own words and to explain their own experiences 

(Erlandson et al., 1993).  Interviews were conducted with the participants and many were 

audio recorded for the use of the researcher.  The recorded answers given to open-ended 

questions reflected the lens of the participant instead of any bias of the researcher (Slavin, 

2007).  Unlike an informal conversation, the interview process presents conversations 

with purpose, which are “useful when participants cannot be directly observed, 

participants can provide historical information, and allows the researcher control over the 

line of questioning” (Creswell, 2014, p. 191).  The researcher used clear communication 
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through relevant terminology and reliance on the structure put in place by the 

predetermined interview questions. 

 Reflexive journaling is the researcher’s practice of keeping conscientious records 

of findings, impact of experiences on research development, and perspectives on findings 

(Erlandson et al., 1993).  The journal then provides information as to the researchers’ 

choices and decisions during the ongoing research.  Reflexive journaling was utilized 

throughout this study to organize and maintain the researcher’s thoughts and 

observations.  Reflexive journaling began prior to the interview process to organize 

thoughts and assumptions, and was utilized after interview sessions to record additional 

observations and plan further questions for participants. 

Data Analysis 

 Analysis of qualitative data is a “progression, not a stage; an ongoing process, not 

a one-time event” (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 111).  Creswell (2014) states that the 

analysis process should help the researcher develop a deeper understanding of gathered 

information and enable the researcher to interpret the data.  In qualitative research, 

researchers actively engage in data analysis through all phases of the inquiry (Creswell, 

2014).  The intent of qualitative research is to find themes that emerge throughout the 

data (Orcher, 2005).  The researcher conducted each interview and paid close attention to 

each participant’s words, expressions, and body language (Slavin, 2007).  In preparation 

for data analysis the researcher transcribed the interview recordings, typed field notes 

taken during data collection, and participated in ongoing reflexive journaling (Creswell, 

2014).   
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Once the interviews were transcribed, the researcher was able to use open coding 

to categorize the data into general themes.  Through the use of open coding, “the 

researcher forms initial categories of information about the phenomenon being studied by 

segmenting information” (Creswell, 1998, p. 57).  The development of categories, 

themes, and properties comes from a process in which the data “gradually evolve into a 

core of emerging theory” (Merriam, 1988, p. 144).  The constant comparison method is 

used to compare collected data to the emerging theory (Slavin, 2007); and the researcher 

determines if there are any overarching themes present (Creswell, 1998).  Themes and 

codes can be further identified into theme clusters and subcodes (Creswell, 1998; Slavin, 

2007).  Ultimately, themes and categories within the data collected conveyed the 

perceptions of the participants in a system beneficial to the reader, and identified themes 

initially conceptualized by the researcher as well as new ones not originally recognized 

(Merriam, 2009). 

 Although separate processes, data analysis and data collection occurs 

simultaneously in order to be productive in data collection and develop a relevant data 

base (Merriam, 1998).  Data collection occurs until saturation is obtained.  Saturation, 

defined by Merriam (2009), occurs when the researcher begins to see and hear the same 

things over and over again without new information emerging.  The researcher completed 

the analysis of information collected once the point of saturation was reached. 

Trustworthiness 

 Creswell (2014) asserts that trustworthiness in qualitative research is conveyed 

through validity, reliability, and accuracy.  Validity is a check of the accuracy of findings 

through the use of certain procedures, while reliability shows that the approach is 
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consistent (Gibbs, 2007).  Validity can be achieved through identified strategies of 

triangulation, member checking, the clarification of biases, and use of thick descriptions 

(Creswell, 2014).  According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), trustworthiness in qualitative 

research is identified through four methods: 1) credibility, 2) confirmability, 3) 

dependability, and 4) transferability.  The application of these methods to constructivism 

is explored below. 

Constructivism focuses on credibility and establishing trustworthiness with the 

audience (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Credibility in qualitative research is confidence in the 

truth of the research findings, and a level of assurance of that truth (Erlandson et al., 

1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Valid inquiry “must demonstrate its truth value, provide 

the basis for applying it, and allow for external judgments to be made about the 

consistency of its procedures and the neutrality of its findings or decisions” (Erlandson et 

al., 1993, p. 29).  The researcher endeavored to emphasize truth through use of prolonged 

interactions with participants and ongoing observations and analyses throughout the study 

(Erlandson et al., 1993).  This required face-to-face interviews and observations with 

each research participant to develop the complete picture of participant perceptions 

(Merriam, 2009).  The triangulation of data works in conjunction with this method, 

ensuring the credibility of the study, inclusive of audit trails, independent reviews, 

reflexive journaling, and discussion with peers (Erlandson et al., 1993).   

Confirmability is an important part of qualitative research because it displays that 

information can be tracked to its source (Erlandson et al., 1993).  Confirmability is like 

objectivity in it addresses the concern of outcomes being rooted in the context and person 

outside of the evaluator (Guba & Lincoln, 1989).  The researcher, in an attempt to obtain 
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confirmability, used member checking throughout and after the interviews.  During 

interviews, the researcher repeated answers for clarification and validation from the 

participants.  Member checking also included a process where all participants were asked 

to review the collected data and ensure accuracy in the information transfer from 

participants to the written study (Creswell, 2014).  Member checking enforces reliability 

and transferability of findings from this study to the great body of research on proposing 

for federal research funding, as well as checks that summarization and application have 

not skewed experiences (Creswell, 2014).  

Dependability and transferability are the final methods to ensure trustworthiness 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Dependability is reached when findings can be repeated in 

same or similar contexts (Erlandson et al., 1993).  Transferability is the extent to which 

findings can be applied to other contexts or situations (Erlandson et al., 1993).  Erlandson 

et al. (1993) explain that transferability in a constructivist study is based on equivalency 

across contexts instead of individual variables.  Dependability and transferability for this 

study was determined through the ability to apply the themes and participants’ 

perceptions to other institutions.  Due to each institution having a unique culture and 

research climate, the results of this study are not generalizable.  However, the replication 

of similar findings and the transfer of like perceptions to other institutions is expected. 

Context of the Study and Researcher  

Context of the Study 

 As Merriam (2009) states, the context of qualitative studies is complex in the 

interconnected relationships of participants, participant experiences, environments, and 

other impactful individuals.  The large, public research intensive university located in the 
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Southwestern region of the U.S expended over 33 million dollars in federal research 

money during the fiscal year September 1, 2013 to August 31, 2014 (Texas Higher 

Education Coordinating Board [THECB], 2015) and almost 33 million dollars in federal 

research money during the fiscal year September 1, 2014 to August 31, 2015 (THECB, 

2016).  Due to federally-funded research being part of research faculty scholarship, the 

faculty at emerging research universities need to obtain federally-funded research 

(Molfese & Karp, 2006; Sawyer, Prichard, & Hostetler, 1992).   

Context of the Researcher 

 Self-disclosure is important in qualitative research due to the involvement of 

subjective decision-making in the interview process and data analysis (Orcher, 2005).  

Qualitative researchers are aware of the impact of their presence as well as limitations of 

their own perceptions (Slavin, 2007).  I have worked in research administration at a large 

emerging research university for the past eight and a half years.  My experience spans the 

spectrum of research administration within the study institution.  The impetus for this 

study comes from first-hand experience with the post-award administration of the 

voluntary proposal components of excessive committed effort and cost sharing.  As part 

of my position, I have also witnessed the negative effects on central administrative 

offices caused by the voluntary waiver of facilities and administrative costs. 

After learning about other research-intensive universities through networking and 

professional organizations, I have reached the conclusion that the situation at my 

institution is not the norm across the nation.  This leads me to posit that, given the proper 

information and documentation, both the research faculty and the university may benefit 

from a different composition of federal research proposals.   
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It is unavoidable for the researcher, as a participant within the research 

environment, to view data collected through a lens unbiased of personal experiences 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  However, I put personal feelings and bias aside in order to 

conduct this study utilizing reflexive journaling to organize my thoughts and 

observations, and assist me in relying on participant answers and observations made 

while conducting interviews rather than historical experiences.  Being completely without 

personal prejudice is impossible (Levering, 2006); however, I moved forward with an 

openness of mind and attempt to understand the situation from other points of view. 

Summary 

 Chapter III presented the methodology and research design for this qualitative 

constructivist case study.  Data collection occurred through the use of multiple data 

collection instruments including the researcher, interviews, field notes, and reflexive 

journaling.  Data analysis occurred through the constant comparison method and open-

coding. The retrieved data was coded and analyzed, and themes were identified 

addressing the research questions guiding the study.  The following chapter, Chapter IV, 

provides a summary of the data collection and analysis methods used, a profile of the 10 

study participants, and the findings of the study. 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 59 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 Chapter IV presents the findings of the study.   The topics that will be discussed 

include: 1) summary of the research design, 2) profile of study institution and 

participants, and 3) the study’s findings.  The purpose of this study was to gain an 

understanding of research faculty and research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary 

proposal components of federal research grants.  For this study, the voluntary proposal 

components included excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntary committed 

cost share, and waived facilities and administrative costs.  Increasing the knowledge 

about the inclusion of voluntary proposal components by proposal-submitting research 

faculty can lead to an understanding of the basis of their decisions and lend insight into 

the practice of proposal submission. 

 This research was guided by the following three (3) research questions: 

1. What level of understanding do research faculty and research administrators have 

of the federal regulations that govern research? 

2. What is the understanding of research faculty and research administrators of the 

use of voluntary proposal components? 

3. What perceptions do research faculty and research administrators have of the 

institutional burdens created by the use of voluntary proposal components? 

Summary of the Research Design 

 This qualitative research study was conducted through the lens of constructivist 

inquiry.  A collective case study research design was used to study the perceptions and 

understanding of research faculty and research administrators of voluntary proposal 
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components.  The collective case study design allowed the researcher to study cases 

sharing a common characteristic (Merriam, 2009).  Before collecting data for this study, 

formal approval was received from the Texas Tech University Human Subjects Review 

Board (see Appendix A). 

Data Collection Process 

 The first step in the data collection process was to collect the names and contact 

information of potential participants from the university’s public employee directory.  

Inclusion criterion for research faculty participants was that they submitted a research 

proposal to federal funding agencies during the 2012 and 2013 calendar years.  Inclusion 

criteria for the research administrator participants were that they were employed at the 

study institution during the 2014 fiscal year, were employed at the study institution at the 

time of this study, and have experience in federally-funded research.  Each potential 

participant received an email directly from the researcher explaining the study (see 

Appendices B and C), and included a copy of the Study Description document (see 

Appendix D).  Potential participants who did not initially respond to the email invitation 

to participate in the study were contacted one additional time for recruitment purposes.  

Out of the 14 initially contacted about the study, a total of 10 responded and agreed to 

participate in the study.  Interview dates and times were set up through email with all 10 

participants. 

All interviews were conducted face-to-face, but the location of the interviews 

depended on the participant’s preference.  Of the 10 interviews, six were conducted in the 

participant’s office, two were conducted in the researcher’s office, and two were 

conducted in neutral settings chosen by the participants.  Each interview was conducted 
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using a similar protocol consisting of a brief introduction, an overview of the research 

study, and a clear indication that recording of the event was beginning for those who 

consented to audio recording.  Participants had the opportunity to ask questions regarding 

the study before, during, and after the interview; and participants were verbally informed 

that their participation in the study was voluntary, and that the interview could be stopped 

at any point in the process.  Participants were verbally informed that they could skip any 

questions they were uncomfortable answering.  The interview protocol used asked for 

participants to select a pseudonym.  Only one participant identified a pseudonym; the 

other participants’ pseudonyms were assigned by the researcher.   

All interviews used the same question protocol based on the type of participant 

being interviewed (see Appendices E and F), although each interview was unique in 

terms of informal conversation.  Each question was asked in a consistent manner, 

utilizing steady inflection, tone, and facial expression (Slavin, 2007).  Secondary 

questions were included at the discretion of the researcher in order to clarify answers and 

gain a better understanding of the response.  Of the 10 participants, seven consented to 

audio recording of his or her interview.  For the other three participants, the interviews 

were conducted in a manner so that the interviewer could take extensive and copious 

notes.  During those interviews, many items were revisited in order to clarify and 

determine that notes correctly reflected the participants’ answers.  All 10 of the 

participants remained for the entire duration of each interview.  Recorded interviews 

ranged in length from eight minutes to 23 minutes.  Interviews that were not recorded 

ranged in length from 30 to 120 minutes. 
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Data Analysis Process 

The constant comparative method of data analysis was used to analyze the data 

collected in this study, as well as open coding both during the collection and analysis of 

data.  The constant comparison method allowed the researcher to compare collected data 

to the emerging themes and group the data by similarities (Slavin, 2007).  The objective 

of this process is to identify themes as they emerge throughout the study (Merriam, 

2009).   

For this study, the researcher documented field notes during the interviews, which 

ranged from eight minutes to two hours long.  The interviews were followed by a period 

of reflexive journaling, giving the researcher the opportunity to note recollections and 

additional observations (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993).  The interviews and 

field notes were transcribed within one week of when they occurred.  Transcribed data 

was closely reviewed for typographical errors and compared to interview notes and the 

researcher’s reflexive journal to identify inconsistencies (Merriam, 2009).  Each audio 

recording was matched to the transcription report to ensure an exact reflection of the 

interview.  As a final step, all participants were asked to take part in member checking.  

Study participants were provided a copy of their transcribed interview and were asked to 

review and ultimately validate the contents of the interview transcript (Creswell, 2014).  

None of the participants made changes to their transcribed interview. 

Following the member checking process of the transcripts, the researcher used the 

transcripts, field notes, and journal entries to categorize the data into general themes, with 

the use of open coding (Creswell, 1998).  Open coding was used on the individual pieces 

of data.  Through the constant comparative method, the researcher organized the data into 
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segments, which were then grouped according to their similarities or differences 

(Creswell, 1998; Slavin, 2007).  These groups were then organized into larger themes.  

Once themes were identified, the researcher continued adding and modifying the 

organization of the themes with each new transcript.  At the completion of data analysis, 

the researcher reviewed the data segments again, arranging them into an organization of 

themes to address the research questions for this study (Creswell, 1998; Slavin, 2007).  

The data was triangulated by comparing information provided by the two categories of 

participants, available regulatory literature, and to the study institution’s website where 

possible.   

Study Institution and Participant Profiles 

Study Institution Profile 

This study was conducted at a large, public research intensive university located 

in the Southwestern region of the U.S.  The institution, founded in 1923, is composed of 

10 colleges, and two graduate and professional schools.  There are 150 undergraduate 

degrees, 100 master’s degrees, and 50 doctoral degrees offered.  In the Fall 2015 

semester, the institution had 35,859 students enrolled and 1,631 faculty at varying levels.  

The study institution expended over 33 million dollars in federal research money during 

the fiscal year September 1, 2013 to August 31, 2014 (Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board [THECB], 2015) and almost 33 million dollars in federal research 

money during the fiscal year September 1, 2014 to August 31, 2015 (THECB, 2016).  

Excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntarily committed cost sharing, and 

waiving of facilities and administrative costs are being utilized in proposals and the 

promotion of research initiatives campus wide (Karim, 2014; Kennedy, 2006). 
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Participant Profiles 

The participants in this study were purposefully selected based upon their 

experience with research at the institution.  The research faculty participants were all 

tenure-track professors.  The research administrator participants had a range of titles 

based on their function within the study institution, with both direct and indirect 

involvement in management of federally-funded research at the study institution. 

 Ali was a research faculty participant. She is an associate professor engaged in 

teaching and research, and provides advisory services to graduate students.  She has 

served in her position at the study institution for over 10 years and spends 70% of her 

time on research-related activities.  Ali has not served in this position at any other 

institution.  Ali stated that research is a stressful part of her job and that the “expectation 

to do research is a stressful process.”  She explained that the “ideas for research” are easy 

to come up with but the “process to receive funding” is difficult.  Ali stated that the 

receipt of funding is a “key expectation” of her job, which she perceives makes it difficult 

to be successful. 

 Betsy is a research administrator in the finance offices of the study institution.  

She has worked for the institution for over 11 years, half of that time in her current 

position.  Betsy currently spends 25% of her time on research-related activities, but has 

had to spend up to 90% of her time in research-related activities during her tenure at the 

institution.  Betsy has not served in this position at any other institution.  Betsy expressed 

that research does not impact her success at the institution as much as the variety that she 

enjoys in her position.  If the study institution were not a research institution, it would 

“decrease the regulatory burden” as well as result in “less interaction with faculty and 
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senior leadership” in the institution.  The risk associated with research is the driving force 

behind the current level of interaction with the institution’s faculty and senior leadership. 

 Bishop was a research faculty participant.  He is a full professor engaged in 

teaching and research at the study institution as well as holds a temporary administrative 

function.  He has served in his current position for over seven years.  In his position, he 

spends 60% of his time on research-related activities.  Prior to being at the study 

institution, he was a non-tenure track professor at an institution in a different region of 

the U.S.  Bishop expressed that research has had a positive impact on his ability to 

successfully function in his position at the institution, stating that “[research] allows you 

to get more classes of PhD students, which gets you more research.”   

 Bruce was a research faculty participant. He is an assistant professor engaged in 

teaching and research, and provides advisory services to graduate students.  He has 

served in a research-related position at the study institution for over seven years and 

spends approximately 70% of his time on research-related activities.  Prior to his position 

as an assistant professor, Bruce was a graduate student of the study institution.  Bruce 

decided to participate in this study because “it’s my job; I’m a research professor.”  

 Emma is a research administrator employed in the administrative offices of the 

study institution.  Prior to this position, she was in the central post-award office of the 

study institution.  She has worked at the institution for over five years with four of those 

in the central post-award office.  When working for the central post-award office, Emma 

spent 60% of her time on research-related activities.  Emma has not served in this 

position at any other institution.  Emma is not as directly impacted by the university’s 

research as she was when in a position in the central post-award office.  However, when 
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speaking to the success she had in that position, she stated that the actual research did not 

impact her job as much as the laws and regulations governing the research impacted her.  

 Jean is a research administrator in an academic unit of the study institution.  She 

has worked for the institution for over 21 years; with positions in academic units, 

research centers, and central research administration.  In her current position, Jean spends 

15 to 20% of her time on research-related activities.  In prior positions, her time was 

100% research-related.  Jean has not served in this position at any other institution.  

Technically, Jean’s job is not impacted by research at the institution.  However, with 

research being a priority for the institution, her work with the Dean’s staff is increased to 

help facilitate the research priority within the academic unit that she works.  In previous 

positions, her job was completely research-related and, therefore, had an encompassing 

impact on her success.  If there had not been research or if research had not been 

successful, it would have been detrimental to her prior jobs. 

 Liz was a research faculty participant. She is an associate professor engaged in 

teaching, research, service, and industry engagement at the study institution.  She has 

served in her position for almost 10 years.  She spends approximately 50% of her time on 

research-related activities.  Liz has not served in this position at any other institution.  Liz 

stated that research is a “big component because of tenure” so it has a big impact on her 

success.  Additionally, she noted that her industry-related work corresponds with her 

research activities and that she teaches courses related to her research.  Therefore, her 

research is a big part of what makes her successful in her position at the study institution. 

 Marian was a research faculty participant. She is a full professor engaged in 

teaching, research, and service at the study institution as well as administrative functions 
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within her department.  She has served in her position at the institution for over 16 years.  

In her position, she spends 70% of her time on research-related activities.  Marian has not 

served in this position at any other institution.  Marian expressed that research has a high 

impact on her ability to be successful in her position at the study institution. 

 Selena is a research administrator in the study institution’s administrative offices.  

Selena has been in this position for over 18 years.  She spends 80% of her time on 

research-related activities.  Prior to her work at the study institution, Selena held finance-

related positions at other institutions in the U.S.  Selena perceived that research has a 

large impact on her ability to be successful in her position because it was the “driving 

force in decision-making.”  Selena stated that research is the “overriding focus” and that 

the “success of the research is at the forefront” of her responsibilities at the institution. 

 Shaw is a research administrator in the central pre-award office at the study 

institution.  She has served in her position at the institution for over 20 years and has not 

served in this position at any other institution.  She spends 100% of her time on research-

related activities.  Shaw recognizes that research greatly impacts her success at the study 

institution.  She expressed that she would have “no job without research.” 

Findings 

Level of Understanding of Federal Regulations 

 The first research question sought to explore the level of understanding that 

research faculty and research administrators have of the federal regulations governing 

research.  The analysis of the data collected to address this research question produced 

two themes: 1) when there is an understanding of federal regulations, it is limited to a 

specific agency with little knowledge of the overarching federal regulations, and 2) there 
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are individuals within the institution who are comfortable with federal regulations 

published by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and describe themselves as 

having expertise in dealing with them.  

The participants fit into two categories with regard to knowing that the OMB has 

published principal regulations for all federally-funded research: 1) little to no knowledge 

that federal regulations exist or what is regulated, and 2) thorough knowledge of the 

OMB’s regulatory guidance.  All research administrator participants knew where to find 

the regulations, while none of the research faculty participants knew where to find federal 

regulations governing research. 

 The research participants who had little to no knowledge of federal regulations 

were in the minority of the 10 participants.  Of the 10 participants, four research faculty 

(Ali, Bishop, Liz, and Marian) expressed that they did not have knowledge of the OMB’s 

regulations governing research, and that they instead relied upon the individuals in their 

offices or in central research administration to provide the necessary information.  Ali 

discussed how she relies on the “interpretation provided by her department[al]” research 

administrators for governing the research spending and conduct.  Marian stated that when 

she has a question regarding allowability of a task or an expense that she “asks [central] 

research services.”  Some of the participants were aware that there were agency-specific 

guidelines, however, stating that their familiarity stemmed from working directly with 

those agencies.  Bishop stated: 

[That] it depends on what you’re looking at with the health stuff, it’s completely 

different rules.  If you [are looking at] the DOD [Department of Defense], I am 
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very familiar with the DOD and DOD regulations governing the research because 

I have worked for DOD before…no one knows them all. 

Similar to Bishop’s involvement with the DOD, Liz explained that she “served as a 

reviewer and team lead for United States Department of Agriculture” so those grant 

regulations, to her, were easy and comfortable to understand.  However, she went on to 

say that “when it comes to other federal agencies, I am not sure that I know where to 

look.” 

 The other six participants (one research faculty and five research administrators) 

confirmed having a thorough knowledge of the OMB’s regulatory guidance.  Bruce, a 

research faculty participant, was confident in his level of understanding, stating that he 

has “90% federally-funded research” and that he has to “know what is restricted” in order 

to conduct that research.  Jean expressed that she has “minimal” knowledge now that she 

is “not directly involved with research all the time.”  However, she is confident that if she 

needed to find the federal regulations, she would know where to look. 

 Emma explained that while in her position in central post-award research 

administration, she had a “high level” of knowledge and understanding of federal 

regulations.  However, she stated that she has not kept up with “changes to the 

regulations since leaving her post-award research administration position.”  Given the 

task of locating federal regulations, Emma is confident that she would be able to find 

them.  Emma went on to explain that “planning and administering the training sessions 

we have here [at the institution] and just all of the training and the leadership [that] we 

have here was a proponent that helped that [knowledge of the federal regulations 

governing research].”   
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 Betsy, Selena, and Shaw all expressed a high level of knowledge of, and 

familiarity with, federal regulations regarding research.  Betsy stated that she is an 

“expert” at understanding the federal regulations due to her daily involvement with them.  

She also went on to explain that prior to her current position in the finance office of the 

study institution that she encountered the federal regulations governing research through 

a position in the internal audit office of the study institution.  Betsy explained that “the 

audit experience of five and a half years added to the research accounting experience of 

five and a half years, gives me extensive knowledge of the federal regulations.”  Shaw 

expressed similar knowledge and understanding of the federal regulations.  Shaw 

explained that she does not “have them memorized, chapter and verse, but I know where 

to look if I have a question.”  Selena’s only comment was that she was “very 

comfortable” with the regulations governing federally-funded research.  All six were 

confident that they knew where to find the governing federal regulations. 

 Summary of the level of understanding of federal regulations.  In summary, 

research administrator participants have a higher level of understanding of federal 

regulations governing research than the research faculty participants.  As exhibited by the 

identified themes, the majority of research faculty are unaware of the overarching federal 

regulations or they rely on research administrators to assist them, indicating a low level 

of understanding. 

Level of Understanding of Voluntary Proposal Components 

The second research question sought to determine the level of understanding that 

research faculty and research administrators have of voluntary proposal components and 

their use.  The voluntary proposal components included excessive principal investigator 
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commitments, voluntary committed cost sharing, and waived facilities and administrative 

costs.  The analysis of the data collected to address this research question produced three 

themes: 1) institutional effort is a process ambiguous to the majority of individuals who it 

impacts, 2) cost sharing is avoided by research faculty but inescapable by research 

administrators, and 3) the waiving of facilities and administrative costs is necessary at 

times. 

 Institutional effort.  Faculty workloads are represented as institutional effort.  

Institutional effort is comprised of all three areas of responsibility: teaching, research, and 

service; based on a percentage of time spent on each function (Anthony & Gindhart, 

2009; Nacon, 2006; OMB, 2004).  Faculty workloads can be altered to be heavier in one 

area than another based on the priorities of the individual and the institution (O’Meara, 

Terosky, & Neumann, 2008).  Chronister (2006a) states that “releasing faculty from 

teaching duties to develop proposals…can motivate faculty to seek external support [for 

research]” (p. 149). 

 Much of the participant feedback regarding institutional effort centered on the 

software system used to certify effort, rather than the burden of over commitment of time.  

The effort certification system is used specifically to capture applied effort and provide 

an avenue for faculty and principal investigators to confirm that the applied effort 

correctly reflects the actual effort.  Liz, a research faculty participant, stated that “the 

[effort certification] software is not very friendly” and “it is just not very clear where the 

numbers are coming from so every time…I still have to think through where to click and 

why [a] person is here.”  Emma, whose research administration background includes 

working directly with the effort certification system, stated that “the biggest 
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misconception [of research funding] was the misunderstanding of when you take on a 

new award that it doesn’t increase your salary or supplement any of your other duties.”  

Emma went on to explain that her perception is that there “was not a great process from 

the dean and college level leadership to really manage the workloads of those 

researchers… [and] there wasn’t a great process to relieve them from other duties.”   

When discussing institutional effort and the effort certification system, Bruce 

brought up the concept of “holding commitments” that have been proposed.  Using 

follow up questions, the researcher was able to ascertain from Bruce that when he 

proposes research, the pre-award office has a way to ear-mark the time commitments 

made in the proposal to help keep faculty from over-committing themselves to research.  

When asked, Shaw explained that the pre-award office does not track commitments.  

Shaw also made comments that there was a problem stemming from not tracking effort 

commitments.  She stated that there was “no good way to compare proposed versus 

actual effort” and “faculty do not see the full scope.”  It is up to the faculty member to 

balance workloads and obtain the necessary departmental support to conduct various 

levels of research.  Both Shaw and Emma acknowledged that this is an area that could 

benefit from more communication between research faculty and research administrators. 

 Voluntary committed cost sharing.  The guiding standard for cost-sharing on 

federal grants at institutions of higher education is a part of OMB Circular A-110 (Fife, 

2006).  Voluntary committed cost share is the component that can be proposed of the 

principal investigator’s own volition and commits institutional resources to sponsored 

projects (Fife, 2006; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  Bible and Fraser (2009) define 

voluntary cost sharing as “quantified resources offered in the proposal by an institution 
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when the sponsor does not require a specific contribution” (p. 2).  Certain statements of 

intent can commit effort, equipment, materials, and facilities to a project without that 

being the intent of the principal investigator (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  As part of Circular 

A-110, the OMB has determined that cost share proposed voluntarily becomes mandatory 

if an award is made, integrating cost sharing into the terms and conditions of award 

fulfillment (Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006). 

 The research faculty participants had an understanding of cost sharing and 

explained that they do not include it in proposals when not required by the agency.  The 

reason for not including it varies among the participants; however, both Ali and Bruce 

stated that they do not like to propose research with cost sharing whether mandatory or 

voluntary.  Bruce stated that he “tends to stay away from the requests for proposals that 

mention a cost sharing component.”  While Ali stated that she “will not submit proposals 

for research when cost sharing is a requirement because it is too complicated to deal 

with.”  Bishop and Liz explained that they “only put cost sharing in the proposals when it 

is required,” preferring to preserve their resources.  Marian says that she does not provide 

voluntary cost sharing because there is “no need to include something in the proposal 

when it is not required to be there.” 

 The research administrator participants had a different understanding and 

experience of voluntary committed cost sharing.  Shaw explained that many times the 

research faculty will put statements in their proposals that commit the institution to cost 

sharing without even knowing it because certain verbiage constitutes a commitment.  She 

went on to explain that if funded, “faculty have negative reactions to the cost share 
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process, believing that there was not a commitment in the proposal.”  Shaw further 

discussed this:  

…the issue is [that] the PI does not necessarily feel that it reflects a commitment 

by the institution. “I’m just giving up my time.  I’m not going to be paid for the 

time that I’m going to be doing this.” So they don’t see this as a commitment by 

the institution.  

Emma stated that “voluntary cost sharing happens often, but I do not know what the 

reasoning behind it is.”  She also expressed that there is a “disconnect” between words 

and actions – leadership is saying “do not propose cost sharing” at the same time that 

they are funding commitments.  Her final statement was that “communication of clear 

expectations is needed at the institution.”   

Selena stated that “non-mandatory cost sharing should be avoided and not 

considered an expectation toward obtaining the grant.  Actual agency language should be 

assumed in all cases instead of listening to Program Officer hearsay.”  Selena was 

referring to the interaction between the scientific officer at the federal agency and the 

principal investigator at the institution.  Her comments expressed that the request for 

proposals should govern the actions of the principal investigator, with regard to the need 

to propose cost sharing.  Betsy and Jean agreed that voluntary committed cost sharing is 

proposed as often as possible.  Betsy expressed that it is “frustrating” and that there is a 

“misconception that it enhances the proposal.”  Also, Betsy claimed that “from a post-

award standpoint, there is both risk and administrative burden.”  Jean explained that 

voluntarily committing cost sharing is done “as frequently as possible to leverage dollars” 

with the federal funding agencies.  She explained that she understands the faculty to 
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perceive that cost share in a proposal means that “[the institution] is ‘in it’ for the 

research.”  Both Betsy and Jean expressed that a need for a culture change to discourage 

cost sharing while encouraging knowledge about proposing for federal awards was 

needed. 

 Waived facilities and administrative costs.  The purpose of the facilities and 

administration rate is to cover costs not directly budgeted in sponsored projects 

(Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006).  The OMB (2004) determines what is to be included in 

calculations of facilities and administrative costs.  Facilities and administrative costs are a 

benefit to research projects but cannot be specifically identified to one research project 

and, therefore, cannot be directly allocated to the grant funds (Case, 2000).  Facilities 

costs are costs associated with research space on campus, including land and buildings 

(Nacon, 2006).  The administrative portion of the cost covers services offered to 

researchers and their students.  Waived facilities and administrative costs are produced 

through “a request to an institution to subsidize a research project with other university 

funds” (Case, 2000, p. 20). 

 All participants knew what a facilities and administrative cost waiver was and had 

knowledge of how it impacted the study institution.  Research faculty participants 

participated in waiver requests for several different reasons.  Bishop explained that in one 

instance he had “requested a waiver in order to enhance the benefit to the students that 

were being provided for with the grant.”  Marian noted that she requested a waiver “for 

leverage of direct costs for a small project that needed the full award amount to assist the 

students” that were benefitting from the research.  Ali, Liz, and Bruce had not requested a 

waiver of facilities and administrative costs outside of the agency-restricted amounts in 
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some requests for proposals.  When submitting proposals to agencies who have lower 

allowed facilities and administration rates than the study institution’s negotiated rate, Ali, 

Liz, and Bruce requested that the institution honor the funding agency’s rate.  Shaw 

explained that the study institution has a practice of recognizing the reduced or waived 

rate of a funding agency as part of its business practices, with many of the federal 

agencies having reduced rates for certain programs. 

 Shaw, Selena, and Jean all had direct involvement with a waiver request at some 

point in their careers.  Shaw’s experience was to request them for proposals that she was 

administering in hopes that administration would “say no” to the faculty requesting the 

waiver.  Selena’s “involvement in the waiver process was on the decision-making side of 

a request.”  It is her job to look at the history and fund balances of the requestor to 

determine the needs of the waiver.  Jean’s experience came from working at a research 

center that operated on a lower facilities and administrative rate as part of its agreement 

with the study institution. 

 Many of the participants agreed that there are cases when a waiver is beneficial.  

Selena stated that a waiver “will [have] more benefit than charging the full institutional 

rate.”  The research faculty participants and two of the research administrator participants 

expressed that some proposals – for teaching or student support – benefit more from the 

ability to directly charge costs than they do from receiving returned facilities and 

administration support.  As Betsy, a research administrator participant, explained, “60% 

of the facilities and administration collected goes back to the colleges for various 

research and start up reasons.”  However, with low-amount funding opportunities, Bishop 
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stated that the waiver of facilities and administration allows for “more work to get done 

and more students to benefit.” 

 Summary of the level of understanding of voluntary proposal components.  

In summary, the perceptions and understanding of the voluntary proposal components is 

different for research faculty than for research administrators.  Based on the perceptions 

and understanding of the participants, principal investigator commitments were not being 

tracked at any level of the study institution, and the concept of commitments and effort 

reporting did not fully translate across the institution.  Voluntary committed cost sharing 

was the voluntary proposal component with the least amount of agreement among the 

research participants.  Waiving of facilities and administrative costs is understood by 

both groups of participants; however, Selena was the only participant who expressed an 

understanding of the entire waiver proposal process as well as recognizing that there were 

instances that a waiver could be beneficial to the research process. 

Institutional Burdens Created by Voluntary Proposal Components 

The third research question sought to demonstrate the perceptions that research 

faculty and research administrators had of the institutional burdens created by the use of 

voluntary proposal components.  The analysis of the data collected to address this 

research question produced two themes: 1) voluntary committed cost sharing is the 

largest institutional burden, and 2) waiving facilities and administrative costs harm the 

institution. 

Voluntarily committed cost sharing is the largest institutional burden.  

According to the participants, there are burdens created by voluntary committed cost 

sharing.  Cost sharing is the portion of the total cost of a sponsored project not borne by 
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the sponsor (Fife, 2006).  This means that cost sharing is institutional support segregated 

specifically for the use of the project that it is committed to.  That institutional support is 

then designated as part of that project and no longer usable for any other function of the 

university or researcher (Bible & Fraser, 2009). 

Research faculty participants identified resources for cost share were tangible 

costs such as faculty salaries, supplies, equipment, travel, and student salaries and 

benefits.  Marian and Bruce explained that they will look for financial resources within 

their own funding sources before going to the department or the college and higher to ask 

for financing cost share expenses.  Bishop and Liz expressed that they go directly to the 

department to find funding for cost share needs. 

Research administrator participants and Bruce (research faculty participant) 

expressed that resources involved in cost sharing are more than just the tangible costs; 

including volunteer time, facilities, and administrative costs.  Bruce, Betsy, and Jean 

went into detail about the resources that are indirectly impacted with the inclusion of cost 

sharing in a proposal including pre-award, post-award, and departmental research 

administrators’ workloads that are automatically increased when cost sharing is proposed 

and awarded.  Bruce explained that his aversion to cost sharing is directly related to the 

amount of “administrative oversight that is required for the management of cost share.” 

Part of the function of the research administrator is to assist research faculty in 

identifying funding sources for cost sharing commitments as well as the accounting for 

and monitoring of cost share commitments to confirm that they are met.  Shaw noted that 

“funded proposals not going through the institution’s official proposal routing process 

create a burden for the department that is now on the hook for the cost share 
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commitment.”  She explained that most times the department is “upset”, but this does not 

impact their decisions to route proposals unilaterally or commit cost sharing with future 

proposals.  Betsy explained that managing cost share “requires unique and additional 

system requirements (such as effort and accounting systems), utilizes administrative 

resources and impacts the institution’s finances.”  Jean stated that the college is the one 

that ends up with the “responsibility of funding and that the PI is rarely required to 

provide their own financial resources to fulfill their commitments.”  She stated that it is a 

burden for the research administration staff in the college to oversee cost sharing 

commitments “because there is no fiscal protection when faculty submit cost sharing 

commitments” due to the lack of review by the research administration staff in charge of 

the college’s fiscal monitoring and management. 

Institutional burden created by the waiving of facilities and administrative 

costs.  There is an institutional burden created by waiving facilities and administrative 

costs.  Facilities and administration costs are those costs incurred for common objectives 

and cannot be specifically identified as belonging to a particular activity (OMB, 2004).  

These costs are charged to research projects in order to support the use of facilities on 

campus as well as pay for central research administration services.  Waiving facilities and 

administrative costs lessens the amount available to support these services. 

Waivers of facilities and administrative costs impact the institution and the 

research faculty, with a diminished amount of cash flow.  Bishop, Marian, and Ali all 

recognized that waiving facilities and administrative costs diminishes the ability of the 

institution to do business – the institution is reliant on facilities and administrative costs 

to keep the facilities running and functional.  Liz noted that departmental supplies and 
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resources have to supplement research when facilities and administrative costs are 

waived.  All participants expressed that the consequence existing for research faculty 

when facilities and administrative costs are waived is the reduction in overhead return 

that is received each year by the colleges and departments participating in research. 

 Selena pointed out that the decrease in facilities and administrative costs limits the 

ability for administrative leadership to invest in other projects that are not externally 

funded.  She went on to explain:  

…actual unsubsidized costs create an implied or actual deficit in funding, 

subsequently limiting the investment in other projects for direct support as 

needed.  This limits the ability to seed initial research submitted through internal 

proposals.  Effectively, other projects underwrite the research because of the 

actual costs of doing business.  Unequal distribution of support means less 

resources available for other department and college level investment.   

Betsy and Jean stated that with facilities and administrative cost waivers, there is 

a loss of revenue for the research faculty, which damages their ability to invest in new 

and emerging research prior to being able to obtain external funding.  Betsy explained 

that “40% of the facilities and administrative costs go to the Office of the Vice President 

for Research to fund central support services as well as provide competitive internal 

funding.  The waiver of those costs hurts the researcher.”  Emma explained that, from an 

overarching perspective, the institution loses its flow of income for administrative 

support, and the waiver of facilities and administrative costs limits resources for 

administrative functions such as education and training. 
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 Shaw explained that the waiver of facilities and administrative costs “directly 

affects future [facilities and administrative cost] rate negotiations” and that “historically, 

PIs were penalized in the return process when waivers were requested.”  She expressed 

that there is a dire need for a uniform process of determining the eligibility of a waiver of 

facilities and administrative costs.  Shaw explained further that “there are consistency 

issues as well as no clear information regarding the impact versus the benefit.”   

 Summary of the perceptions of institutional burdens created by voluntary 

proposal components.  In summary, the use of voluntary proposal components impacts 

each participant differently, whether they are research faculty or research administrators.  

Voluntary committed cost sharing is the voluntary proposal component with the least 

amount of agreement among the study participants, but is the most utilized when 

proposing research.  Waiving of facilities and administrative costs is understood by both 

research faculty and research administrators; however, there is minimal understanding of 

the impact on the individual researcher, the institution and services provided.  

Summary 

 Chapter IV presented the findings from the analysis of data with this research 

study on voluntary proposal components of federally-funded research proposals.  This 

chapter included understandings and perceptions of five research faculty and five 

research administrators working at a single large, public, emerging research university in 

the Southwestern U.S. 

 Research question one sought to explore the level of understanding that research 

faculty and research administrators have of the federal regulations governing research.  

The analysis of the data collected to address this research question produced four themes: 
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1) understanding is limited to specific agency regulations with no knowledge of the 

umbrella regulations published by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB), 2) 

minimal knowledge of federal regulations because others in the university can provide 

answers, 3) comfortable with federal regulations published by OMB with knowledge of 

what is generally allowed, and 4) immersion in the federal regulations has given a level 

described as expertise.   

Research question two sought to determine the level of understanding that 

research faculty and research administrators have of voluntary proposal components and 

their use.  The voluntary proposal components included excessive principal investigator 

commitments, voluntary committed cost sharing, and waived facilities and administrative 

costs.  The analysis of the data collected to address this research question produced four 

themes: 1) participants know what the different voluntary proposal components are but 

did not have the same definition for each, 2) institutional effort is a process ambiguous to 

the majority of individuals who it impacts, 3) cost sharing is “avoided” by research 

faculty but “inescapable” by research administrators, and 4) the waiving facilities and 

administrative costs is necessary at times. 

 Research question three sought to demonstrate the perceptions that research 

faculty and research administrators have of the institutional burdens created by the use of 

voluntary proposal components.  The analysis of the data collected to address this 

research question produced three themes: 1) research faculty and research administrators 

have different perspectives on the burden created by voluntary proposal components, 2) 

voluntary committed cost sharing is the largest institutional burden of the three voluntary 
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proposal components presented, and 3) waiving facilities and administrative costs hurts 

the institution. 

 Chapter V presents a discussion of the findings, including the implications of the 

results of the study to higher education institutions, and recommendations for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 Chapter V presents an overview and discussion of the study’s findings, including 

implications of the results of the study for higher education research professionals and 

administrators, recommendations for higher education research practices, as well as 

recommendations for future research. 

Overview of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of research faculty and 

research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 

grants.  The voluntary proposal components that were explored in this study were 

excessive principal investigator commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and 

waived facilities and administration costs. The conceptual framework that was used to 

frame this study was based on concepts confirming that American universities continue to 

see a decline in state appropriated funding and an increase in dependence on federal 

research funding (e.g., The Research Universities Futures Consortium, 2012; Tornatzky 

& Waugaman, 2006).  In addition, there is a trend of higher education institutions 

reaching for national research recognition and implementing terms into employment 

contracts emphasizing research performance (e.g., Association of American Universities 

[AAU], 2014; Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board [THECB], 2009). 

 The review of the literature conducted for this study found no research on the 

levels of understanding or perceptions surrounding these voluntary proposal components 

and the reasons that they are used in proposing for federal research funding (Chronister & 

Killoren, 2006; Erickson, Hansen, Howard, Norris, Sedwick, & Wilson 2007; 
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Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006; Tornatzky & Waugaman, 2006).  However, it is an 

important item to explore due to the increasing importance of research within higher 

education (Gladieux, King, & Corrigan 2005; Molfese & Karp, 2006).   

 This qualitative collective case study sought to explore the perceptions and 

experiences that research faculty and research administrators have regarding federal 

regulations on research and the voluntary proposal components presented.  Within the 

profession of research administration, some of the items explored may be common 

knowledge (Erickson et al., 2007).  However, in-depth inquiry of the decision-making 

process of proposal development and acceptance at the university level provides a 

foundation for that knowledge.  Increasing knowledge about the reasoning behind 

inclusion of voluntary proposal components by research faculty leads to additional 

understanding of their decisions to do so.  This knowledge also lends insight into the 

practice of proposal submission and adds to the literature available on the topic. 

 This study was guided by three (3) research questions: 

1. What level of understanding do research faculty and research administrators 

have of the federal regulations that govern research? 

2. What is the understanding of research faculty and research administrators of 

the use of voluntary proposal components? 

3. What perceptions do research faculty and research administrators have of the 

institutional burdens created by the use of voluntary proposal components? 
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Table 1 

Participants 

   
Pseudonym Classification Narrative 
Ali Research 

Faculty: 
Associate 
Professor 

Engaged in teaching and research, and provides advisory services to 
graduate students.  She has served in her position at the study institution 
for over 10 years and spends 70% of her time on research-related 
activities.  Ali has not served in this position at any other institution.   

Betsy Research  
Administrator: 
Finance Office 

She has worked for the institution for over 11 years, half of that time in 
her current position.  Betsy currently spends 25% of her time on 
research-related activities, but has had to spend up to 90% of her time in 
research-related activities during her tenure at the institution.  Betsy has 
not served in this position at any other institution.   

Bishop Research 
Faculty: 
Full Professor 

Engaged in teaching and research at the study institution as well as holds 
a temporary administrative function.  He has served in his current 
position for over seven years.  In his position, he spends 60% of his time 
on research-related activities.  Prior to being at the study institution, he 
was a non-tenure track professor at an institution in a different region of 
the U.S.   

Bruce Research 
Faculty: 
Assistant 
Professor 

Engaged in teaching and research, and provides advisory services to 
graduate students.  He has served in a research-related position at the 
study institution for over seven years and spends approximately 70% of 
his time on research-related activities.  Prior to his position as an 
assistant professor, Bruce was a graduate student of the study institution.  

Emma Research 
Administrator: 
Administrative 
Offices 

Prior to this position, she was in the central post-award office of the 
study institution.  She has worked at the institution for over five years 
with four of those in the central post-award office.  When working for 
the central post-award office, Emma spent 60% of her time on research-
related activities.  Emma has not served in this position at any other 
institution.   

Jean Research 
Administrator: 
Academic Unit 

She has worked for the institution for over 21 years; with positions in 
academic units, research centers, and central research administration.  In 
her current position, Jean spends 15 to 20% of her time on research-
related activities.  In prior positions, her time was 100% research-related.  
Jean has not served in this position at any other institution.   

Liz Research 
Faculty: 
Associate 
Professor 

Engaged in teaching, research, service, and industry engagement at the 
study institution.  She has served in her position for almost 10 years.  She 
spends approximately 50% of her time on research-related activities.  Liz 
has not served in this position at any other institution. 

Marian Research 
Faculty: 
Full Professor 

Engaged in teaching, research, and service at the study institution as well 
as administrative functions within her department.  She has served in her 
position at the institution for over 16 years.  In her position, she spends 
70% of her time on research-related activities.  Marian has not served in 
this position at any other institution. 

Selena Research 
Administrator: 
Administrative 
Offices 

She has been in this position for over 18 years.  She spends 80% of her 
time on research-related activities.  Prior to her work at the study 
institution, Selena held finance-related positions at other institutions in 
the U.S. 

Shaw Research 
Administrator: 
Pre-Award 
Office 

She has served in her position at the institution for over 20 years and has 
not served in this position at any other institution.  She spends 100% of 
her time on research-related activities. 
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Discussion of the Findings 

Level of Understanding of Federal Regulations 

 Research question one sought to explore the level of understanding that research 

faculty and research administrators have of the federal regulations governing research.  

The participants’ knowledge was varied across the spectrum from novice to expertise.  

The analysis of the data produced two themes: 1) when research faculty have an 

understanding of federal regulations, it is limited to specific agencies with little 

knowledge of the overarching federal regulations, and 2) there are individuals with the 

institution who are comfortable with the federal regulations published by the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB), describing themselves as having expertise in dealing 

with them. 

 The need exists for all of the research community to have a full understanding of 

the overarching federal guidelines published by the OMB as well as agency-specific 

guidelines that are published.  The research faculty applying for and managing federal 

awards utilize research administrators at the institution to maintain compliance with 

federal regulations governing research (Erickson et al., 2007); however, the research 

faculty are the recipients of federal awards on behalf of the institution (Argon, 2007).  

Research faculty need a basic understanding of the regulatory guidance in order to 

maintain compliance and correctly execute the requirements of the sponsored project 

(Chronister & Killoren, 2006; Kalichman, 2006).  The research faculty participants in this 

study all admitted to a reliance on research administration – central and departmental 

offices – to provide guidance on federal regulations.  Based on this study, the individuals 
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in charge of spending federal funds do not know the restrictions and allowances 

associated with federally-funded projects. 

The emergence of the research administration profession in the 1980s and 1990s 

provided an opportunity for staff to take on the regulatory burdens and allow researchers 

to focus on science (Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006).  However, the initiation of 

compliance requirements such as animal care and use, responsible conduct of research, 

safety and health requirements, and various employment regulations extend the need for 

research faculty to have an understanding of the regulatory environment when proposing 

for federally-funded research (Erickson et al., 2007; Molfese & Karp, 2006). 

 Throughout the review of literature for this study, it was found that much of the 

regulatory burden rests on the research administration staff (e.g., Erickson et al., 2007; 

Ries & Leukefeld, 1995).  Pre-award administrators are tasked with understanding the 

request for proposal (RFP) guidelines and acknowledge items of noncompliance before 

proposal submission, to prevent disqualification (Erickson et al., 2007; Molfese & Karp, 

2006; Vargas, 2012).  Shaw explains that this function is only useful when proposals are 

routed through the pre-award office for review and approval prior to being submitted to 

the agency.  Post-award administrators are tasked with expenditure monitoring, financial 

compliance, and financial reporting, which are all functions that, when done properly, 

protect the university from adverse action in audits (Chronister & Killoren, 2006; Fife, 

2006; Zubov, 2006).  Emma stated that “research did not directly impact [her] position” 

but the “laws and regulations were the impact on her daily function.”  Most notable are 

those administrators within the research departments.  These individuals are entrusted 

with grant management by the research faculty, and have responsibilities ranging from 
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finding funding opportunities that match up with their research faculties’ scholarship, to 

financial management support and reporting support (Beasley et al., 1982; Landen & 

McCallister, 2006; Quigg, 2006).  According to Jean, one of the college goals is to 

“increase RRE [restricted research expenditures]”, which creates a larger workload for 

her and her staff with regard to research at the institution.  Without that initiative, 

research would have “no impact [on Jean] because of her position.” 

 The research administration profession is an essential function of research at 

higher education institutions.  However, these professionals do not eliminate the need for 

research faculty to have an understanding of the federal regulations governing their 

research.  According to the conceptual framework for this study, research faculty 

participants’ knowledge of federal regulations was limited; the findings of this study 

support this position.  These findings support the research of Erickson et al. (2007), who 

explained that research professionals must be concerned with regulated cost principles 

and the shifting regulatory landscape.  The changing landscape of research and research 

administration leads to an environment where compliance is difficult to achieve.  

Knowledge of federal regulations governing research, and the details of the regulations 

cited in binding research agreements, equips research faculty with the tools necessary to 

comply with all terms and conditions specific to their research funding.  The fluctuating 

situation of regulatory guidance is more easily navigated with the knowledge of what 

regulations apply to each situation, respectively. 

Level of Understanding of Voluntary Proposal Components 

 Research question two sought to determine the level of understanding that 

research faculty and research administrators have of voluntary proposal components and 
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their use.  The voluntary proposal components included excessive principal investigator 

commitments, voluntary committed cost sharing, and waived facilities and administrative 

costs. The analysis of the data collected to address this research question produced three 

themes: 1) institutional effort is a process ambiguous to the majority of individuals who it 

impacts, 2) cost sharing is avoided by research faculty but inescapable by research 

administrators, and 3) the waiving of facilities and administrative costs is necessary at 

times. 

 The research faculty participants at the study institution equated institutional 

effort with the reporting system that captures the information related to effort, as 

expressed by Liz’s commentary regarding the effort certification system when asked 

about her experiences with effort commitment and research funding.  There is a lack of 

understanding of what effort is versus what effort certification entails.  Emma, a research 

administrator whose background included working directly with the effort certification 

system, stated that the “biggest misconceptions” stem from institutional effort and 

commitments of time.  As explained by Anthony and Gindhart (2009), effort certification 

is an attestation that salaries charged to sponsored agreements reasonably reflect the time 

devoted.  As audits have verified, the federal government is concerned with the proper 

stewardship of federal funds to include effort reporting and internal controls to prevent 

excessive salary payments (Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; OMB, 2003; Zubov, 2006).  The 

effort certification system that is used to track and facilitate certification of effort is not 

synonymous with institutional effort and time commitments.  Additionally, the systems 

used vary nationwide and the federal regulatory concerns are only with the time charged 

on sponsored projects (Anthony & Gindhard, 2009; OMB, 2004; Texas Tech University, 
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2013; University of California San Diego, 2014; University of Colorado-Boulder, 2012; 

University of Massachusetts Amherst, 2013).  Specialized systems have been put in place 

at a number of institutions to house and track effort commitments and certifications in an 

attempt to mitigate the risk of adverse audit findings (Texas Tech University, 2013; 

University of California San Diego, 2014; University of Colorado-Boulder, 2012; 

University of Massachusetts Amherst, 2013). 

 The research faculty participants in this study all acknowledged that they avoid 

including cost share in their funding proposals when at all possible.  With regard to 

voluntarily committing cost sharing, all of these participants were unanimous in stating 

that there was no reason to commit cost sharing that was not required.  Bible and Fraser 

(2009) express that when investigators submit research proposals, they may not be aware 

of the commitments included in the narratives that are put in proposals and the binding 

obligation that is created.  Certain statements of intent can commit effort, equipment, 

materials, and facilities to a project without that being the intent of the principal 

investigator when proposing (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  Inversely, research administrator 

participants recognized that voluntary committed cost sharing is inescapable at the study 

institution because of the inclusion of commitments in research proposals.  Once cost 

sharing is included in a research proposal, it becomes part of the terms and conditions of 

the award and the institution is responsible for fulfilling that commitment (OMB, 1999).  

The review of literature confirmed that investigators will include voluntary cost sharing 

in hopes that the commitment of institutional support will increase the chances of funding 

(e.g., Bible & Fraser, 2009; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  However, cost sharing is 
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not a factor in merit review according to major grant funding agencies (Kulakowski & 

Bogdanski, 2006; OMB, 2014). 

 Waiving of facilities and administrative costs has advantages to research 

initiatives at times.  Several of the research faculty participants expressed that there is a 

need to preserve direct charge funding for projects such as undergraduate services and 

low-dollar introductory studies.  Additionally, according to Shaw who works in the pre-

award office, the study institution recognizes many federal agency standard rates that are 

below the federally negotiated rate.  It is considered normal business practice to accept 

the lower standard rates of federal agencies as part of doing business with that program 

(Bible & Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000).  The literature does not support this practice (e.g., 

Erickson et al., 2007; Nacon, 2006); however, the OMB recognizes that there are 

programs at various agencies who benefit from the reduction of required facilities and 

administrative costs (Case, 2000).  The review of literature did not confirm the study’s 

findings that waiving facilities and administrative costs can, at times, be advantageous.  

Further research is needed to explore whether this can be substantiated. 

 The findings of this study confirm that there is a gap of knowledge with regard to 

voluntary proposal components.  Research faculty and research administrator perceptions 

varied greatly in the areas of committed effort and voluntary cost sharing.  Research 

administrators have the burden of management when voluntary proposal components are 

put forth and accepted.  The increased burden can include additional tracking or reporting 

for compliance, additional financial reports, and increased risk of audit (Erickson et al., 

2007; Fife, 2006).  Audits can put the institution at risk of noncompliance, which can lead 

to remuneration or a hold on the institution impacting future opportunities for funding 



                                              Texas Tech University Tonya Marie Pinkerton, August, 2016 

 93 

(Anthony & Gindhart, 2009; OMB 2003; Zubov, 2006).  Knowledge of the entire 

facilities and administrative cost waiver proposal process as well as the governing 

reasons that certain agencies decrease facilities and administrative rates are needed to fill 

in the gap of knowledge regarding waiving of these costs.   

Institutional Burdens Created by Voluntary Proposal Components 

 Research question three sought to demonstrate the perceptions that research 

faculty and research administrators have of the institutional burdens created by the use of 

voluntary proposal components.  The analysis of the data collected to address this 

question produced two themes: 1) voluntary committed cost sharing is the largest 

institutional burden, and 2) waiving facilities and administrative costs harm the 

institution. 

 Voluntary committed cost sharing results in the segregation of resources for strict 

use to the committed research project (Bible & Fraser, 2009).  These commitments take 

away from the ability to provide mandatory matching commitments.  Betsy explained 

that the use of voluntary cost sharing puts the institution “at risk and increases 

administrative burden.”  Jean explained that the process is done frequently to “leverage 

dollars” and that those dollars are “rarely principal investigator specific and more times 

college funded.”  These commitments at the college and university levels diminish the 

availability of funds for other initiatives such as startup packages, internally-funded 

research, and physical improvements.   

Research faculty participants expressed that there was no need to propose 

voluntary cost sharing because of the resulting reduction of resources.  Bishop stated that 

“when [cost sharing] is not required, it should be saved for when it is required.”  Marian 
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went further to express that research proposals should “only provide what is required” for 

award of funding.  Ali and Bruce stay away from volunteering cost share due to the 

complication and administrative burden that it poses; while Liz only has experience with 

research where cost sharing is mandatory.  However, as pointed out by Bible and Fraser 

(2009), certain statements of intent by faculty can inadvertently commit the institution to 

cost sharing.   

The research administrator participants expressed a familiarity with this 

inadvertent commitment in research proposals and the consequences when they are not 

caught before submission.  Shaw explained that there are “many times when research 

proposals do not route through [the pre-award office]’ and have statements of intent as 

part of the narrative.  Those statements, when routed correctly, can be caught by a 

proposal reviewer before submission.  Emma and Selena attributed the inclusion of cost 

sharing due to a disconnect in communication.  Emma stated a “disconnect between 

leadership and researchers” for proposal submission, while Selena explained that the 

“actual agency language should be assumed instead of program officer hearsay.”  Betsy 

and Jean both claimed that there is a misconception surrounding inclusion of cost share in 

a research proposal and Jean explained that “a culture change [is needed] from 

disallowing cost sharing to encouraging knowledge.” 

As the review of the literature conducted for this study supports, institutions 

should be selective in their use of voluntary cost sharing, not only because of the 

administrative burdens, but also because of the negative impact it can have on the 

facilities and administration cost recovery (e.g., Bible & Fraser, 2009; Kulakowski & 

Bogdanski, 2006).  Case (2000) goes into detail about the calculation to determine a 
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negotiated facilities and administrative cost rate, explaining that cost sharing of any kind 

goes into the denominator of the equation lowering the rate that can be recovered.  Bible 

and Fraser (2009) explain the applicable costing concepts of cost share including that it 

must be “allowable, necessary, reasonable and allocable” to the award that it is applied 

(p. 14).  OMB Circular A-21 (2004) governs these costing principles as well as the 

reporting requirements of the cost share commitments. 

 Waiving facilities and administrative costs harms the institution because it takes 

away revenue streams used to provide standard operations for the institution.  Case 

(2000) points out that the institution has to supplement any difference between the full 

rate of facilities and administrative costs, and the amount of facilities and administrative 

cost recovery the research project allows through other revenue streams.  Research work 

conducted at the institution takes resources that are funded by the facilities and 

administrative costs associated with sponsored projects.  Abraham (2007) and Case 

(2000) explain that research programs on campus require the use of facilities as well as 

laboratory and equipment needs.  These resources cannot be funded directly from the 

research project and are, therefore, part of the negotiated facilities and administrative 

rates (Case, 2000; OMB, 2004).  The reduction or waiving of this revenue source 

obligates the institution to support research work out of other revenue streams such as 

diminishing state appropriations or student tuition.  Case (2000) asserts that the 

institution has to supplement any difference between the full rate of facilities and 

administrative costs and the allowed amount of the research project with other revenue 

streams.  Bible and Fraser (2009) explain that there is a “redirection of departmental, 

school or college resources from teaching or other activities to support externally 
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sponsored agreements” (p. 6).  Emma specifically stated that “[the] institution loses flow 

of income for administrative support” when waivers of facilities and administrative costs 

are granted.  Selena and Betsy both expressed that the waiving of facilities and 

administrative costs limits start-up funding that can be given by the institution to new 

researchers. 

 The review of the literature confirmed the findings regarding the institutional 

burden created by utilizing voluntary proposal components (e.g., Abraham, 2007; Bible 

& Fraser, 2009; Case, 2000; Kulakowski & Bogdanski, 2006).  The review of literature 

found that voluntary proposal components burden the institution.  Bible and Fraser 

(2009) explain that cost sharing is a redirection of institutional resources to support 

externally-funded research agreements.  Bible and Fraser (2009) and Case (2000) explain 

that negotiated rates are reduced by the addition of cost share commitments.  Both cost 

sharing and reduction of facilities and administrative rates are tangible resources to the 

university.  Administration of voluntary proposal components along with any compliance 

reporting increases the burden of research administration staff.  Compliance such as 

protection of human research participants, animal care and use, conflict of Interest, export 

controls, and research integrity add to the administrative oversight needed for sponsored 

projects (Chronister & Killoren, 2006).  These reductions in tangible resources and 

additions to workload can be avoided through knowledge of the voluntary proposal 

components and their applications.  

Overall, the discussion of findings leads the researcher to acknowledge the need 

for professional development and collaboration among research administrators.  There 

are multiple professional organizations in existence that bring together the research 
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community in an effort to collaborate on best practices and the advancement of research 

in the U.S. (Beasley, 2006).  The increase in professional development must happen to 

provide knowledge to policy-making individuals who develop best practices for the 

institution.  Waugaman, Kirby, and Tornatzky (2006) explain that identifying the current 

position “creates an institutional impetus for change and self-improvement” (p. 141).  

Collaboration among research administrators can lead to collaboration among research 

faculty.  Collaboration among research administrators can also provide a unified voice to 

regulatory-making bodies regarding the burden that accepting voluntary proposal 

components can impose.  Kulakowski and Chronister (2006) explore the Federal 

Demonstration Partnership (FDP), which is a program combining representatives of 

research institutions and representatives of federal agencies to work through items such 

as administrative burden to come to a solution collaboratively.  More collaboration of this 

magnitude among all of the professional organizations will  lead to a succinct process 

across institutions and institutional influence over regulations. 

Implications for Higher Education Practice 

 The findings of this study provide insight into the field of research administration 

in higher education institutions.  Research administration is a newly emerging topic of 

study within higher education with existing literature focused on coaching and mentoring 

within the profession rather than processes and functionality (Beasley, 2006; Chronister 

& Killoren, 2006; Erickson et al., 2007).  This study aimed to contribute to the gap in the 

knowledge base on this topic.  The findings of this study suggest several implications for 

research administration in institutions of higher education, affecting both research faculty 

and research administrators. 
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 The first implication for higher education is that there is a need to understand 

regulatory guidance across research faculty.  Whereas research administrators are tasked 

with the regulatory burden of award management, these professionals do not eliminate 

the need for research faculty to understand federal regulations (Erickson et al., 2007; Ries 

& Leukefeld, 1995).  In an environment of increased competition for federally-funded 

research, institutions need to demonstrate compliance with federal regulations governing 

research.  Noncompliance with federal regulations can lead to adverse audit findings and 

impact opportunities for future funding (Chronister & Killoren, 2006; Erickson et al., 

2007).   

 A second implication is the need for understanding of research practices and 

procedures throughout the research community of higher education institutions – a 

regulation-based culture, or environment.  An established culture comes from an involved 

administration, which can set the tone for research in an institution.  In addition to 

overarching federal regulations, awarding agencies can institute specific restrictions on 

research awards (Caskey, 2006).  Also, institutional policies governing research proposal 

submission and grant management are put in place to adhere to state and institutional 

regulations, which can further restrict research (Erickson et al., 2007).  Having an 

established culture focused on regulations and the implications of regulations within the 

research community leads to the need for a training program or knowledge base for 

research personnel to reference.  Training is extremely important for dealing with 

research regulations, policies, and procedures (Chronister & Killoren, 2006).  

Understanding and knowledge across the institution provides for a collaborative effort to 

promote research within the institution (Kulakowski & Chronister, 2006; Landen & 
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McCallister, 2006).  The practice of making federal research part of faculty tenure and 

promotion options dictates the need for an established culture that the research 

community can be part of (Erickson et al., 2007; Molfese & Karp, 2006).  All institutions 

are different in their practices and procedures; but without having an established culture, 

new and existing research personnel are left to interpret the standard of the institution 

individually. 

 The last implication for higher education is that the need for buy-in and an 

empowering organizational structure to be in place for administrators to work with 

research faculty in managing and administering awards, or institutions will not be 

successful in capturing their share of federal dollars.  The placement of research 

administrators within each institution is different (Beasley, 2006).  A collaborative 

approach to research management inspires trust and confidence in the expertise of the 

participant.  Sponsored programs offices are generally responsible for a wide range of 

services (Erickson et al., 2007; Ries & Leukefeld, 1995).  Therefore, without the trust and 

confidence in the expertise of the research community, individuals cannot be accountable 

for their respective part of the process. 

Recommendations for Higher Education Practice 

 The researcher has developed several recommendations, based on the findings of 

the study that can be implemented in order to facilitate management of federally-funded 

research at higher education institutions.  The recommendations presented will help to 

facilitate institutional competitiveness in the national landscape of research recognition.  

Appropriate stewardship of funds based on the training recommendation will promote 

continued federal support through demonstrated compliance.  Lastly, implementation of 
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these recommendations will provide research faculty and research administrators the 

tools to be individually competitive in tenure and promotion processes as well as 

evaluation of performance. 

The first recommendation is that institutional leaders develop a culture 

surrounding research at the institution.  As Erickson et al. (2007) express, the sponsored 

research community need advocates to improve and stimulate institutional climate for 

sponsored research activities.  Standardizing practices and enforcing policies and 

procedures provide a stable environmental structure for research and research 

administration to survive and flourish (Erickson et al., 2007).  The building of a culture 

among research personnel includes respect of both research faculty and research 

administrators, and trust that these individuals are competent in the function they perform 

for the institution.  When trust exists between these two groups, collaboration can occur 

to benefit the research through continued federally-funded support and national 

recognition of the institution as a research university.  A standardized culture also 

provides for equal treatment regardless of the faculty or administrator’s title.  In addition 

to tenure status, faculty could use their research portfolio as a way to garner respect.  

However, in an institution with a standardized culture, new research faculty with 

minimum awards are afforded the same service and consideration as those with 

substantial amounts of federally-funded research.   

As part of the established culture, there is a need to develop institutional policies 

and procedures as well as a mandatory standardized training program for the research 

community.  Chronister and Killoren (2006) agree that “a master set of research 

administration policies and procedures is absolutely essential” when managing federally-
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funded research projects (p. 55).  Furthermore, their research identifies that “training is an 

integral part” of research administration and the federal government places the obligation 

on the institution for providing training programs to communicate institutional policies 

and procedures (Chronister & Killoren, 2006, p. 56).  Mandatory standardized training 

prevents individuals from claiming that they are not aware of rules, regulations, policies, 

and procedures that exist at the institution.  It also ensures that everyone receives the 

same information regarding the institution’s practices, policies, and procedures for 

research funding.   

 The second recommendation for higher education is to promote a shadow 

program between research faculty and research administrators.  This type of program 

would allow research administrators to learn about the research programs at their 

institutions and the nuances that are involved in conducting the research.  Knowledge of 

the research being conducted is helpful to research administrators when it comes to award 

management and financial reporting.  Landen and McCallister (2006) express that 

“understanding the nature of the principal investigator’s research” is a traditional role for 

research administrators (p. 75).  Administrative oversight by the research faculty can be 

minimized when research administrators are aware of the type of work being done as well 

as the items of cost required to do the work.  For example, when field work requires the 

use of an all-terrain vehicle because of the remote location, research administrators can 

anticipate costs such as fuel, maintenance, and insurance.  This program would also 

provide an avenue for research faculty to participate in grant management from the 

research administrator perspective.  Spending a set amount of time working with the 

various entities encompassing research administration – pre-award, post-award, 
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departmental administration – will give faculty a basic understanding of what is involved 

in the administration of sponsored projects and subsequently the voluntary proposal 

components that are part of many sponsored projects.  There is functionality at all levels 

of research administration that can be observed and understood (Chronister & Killoren, 

2006).  Similar to research administrators understanding the research process, research 

faculty will be able to identify items of concern and work with the designated research 

administrator to anticipate administrative needs or overcome burdens associated with 

management of awards using voluntary proposal components. 

 The last recommendation for higher education is to encourage professional 

development and collaboration among research administrators.  Landen and McCallister 

(2006) state that professional development should be an expectation of research 

administrators instead of an opportunity.  The profession of research administration is a 

niche environment, but can take many forms (Erickson et al., 2007).  As noted by 

Kulakowski and Chronister (2006), the profession of research administration is 

continually growing and evolving with new challenges and opportunities.  Landen and 

McCallister (2006) further this by stating that “the field is so broad and no one research 

administrator can know everything” (p. 79).  There are several professional organizations 

that research administrators can be members of, most notable are National Council for 

University Research Administrators (NCURA) and the Society of Research 

Administrators (SRA).  Networking and working with like-minded professionals can 

provide opportunities to hone and develop best practices for the institution (Waugaman et 

al., 2006).  Networking can also provide a baseline for introduction into a new area of 

funding or research that had not previously been a part of the institution’s research 
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portfolio.  The original purpose of NCURA was to provide a form to improve practices, 

disseminate information, exchange ideas, and improve the professional field of research 

administration (Beasley, 2006).  The organization has maintained a focus of improving 

the field of research administration: “NCURA serves…through education and 

professional development programs, the sharing of knowledge and experience, and by 

fostering a professional, collegial, and respected community” (NCURA, 2016).  

Collaboration among research administrators is important.  Collaboration and shared 

knowledge allow for the opportunity to implement and utilize best practices, provide 

customer service based on knowledge, and educate individuals coming into the research 

administration profession. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Study findings from this qualitative study point to several areas of future research: 

1) the need to study the use of these voluntary proposal components at certain institutions 

of higher education versus the exclusion at other institutions, 2) the study of federal 

agencies providing funding for the proposals including these voluntary proposal 

components, 3) a thorough investigation of proposals and awards including these 

voluntary proposal components to ascertain the level of impact the voluntary proposal 

components have had on federal funding at the study institution, 4) assessment of the 

institutional burden created by the inclusion of these voluntary proposal components, and 

5) the comparison of multiple institutions’ levels of funding to their use of these 

voluntary proposal components in federal research proposals. 

 First, a future qualitative researcher might want to consider a phenomenological 

approach to describe the utilization of these voluntary proposal components at certain 
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institutions of higher education versus the exclusion at other institutions.  Nationally 

recognized research universities across the country differ on the use of voluntary proposal 

components of excessive effort, voluntary cost sharing, and waived facilities and 

administrative costs.  A study of research faculty and research administrators at various 

research universities would offer an expanded sample of both the use of these voluntary 

proposal components as well as provide data for quantitative studies of federal funding 

levels. 

 Second, a collective case study approach to the federal agencies providing 

funding for the proposals including these voluntary proposal components.  Decision-

making individuals at the federal agencies providing funding can be interviewed to 

provide necessary information regarding the use of voluntary proposal components 

within funded research proposals.  The reasons given for funding proposals with the 

voluntary components would give the research community an informational knowledge 

base for best practices for including these voluntary proposal components in the research 

proposals.  Additionally, the researcher could obtain information regarding the federal 

agencies’ policies on including voluntary proposal components – the knowledge of if the 

components are ignored, looked at favorably, or looked at unfavorably would assist in 

training research faculty and research administrators.  Research proposals to agencies 

who ignore or look at voluntary proposal components unfavorably would need to be 

scrutinized before submission in order to eliminate the potential institutional 

commitment. 

 Third, findings from this study point to the need for a thorough investigation of 

proposals and awards including these voluntary proposal components to ascertain the 
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level of impact the voluntary components had on awarding the federal funding.  A 

quantitative look at the study institutions’ numbers would give metrics to present to 

administration and research faculty.  These metrics could assist in explaining the 

opportunities to leverage the voluntary proposal components versus the instances when 

the voluntary components are not necessary to receive funding. 

 Fourth, a future qualitative study could assess the institutional burden created by 

the inclusion of these voluntary proposal components. A thorough look at the workload 

of research administration staff who are directly involved with the management of 

voluntary proposal components, and their resulting tasks, would provide the institution’s 

administration with data for a variety of purposes.  The anticipated purposes could 

include: title and pay scale audits, institutional support to departments for research-

related staffing, funding of training programs for management of voluntary proposal 

components, and an assessment of the policies regarding the voluntary proposal 

components. 

 Last, a future qualitative study comparing multiple institutions’ levels of funding 

to their use of voluntary proposal components in federal research proposals. Similar to 

the third research opportunity, this study would look at multiple institutions’ numbers and 

give metrics to administration and research faculty explaining the instance of funding 

based on voluntary proposal components.  The look at multiple institutions figures would 

provide a better dispersion of research proposals to federal funding agencies.  Research 

universities have different research agendas that align with different federal agencies.  

Therefore, the study of multiple entities would provide information of various federal 

funding for all of those institutions to use, regardless of their research agenda. 
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Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of research faculty and 

research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 

grants.  This qualitative research study was conducted through the lens of the 

constructivist paradigm.  A collective case study research design was used to study 

voluntary proposal components used in federal research proposals.  The collective case 

study design allowed the researcher to gather data from various perspectives within the 

study institution.  Data was collected through semi-structured interviews.  The process of 

open coding and the constant comparison method of data analysis allowed the researcher 

to compare collected data and group by similarities. 

 The findings of this study indicated that the level of understanding of federal 

guidelines surrounding research is not where it should be for research faculty.  There is 

too much of a reliance on research administrator knowledge instead of an ownership of 

responsibility.  The use of voluntary proposal components is a burden on the institution 

but the implications of that burden are not fully understood by all research personnel.  

Waiving facilities and administrative costs and volunteering cost sharing are ways that 

research faculty exhibit institutional support of their research to federal agencies, but 

these items create a financial hardship for the university.  Effort on a project, which is 

regulated by some federal agencies, is an ambiguous notion with differing interpretations.  

Last, voluntary committed cost sharing is the voluntary proposal component that results 

in the largest burden to the research community.  The inclusion of voluntary cost sharing 

commits resources of the researcher and the institution that can otherwise be used for 

other endeavors.  Institutionally, the largest burden is waiving facilities and 
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administrative costs.  The waiver of these costs diminishes the ability of the institution to 

maintain normal work environment and practices.  Decreases in funding for facilities, 

maintenance, and administrative support puts the financial burden on the institution. 

 The results of this study lead to several implications for higher education 

research, including the need for more understanding of regulatory guidance across the 

field of research faculty; the need for more understanding of research practices and 

procedures institutionally; a need for a set research culture at the institution; and when 

research administrators work with research faculty to manage and administer awards, this 

helps to create buy-in and an empowering organizational structure.  These four 

implications indication that institutions will continue to struggle with the current 

environment of research administration. 

 The discussion of findings gives a voice to the need for education among research 

professionals regarding the utilization of voluntary proposal components and their 

implications for the institution.  Research personnel are an unstudied group within higher 

education, and this study aimed to contribute to the literature on this section of higher 

education stakeholders. 

 The results of this study lead to several recommendations for higher education 

practice.  The first recommendation is the development of a culture surrounding research 

at the institution, so that the established culture can be adhered to by all levels of faculty 

and staff.  The second recommendation is to develop a mandatory standardized training 

program.  A mandatory standardized training program ensures the dissemination of the 

same information to all individuals.  The third and fourth recommendations are to provide 

opportunities to research faculty and research administrators to learn the job details of 
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each other.  Research administrators understanding the purpose and the desired outcome 

of the researcher can provide better service and award management.  Research faculty 

who have an understanding of the processes and requirements of managing sponsored 

projects can facilitate management of the award and work in a collaborative manner with 

their research administrator to achieve the desired objectives.  The final recommendation 

is to encourage professional development and networking among research administrators.  

Within the niche environment of research administration, networking can provide 

assistance and support not found elsewhere. 
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Appendix B – Email Script for Recruitment of Faculty Participant 

Dear _______________, 

As part of my doctoral program at Texas Tech University, I am conducting a study on 
voluntary proposal components in federal research proposals in order to gain an 
understanding of research faculty and research administrators’ knowledge of voluntary 
proposal components of federal research grants. Explored voluntary proposal components 
of interest are waived facilities and administrative costs, voluntary cost sharing, and 
principal investigator efforts. The exploration of these research proposal elements may 
further assist the promotion of research agendas and emerging research universities. 
 
I am seeking research faculty as participants for this study. The inclusion criterion for 
research faculty is that they submitted one or more research proposals to a federal 
funding agency during the 2012 and 2013 calendar years. 
 
I am asking for approximately 120 minutes of your time to participate in a face-to-face 
interview at a time and location that are convenient to you. Additional details of the study 
are provided in the attached Description of the Study document. 
 
If you meet the inclusion criteria for participants and are interested in and are willing to 
participate in this study, please email me at tonya.pinkerton@ttu.edu or call me at (806) 
834- 2546.  Also, if you have any questions about this study, please contact me or Dr. 
Stephanie J. Jones, who is supervising this study via email at stephanie.j.jones@ttu.edu or 
(806) 834-1380.   
 
If you know of others who may be interested in participating in this study, I would 
appreciate you forwarding the study information to them. 
 
Your consideration of participation in this study is greatly appreciated. I look forward to 
hearing from you soon. 
 
Tonya M. Pinkerton 
Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Research 
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Appendix C – Email Script for Recruitment of Research Administration Participant 

 
Dear ___________, 
 
As part of my doctoral program at Texas Tech University, I am conducting research 
involving the use of specific elements in research proposals at a large emerging research 
institution. The specific elements are waived facilities and administrative costs, voluntary 
cost sharing, and principal investigator efforts. The exploration of the impact of these 
research proposal elements may further assist the promotion of research agendas and 
emerging research universities. 
 
I am asking for approximately 120 minutes of your time to participate in a face-to-face 
interview at a time and location that are convenient to you. Additional details of the study 
are provided in the attached Description of the Study document. 
 
If you meet the inclusion criteria for participants and are interested in and are willing to 
participate in this study, please email me at tonya.pinkerton@ttu.edu or call me at (806) 
834- 2546.  Also, if you have any questions about this study, please contact me or Dr. 
Stephanie J. Jones, who is supervising this study via email at stephanie.j.jones@ttu.edu or 
(806) 834-1380. 
 
If you know of others who may be interested in participating in this study, I would 
appreciate you forwarding the study information to them. 
 
Your consideration of participation in this study is greatly appreciated. I look forward to 
hearing from you soon. 
 
Tonya M. Pinkerton 
Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Research 
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Appendix D – Study Description 

 
What is the project about? 
The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of research faculty and research 
administrators’ knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research grants.  
The voluntary proposal components include excessive principal investigator 
commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and waived facilities and administration 
costs. 
 
What would you do if you participate? 
You will be asked to participate in an interview where you will be asked a series of 
questions regarding your experiences. 
 
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable? 
Yes, without question.  The researchers and the Texas Tech University Human Research 
Protection Program have reviewed the questions included for the interview and believe 
you can answer them comfortably. However, participation is voluntary and strictly by 
your own choice. You are welcome to skip any questions, stop answering questions at 
any time, and you may leave/ask me to leave any time you wish. 
 
How long will my participation take? 
The researcher is asking for 120 minutes of your time. Once interview transcription is 
complete, the research will request that you either read the transcription for accuracy 
and/or meet to discuss items that need further discussion. 
 
How are you protecting my privacy? 
Pseudonyms will be used to identify participants in the study. None of your personal 
identifying information will be associated with any data collected. 
 
How will I benefit from participating in this study? 
There is no financial compensation for your participation in this study. However, 
participants will benefit from the knowledge that they contributed to the study of research 
at institutions of higher education and the impact of voluntary proposal components on 
that research. 
 
How can I participate in the study? 
If you would like to participate in this study, please contact Tonya Pinkerton at (806) 
834-2546 or e-mail her at tonya.pinkerton@ttu.edu. Please provide your preferred 
method of communication. 
 
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask? 
1. If you have any questions about this research study, you can contact Tonya Pinkerton 
at (806) 834-2546 or e-mail her at tonya.pinkerton@ttu.edu. You may also contact Dr. 
Stephanie Jones, who is supervising this study, at (806) 834-1380 or via e-mail at 
stephanie.j.jones@ttu.edu.  
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2. TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. 
You can ask them questions at (806) 742-2064. You can also mail them at Human 
Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech 
University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email them at hrpp@ttu.edu.  
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Appendix E – Semi-Structured Interview Questions for Research Faculty 

 
Interview Protocol Project: Voluntary Components of Federally-funded Research 
Proposals and the Interpretation of Their Effects on Institutional Resources 
 
Date of Interview:       
Time of Interview:      
Place of Interview:      
Interviewer:  Tonya Pinkerton   
Interviewee:       
Pseudonym:       
 
Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today.  I appreciate your time and willingness to 
participate in this research study.  The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of 
research faculty’s knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 
grants.  The voluntary proposal components will be excessive principal investigator 
commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and waived facilities and administrative 
costs. 
 
It is important that I let you know that your identity will be protected in this research with 
a pseudonym in place of your name.  Your pseudonym will be connected with your 
interview transcript, and at no time will your real name be shared with the data you 
provide. 
At this time, what pseudonym would you like to use?  (If participant does not identify 
one, the Co-PI will assign one)  In addition, your institution will also be identified in the 
results of the study by a pseudonym. 
 
As a reminder, your participation in this study is voluntary.  Questions can be skipped 
and we can stop the interview process at any time.  If you do not have any questions 
about the study or the interview process, I will begin the audio recording at this time. 
 
 
1. How long have you been in your position at this institution?  Have you served in this 
position at another institution? 
 
2. How much of your workload is spent in research-related activities? 
 
3. What impact does research have on your ability to successfully do your job at this 
institution? 
 
4. Have you experienced difficulties with the research process at this institution? 
 
5. What would you say is your level of experience with the regulations governing 
federally-funded research?  Do you know where to find them? 
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6. When you write proposals for externally funded research, do you include cost sharing 
(matching) when it is not required?  Why/why not? 
 
7. When proposing cost sharing (matching), what available resources do you consider?  
Do you look at only your own fund balances or do you search outside of your control for 
sources of matching? 
 
8. Do you know what an FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATION waiver is?  Have you 
ever requested one?  Why/why not? 
 
9. What consequences exist for the institution when waiving FACILITIES AND 
ADMINISTRATION?  What consequences exist for the research faculty? 
 
10. Are there any experiences with effort, cost sharing, or FACILITIES AND 
ADMINISTRATION waivers that you would like to share? 
 
Other Discussion Points: 
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Appendix F – Semi-Structured Interview Questions for Research Administrators 

 
Interview Protocol Project: Voluntary Components of Federally-funded Research 
Proposals and the Interpretation of Their Effects on Institutional Resources 
 
Date of Interview:       
Time of Interview:      
Place of Interview:      
Interviewer:  Tonya Pinkerton   
Interviewee:       
Pseudonym:       
 
Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today.  I appreciate your time and willingness to 
participate in this research study.  The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of 
research faculty’s knowledge of voluntary proposal components of federal research 
grants.  The voluntary proposal components will be excessive principal investigator 
commitments, voluntary committed cost share, and waived facilities and administrative 
costs. 
 
It is important that I let you know that your identity will be protected in this research with 
a pseudonym in place of your name.  Your pseudonym will be connected with your 
interview transcript, and at no time will your real name be shared with the data you 
provide. 
At this time, what pseudonym would you like to use?  (If participant does not identify 
one, the Co-PI will assign one)  In addition, your institution will also be identified in the 
results of the study by a pseudonym. 
 
As a reminder, your participation in this study is voluntary.  Questions can be skipped 
and we can stop the interview process at any time.  If you do not have any questions 
about the study or the interview process, I will begin the audio recording at this time. 
 
 
1. How long have you been in your position at this institution?  Have you served in this 
position at another institution? 
 
2. How much of your daily workload is spent with research-related activities? 
 
3. What impact does research have on your ability to successfully do your job at this 
institution? 
 
4. Have you experienced difficulties with the research process at this institution? 
 
5. What would you say is your level of experience with the regulations governing 
federally-funded research?  Do you know where to find them? 
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6. When managing proposals/awards for externally funded research, what is your 
experience with cost sharing (matching) when it is not a requirement of the award? 
 
7. When managing cost sharing, what resources are involved?  Are these resources 
faculty specific or departmentally funded? 
 
8. Do you know what an FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATION waiver is?  Have you 
ever participated in the request for one?  Do you encourage research faculty to request 
waivers of FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATION? 
 
9. What consequences exist for the institution when waiving FACILITIES AND 
ADMINISTRATION?  What consequences exist for the research faculty and 
departments? 
 
10. Are there any experiences with effort, cost sharing, or FACILITIES AND 
ADMINISTRATION waivers that you would like to share? 
 
Other Discussion points: 

 


