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Abstract
Universities and other academic institutions have constantly served as feeder institutions in
the overall development of nations through scientific research (Uzoka, 2008). National
governments and a number of organizations have invested huge amounts of money in the
development of research in universities. Some countries rank higher education institutions
according to their research performance (Williams& Van Dyke, 2008). The staff of higher
education institutions are considered to be the key research resource. Academic staff, in
particular, account for a significant component of the budget of higher education institutions
and have played an important role in achieving the objectives of the institution (Rowley,
1996). Well-motivated academic staff can build a national and international reputation for
themselves and the university. Such a profile may have a significant impact on the ability of
the university to attract more students, research funds and consultancy contracts.
To face the national and international challenges and competition, the Chinese Ministry of
Education and leaders in Chinese universities are trying a number of different approaches to
motivate academic staff with the aim being to improve their research performance. Project
211 is the State's only key construction project in the area of education during the "Ninth
Five-Year Plan" and "Tenth Five-Year Plan" period. Inclusion in the project means that the
Chinese government periodically invests a huge amount of money in the 100 Chinese key
universities in the 21st century with the aim of facilitating their teaching and research
development.
In the context of education, many factors impact on academic staff motivation: working
conditions, reward and pay, chance of promotion, and so on. Within one organization,
academic staff may demonstrate a diversity of personality. Some may show high performance
by being given decent pay; others may be eager to get recognized by management, colleagues
and society. The implementation of performance reviews has worked to create a competitive
atmosphere among staff.
On the other hand, motivators are intrinsic to the job itself. They are closely linked to job
content such as desire for achievement, sense of responsibility, performance recognition, job
potential, job significance and personal growth. These two distinct factors have different
effects on people’s motivation at work.
i

Based on the literature review, the external factors and internal factors are quite relevant to
academic staff motivation of doing research work. But few researchers have done the analysis
of the differences of those factors at different academic levels in Chinese Project 211
Universities. A Mixed methodology was used to find the answers to the two main research
questions:
What are the main factors that motivate academic staff at different academic levels to
conduct research?
What are the main factors that may influence individual research productivity at different
academic levels?
By using self-report questionnaires and focus group interviews with academics, this thesis
examines the differences of those factors at each academic level.
The main purpose of this study is to probe the insights of motivation, especially in the Project
211 universities in China, to provide a better understanding of the behavioural intention
(motivation) of staff’s devotion to research at different professional levels, and the main
factors that influence research productivity of academic staff. Recommendations can be
suggested to policy makers in Chinese universities in terms of developing a long term
effective motivation strategy. The findings could also potentially contribute to improve the
competitive capacity of educational organizations.
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Chapter 1

CHAPTER 1: RESEARCH OVERVIEW
______________________________________________________
1.1

Introduction

Higher education systems and individuals are under increasing pressure to be more
productive in research; the trend is an international and widely recognized one (Wodarski,
2001). Research has therefore become a major and important factor in economic development
in the twenty first century and has become increasingly important in the university context.
Emphasis is therefore placed on scholarly productivity and the publication output of
academic staff, with less priority being given to teaching and service roles when rewarding
performance (Erero, 1994). The benefits of research help produce wealth and public support
that is needed for sustainable development. As a result, most developing countries, including
China, have invested huge amounts of money in the development of research in universities.

The implementation of Project 211 is an important measure taken by the Chinese government
in its effort to facilitate the development of higher education in the context of the country’s
advancement in social and economic fields. Primarily aimed at training high-level
professional manpower to implement the national strategy for social and economic
development, the project has great significance in improving higher education, accelerating
the national economic progress, pushing forward the development of science, technology and
culture, enhancing China’s overall capacity and international competitiveness, and laying the
foundation of training high-level professional manpower, mainly within the educational
institutions at home. (China Education and Research, 2001).
Project 211 is the State's only key construction project in the area of education during the
"Ninth Five-Year Plan" and "Tenth Five-Year Plan" period. Inclusion in the project means
that the Chinese government periodically invests a huge amount of money to the 100 Chinese
key universities in the 21st century with the aim of facilitating their teaching and research
development (China Education and Research, 2001). Based on the Ministry of Chinese
Education statistics, the research productivity of Project 211 universities is much higher than
the general universities in China. This is noted when examining the research output that is
recorded in the Science Citation Index (SCI) and the Engineering Index (EI), which accounts
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for more than 75% of the recorded research output among all of the universities in China
(Yue, 2003).
Based on the above research, it could be then asked what are the factors that motivate the
academic staff in Project 211 University to produce such high quantity and quality research
papers? Are there any differences in the motivation factors which affect the different levels of
staff? La Motta (2009) argued that a motivated person may not necessarily motivate another
person, because there are many different factors that may affect the motivational level of
different employees. What motivates one academic staff member, therefore, may or may not
be a motivating factor for other academic staff. Therefore, this thesis focuses on the Chinese
Project 211 universities with the aim of examining the different factors which motivate
academic staff to conduct research at each academic level and the factors that will influence
their research productivity.
This introductory chapter outlines the background to this study. It explains the purpose, the
aims, and the approach taken to conduct this research. The significance of the study is
discussed, and an overview of the dissertation finishes the chapter.

1.2 Background of the Study
The global social and economic forces throughout the modern world have brought about
profound changes to education. Governments in different countries keep shaping their
educational policies constantly, which have triggered a series of external changes (Tien,
2008). These external changes together with some internal ones have made the educational
institutions generate new styles of management. Although the educational management is
multi-dimensional, the management of staff is the most important aspect in the innovation of
managerial approaches. The people-oriented managerial style puts staff at the very heart of
the administrators’ work. All the organizational activities are centered upon the performance
of staff (Uzoka, 2008). However, the performance quality of the working staff is correlated to
the motivation of the staff. In modern educational research, motivation has gradually attracted
the attention of the educators. Therefore, most of this thesis is to be devoted to the theme of
motivating staff in educational organizations.

Universities and other academic institutions have constantly served as feeder institutions to
the overall development of nations through scientific research (Uzoka, 2008). National
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governments and a number of organizations have invested huge amounts of money in the
development of research in universities. Some countries rank higher education institutions
according to their research performance (Williams & Van Dyke, 2008). According to
Brewer’s (1990) research finding, thirty–seven of the schools in his sample use research
productivity as a factor of determining faculty pay rise in their colleges of business. In
Ramsden’s (1999) paper, he said research performance is possibly the most important factor
for assessing the standing of the modern university. Therefore, higher education institutions
compete with each other for resources, and being known as a research institution is becoming
increasingly important.

The staff of higher education institutions are the key research resource. Academic staff, in
particular, account for a significant component of the budget of higher education institution
and have played an important role in achieving the objectives of the institution (Rowley;
1996). Deeprose (1994) found that an effective reward system improves employee motivation
and increases employee productivity, which in turn contributes to better enhance
organizational performance. Baron (1983) argues that there is a very close relationship
between motivation and job performance. Both performance and motivation are directly
proportional to each other. Well-motivated academic staff can build a national and
international reputation for themselves and the university. Such a profile may have a
significant impact on the ability of the university to attract more students, research funds and
consultancy contracts.

Akinyokun & Uzoka (2007) concluded that there is a strong relationship between academic
research output and the staff motivation. Staff Motivation relates to how behaviour is
instigated and inspired by the expected outcomes of that behaviour, defined as goals, aspects
of success, performance or in other ways (Hendriks & Sousa, 2008). In modern educational
research, motivation has gradually attracted the attention of the institution. However,
motivation isn’t the same as performance. Even the most highly motivated employees may
not be successful in their jobs; especially if they don’t have the competencies needed to
perform the jobs or they work under unfavourable job conditions (Tien, 2007). Therefore, it
is important to understand what motivates academic staff to conduct research and what
factors influence their research productivities.
To face the national and international challenge and competition, the Chinese Ministry of
3
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Education and leaders in Chinese universities are trying a number of different approaches to
motivate the academics with the aim being to improve their work performance. Research
productivity in particular has received a great amount of attention and concern (Chen, 2001).
Research effort and output form a very distinguishing part of the definitional character of the
university; as a consequence, it is considered that leading a workforce where there is a lack of
motivation is a problem (Dundar & Lewis, 1998). It occurred to the managers and
administrators that motivation is key factor although it is not the only factor (Lach &
Schankerman, 2008). Thus, the management of motivation stands at the very heart of the
successful management of people within Chinese universities (Chen, Gupta & Hoshwoer,
2006).

In the light of increasing workloads and declining budgets, a better understanding of
academic motivation may be an effective way of maintaining and increasing academic
productiveness. It is the researcher’s belief that understanding can be achieved if, alongside
the extrinsic motivator and the intrinsic motivator in the field of activity, a means can be
found to find a way of exploring the motivational aspects of the social and cultural context in
which academic work takes place. Therefore I propose a model of academic motivation in
which there are distinct, yet overlapping, economies at work.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
This thesis seeks to investigate the role played by intrinsic and extrinsic factors in the process
of motivating academic staff in Chinese Project 211 Universities. The study also explored
factors determining academic staff research productivities for a consideration of a more
systematic and structured approach to acknowledge employees’ efforts, which would in turn
flourish a high performance culture in Chinese universities.

The study also examined the relationship between the extrinsic motivators and lower level
academic staff such as early career academics; and the relationship between the intrinsic
motivators and higher level academic staff such as associate professor and full professor. The
comparison of factors which influenced academic staff research productivity at different
academic levels were also examined in the second part of this study.
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The study examines multiple factors affecting employee work motivation and performance
with the purpose of providing a better understanding of the behavioural intention of staff’s
devotion to research at different professional levels within the Chinese University context. It
intends to help Chinese University senior or Middle managers to achieve organizational
improvement and effectiveness.

In addition to the illustration of the major points mentioned above, the challenges facing the
Chinese universities in the 21st century will be dealt with at the end of this paper. In the light
of those present challenges, the research will point out some areas for future research in the
area of motivation in education.

1.4 Aims and Approaches
There are three specific aims in this thesis. The first is to examine the different factors that
motivate staff who conduct research at different academic levels. The second is to find out
the main factors that impact on academic research productivity at different levels. The last
but not the least is to provide suggestions and recommendations to policy makers in Chinese
universities with the aim of developing a long-term sustainable motivation strategy.

Descriptive statistics from the data collected were used in the study to provide information on
demographic variables. The results were analyzed using descriptive statistics followed by
inferential statistics on the variables. The study revealed multiple factors affecting employee
work motivation and performance which have their own unique approach, significance and
contribution towards motivation and performance that elevate and maximize Chinese
University progress in improving research quantity and quality. To collect the data, a total of
600 questionnaires were distributed to respondents and a total of 431 valid responses were
received.

A mixed methodology was used for the study. The questionnaire method was used as the
measuring instrument for the quantitative analysis. Focus group interviews were used for
qualitative analysis. In the first part of this research the 12 dependent variables of intrinsic
and extrinsic motivators included: promotion, financial rewards, seeking tenure, performance
appraisal, recognition, respect, sense of achievement, interest, contribution, responsibility,
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scholar improvement, and autonomy, and the independent variables were assistant lecturer,
lecturer, associate professor and full professor.

In the second part of this research the

dependent variables consisted of seven factors, which included self-efficacy, age, social
network, research support, teaching load, faculty size, and culture, while the independent
variables were the same as in the first part of this research.
The results indicated that there was a statistically significant relationship between all of the
independent variables with the dependent variables. Most the dependent variables have a
positive effect on academic staff motivation and their research performance, and results also
showed that among the twelve dependent variables, intrinsic motivators are more likely to be
the main factors that motivate higher level academics to conduct research. Extrinsic
motivators are more likely to be the factors that motivate lower level academic staff to
conduct research. The factors influencing the research productivity have different effects on
different academic levels.

1.5 Significance of the Study
The present study makes several contributions to the fields of motivation and performance,
both at the theoretical and practical levels. It will be useful in explaining the meaning and
underlying concept of motivation, useful for management of higher institutions and
establishments responsible for reviewing and updating policies and legislation. Practical
contributions to Chinese universities are the positive focus on academic research which has
become a competitive point within the Chinese higher education field. The finding of this
research indicates that the management of a Chinese university should make use of different
tactics, strategies and policies to motivate employees in a work setting. To make sure of the
success of motivational tools, it is important to consider the uniqueness of the situation and
the diversity of the concerned group. It is the job of management to consider different
alternatives according to the particular situation.

This study examined the effects of a number of different factors on different academic staff
levels and highlights various aspects necessary for motivating different academic staff to
improve their performance. To specify the nature of staff motivation and performance, it is
recommended for Human Resource (HR) Managers to highlight the suggestions received
from the employees of universities. These recommendations will assist a university to
6
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establish systematic motivation strategies in order to improve the research productivities and
increase the competitive capacity of the Chinese university.

1.6 Structure of the Research
This thesis is structured into seven chapters that contain a research overview, a literature
review, a conceptual frame-work, methodology, quantitative research results, qualitative
research results and a conclusion. The following paragraphs describe the structure and
contents of the thesis to orient the reader to the themes and arguments in each of the chapters
following this introduction.

Following on from this first chapter, Chapter 2 focuses on the development of Chinese higher
education and Project 211 Universities. It provides an overview and understanding of the
research target. Chapter 3 presents the informing literature from the fields of motivation
theories, motivation and performance, research development of Chinese universities,
motivation in Chinese higher education and research performance factors. It critically
discusses the theoretical frameworks that are used in the respective fields, which leads to a
framework for the present study. Chapter 3 also introduces the sub research questions and
hypotheses that are derived from gaps in the literature on motivation and performance factors
in Chinese project 211 universities.

Chapter 4 describes the constructionist epistemology that forms the backbone of this study. It
also presents the methodology and the research methods, and analysis of quantitative and
qualitative data. The chapter describes the participants of both the quantitative and the
qualitative part of the study, the data analysis techniques used, and the way this study was
implemented.

Chapter 5 presents and analyses the quantitative data that were collected from 431 valid selfreported questionnaires for this study. The quantitative analysis found that intrinsic
motivators and extrinsic motivators exert different motivating effectiveness on the staff at
lower and higher professional levels. The hypotheses were also tested at the end of this
chapter.
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Chapter 6 presents the findings from the group interviews that were held with thirty two
academic staff including eight assistant lecturers, eight lecturers, eight associate professors
and eight full professors. The interviews explored the differences in the motivation factors
and performance factors. The open-ended questions highlighted the suggestions and
recommendation from the university staff.

Chapter 7 summarizes the major findings of this study, highlights the contributions that the
study makes to the field of staff motivation and performance, the limitation of this research
and proposes areas for further research.

1.7 Chapter Flow Chart:

Chapter 1

Chapter 5

Research
overview

Quantitative
research results

Chapter 2

Chapter 4

Chapter 7

Literature
Review

Research
Methodology and
Design

Research
findings,
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and
conclusion
Chapter 6

Chapter 3
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research results
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the research
Model
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1.8 Chapter Summary
The majority of previous studies in motivation focus on motivation theories, approaches, and
motivation effectiveness which remain on a motivation mechanism level. The present
research focused on research motivation factors, especially the differences in the factors, and
can contribute to a more complete body of knowledge on motivation mechanism. It may lead
to a positive progress of motivation innovation, which the literature has not yet provided.
Previous research has suggested there should be more discussion about how different people
are motivated by these different factors. The present study on motivation factors in relation to
academic staff who are at the different academic levels go some way in addressing this issue.
This chapter provided the background, the aims, approaches and research structures to the
present study.

The next chapter overviews the Chinese higher education reform, the development of
Chinese universities and the reasons for choosing Chinese Project 211 Universities as
research target.
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Chapter 2: An Overview of the Chinese Higher Education
System and the Project 211 Universities
_______________________________________________________
2.1 Introduction
Higher education plays a key role in China’s development. The higher educational
organizations, which plan to achieve the purpose of training specialists for all lines of work,
include universities, colleges, and institutes. It is necessary to introduce briefly the present
state of Chinese higher education and state clearly the rationale for motivating teaching staff
in Chinese universities.

This chapter reviews the literature on the development of Chinese Higher Education and the
establishment of the Project 211 University. It provides appropriate definitions for the terms
on which the research will be based. A brief discussion on the reasons for the establishment
of Project 211 University is presented. The development of the Project 211 University is then
comprehensively reviewed, with research output discussed.

Motivation approaches adopted in Chinese universities will be reviewed with the aim being
to provide a theoretical basis for forming the research model in chapter three.

2.2 The Reform and Development of Chinese Education
Before reviewing the relevant literature, it is necessary to introduce briefly the present state
of Chinese higher education and clearly provide the rationale for motivating teaching and
research staff in Chinese universities.

The Chinese education system is the largest education system in the world. There are more
than 20 million students enrolled in China’s higher education institutions. Investment in
education accounts for about 4% of total Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in China (China
Education and Research, 2001). In 1986, the Chinese government passed a compulsory
education law, making nine years of education mandatory for all Chinese children. Today, the
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Ministry of Education (MOE) estimates that 99.7 percent of the population area of the
country has achieved a universal nine-year basic education (Yue, 2003).
For more than half a century, from 1896 to 1949, Chinese higher education progressed
according to the Western university model, although Chinese universities suffered heavily in
the Resistance War against the Japanese Invasion (1937-45) and in the War of Liberation
(1946-49). With the founding of the People's Republic of China in 1949, however, Chinese
higher education cut off links to the Western world and turned, for various political reasons,
toward the former Soviet Union's model for universities (Zhang, 2006). A reconstruction of
Chinese higher education, involving reorganization of universities and disciplines, took place
nationwide in the early 1950s. In this movement, common comprehensive universities were
reformed into single disciplinary universities such as universities of literature and arts,
universities of engineering, medical colleges, agricultural colleges, railway institutes, and so
on (People’s Daily, 2000).
During the Cultural Revolution the National Entrance Examination (NEE) was stopped and
the higher education system actually ceased to function. Since 1978, however, China’s higher
education mechanism has been brought back to normal and has experienced major
reorganization. (Porter, 2005) A series of educational reforms were conducted by the
government in the 1980s. According to Deng Xiaoping, the higher education institutions were
expected to function as “a front-line force in scientific research” (Deng, 1984). The 1985
educational reform initiated the marketization of higher education institutions. In the last two
decades’ radical reforms have built a changing environment for the universities and colleges.
Therefore, the significant changes brought about by economic modernization, marketization,
and globalization pushed Chinese higher education institutions to face the challenges of the
twenty-first century (Zhang, 2006).

2.3 Higher Education and Development
Higher education plays a key role in China’s development. The higher educational
organizations, which plan to achieve the purpose of training specialists for all lines of work,
include universities, colleges, and institutes. Chinese universities and colleges are aiming to
train creative talents with all-round abilities. The development of human resources and the
great improvement in the nation’s cultural, scientific and technological levels are of primary
11
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significance to China’s catching up with the most advanced countries in the world (Li, 2004).
More and more importance has been attached by the government to Chinese higher education
after the founding of the People’s Republic of China in 1949. In 1998, the Chinese
government announced that it would build some Chinese universities into world-class
institutions. To achieve that goal, the government promised to increase the educational
allocation in the national budget by 1 percent a year for each of the five years following 1998.
(Yue, 2003) When Chinese president Jiang Zemin attended the hundredth anniversary
ceremony at Beijing University in 1998 and the ninetieth anniversary ceremony at Tsinghua
University in 2001, he emphasized this ambitious goal of advancing several of China's higher
education institutions into the top tier of universities worldwide in the next several decades.
(Ministry of Education, 2004b)
In the meantime, China has received educational aid from many international organizations
and sources, including the World Bank, which loaned China $14.7 billion for educational
development. The striking development of higher education can be reflected in the
spectacular increase in the number of regular (common) institutions: from 201 in 1952 to
1071 in 1999. In 1999, 248 institutions were under direct control of various ministries and
commissions of the central government. 871 adult institutions offered seats to those
candidates who have passed the Adult NEE (Ministry of Education, 2004b).
After several years’ endeavor, the structural reform of higher education has gained heartening
achievements. In the field of education provision reform, the old system in which the state
undertook the establishment of all Higher Education Institutions(HEIs) has been broken, and
a new system in which the government takes main responsibility with the active participation
of society and individuals has been taking shape. The developments of HEIs run by social
forces are fully encouraged and supported (Zhang, 2006).
In respect of the funding and administration, the regular institutions of higher education are
divided into three categories: those directly under the MOE, those under other ministries, and
those under provinces, autonomous regions and municipalities. (Li, 2004) Universities and
colleges provide four or five year courses for undergraduates to get Bachelor’s degrees, three
year courses for postgraduates to get Master’s degrees, and additional three year courses for
Philosophy Doctorate (Ph.D) students to get Doctor’s degrees. Vocational colleges offer two
or three year diploma courses. Institutes enroll few students and focus on academic and
scientific research. The university or college calendar is generally divided into two semesters
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(some are trying a three-term system) (Ministry of Education, 2004b). It is highly competitive
for students to enter a university or college since the MOE has set up a very strict centralized
enrolment system for the admission to universities and colleges. Students are required to pass
the NEE, which usually takes place in every July, to enter a university or college. Now there
is no age limit for the examination candidates. Entrance examinations are also required for
those candidates who have completed a first degree and then apply for postgraduate and Ph.D.
studies (Ministry of Education, 2004).
New trends in Chinese higher education are attracting the attention of global educators.
Chinese higher education has continued to evolve. Over the past two decades, however,
tremendous economic development in China has stimulated reforms in higher education that
have resulted in some remarkable changes. Noteworthy progress has been achieved,
particularly in the merging of colleges and universities. These mergers represent the most
dramatic change in higher education since the reorganization of universities in the early
1950s along the Soviet model. (Ministry of Education, 2004b). In September 1998, Zhejiang
University combined with three other universities—Hangzhou, Zhejiang Agricultural, and
Zhejiang Medical Universities—becoming one of the largest and most comprehensive
institutions of higher education in the country. The second largest merger in the country was
that of Beijing University and Beijing Medical University. In April 2000, a merger of Xi'an
Jiaotong University, Xi'an Medical University, and Shaanxi Institute of Finance and
Economics (formerly administered by the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Public
Health, and the People's Bank of China) was announced as the new Xi'an Jiaotong University.
Other mergers include the restructured Huazhong University of Science and Technology and
Central South, Fudan, Jilin, Shandong, Sichuan, Southeast, Tongji, Tsinghua, Zhongshan,
and Wuhan Universities. Official statistics show that from 1996 to 2000, 387 colleges and
universities were merged into 212. (Ministry of Education, 2004b).
Since these university mergers, the Ministry of Education has reduced from about two
hundred to around seventy the number of institutions it operates. In addition, these
reconstructed universities have obtained funding for development. For example, the Ministry
of Education and the Zhejiang provincial government allocated 1.4 billion yuan ($170 million)
between 1998 and 2002 to promote the newly reconstructed Zhejiang University. Other
reconstructed leading universities also obtained more money to support their development (Li,
2004).
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A rapid expansion of colleges and universities has reduced the gap between the strong desire
for higher education and the limited access to it. According to official figures, the total
enrollment for common colleges and universities (government-controlled public institutions)
almost doubled in the three years from 6.43 million in 1998 to 12.14 million in 2001. The
total of all colleges and universities reached 1,911 in 2001(Ministry of Education, 2004b).

2.4 Management of Chinese Higher Education
Regarding management system reform, the relationship among universities, government and
society has been gradually smoothed out by various ways such as joint establishments,
adjustment, cooperation and merger. A two-level education provision system has taken shape
in which the central and local government will take different responsibilities to provide
education with the former responsible for the overall planning and management. As a result,
the overlapping of education responsibilities was overcome. At the same time, the
government streamlined their administration and delegated more power to the HEIs,
expanding their autonomy of providing education for the society (Zhang, 2006).
From the end of the 1980’s to the early 1990’s, the problems of aging, young teachers and
low qualifications have obviously shown up concerning the teaching contingent in HEIs. To
change the situation, educational administrative departments at various levels and HEIs made
different policies and introduced a number of measures. After 10 years of unremitting efforts,
all of those problems have been primarily resolved (Ministry of Education, P.R.C., 2000a).
1) With many young teachers replenished, the age structure of the teachers’ contingent has
been adjusted. A number of middle-aged and young teachers have gradually developed
themselves and become the backbone teams in teaching and research.
2) The policies relative to position promotion have been made and the position structure of
the teaching contingent has been adjusted.
3) The proportion of Ph.Ds. and Masters qualified teachers to be selected and remain in
HEIs has been increased and the degree structure of teachers has been adjusted.
The knowledge structure of teachers has been adjusted through in service training, offering in
service degree education, selecting teachers to go aboard for advanced studies and carrying
out cooperative research. The teachers’ contingent has been replenished and the development
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of new disciplines has been promoted by recruiting overseas students (Minister of Education
P.R.C., 2000a).
The ministry has played an active and decisive role in educational management reform. One
major change in governance has been the introduction of the "two-level education provision
system," in which the central government shares responsibility for educational governance
with local governments (provincial bureaus of education). (Minister of Education, P.R.C
2000a) The provincial bureaus of education have been assigned greater responsibilities and
now directly administer most common universities and colleges (Li et al., 2008). The chief
executive officer of a university is the president, who is usually appointed by the government.
In the past, appointments were made without public hearings, interviews, or competition
among candidates. The introduction of these processes has had a positive effect. For example,
more aspiring presidents of Chinese universities hold Master's or Ph.D. qualifications than in
the past, and most current presidents have had the opportunity to visit or study in the West
(Zhang, 2006). These new presidents have more experience in higher education and a global
perspective that helps them better understand China's goals and problems.
Since the implementation of reform and opening up of the system, the reform and
development of higher education have resulted in significant achievements. A higher
education system with various forms, which encompasses basically all branches of learning,
combines both degree-education and non-degree education and integrates college education,
undergraduate education and graduate education, has taken shape (Ministry of Education,
2004b). Higher education in China has played an important role in economic construction,
science progress and social development by bringing up and developing a large scale of
advanced talents and experts for the construction of socialist modernization (Yue, 2003). In
2010, there were all together HEIs, among which 1090 were universities, 322 were
independent colleges and 1215 were non-university higher institutions. There were also 384
higher education institutions for adults (Zhang, 2006).

2.5 Research Development in Chinese Universities
Like the Chinese economic system, the higher education system was highly centralized for
many years. As the country's economy shifts from a centralized to a market model, however,
the governance of Chinese higher education is also undergoing adjustment. The Ministry of
Education is still the supreme educational administrative body in China. In addition to
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administering some leading universities, the ministry is responsible for implementing
education-related laws, regulations, guidelines, policies, nationwide programs and initiatives,
and international educational cooperation and exchange (Ministry of Education, P.R.C.,
2002b).
In the planned economy era, the functions of Chinese universities were generally limited to
education. Only a few leading research universities, such as Tsinghua University and Peking
University, participated in Research & Development (R&D) (Huang, 1986). National
governments and a number of organizations have invested huge amounts of money in the
development of research in universities. With the development of China’s economy, more
and more universities started to carry out R&D, and the university system conducted around
10% of national R&D in the last decade. In 2000 gross domestic expenditure on R&D
totalled 0.9% of GDP. China spent 1.34% of GDP on research and development in 2005
compared with an Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
average of 2.3% (Kai, et al., 2012). R&D expenditure in universities increased from 3.9
billion Yuan in 1994 to 20.1 billion Yuan in 2004 (Tien, 2008). China has also been steadily
increasing its number of researchers. In 2004, there were 1.2 researchers per thousand
employees, which appear insufficient compared with OECD average of about 7 researchers
per thousand employees. However, because of its enormous size, China still has an
impressive total of technical personnel, reporting a total of 1.16 million individuals engaged
in R&D (full time equivalent) in 2004, of whom 920,000 were scientists or engineers
(Naughton, 2007, p. 261). The number of scientists and engineers has grown at an annual rate
of 6.5%. At this rate, China will have more scientists and engineers engaged in research by
about 2015 than any other country (Kai, et al., 2012).
.
Since China adopted its open-door policy approximately twenty five years ago, Chinese
higher education has begun once again to draw closer to the advanced Western world. The
Chinese government attaches great importance to the international cooperation and exchanges
of higher education. Since the reform and opening up to the outside world in 1978,
international cooperation and exchanges of higher education have become more and more
active and have achieved fruitful results (Ministry of Education, 2004b). In the past 20 years,
China has established educational cooperative and exchanges relationship with 154 countries
and areas, sent 300,000 students to more than 100 countries for study, received 210,000
foreign students from 160 countries and areas, sent 1800 teachers and experts to teach and
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research overseas, and employed 40,000 foreign teachers and researchers(Ministry of
Education P.R.C., 2000b)
In recent years, taking full advantage of their talents, knowledge, science and technology, the
HEIs emphasized the practical research and development in the light of economic
construction of the country and have made a great effort to serve the central task of economic
construction while at the same time strengthening the basic research. In addition, HEIs have
taken part in the construction of science parks, established high-tech enterprises run by HEIs
and combined industry, teaching and research together to turn the scientific and research
fruits into real productivity and spread them to the whole society (Li, 2004).

2.6 Reasons for Establishing Project 211 Universities
First, given China's goal of building some universities into world-class institutions, it would
be wise to pay more attention to strengthening the foundation of Chinese higher education.
Traditionally, Chinese universities have stressed engineering and science. Many Chinese
students are strong in mathematics, physics, and chemistry, but weaker in social and human
studies. Studies in the social sciences and the humanities have been limited for years. Some
universities have just begun to develop programs in these areas, but more need to follow their
example. Strategically, strengthening social sciences and humanities will help Chinese
students acquire a solid foundation of knowledge. The continuing development of
comprehensive universities should allow them to extend their knowledge base in multiple
disciplines and fields. In addition, Chinese universities should more thoroughly promote an
active and creative spirit in students (Yue, 2003).
Second, and more important, entering the ranks of the world's top universities requires
creating a sound academic atmosphere on campus. Academic freedom should be more highly
valued and more actively fostered. It is the consensus of many global educators that academic
freedom must always be a core value of higher education. Strong backing for academic
freedom would attract more international students to top Chinese universities. It would also
attract more professors and experts from other countries to teach or assume administrative
positions at leading Chinese universities.
The last but not the least is Project 211 university is the top level for a university in China. In
the traditional Chinese view, a good education for children is the first priority for a family.

17

Chapter2

Since China adopted its "one family, one child" policy three decades ago, most families have
had only a single child. Parents are willing to spend more money and time to help their child
get a better education. Most parents hope their child will enter college, and even travel abroad
to study (Yue, 2003). Currently, higher education has become one of the most popular topics
for discussion among Chinese families. Therefore a Project 211 University will be the target
university for the children of most Chinese families.

2.7 Development of Project 211 Universities
The project 211 began from the idea that, in the mid-1990s, the 30 elite universities at the
time were too low by international research standards. With the aim of facilitating university
teaching and research development, the Chinese Ministry of Education established the 211
Project from 1995. This is the Chinese government’s new endeavor aimed at strengthening
about 100 institutions of higher education and key disciplinary areas as a national priority for
the 21st century (Yue, 2003).
The "Project 211," China's key construction project, officially started construction in 1995. It
is also the State's only key construction project in the area of education during the "Ninth
Five-Year Plan" and "Tenth Five-Year Plan" period. The government will initiate actions to
strengthen a number of institutions of higher learning and key disciplinary areas (Ministry of
Education, P.R.C., 2000a). It is envisaged that after several years’ effort some 100
institutions of higher learning and a group of key disciplinary areas will have greatly
improved their quality of education, scientific research, management and institutional
efficiency. In addition, these institutions will also have made remarkable progress in
reforming the management system and consequently become the bases for training high-level
professional manpower and solving major problems for the country’s economic construction
and social development (Yue, 2003). As a result of such efforts, this group of institutions will
set up national standards in overall quality, with some of the key universities and disciplinary
areas approaching or reaching the advanced international standards. The majority of them
will have enhanced their physical conditions and staff competence, in addition to noticeable
achievements in human resources training and scientific research (Yue, 2003). Adapting to
regional and sectional development needs, these institutions are expected to play a key and
exemplary role.
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China now has more than 1,700 standard institutions of higher education, and about 6 percent
of them are Project 211 institutions. Project 211 universities take on the responsibility of
training four-fifths of doctoral students, two-thirds of graduate students, half of the students
from abroad and one-third of undergraduates. They offer 85% of the state's key subjects, hold
96 percent of the state's key laboratories, and utilize 70% of scientific research funding
(Education in China, 2009)
Zhao Lu (director of the Education, Science and Culture Department under the Ministry of
Finance) on March 25, 2010 at the news conference held by the Ministry of Education said
that as the State's financial resources grew, the State continued to increase investment into the
"Project 211". In the first phase of the project, China earmarked 2.2 billion yuan in special
funds. As part of the repayment for this expenditure, the papers included in SCI (Science
Citation Index), EI (Engineering Index) and ISTP(Introversion, Sensing, Thinking,
Perception) of the universities within “Project 211” increased by 94% during the same period;
and in the second phase, allocated 6 billion yuan. For the project's third phase (2007-2011) of
construction, the Ministry will set aside 10 billion yuan. He also said that the funding for
education shows a daily rising trend, whether it is seen from the growth in China's education
funds or from China's investment into the "Project 211"(People’s Daily, 2010).

2.8 The Rationale for Motivating Teaching Staff in China
“The transition to mass higher education is a global phenomenon” (Porter, 2005, p.190). As a
developing country, the Chinese government is carrying out a policy of expanding higher
education due to the realization that high-level technical and intellectual skills are essential to
the nation’s knowledge-based economy (Zhang, 2006). In addition, China’s “open door”
economic policies implemented in 1985 boosted the social demands on all-round ability
graduates. Therefore, people are expecting better educational service from higher education.
The fundamental social and economic changes have exerted inevitable pressure on higher
education. Effectiveness and improvement of higher education institutions are becoming
increasingly the major concern of people (Yuan, 2010). Quality and efficiency stand at the
very heart of organizational effectiveness and improvement. To meet the needs of changing
times and the society, universities and colleges are shifting their emphasis of work to quality
of teaching and learning and organizational cost-effectiveness. This leads to greater effort on
achieving this purpose through efficiency in use of resources and effective management.
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Thus senior managers as well as middle managers are trying a number of different
approaches to make the most of teaching staff, to keep a stable teacher team, to prevent
teachers from quitting their jobs and shifting to other lines of work, and to avoid a decline of
teaching quality (Zhang, 2006). To ensure the teaching quality, they make some policies at
institutional level to arouse the teachers’ incentive to offer high-level service–teaching. Under
proper and happy working conditions, teachers are encouraged to perform at a high level both
in classroom teaching and academic research (Tien, 2008).

By the end of 2008 Chinese universities and colleges have recruited 407,000 full-time
teachers (Education in China, 2009). A key question is: what mainly affects the behavior of
these academic staff? It occurred to the managers and administrators that motivation is a key
factor although it is not the only factor (Lawler, 1973). It goes without saying that leading a
workforce where there is a lack of motivation is a problem. Thus, the management of
motivation stands at the very heart of successful management of people within an
organization (Anderson, 2003). Evans has argued that the most potent influence on teacher
motivation is leadership (Evans, 2001).

At present, leaders in Chinese universities and colleges are facing a great challenge of
motivating staff in addition to formulating some policies to discipline staff. What
administrative mechanism is the most appropriate for leaders in Chinese universities to
motivate teachers? What are differences of factors which motivate the teachers who are at
different academic level? What the factors influence their research productivities? What do
the academic staff think about the current motivation mechanism? Therefore, this thesis
argues that the effective managers need to recognize the different motivators that are
appropriate for different staff and that different staff will demonstrate differing inherent
levels of motivation in setting their own targets and in striving towards their achievement.

2.9 Chapter Summary
The system and model of China’s higher education was basically formed in the 1950’s and
1960’s in imitation of the higher educational system and model of the former U.S.S.R (Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics) in the 1950’s (Li, 2001). Thereafter, even up to the late 1990’s,
China’s higher education showed no tremendous reforms or great changes in spite of some
“minor operations.” But, since 1998, profoundly important and unprecedented changes have
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taken place in China’s higher education due to the intense competition of economic
globalization of the new century (Li, 2004).
This chapter discussed the development and management of Chinese Higher Education,
analyzed the reasons for establishment of Chinese Project 211 University, and gave an
overview of the research investment and development in Project 211 University and the staff
motivation rationale. The next chapter will present the finding from the literature and will
also discuss the conceptual framework which includes the various motivation theories,
motivation factors, the relationship between the motivation and performance, performance
factors and the research model which was developed from the literature. The research
questions and hypotheses will also be presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT
_______________________________________________________
3.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the literature in the fields of motivation and performance, and explains
which gaps in the literature have led to the research questions and hypotheses. The research
questions are presented throughout the chapter where they follow from the literature
discussed.

The chapter continues with a discussion of a number of studies which included the intrinsic
and extrinsic factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research and the factors that
influence their research productivity. A new model has been developed to highlight the gap
in the literature in regards to examining the different factors which affect academic staff who
are at different academic levels.

The hierarchical nature of academic staff is discussed, which is to assist readers to understand
the differences in welfare and benefits at different academic levels in a Chinese University.
This chapter also examines the motivation approaches and their effectiveness in the
University environment. The chapter concludes by providing a number of hypotheses,
derived from the literature which will be tested as part of this research.

3.2 Motivation
Prior to the analysis of motivating academic staff in Chinese universities, the literature review
will focus on what motivates them and how they are motivated. Managers who seek the
answers will often look to motivation theory for assistance. Although the highly complex
human nature makes managing people not an easy task for educational administrators,
understanding human behavior can be a most rewarding experience (Dornyei, 2001).
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3.2.1 What is motivation?
Organizations expect employees to follow the rules and regulations and work according to
the standards set for them; the employees expect good working conditions, fair pay, fair
treatment, secure career, power and involvement in decisions. These expectations of both
parties vary from organization to organization (Beer et al., 1984). For organizations to
address these expectations, an understanding of what motivates an employee is required.

The various human motivation theories have been delved into from the perspectives of social
psychology and social behaviorism. Tracing out these theories may take the definition of
motivation as a starting point, since a thorough understanding of motivation helps
administrators manage subordinates more effectively. However, different researchers and
psychologists have provided very diverse definitions of this term.

The word motivation is derived from motive, which is an active form of a desire, craving or
need, which must be satisfied. It is a common phenomenon often talked about by people in
any given organization. Motivation as an inner state of mind that causes a person to behave in
a way that endures the accomplishment of stated goals (James, 2011). To them, motivation is
something which impels a person to act, a reason of behavior. He further stated that
motivation is not manipulation of people but an understanding of needs, which prompt people
to do a job.

Motivation has been recognized as a dilemma that managers must face, because what
motivates one individual may not motivate another. There is a need for an understanding of
the fundamental drives, urges, needs and desires of the people which can be manipulated and
stimulated and a sense of communication and methodology that would provide stimulation to
these urges (Adler, 2008). Some of the methods used for this purpose may be the provision of
financial incentives, a cordial working environment, challenging work and responsibility,
personal accomplishment, recognition for such accomplishment and an opportunity for
growth and advancement (Wood, 1998).

Another complication of motivation theories is that the theories were developed in the West,
primarily in the United States of America (USA) and Great Britain. The theories may be
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based upon Western cultural situations that do not necessarily apply to the rest of the world
(Triandis, 1995; Hofstede, 1999; McKenna, Richardson, Singh, & Xu, 2010).
There are many theories about motivation which have evolved over the last 80 years. Adler’s
(2008) earlier views described motivation as an innate, paramount, dynamic, motivating force
that drives or at least predisposed movement in a certain direction. He conceived of
motivation as a drive to overcome feelings of inferiority. Lockwood (2005) defined
motivation as it represents the forces acting on or within a person that cause the person to
behave in a specific, goal-directed manner. According to Butkus & Green (1999), motivation
is derived from the word “motivate,” which means to move, push or persuade to act for
satisfying a need. Baron (1983) defined motivation in his own right. He mentioned that
motivation is a set of processes concerned with a kind of force that energizes behavior and
directs it towards achieving some specific goals. Many writers have expressed motivation as
goal directed behavior. This objective nature of motivation is also suggested by Kreitner and
Kinicki (2001, p.162) who put forward the view that motivation represents “those
psychological processes that cause the stimulation, persistence of voluntary actions that are
goal directed”.
Halepota (2005) conceives motivation as a person’s active participation and commitment to
achieve the prescribed results. He averts that the concept of motivation is an abstract
construct because different strategies produce different results at different times and there is
no single strategy that can produce guaranteed favorable results all the time. Mo1 (1992)
differentiates between the terms ‘movement’ and motivation’. Movement carries out the task
for compensation, remuneration in humans mind to act, while the term motivation is stapled
with total involvement of a person in its tasks to carry out with excitements and happiness. In
simple words, movement compels a person to carry out tasks, while motivation is a selfrealized jubilant and pleasing act of carrying out specific tasks (Robbins & Judge, 2008). The
researcher places an emphasis on motivation, which is the basis for the success, because the
person involved in it is very happy and voluntarily excited, but not for compensation.
Motivation is the reason for individuals’ accomplishments to carry out the project (La Motta
1995).

It can be observed from the above that motivation, in general, is more or less basically
concerned with factors or events that move, lead, and drive certain human actions or inaction
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over a given period of time given the prevailing conditions. Furthermore, the definitions
suggest that there needs to be an invisible force to push people to do something in return.

On reaching the understanding and believing that people (employees) are naturally motivated,
an organization simply provides the environment for their motivation to be enhanced and
improved (Baron, 1983). It means that an organization is a better environment and working
atmosphere provider, it only needs to believe that the people have the motivational behavior.
Lawler (2003) noted that different theories question why people prefer certain careers, why
they seek particular rewards and why they feel satisfied or dissatisfied with their work and
rewards. These are some of the resonating questions that create so many assumptions and
hypotheses to be researched. However, there are many aspects of motivation in an
organization; a person motivated by those aspects may not necessarily motivate another
person, because there are many different factors that affect motivation level of different
employees (La Motta, 2009). It is important to review the importance of staff motivation and
its relationship to an organization’s performance.

3.2.2 Importance of motivation

In the modern globalized world, the workplace realities of the past organizations no longer
exist. It is important for the organizations to meet and introduce new motivational tools to
meet the needs of employees, due to the many changes that have been observed as occurring
within the workplace in today’s organizations (Roberts, 2005). Beer et al., (1984) strongly
assert in their research of the changing work environment that the reality within organizations
today has totally changed. Therefore it is more important for the top management to
introduce new methods of developing strong and durable relationships between the
organization and its employees, for meeting the organizational goals and fulfilling the
continually changing needs of both parties. A complete and thorough understanding of
employees’ motivation is required for organizations to address and accomplish these
expectations (Beer et al., 1984). It is clear from the above that a strong relationship among
organizations and employees is an instrument for success in fulfilling the needs of the
changing work environment for both parties. To make and develop a strong bond with
employees, the role of top management is crucial in this respect.
The achievements of individuals and organizational goals are independent processes linked
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by employees’ work motivation. Individuals motivate themselves to satisfy their personal
goals; therefore they invest and direct their efforts for the achievements of organizational
objectives to meet with their personal goals also. It means that organizational goals are
directly proportion to the personal goals of individuals. (Khan, Farooq & Ullah, 2010)
Therefore, Roberts (2005) reported that the job of the manager is to ensure that the work done
through employees is possible, especially if the employees are self-motivated towards work
rather than directed. The manager’s involvement is not so much important in the motivation
of employees. The employees should motivate themselves to work hard.

The major issue in all organizations is the motivation of employees, whether they are skilled
or unskilled or professionals. Employee motivation is also a major issue for the universities in
China. It is today’s challenge for the university management in this competitive world to
motivate academic staff to conduct more research. The employees’ motivation, their
enthusiastic and energetic behavior towards task fulfillment, can play a key role in the
successes of an organization, which will be ultimately of benefit to both (Cheng, 1995).
Therefore, it is important for the universities to meet and introduce new motivational
strategies to meet the various needs.

3.2.3 Motivation and performance

Human motivation studies aim to discover what it is that triggers performance. Cole (1996)
opines that motivation is the term used to describe those processes, both instinctive and
rational, by which people seek to satisfy their basic drives, perceived needs and personal
goals which will trigger their performance. Baron (1983) argues that there is very close
relationship between motivation and job performance. Both performance and motivation are
directly proportion to each other.
Motivation is a human psychological characteristic that contributes to a person’s degree of
commitment. It is very important in the consideration of the performance and output of
employees in organizations. Motivation is essential to organizational effectiveness and is a
predictor for performance of employees (Stoner, 2002).

Although job performance involves a number of factors in addition to motivation, motivation
is still an important factor in achieving high performance (Uzoka, 2008). Tien (2007) states
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that a key motivational principle for performance is that it is a function of a person’s level of
ability and motivation. This principle is often expressed by the following formula:
Performance=f (Ability× Motivation). According to this principle, no task can be performed
successfully unless the person has both the ability and the motivation towards completing the
job. The multiplicative formula suggests that ability and motivation are important.

Many organizations want their employees to perform to the best of their abilities, yet
motivation remains a difficult factor to manage. Mullins (1999) observed that employees’
aspirations and targets do not always match with what their employer can provide. It has been
suggested that proper motivation can significantly influence the attitude of workers towards
their jobs and hence affect the performance of such employees on the job. For employers who
successfully motivate their staff, it often translates to less absenteeism and turnover, greater
satisfaction and commitment and ultimately higher productivity or performance in the work
place.

A motivated person has the awareness that specific goals must be achieved in specific ways;
therefore he/she directs their effort to achieve such goals (Nel et al., 2001). It means that a
motivated person is a best fit for the goals that he/she wants to achieve as he/she is fully
aware of its assumptions. Because the motives of employees affect their productivity, one of
management’s jobs is to channel employee motivation effectively towards achieving
organizational goals. Therefore if the roles of managers are assumed to successfully guide
employees towards the organizational agenda of achieving its objectives, then it is very
important for them to educate and understand those psychological processes and undertakings
that are the root cause of the stimulation, direction of destination, determination and
persistence of voluntary actions (Roberts, 2005).

There is a need to understand why people choose to perform satisfactorily; why some people
appear to be committed to their jobs and others are often absent. Commitment is a product of
motivation (Stoner, 2002). Obisi (1996) stated that human resources, being the major
essential element of an enterprise, need to be handled with care, for they are the key to higher
productivity. There is also a need to find out what rewards and incentives individuals value so
that where possible, it could be provided. People are usually willing to work harder when
they expect to benefit by doing so.
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In other words, people exert effort when the effort helps them meet some personal needs. One
of the basic and major needs in any organization is to evaluate its employee’s performance
continually to find out whether they are or are not improving.

3.3 How Are People Motivated?
Stemming from human mental processes, motives and needs are linked to human behavior
and at the same time serve as the determinants of human performance. Furthermore, they are
the internal drives of an employee, offering guidance to employees’ behavior, which makes
an important contribution to their higher performance. The further understanding of motives
and needs can be provided by the various motivation theories. University policy makers who
seek the answers will often look to those theories for assistance. Currently, various human
motivation theories have been delved into from the perspectives of social psychology and
social behaviourism. (Bland et al, 2005)
3.3.1 Maslow’s theory in China
Maslow (1970) is well-known for his hierarchy of needs theory. As Maslow’s classic study of
motivation (as cited in Matterson & Ivancevich, 1996) stated, “Motivation theory is not
synonymous with behavior theory. The motivation is only one class of determinants of
behavior. While behavior, is almost always motivated, it is also almost always biologically,
culturally, and situationally determined as well” (p. 342).
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is based on two premises:

First, there are the innate needs in humans that motivate one to take action for that need, such
as food and rest. Second, lower-order needs will dominate human behavior if they are not
satisfied. Maslow’s appeal to managers has been his contention that the higher-order needs
can first be fulfilled to a greater or lesser extent through work. When the work is properly
designed and the worker properly recognized and rewarded for his or her accomplishments,
self-esteem or self-actualization needs are met. (Bland et al., 2001)
Although research efforts across cultures vary on Maslow’s theory, Adler’s organizational
text (1991) cites O’Reilly and Roberts as suggesting that Maslow’s theory has not been
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universally accepted. “Studies have found that an individual’s frame of reference will
determine the order of importance of his needs. It has also been found that his frame of
reference is, in part, determined by his culture. Therefore, it can be said that an individual’s
needs are partially bound by culture” (p. 154).
Other research has found that Maslow’s theory does not hold up across cultures. For example,
workers in countries such as China, that typify collective behavior, tend to focus on social
needs and esteem needs over self-needs and self-actualization needs (Certo, 1997; Hofstede,
1980, Robbins & Judge, 2008). Some claim that Western society stresses individual behavior,
whereas China stresses the collective one, and therefore, one cannot apply the same model to
both cultures (Adler, 1991; Shenkar, 1994; Bond & Hwang, 1986; Hofstede & Bond, 1988).
Suh, Diender, Oishi, & Triandis (1998) obtained two expert ratings of the
individualism/collectivism dimension. Among 41 nations in their study, China had the lowest
score (2.00), indicating it as the most collective country, and the United States (U.S.) had the
highest score (9.55), indicating it was the most individualist country. In the cultural context,
group harmony can be more important than individual goals. Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter,
(1963) found that even though there are also similarities in job expectations, there are
differences in perceptions of what is being received from the job.

However, a gap exists between the theoretical ladder of needs and the practical situation of
needs, especially in education. Research is quite different from other social activities
especially university academic staff work which consists of classroom teaching and academic
research. Generally speaking, an individual may not be interested in the higher-level needs if
his or her lower level needs are deprived. Actually, academic staff have basic human needs
that should be satisfied. Unlike factory workers, universities academic staff’s higher level of
needs may be fulfilled even if they are operating under poor working conditions or there is a
lack of sufficient basic salary to live on because of a high level of intrinsic motivation
through love of research for its own sake. (Zhang, 2006)
3.3.2 McGregor’s theory X and Y in China
McGregor’s (1960) Theory X and Y described the work environment and the relationship of
managers to the worker. Whereas Theory X managers believe they must direct and control
workers in order to motivate them, Theory Y managers assume that employees will be more
motivated if they are given freedom and autonomy in the workforce (McGregor, 1960).
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In China, Theory Y managers act similarly to their U. S. counterparts, but with a different
rationale. According to Oh (1976), the pre-1949 Chinese saw the satisfaction of lower needs
as the main objective of the masses, with higher order needs reserved for the upper class. The
workers and peasants primarily worked for their existence with any material incentives
discouraged.
As Maslow (cited in Matterson & Ivancevich, 1996) explained, “For the man that is
extremely and dangerously hungry, no other interests exist but food. He dreams food, he
remembers food, he thinks about food, he emotes only food, he perceives only food, and he
wants only food…. such a man may fairly be said to live by bread alone” (p. 344). Such a
situation certainly fits the events of the workers that faced starvation in the economic era of
Mao and The Great Leap Forward. Their efforts were focused entirely on the lower level of
needs.
After the Revolution in China, two types of managers emerged: “Reds” and “Experts”.
Experts skilled in technical expertise used Theory X. Reds skilled in people management and
possessing political and ideological expertise tended to use Theory Y. “The Reds, believing
that Theory Y assumptions were closely tied to Chairman Mao, felt the workplace had to
become egalitarian…that all employees had to rise together both economically and culturally”
(Oh, 1976 as cited in Adler, 1991, p. 150).
This management system design gave workers’ welfare prominence over the production
process. It also served to discourage material incentives that promoted self-interest and
competition. Managers were to stress collaboration with collective rewards, encourage
decision making and emphasize democracy and centralization. According to Adler (1991)
both Americans and Chinese agree with theory Y, but for different reasons. The results in
China were for a collective effort; whereas, the U. S. thrust was for individual self-direction
and purpose.
Under these circumstances, McGregor’s Y theory (1970) which is drawn on Maslow’s model
can be applied to practice. According to the Y theory, academic staff are self-motivated and
are committed to research because of rewards attached to achievement. Motivation happens
when the high levels of self-esteem and self-actualization are fulfilled. Yet, it is not likely
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that all academic staff are self-motivated. Some are concerned only about physical conditions
or financial reward (Zhang, 2006). McGregor’s X theory (1970) can explain explicitly why
people only pursue lower levels of satisfaction. As a result, leaders or decision-makers cannot
generate a basket of one-fits-all measures to motivate all the academic staff in a university.
3.3.3 McClelland’s theory in China
McClelland’s theory of motivation is an explanation of human needs that focuses on the
desires for achievement, power and affiliation that people develop as a result of their life
experiences (Certo & Certo, 2008). It emphasizes three of the many needs that humans
develop: the need for achievement (nAch), the need for power (nPower), and the need for
affiliation (nAff) (Certo & Certo, 2008). McClelland’s theory initially focused on the need
for achievement as a contributing point in explaining why some societies produce more than
others (Adler, 1991). According to McClelland (as cited in Matterson & Ivancevich, 1966) “n
Ach produces enterprising men among labor leaders or managers, Republicans or Democrats,
Catholics or Protestants, capitalists or communists” (p. 365).
McClelland (as cited in Matterson & Ivancevich, 1966) stated, “Countries with many such
rapidly growing firms tend to show above-average rates of economic growth” (p.365). This
appears to be the reason why correlations have regularly been found between the “n Ach”
content in popular literature (in children’s textbooks) and subsequent rates of national
economic growth. Furthermore, he quoted studies to reveal this is true of nations, whether
capitalist or communist, developed or underdeveloped. However, today his theory is made
less credible by failing to address the organizational aspects of motivation theory. It has also
been noted that the English word of “achievement” is virtually untranslatable into other
languages. (Hofstede, 1980).

3.3.4 Cognitive process theories in China
Equity theory explains how people strive for fairness and justice in social exchanges or give
and take relationships. Equity theory was developed by J. Stacy Adams 1963 and he proposed
that people are motivated to seek social equity in the rewards they expect for performance
(Dessler, 2008). For example, people paid on a piece-rate basis per item produced, typically
boost quantity and reduce quality when they perceive they are underpaid (Dessler, 2008).
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Those paid a straight hourly rate tended to reduce both quantity and quality when they think
they are underpaid. Overpayment equity does not seem to have the positive effects on either
quantity or quality that Adam’s theory predicts. Adam’s theory states that individuals will
compare their own inputs/ outcomes with others’ inputs/outcomes (Dessler, 2008).

Equity causes a person to believe that if the ratios are equal, the relationship is equitable. If
the individual believes that his/her ratio is lower than another’s ratio, then inequity will occur,
and thus cause dissatisfaction. Individuals who perceive inequitable treatment may reduce
their inputs by giving less effort, performance, or may even resign from the job. Another
measure is that individuals may attempt to increase their outcome by making known their
concerns (Adams, 1965). Finally, restoring equity may be achieved by changing the other
individual’s ratio by decreasing the others’ outcomes.

In China, the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution periods were examples of
dissatisfaction in equity in the workplace. Rewards were not related to input of work, pay was
not commensurate with experience and incentive, and even those at the managerial level were
subjected to a decrease in rank and responsibilities. Morale suffered and productivity
decreased. The external environment has an effect on the work ethic as well as the internal
organization (Zhang, 2006).

Several research studies demonstrated that employees reported greater levels of job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and lower absenteeism and turnover when working
in perceived fair conditions (Schardwald, Koslowsky, & Shalit, 1992). A practical application
of equity theory is that it provides an explanation of how attitudes and behaviors affect job
performance. Employees are more likely to implement changes in the workplace more readily
if the changes are deemed equitable ones.

Perceived inequity is the source of motivation to act to restore the equity of fairness in the
exchange. Equity theory has been successfully applied to study consumer dissatisfaction,
brand and retailer switching, consumer complaining behaviour, negative word of mouth
communication, and several other marketing and social exchange situations. (Chen, 2006)
Expectancy theory has been recognized as one of the most promising conceptualizations of
individual motivation (Ferris, 1997). Expectancy models are cognitive explanations of human
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behaviour that cast people as active, thinking, predicting creatures in their environments.
They continuously evaluate the outcomes of their behaviour and subjectively assess the
likelihood that each of their possible actions will lead to various outcomes. According to
Vroom (1964), expectancy theory shows that the overall motivation of faculty members to
conduct research is the summation of the products of the attractiveness of various individual
outcomes associated with research and the probability that research will produce those
outcomes.
The cognitive process theories illustrate the problems of Mao’s ideology. He emphasized
egalitarianism and use of moral incentives rather than material incentives in his Great Leap
Forward and the Cultural Revolution. Inefficiencies, lack of motivation, and loss of morale
all existed during these periods, contributing to a downfall in economic productivity (Zhang,
2006).

Is equity theory an individual or a collective concept? Theoretically, equity is achieved in an
egalitarian Maoist society by his philosophy of “all must rise together within the system”.
Therefore, all are treated equally. However, history is contradictory with this point of view,
as the inequities in the workplace caused worker motivation and performance to decline
(Lamond & Zheng, 2010). One problem with equity theory in its application to post-Mao
China is that the theories are designed for a culture with an individual perspective with a
common end goal of material rewards and material “achievement.” Traditional Confucian
philosophies with an end goal of harmony and “good for the people” do not easily blend with
the contrasting value system of the Western world (Jiacheng, Lu, & Francesco, 2010). As
China advances in their market reform efforts, the cognitive process theories will become an
even more important focus for Chinese managers to consider in the workforce (Yuan, 2010).

3.4 What Motivates Staff?
In an organization, employees may differ in characteristics, which make management
extremely complex. Different employees work to satisfy different needs. Some people work
for money to satisfy their physical needs, others work to achieve their life goals. People may
also work for the companionship that their jobs offer. Various needs drive people to hold
different jobs. A closed psychical energy system exists in each person. The aim of energy –
goal satisfaction drives people to satisfy their needs although the form of energy may change
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from person to person. Apart from its positive effect, energy can also be repressed (Pintrich
& Schunk, 2002). Goal setting is central to the management of motivation.

Daschler and Ninemeier (1989) conducted research and investigated what employees may
seek from the work environment. Their discussion reviews some employee-related concerns
that can be found in the venue of strategies to employees’ motivation.
• Employees are individuals that come from different backgrounds, they have different
education with different experiences and their different family classes are all the factors in
which their needs can be located.
• The primary interest of employees is to satisfy their personal needs, ambitions, desires and
goals.
• An employee wants to satisfy his/her basic needs, linked to survival and security concerns
and a desire to belong, to generate positive feelings from within and from others, and to be
self-fulfilled.
• Most employees want (a) fair and consistent company policies in matters affecting them; (b)
management they can respect and trust; (c) adequate working relationships with managers
and co-workers; (d) acceptable salaries and working environment; (e) Appropriate job
security assurance; (f) favorable job status.
• The other important factors that can fulfill and motivate employees are: challenging work,
work that yields a sense of personal accomplishment, expression of appreciation for good
performance, increased responsibility and the chance to grow in the job, the feeling of
importance and making a contribution to the organization, and participation in job-related
matters that affect the employees (Daschler and Ninemeier, 1989).

3.5 What Affects People’s Motivation?
What is mentioned above is concerned with how people are motivated. Another problem is
what factors influence people’s motivation, that is to say, what affects people’s behavior.

The research conducted by Khan, Farooq and Khan (2010) in Pakistan measured the effect of
‘Human Resource Strategies’ like pay, promotion and training on job satisfaction. Their study
was focused on a workforce of service-based companies in Pakistan. They concluded from
their research that pay, promotion and training had a positive and significant impact on staff

34

Chapter3

motivation. They argued and suggested that employees in Pakistan give more importance to
pay and promotion than training.

In the context of education, many factors impact on academic staff motivation: working
conditions, reward and pay, chance of promotion, and so on. Within one organization,
academic staff may demonstrate a diversity of personality. Some may show high performance
by a decent pay; others may be eager to get recognized by management, colleague and
society. The implementation of performance reviews has created a competitive atmosphere
among staff. Yet it can also cause stress which decreases teacher motivation. Herzberg (1966)
developed a two factor theory when he perceived work motivation from the angle of the
causes of job satisfaction. On the one hand, motivators are intrinsic to the job itself. They are
closely linked to job content such as desire for achievement, sense of responsibility,
performance recognition, job potential, job significance and personal growth. On the other
hand, hygiene factors are extrinsic to the job. They generally include working conditions,
organizational policies, leadership and management, supervision, salary, social status, job
security, interpersonal relations. These two distinct factors have different effects on people’s
motives at work. The absence of factors that lead to satisfaction does not necessarily lead to
dissatisfaction, whereas the removal of factors that lead to dissatisfaction does not necessarily
result in satisfaction. Nias (1989) has developed Herzberg’s theory by identifying another
group of factors: negative satisfiers which are not part of the job process. These factors refer
to things like good human relationships and school organization. The removal of negative
satisfiers may result in increased job satisfaction. The implications lying in these approaches
to motivation enable leaders to find out positive and negative factors – diagnosing the
contextual problem. Thus, the awareness of different satisfiers can help generate informed
organizational policies and in the end lead to successful leadership.

Moreover, whether the staff are treated fairly is another necessary factor that leaders should
take into account in the process of initiating motivation. If inequity or an unfavorable ratio of
inputs and outputs from the staff’s perception exist, it is very likely that staff will be
demotivated, which will make staff work less or undervalue others’ work. Adam’s theory
(1965) seems to be useful for leaders to seek a feasible and effective performance review
system. This is further underpinned by Skinner’s (1953) reinforcement theory. He states that
individuals are willing to repeat their behavior if that leads to favorable outcomes.
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Leaders may find great potential in the application of an integrative theory constructed by
Ford (1992): motivational systems theory. Ford’s holistic framework provides a theoretical
umbrella for the field of motivation. Staff motivation is viewed on the ground of context.
This theory offers leaders more applicable guidance in motivating staff.

3.6 Types of Motivation
The literature on academic motivation has several key strands. One is the division of intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation in faculty work, particularly the motivations of faculty to do research
and teaching (Blackmore & Kandiko, 2011). It has been claimed that most studies, qualitative
or quantitative, fail to theoretically divide and separate intrinsic and extrinsic motivations in
faculty work. Most quantitative studies that look at faculty motivation fail to have a
theoretical basis, nor are they conclusive about the differentiation between intrinsic and
extrinsic rewards (Tien & Blackburn, 1996).

Extrinsic motivation: this motivation is induced by external factors which are primarily
financial in nature. These incentives and rewards have been a subject of debate, whether they
really motivate the employees or simply move them to work. According to Ryan and Deci
(2000), the term, “extrinsic motivation” is the attainment of a separable outcome from the
performance of an activity. Extrinsic motivation encourages staff to complete their task in
order to receive the reward. In other words, rewards motivate people to get rewards.

Intrinsic motivation: this involves the performance of an activity for the inherent satisfaction
of the activity. Intrinsic motivation is personal, “internal” responses, such as satisfaction or
pride in an accomplishment. Intrinsic motivation is synonymous with a desire to work hard
solely for the pleasure of task accomplishment. According to Mallaiah and Yadapadithaya
(2009), compliments, public recognition, and professional opportunities are motivators and
can be as effective as extrinsic rewards such as monetary reward and gifts. Intrinsic
motivation results from an individual’s need to be competent and self-determined irrespective
of possible external rewards.

Luthans and Stajkovic (1999) observed that recognition and attention may have as strong an
impact on performance as pay. Their research indicated that extrinsic rewards can undermine
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an individual’s intrinsic motivation. Herzberg (1968), and Frey (1997) emphasized that the
values and the mission of an organization are an important source of motivation. In the same
line of argument, Etzioni (1988) also argued that there are factors other than pay that
motivate individuals to work in organizations.

Contrary to the latter, Olorunsola & Bamijoko (2005) suggest that extrinsic motivators such
as good pay, retirement benefits, overtime allowances, and good working conditions are often
significant factors to attract and retain the best people and cannot be ignored. They further
stressed that extrinsic rewards encourage risk taking and make people do extraordinary things.

An overview of both extrinsic and intrinsic factors is offered by Feldman and Paulsen (1999),
who detail some of the motivations for academic staff. External rewards include granting of
tenure, promotion, merit pay, travel provisions, payment of incidental department and
professional expenses, clerical assistance, and special privileges. Internal motivators include
liking open-ended problem solving, wanting to be helpful, having a sense of making a
difference (such as seeing students develop), feeling satisfaction from interacting with
students, feeling a sense of competence through increasing skill and knowledge, having
opportunities for learning and to use skills and knowledge, and having autonomyindependence (self-determination) (Feldman & Paulsen 1999) In all, rewarding (no matter
intrinsic or extrinsic) excellent work is essential to reinforce and maintain employee
motivation.

3.7 Motivation Approaches in Chinese Universities
As the Chinese economy has developed, motivational approaches in education have
experienced decades of changes. These approaches keep changing with the variation of the
personnel systems. Prior to the 1980s, university staff held “iron rice bowls” (life time
employment and a welfare system). They were self-motivated or impelled forward by the
ideal of communism (Yue, 2003). The motivating means had nothing to do with money and
tangible reward. After the Cultural Revolution, the Chinese government shifted its emphasis
from revolution to growth in the national economy. On its way to the “Socialism with
Chinese Characteristics,” fundamental reforms in the personnel system have been conducted
since 1992 (Zhang, 2006).
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Human beings are motivated by requirements that fulfill their needs. These depend on many
factors and vary by the individual requirements and necessary situation. Besides basic needs
that range from food, clothing, medicine and shelters, there is workplace that needs to be
extended for acceptance and self-esteem. The researcher has indicated that each individual
experience these factors at different level (Cheng, 1995). Actually, there exist different
organizational approaches to the motivation of academic staff. Universities are employing a
wide range of means to give academic staff incentives to demonstrate high teaching and
research quality. Apart from the spiritual motives, university management adopted various
means to satisfy individual drives and needs. The introduction of work contracts,
performance related pay, various types of bonus, monetary or non-monetary rewards and
insurance reform resulted in profound changes in educational motivation mechanisms.

In Yining’s (2006) research she concluded that personal motivational factors that drive
academic research can be divided into two category: extrinsic factors ( such as income
increase, tenure, promotion), and intrinsic factors (such as personal satisfaction from solving
research puzzles, contributing to the discipline, achieving peer recognition). Saleh and
Grygier (1969) defined intrinsic factors as “those directly related to the actual performance of
the job” and extrinsic factors as “those related to the environment in which the job is being
performed. To Deci (1971), however, intrinsic factors are those “mediated by the person
himself,” while extrinsic factors are “externally mediated by someone other than the
employee himself.” Wernimont (1972) says that “All the intrinsic factors are internal feelings,
while extrinsic factors are external situations.” (p.173)
3.7.1 Extrinsic factors
Regarding external rewards, it has been noted that much emphasis is placed by China’s
economic reformers on the use of material incentives to stimulate productivity. The similar
results can be found in Henley and Nyaw’s study (1987), which suggested that Chinese
workers have placed great emphasis on material incentives such as wage increases and
bonuses over non-material stimulin such as recognition or a “model worker” award. The
following sections describe a number of extrinsic factors which affect academic staff.
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3.7.1.1 Financial rewards
Financial rewards are probably the oldest-and certainly the most fundamental applied
performance practice in organization settings. However, financial rewards do much more
than pay employees for their contribution to the achievement of organizational objectives.
They are a symbol of success, a reinforcer and motivator, a reflection of one’s performance,
and a source of reduced anxiety. Cultural values seem to influence the meaning and value of
money. People in countries with high power distance (such as China and Japan) tend to have
a high respect for money and make it a priority, whereas people in countries with a strong
egalitarian culture (such as Australia, New Zealand and Scandinavian countries) are
discouraged from openly talking about money or displaying their personal wealth.
(A.Furnham ,B.D.Kirkcaldy & R.Lynn, 1994)
Applied to productivity, this means that scientists who are rewarded are productive, and
scientist who are not rewarded become less productive (James, 2011). Hosoi (2005) found
that specific, difficult goals consistently led to higher performance than urging people to do
their best. The usual strategies for financial motivation are performance-related pay and
promotion. People’s motivation then can be controlled largely by offering or withholding
financial rewards (Rowley, 1996). According to Brewer’s research (1990), forty –two of the
responding deans in his sample believe that the presence of a merit pay system can and /or
does increase faculty research productivity. According to Creamer‘s (1995) survey, 90.7%
reported that there is currently some type of merit pay system at their universities that at least
in part determines faculty salaries. Also, 59.1% of the responding deans believed that the
presence of a merit pay system can increase faculty research productivity.
Deeprose (1994) found that an effective reward system improved employee motivation and
increased employee productivity. This in turn contributed to better enhance organizational
performance. Li, Whalley, Zhang & Zhao (2008) stated the stipend of academic positions in
China is notoriously low, especially considering the fact that the majority of 211 Chinese
universities are located in national and provincial capitals where living cost is rather high. To
attract and retain researchers, two open secrets of stimulating research activities are a certain
level of discretion in allocating research funding and direct monetary rewards for research
output.
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Sun Yat-Sen University established a series of research rewards policies to motivate
academic staff to conduct research in 2003. They were if the research paper is published on
“Nature” or “Science” the authors will be awarded 50,000rmb; if the research outcome has a
strong influence on the society or has significant contribution to the relative area the authors
will be awarded 20,000rmb; if the research project receives a “National Social Science Grant”
the university will allocate the same amount of funding to that project. (Sun Yat-sen
University, 2003)
Shandong University also has a number of financial rewards approaches for motivating
academic staff to conduct research. According to the university policy of research award, the
authors will be awarded 10,000rmb for the publication on “Nature” or “Science”; the authors
will be awarded 5,000rmb for the paper which is collected in SCI or SSCI, 3000rmb for EI or
ISTP (Introversion, Sensing, Thinking, Perception); if the research outcome is awarded the
first or second prize of the “National Science Development Award” or “National Natural
Science Award,” the contributors will be awarded 150,000rmb to 300,000rmb (Shandong
University, 2006).
In China, each university has its own financial rewards system to facilitate research activities.
Financial rewards approaches are written in each university research policy. This means it
could be an efficient way to encourage and motivate staff to conduct research and produce
high quality research outcome, and also it has a strong influence on academic staff research
behaviour.
Roberts (2005) takes into account the work of Baron (1983) in which he mentioned that not
only motivation can influence performance, but performance can also influence motivation, if
followed by rewards. To summarize from the above, it is absolutely clear that organizations
could benefit from implementing total reward programs that focus on formal rewards.
However, Golden (2001) argued that although money can be used occasionally, it should not
be the main incentive. Even though most people, in most circumstances, like money, it
provides limited reinforcement for the cost. Money is soon spent and the memory of it soon
fades. Other tangible incentives for example “promotion”, however, can be kept longer and
act as a constant reminder of some accomplishment.
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3.7.1.2 Promotion

In management, promotion is one of the reinforcers of the rewards system to help in
motivating employees. Some scholars believe that promotion has a motivating effect on
research productivity. For instance, Fox (1985) suggested that higher education institutions
can influence academic staff research behaviour through the manipulation of the reward
structure for promotion. Lai (1990) also considered promotion as an effective way of
encouraging staff to conduct research. In Ruscio’s (1987) interview study, a faculty
respondent commented about research publications: “Half to three quarters of what I read, if I
asked myself why this was written, the answer normally is ‘promotion’.”(p.55)
Generally in China, promotion leads to higher salary, higher social status, better work
conditions, more administrative power, more respect from colleagues and students, and other
fringe benefits. Academic rank is directly related to the income and benefits of university
faculty staff in China (Zhang, 2006). Most importantly, a higher rank increases basic wages
and the number of housing points to which one is entitled: housing points, in turn can help to
acquire or improve one’s housing condition. There are obviously other issues associated with
academic rank, such as status, and political power (Sharpes, 1987). Some scholars (Yining et
al., 2006) believe that promotion has a motivating effect on research productivity as research
output is considered to be the most important indicator in academic promotion assessment.
From the behavioural reinforcement theory’s perspective, Cooper and Burger (1980) thought
that, as a reward, promotion has the greatest motivating effect when it is contingent upon
performance; as a reinforcement schedule, the introduction of, and the removal of promotion
rewards influences publication rates and the shape of the productivity curve. According to
Tien and Blackburn’s survey (1996), the expected publication rate remains low in the early
period of the interval in rank because no promotion reward is conferred. Toward the end of
the rank interval, the nearer the time of promotion, the higher is the publication rate. In
general, the nearer the time of promotion, the higher is the publication rate. Tien and
Blackburn (1996) agreed that the promotion system can be regarded as a fixed reinforcement
interval schedule because the desirable academic staff behaviour will not be reinforced until
the passage of a specified period of time.
Similarly, Beck (1990) viewed that the motivational effect of promotion is dependent on an
individual’s need for promotion. If a person does not value a promotion, she or he will not
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work (publish) hard for it. This is the same as Tien’s finding (2000), that it is expected that
among academic members who need promotion, those who attach more importance to
promotion will publish more than those who do not.
3.7.1.3 Tenure
Occasionally, legislators and other public figures question the value of the tenure system in
academe. They suggest that once tenured, faculty members cannot be fired whether they
work or not. Consequently, tenured faculty members have little incentive to perform and may
become semi-retired while still employed by the university (Yining et al., 2006). Same as the
Santo’s (et al., 2009) finding that the professional rank increased the research productivity
decreased. This indicates that once faculty members were no longer worried about receiving
tenure, their motivation to publish decreased. Chen, Gupta and Hoshower (2006) concluded
that the tenured faculty members are motivated more by intrinsic motivation rewards,
whereas untenured faculty are more motivated by extrinsic rewards. Tenure and promotion
are potent motivators of staff research productivity, whereas pay rises are insufficiently
linked to research productivity to be a good incentive. According to their study, a number of
journal articles published in the 24 months were positively related to tenured status.
Discussing tenure versus contract systems for faculty, Bess (1998, p127) stresses both the
intrinsic and the contextual aspects of academic motivation, stating:
That contrary to external public opinion about faculty work habits, it is not the
security of tenure that reduces faculty motivation and hence productivity. Rather, the
explanation of low motivations lies in the absence of necessary organizational
contextual conditions that build on the underlying requisite base support of tenure and
thus induce strong motivation.

Of the 13 motivations examined in Yining et al’s (2006) study, faculty ranked tenure and
promotion respectively, as their two most valued rewards. They also assigned the highest
probabilities to these rewards: of the 13 rewards, the faculty believed that research
productivity would most likely lead to the rewards of tenure and promotion. This made
having or receiving tenure and promotion the two highest motivation factors.
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For academics generally, tenured employment provides satisfaction of the lower order needs;
their prestigious and autonomous work enables them to a much larger extent than is possible
for the general population, to fulfil higher order needs, esteem needs and needs for selfactualization. Recently, of course, the closing down of institutions and departments, attacks
on tenure and longer probation periods means that untenured academics have a fear of job
loss. So the lower order need for job security will motivate academic staff to put more effort
into teaching and research.
3.7.1.4 Performance appraisal (PA)
Most universities have clearly-written documents of performance requirements that are set
for academic staff. The annual workload of lectures and research publications varies from one
university to another (Lee, 2000). The assessment of the professional performance of
academic staff is conducted every academic year from both a departmental and individual
perspective. The assessment outcomes are tied to financial rewards, promotion and other
benefits such as training opportunities, travel opportunities, professional development
opportunities and so on. When PA was newly introduced in the educational field, academic
staff were greatly inspired. They were paid according to their professional titles in
combination with their profession performance (Luthans & Stajkovic, 1999).
As the requirement for a certain number of publications has been written in Academic Staff
Performance Evaluation Standards in most Chinese universities, if academic staff can’t meet
the publication requirement, they will face some negative outcome such as criticism from the
supervisor, demotion or even dismissal. Therefore, staff need for satisfaction with the PA is
highly increased (Oishi & Diener, 2003). But on the other side, according to the results of
their PA, academic staff are given opportunities of being selected to be ‘excellent teachers’
(youxiujiaoshi) for their outstanding professional performance every year. Those staff who
are considered the best receive public praise in a formal organizational staff conference
together with a certificate, or an extra rise in salary. Most academic staff, however, wish to be
recognized by their higher research publication record. Therefore, according to Tien’s study
(2008), obtaining social respect and recognition are also important extrinsic factors that
motivate staff to conduct research especially for the higher academic ranked staff.
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3.7.2 Intrinsic factors
Finkelstein (1984) concludes that the publications do not stop at the full professor level when
a promotion reward is no longer present. Therefore, intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivation
plays the pre-eminent role for motivating staff to publish.
Some researchers have insisted that academics publish not for external rewards but because
they enjoy the process of inquiry (McKeachie, 1982). McKeachie found that academic staff
enter college and university because of the enjoyment they receive from scholarly pursuits,
stimulation from colleagues and students, and the satisfaction of being appreciated and
respected by others. Academics indeed find their work intrinsically satisfying; they value the
complexity of the work, their autonomy, the relationship with and responsibility for other
persons. In Blackmore and Kandiko’s (2011) study, they concluded that internal motivation is
highly significant, that it relates to the opportunity to learn and to increase skills and
knowledge. Another important aspect is the preference for autonomy and independence and
the preference for having achieved something by one’s own efforts.
According to Self-Determination Theory, Deci & Ryan (1985) postulate that intrinsic
motivation is the energizer of the organismic integration process through which elements of
one’s internal and external worlds are first differentiated and then integrated harmoniously
with one’s existing structures. The integrative process requires exploratory behaviours to
foster the development of competencies. The exploratory behaviours are typically
intrinsically motivated. If they actually lead to the development of competencies, they in turn
enhance intrinsic motivation. Therefore, intrinsic motivation and exploration are thought to
be functionally and dynamically related throughout the development process (Ryan & Deci,
2000).
But according to Brewer’s (1990) research finding, non-monetary rewards are viewed as the
least important factor in motivating faculty to engage in research and is cited as being used
less frequently than some of the other methods. Therefore, the six intrinsic motivation factors
(interest, sense of achievement, scholar improvement, contribution, responsibility and
autonomy) drawn from the previous literatures are tested in this study.
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3.8 Factors Which Influence Research Productivity
Productive research in most universities worldwide is determined by the number of published
articles in internationally refereed journals and conference proceedings, which are the usual
channels for the dissemination of research and development activities among researchers.
Hence, publishing a paper is an indication of success in advancing the frontiers of knowledge
and it is also the criterion for academic promotion (Brooks & German, 1983).

Productivity studies in higher education have been increasing in importance since the early
1970s. Faculty research productivity is typically defined by the number of publications in
academic refereed journals and scholarly books (Denton et al., 1986). Sometimes the number
of presentations at professional meetings is also included as are grant applications, awards,
and the dollar amounts of grants (Wilson, 2001).

Research productivity is the best way to demonstrate faculty performance. Numerous and
differing types of studies have examined factors affecting the productivity of universities and
their individual academic programs or their faculty (Dundar & Lewis, 1998). Individual
faculty productivity studies have examined a wide range of factors affecting faculty such as
age, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational background (Braxton & Bayer, 1986;
Clark & Lewis, 1985; Creswell 1986; Levin & Stephan, 1989) along with several cultural and
organizational dimensions (Conrad & Blackburn, 1986). According to Hagedorn’s (1999)
finding, there appears to be a strong relationship between age, experience and productivity
ie.,age and experience increase, productivity also increases up to a point (Clark & Lewis
1985; Levin & Stephen, 1989). Nevertheless, it has also been noted that women publish less
than men as women usually spend significantly more time than their male counterparts do on
household and childcare responsibilities (Gmelch, Whike & Lovrich, 1986). In their study of
female academics in India, they also affirmed that the majority of married female academics
who had no substantial domestic help and carried out most of the responsibilities for children,
had a lower research output. Other researchers (Buchheit, 2001, Cargle & Bublitz, 2004;
Chow& Harrison, 1998) have identified the following factors as influencing research
productivity: self-efficacy, research support, the allocation of working time to research
activities, departmental size and culture.
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In Creswell’s research (2002), he concluded that the factors that influence faculty research
productivity can be divided into two parts: one part focuses on individual characteristics, such
as innate attributes like ability, stamina, personality, gender, age and years of experience and
self-efficacy; another part is related to environmental factors such as departmental size,
research resources support, teaching load and culture.
Bland et al. (2005) stated that sufficient time, intrinsic motivation, formal mentorship, a
culture that values research, and a network of external colleagues are associated with greater
research productivity. A survey study conducted by her (Bland et al., 2002) into a medical
school was used to determine individual, organization, and leadership factors affecting
faculty productivity. Respondents cited insufficient time for scholarly activity and lack of a
collegial atmosphere as key inhibitors of research productivity. In their research, they also
noted that faculty productivity must be considered in the context of the institution, and
requirements for productivity improvement must be matched by the effort to help faculty
members achieve their own goals as well as those of the institution. While the knowledge and
skills of individual faculty members are critical for success, they are not enough. Therefore,
lack of periods of unbroken time, expectations to be at the office, few resources to support
work, numerous faculty meetings and committees, and anxiety about promotion and tenure
ultimately have an impact on their motivation and productivity (Tien & Blackburn, 1996).

Bland et al. (2005) also found that faculty members experienced their lowest level of job
satisfaction after 8 years, shortly after achieving tenure. Satisfaction increased, however, as
they approached the end of their careers. The study recommended that formal mentoring
programs and awards be made available for mid-career faculty. In summary, there appear to
be many factors that influence faculty members’ research productivity. They can arguably be
characterized as intrinsic, i.e., differences unique to individual faculty members, or extrinsic,
i.e., properties of the environment and leadership.

Factors that inhibited productivity included not being taught needed research skills while in
graduate school (see also Bensimon et al., 2000), conflicting priorities such as heavy amounts
of teaching and service, and lack of organizational support. Other researchers (Buchheit,
2001; Cargle & Bublitz, 2004; Chow & Harrison,1998) have identified the following factors
as influencing research productivity: 1, Self-efficacy; 2. Research support; 3.the allocation of
working time to research activities; 4. Departmental Size ; and 5.Culture.
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The purpose of the second part of this research is to investigate the needs and to identify the
individual, environmental, and cultural aspects that affect personal productivity; The research
was designed to assess the seven factors: self-efficacy, age, social network, research support,
teaching load, departmental size and culture as identified through the literature review in
order to determine their effects on the academics in the university environment.
3.8.1 Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy refers to one’s belief in one’s ability to undertake a task, and a conviction that
one can affect a positive outcome in a specified situation. It should be noted that self-efficacy
is a perception of capability, not a statement about whether one intends to perform the task
(Bandura, 1982). A knowledge of the goals and potency of motivation and self-efficacy
provides a sound basis for understanding academics’ priorities and goal-seeking behaviour.
Self-efficacy may also be seen to have an instrumental effect in focusing and harnessing
energy for goal-attainment for, as Bandura (1982) noted that strong-efficaciousness
intensifies and sustains the effort needed for optimal performance.
Vasil (1993) found a strong positive correlation between research self-efficacy and research
productivity. Academics may have motivation to do research but have a low level of selfassurance about undertaking research. This low level of motivation may derive from a lack of
skill and /or limited successful experience in research, particularly for early career academic
staff. Completing doctoral research develops skills and confidence in one’s research ability.
According to Jeffrey’s study (1999), gaining higher qualifications will increase one’s
motivation and self-efficacy for research. Therefore associate professors and professors
expressed a higher level of motivation for research than tutors and lecturers.
3.8.2 Research support
Brewer (2000) suggests that the provision of adequate research support was one of the most
important factors in promoting research activity. He also thought that better library facilities
further can promote research productivity of researchers in terms of number of articles and
their quality. Lawrenc (et al., 1989) noted that institutional expenditures for libraries were
significantly related to departmental research productivity and the percentage of graduate
students who held research assistantships was also positively associated with research
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productivity. In Wood’s (1998) study, he concluded that the higher the percentage of faculty
with such financial and other support, the higher would be their research performance.
According to Wood (1990) the majority in science departments identified that the research
continuation of funding is very important in facilitating research. A particular problem
claimed by some scientists in her study is the increasing difficulty in being able to justify
some applications in terms of the departmental support (e.g. technical, secretarial or computer)
which is expected by some granting bodies to be available for the project. A related concern
is not being able to attract and retain high caliber technical and research assistance when the
continuity of funding is not assured (Packard, 1977 & Garner, 1979). Some academics also
claim that the choice of research topic is becoming increasingly influenced by the opportunity
to attract outside funding, particularly for those working in pure research areas. Similar
claims have also been raised in the literature (Liebert, 1977; Everett & Entrekin, 1987; Lowe,
1987).
Bensimon et al. (2000) also mentioned factors that inhibited productivity included not being
taught needed research skills while in graduate school, conflicting priorities such as heavy
teaching loads and community service, and lack of organizational support.

The most common support from Deans was verbal encouragement, although respondents
reported a limited amount of funding from internal grants and travel money. Less than 15%
of these faculty members received release time for grant preparation, and less than 50%
received summer research stipends (Bensimon et al., 2000).
3.8.3 Teaching load
Researchers have shown previously that research productivity depends heavily on how much
time one spends on research-related activities (Hancock, 1995). Time for research is a major
issue for all university professors as they must also manage teaching and service (Toews &
Yazedjian, 2007). Lack of time most impeded their research productivity followed by
teaching loads and lack of suitable equipment.
Wodarski (2001) indicated that the teaching load has differential effects on research
productivity that occur across the differing fields and clusters of departmental areas. Heavy
teaching loads (defined as 10 hours) led to less time for research. Another problem for faculty
members was the high number of advisees working on dissertations. Faculty members who
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did well at dissertation advising were required to take on more advisees and serve on more
committees, thus having less time for their own research. (Levine, 2006)
Levine’s study (2006) also found a high ratio of graduate students to faculty is statistically
and positively associated with departmental research productivity in the faculty of
engineering and physical sciences. In the social and behavioural sciences they found that
there was a significant negative association between the ratio of graduate students to faculty
and departmental research productivity. In Chen’s study (2001), professorial positions may
attract less routine teaching, thus creating more opportunity for professors to provide
institutional and professional services from which publications can be generated. He noted
that in Chinese universities, there is a very common phenomenon which is that the higher
academic ranked staff are, the lesser teaching load they have. Therefore, compared to the
early career academic staff, the associate professor or full professor may have more
publications.

Sharobeam and Howard (2002) surveyed mathematics and science faculty at primarily
undergraduate institutions and found that most research was done during the summer break
and during the holidays. Carroll (2003) also found that finding the necessary time for
research can be difficult. Heavy teaching loads led to less time for research. Some scientists
are concerned about the difficulty in getting sufficient continuity to conduct experimental
work because of teaching commitments. In one case a departmental had has changed the
emphasis of his research from experimental to more theoretical to accommodate the
increasing administrative demands of his work. (Wood, 1990)
3.8.4 Social network
From an environmental perspective, Santo, et al (2009) addressed in their study: “faculty
members who were limiting their network to division or school members were less
productive than those who had a network of colleague with their field” (p. 126).
There are networks of individuals engaged in providing useful advice and support. The
results of Sparrow (2003) study show the positive relationships between social network and
individual performance. Individuals who were central in their work group’s advice network
had higher levels of in-role and extra-role performance than did individuals who were not
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central players in that network. Group members who are central to group advice-sharing are
rated more positively on individual performance.

3.8.5 Faculty Size
Johnson and his colleague (1996) examined the relationship between academic faculty size
and publications in the United States and found a positive relationship as large faculties can
better facilitate collaborative research groups, and may simply become more powerful within
a college or university and as a result receive more facilitating resources for research
activities-such as equipment, supplies, secretarial support, research assistants, travel funds, or
teaching replacements for those on leave, all resources that may facilitate greater research
productivity.
The faculty members also wanted more mentoring (see also Colbeck, 2000 & Jones et al.,
1994) and closer connections to colleagues. Results showed that faculty productivity must be
considered in the context of the institution, and requirements for productivity improvement
must be matched by the effort to help faculty members achieve their own goals as well as
those of the institution. While the knowledge and skills of individual faculty members are
critical for success, they are not enough. Ma and Runyon (2004) reported similar findings in
their study and also noted that faculty collaboration on developing instructional resources
could free time for research, especially among new faculty members.

3.8.6 Culture
When leaders intend to motivate staff, a wide range of factors should be considered.
Motivation determinants vary in different contexts. Viewing people in the organizational
context contributes to the application of motivation theories. The underlying issues associated
with faculty productivity are not isolated variables; they are situated in and connected to the
culture of the institution. Culture creates the context in which employees fulfill their jobs
(Dimmock & Walker, 2002). Having different cultures, people are motivated in different
ways. The contemporary trends in the study of educational management highlight the need to
consider culture.
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As Child’s (1981) organizational research across various cultures revealed, organizations
globally are growing more similar, while the behavior in the organization is maintaining its
cultural uniqueness. Triandis (as cited in Adler, 1991) stated, “Culture’s influence for
organizational behavior is that it operates at such a deep level that people are not aware of its
influence. It results in unexamined patterns of thought that seem so natural that most theorists
of social behavior fail to take them into account. As a result, many aspects of organization
theories produced in one culture may be inadequate in other cultures” (p. 147).

On reaching the understanding and believing that people (employees) are naturally motivated,
an organization simply provides the environment for their motivation to be enhanced and
improved (Baron, 1983). It means that an organization is a better environment and working
atmosphere provider, it only needs to believe that the people have the motivational behavior.

The culture of a department or institution also has been found to be an important factor
determining the research performance of the faculty. Culture is related to shared attitudes and
values in an academic unit. A research-oriented culture exists and will lead to encouraging
and attracting more academic staff to engage in research (Hamovitch, 2001). The
contemporary trends in the study of educational management highlight the need to consider
culture. A good atmosphere at work, friendly relations and sincere willingness to help are
factors which have a favorable effect on employees' attitudes to their tasks, improves
motivation and stimulates initiative (Wood, 1990)

Fairweather (2002) further suggested creating academic policies that allow differing work
assignments, expectations, and rewards for individuals depending on their interests and
abilities. Some perceived their institutions as providing highly supportive environments with
an academic culture that highly valued and supported research. As a consequence, it is vital
for leaders to understand the cultural impact on performance at two levels-the national or
societal culture (Macro level) and the organizational culture (Micro level).

Walker and Dimmock (2002) described a particular dimension of culture: group-oriented
culture. In Chinese society, people tend to have tight ties between other people. They are
brought up with a collectivist consciousness, and are encouraged to place group goals above
their personal goals. Collectivism captures the essence of this culture. Individual needs are
subservient to collective needs. This ideology is strengthened by the legacy of the Cultural
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Revolution – one piece of slogan: one’s personal interests must be subordinated to the
interests of the revolution. The striking values that can reveal Chinese people’s characteristics
include harmony, face-saving, filial piety and equality of reward distribution among peers.

Within Chinese institutions, superficial practices mirror different symbols, heroes, and rituals
(Hofstede, 1999). With the national culture overarching, organizational cultures vary from
one institution to another. However, generally speaking, Chinese universities share some
common organizational cultures. Most universities are outcomes-oriented, task oriented,
tightly controlled. The management places emphasis on student learning outcomes. The exam
results are linked to the measurement of teachers’ performance. Teachers’ job performance
and productivity in terms of the amount of lectures and research publications are taken into
major consideration by managers. Under the climate of a tightly controlled culture, teachers
tend to be strongly committed to the shared beliefs, values, and practices of their institutions.
The strong commitment of the staff might come from hierarchical supervision and tight
control, or from their self-motivation (Walker & Dimmock, 2002). Bureaucracy exists in the
operation of the institutional administrative mechanism. Staff feel that there is a lack of direct
communication between policy makers and themselves, which may cause the staff to become
demotivated. In brief, societal culture is slow to change due to its deep roots, whereas
organizational culture can change more rapidly and can be managed and changed by
institutional managers (Zhang, 2006). Especially in times of change, it is advisable for
managers to develop more collegial and inspiring culture in the organizational context, which
might better motivate academic staff.

3.9 Suggestions for Improving Research Productivity in Previous
Research
Carroll (2003) found that finding the necessary time for research can be difficult. His
suggestions included choosing research questions related to teaching, looking for helpful
resources on campus (e.g., a writing center, involving undergraduates in research), linking
personal with professional interests, linking service to scholarship (e.g., editing colleagues’
work), and forming groups in which faculty discuss their work. Gillespie et al. (2005)
provided ideas about research circle groups.

Krahenbuhl (1998) examined the issue of the best use of faculty time. He suggested replacing
the concepts of teaching, research, and service with the broader concepts of knowledge
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transmission, knowledge generation, and knowledge application and integrating these areas
with greater assignment flexibility. Fairweather (2002) further suggested creating academic
policies that allow differing work assignments, expectations, and rewards for individuals
depending on their interests and abilities.

At the time that the University initially put new research/publications expectations in place,
there were few organized faculty development activities in which new faculty could
comfortably ask questions and seek feedback about research and scholarly work. During this
period (Chen 2001), the Research Committee served as a focus group, discussing the needs of
faculty members relative to productivity; and it made the following preliminary
recommendations to the dean: (a) increase the number of graduate assistantships, (b) lower
teaching loads, (c) increase internal funding for research, and (d) provide more statistical
assistance. Additional suggestions were to use time during faculty meetings for discussion of
research, provide more assistance with grant administration, increase travel funding, and
establish a university-sponsored journal.

3.10 Research Gap
Lawler (2003) noted that there are a number of different theories questioning why people
prefer certain careers, why they seek particular rewards and why they feel satisfied or
dissatisfied with their work and rewards. These are some of the resonating questions that
create so many assumptions and hypotheses to be researched. Based on the literature reviews
there has been little research focusing on the comparison of the motivation factors, and
comparison of the factors which influence the academic staff research productivities in
Chinese universities, especially in Chinese Project 211 Universities. Therefore, this thesis is
inspired by this curiosity and interest. When the researcher focused upon motivation in
education in China, this focus was narrowed down to the Chinese Project 211 University
segment, as it is the area of greater interest in China, to develop a strong research culture
within the country.

3.11 Research Questions and Hypotheses
The key points to be covered in this paper are to find out the difference in the factors which
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motivate the academic staff who are at different academic levels and the factors that will
better influence their research productivities. Thus, this research is conducted on the basis of
answering the following key questions. The hypotheses to answer the questions will be
presented as well.

3.11.1 Research questions


What are the main factors that motivate academic staff at different academic levels to
conduct research?



What are the main factors that may influence individual research productivity of
academics at different levels?

The study will further examine four subsidiary questions:


What are differences of motivation factors for conducting research at different
academic levels?



What are differences of factors which influence research productivity at different
academic levels?



To what extent are people motivated mainly by intrinsic factors at each academic
level?



To what extent are people motivated mainly by extrinsic factors at each academic
level?

3.11.2 Research hypotheses
From the literature, the following hypotheses were derived:
H1. Academic staff at different levels are mainly motivated to conduct research by different
factors.
H1 a. Academic staff at different levels are mainly motivated to conduct research by similar
factors.
H2. Intrinsic factors are major motivators at higher academic level.
H2a Intrinsic factors are not major motivators at higher academic level.
H3. Extrinsic factors are major motivators at lower academic level.
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H3a Extrinsic factors are not major motivators at lower academic level.
H4. Factors affecting individual research productivity are different at different academic
levels.
H4a Factors affecting individual research productivity are not different at different academic
levels.
H5. Factors affecting individual research productivity are similar at different academic levels.
H5a. Factors affecting individual research productivity are not similar at different academic
levels.

3.12 Research Model
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3.13 Chapter Summary

This chapter has examined the definitions and theories of motivation as found in the relevant
literature, and pointed out the relationship between motivation and performance. Also the
importance of motivation was being underpinned. The chapter has addressed the development
of motivation mechanisms, differences of internal and external motivators, and the factors
that influence the research productivity in the university environment. A conceptual
framework which draws from literature reviews in Chapter three has been presented and
discussed. The components of this model and the linkage between the components have been
explained, along with the relationship to the various hypotheses being tested.

The next chapter explains the research methods used in testing the model and the hypotheses.
Further discussion of the research limitations is raised, along with the reasons for choosing a
particular approach in testing the model and the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN
_______________________________________________________
4.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the methodological framework and approach used to conduct the
research. A quantitative and qualitative mixed research method has been used for this study.
A questionnaire survey and focus group interviews were the instruments used to explore the
difference of factors which affect staff research motivation and research productivities. This
chapter describes the research design, the data collection method, procedure, and the data
analysis techniques that were used, as well as the reason that the particular methods were
chosen. It addresses the issues of dependability, credibility and transferability, and then the
delimitations and limitations of the study. It concludes with a discussion of ethical
considerations.

4.2 Case Study
There are several accepted methods for conducting social science research. Typical methods
include: case studies, experiments, surveys and historical data. In practice, many factors can
influence the decision about which research strategy or method to choose, for example, the
nature of social and economic problems, the discipline, the theoretical and national
backgrounds, values and personal interests, journal preferences, technology and the
availability of data (Whitfield & Strauss, 1998). The case study is neither a data collection
tactic nor a design feature alone, but a comprehensive research strategy.

Yin (2003) gives advice on how to deal with this matter by providing researchers with several
criteria to use, including the type of research question, the control an investigator has over
actual behavioural events; and the focus on contemporary as opposed to historical phenomena.
Furthermore, Yin highly recommends that the case study be employed as a preferred method
‘when a “how” or “why” question is being asked about a contemporary set of events over
which the investigator has little or no control’ (2003). “The essence of a case study, the
central tendency among all types of case study, is that it is useful to illuminate a decision or
set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what results”
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(Yin, 2003, p12). This research has followed Yin’s viewpoint in terms of the choice of
strategy and method.

Burns (1997, pp. 365-366) notes:“ that case study is used to gain in-depth understanding
replete with meaning for the subject, focusing on process rather than outcome and on
discovery rather than confirmation. Investigators use a case study design in order to gain an
in-depth understanding of the situation and its meaning for those involved.”
In the matter of collecting research data, Yin (2003) notes that there are six major sources of
evidence that could be used to conduct case studies, ranging from documentation, archival
records, interviews, direct observations, participant-observation to physical artefacts. In this
study of the Chinese Project 211 universities, as a result of considering the geographic
reasons and possible data collection costs, the evidence was mainly drawn from questionnaire
surveys and interviews.
How can the case study method be applied as a strategy to help researchers successfully
achieve their purposes? The key is highly dependent on whether the following practical
issues can be handled well. This is why Kitay and Callus (1998) have emphasised that ‘the
evaluation of case studies would be improved if there were better documentation of the
techniques utilised, and data on the sources of information, such as interviews and archival
materials’ (p. 112).

In the matter of data collection for this research, questionnaires have been regarded as very
important. However, conducting face-to-face interviews with academics from different
universities are also definitely vital in terms of assisting this case study to build its
comprehensive arguments and conclusions. Conducting these interviews can enrich this case
study with additional critical viewpoints. In this sense, the interviews conducted for this
research are so-called ‘elite’ interviews. What is an elite interview? Marshall and Rossman
(1999) have offered a statement on it: “An elite interview is a specialised case of interviewing
that focuses on a particular type of interviewee. ‘Elite’ individuals are those considered to be
influential, prominent, and/or well-informed people in an organisation or community; they
are selected for interviews on the basis of their expertise in areas relevant to the research”
(p.113).
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Elite interviewing has many advantages. One of these is that ‘valuable information can be
gained from these participants because of the position they hold in social, political, financial,
or administrative realms’ (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p.113). In fact, there are two critical
factors that have resulted in choosing this type of interview as a means of collecting data for
this research. First, this research aims to examine the differences in the factors that motivate
and influence the academics research (including academics at different professional levels).
Therefore, in an attempt to discover the changing dynamics and consequences related to
motivation and performance within the selected universities a series of interviews with
particular key persons such as full professors who were working in the selected universities
was considered a necessity. Second, it was thought that by proceeding with such interviews,
these key persons could provide this research with an opportunity to compare the credibility
of questionnaire data.

Given the above concerns, the focus group interviews have been adopted in this study, in
which the researcher’s major questions would be answered by the interviewee response. The
aim was to obtain assistance, such as help in gathering a wide range of target-issues views
from the interviewees, which were thought to be essential to guarantee a successful case
study.

The main purpose of this study is to probe the insights of motivation, especially in the Project
211 universities in China, to provide a better understanding of the behavioural intention
(motivation) of staff’s devotion to research at each academic level. Recommendations can be
suggested to policy makers in Chinese universities about professional development in terms
of developing a long term sustainable motivation strategy. The case study was employed in
the following research. Because the survey focus of the research is quantitative, a deep
understanding of an academic staff’s perception of motivation will be gained from qualitative
data so the mixed method was adapted and considered more appropriate for the proposed
research.

4.3 Research Approach: A Mixed-method Research
Research integrating quantitative and qualitative methods has been increasing in recent years,
especially in the social and behavioural sciences (Bryman 2006; Collins, Onwuegbuzie &
Sutton, 2006). Mixed methods research offers great promise for practicing researchers who
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would like to see methodologists describe and develop techniques that are closer to what
researchers actually use in practice (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Bryman (2006) found
that over 57% of 232 journal articles in five fields (sociology; social psychology; human,
social and cultural geography; management and organisational behaviour) published between
1994 and 2003 were based on research using a combination of a survey instrument and a
form of qualitative interviewing. Combining questionnaires with group interviews can thus be
considered an acceptable mixed methods design and not problematic within a constructionist
paradigm (Crotty, 1998).

Depending on the statistical results, it might be difficult to assess the efficacy of the study.
Adding qualitative flesh to the quantitative bones is a good strategy to overcoming some of
these problems (Trochim, 1982). This form of research is more than simply collecting both
quantitative and qualitative data; it indicates that data will be integrated, related, or mixed at
some stage of the research process (Creswell, 1994). Among the purposes for mixed-method
evaluation design, Green et al. (1989) highlight five major ones that might enhance the
evaluation as follows:
Triangulation tests the consistency of findings obtained through different instruments. In the
case study, triangulation will increase chances to control some of the threats or multiple
causes influencing the results.
Complementarity clarifies and illustrates results from one method with the use of another
method. In this study, focus group interviews added information about the strengths and
shortcomings of current motivational approaches in Chinese Project 211 universities.
Development results from one method shape subsequent methods or steps in the research
process. In this study, partial results from the questionnaires might suggest that other methods
should be incorporated.
Initiation stimulates new research questions or challenges results obtained through one
method. In this study, in-depth interviews with higher level academics and administrators
provided new insights on how the motivation of staff for conducting research has been
perceived and valued across sites.
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Expansion provides richness and detail to the study, exploring specific features of each
method. In this case, integration of procedures mentioned above expanded the breadth of the
study and will more likely enlighten the more general debate on motivation policy,
disciplinary rules, education mechanism, and role of leadership in the education field.
Using mixed research methods can also help the researcher not only avoid some disadvantage
of qualitative methods such as limited scope, participants’ bias, time-consuming, and so on
but can also improve the validity of the data, and gain more information beyond the scope of
the questionnaire (Collins, Onwuegbuzie & Sutton, 2007). They would also assist in
providing a detailed picture of difference in motivation factors and factors that may influence
research productivities, from the perspective of the assistant lecturer, lecturer, associate
professor and full professor.

In summary, the examination of the case study helps the researcher see that a research
strategy integrating different methods is likely to produce better results in terms of quality
and scope. Inductive research was initially chosen, which resulted in a number of hypotheses
being formulated for further investigation. Chalmers (1982) considers that a hypothesis
should be falsifiable to enable it to be tested. This enables the hypothesis, through the process
of testing, to be either rejected or to be successful at a particular point in time. To this extent,
the hypotheses being tested also have an opposite aspect, which allows them to be proven or
disproved, depending on the relationship that is found between the variables. The point of the
research, then, is to be considered as a step in the furthering of, and contribution to,
knowledge as well as providing some direction for future research. The following approaches,
both quantitative and qualitative, were adopted in testing the hypotheses. Both of the methods
used will be outlined below with the strengths and weaknesses of each, and the action taken
to reduce the weaknesses of each type.
Other aspects to be examined in management research are the philosophical, political and
ethical issues underpinning the organizations being researched. A decision needs to be made
by the researcher as to what is important to the research.
The approach taken in this research involved a combination of both qualitative and
quantitative methods. It was considered that the methods which were applied, using a mail
survey method as the quantitative data collection format, and the focus group interview
approach for the qualitative process, were appropriate. (see the diagram 4-1 Research
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Methodology below)

METHODOLOGY;
Case study

MIXED METHODS

Quantitative
Research Method

Qualitative
Research
Method

Questionnaire
survey

Focus group
Interview

Diagram 4-1 Research Methodology

4.4 Initial Development of the Research
During the initial stages of research, a review of the literature on the Chinese universities was
carried out. Attention then focused on the Chinese Project 211 Universities. Although this
research is limited to a particular point in time due to the dynamic nature of the university, it
provides an opportunity for further investigation at a later stage. This would allow a
longitudinal perspective of motivation policy changes in the university to be studied and
analysed.
A review of the literature on the factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research was
completed, coupled with what factors influence their research productivities. The second part
of this research provided an extensive model for this research. To further complement the
literature review, it was considered that staff should be interviewed to provide a more
comprehensive picture of their experience within the university.
Before access can be granted to the researcher, proof that the research being undertaken will
be of no harm to the organizations and participants, and will be confidential, needs to be
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given (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Lowe, 1991). To prevent the potential reluctance, an
agreement was sent to the selected universities initially.
Prior to the formal interviews, additional research was carried out using an exploratory
survey instrument based on the literature review and pilot interviews. This instrument was
used to determine what factors affect academic staff research motivation and their research
productivities. The hypotheses were derived from the literature, and refined through the pilot
interviews with the Chinese academic staff who currently working at University of Canberra
(UC) but used to work at Chinese universities. The questions to be asked were phrased to
assist in assessment of the derived hypotheses. This survey was distributed by email and
letter posted to the academic staff in the selected universities which were located in the north,
south, east, west and middle areas in China. The response rate of questionnaires was 78.2%.
A total of four group interviews were conducted at the different locations. The interviews
were all recorded with the permission of the interviewees and transcribed at a later date.
To obtain as large a sample as possible, the directors of the R&D offices of each university
were contacted in advance. After getting the permission of the university, the email and mails
with post–paid envelopes were sent to the target population. The procedures of sample
selection will be detailed later.

4.5 Quantitative Research Approach
Research methods in education (and the other social sciences) are often divided into two main
types: quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative research is explaining phenomena
by collecting numerical data that are analysed using mathematically based methods (in
particular statistics) (Johnson et al, 2007). The following section will explain the data
collection methods used for the quantitative component of the research.
4.5.1 Method of data collection: Questionnaire Survey
Quantitative data were collected by means of a mail or email survey. In this research, half the
questionnaires were sent to the target population individually by email. Half of questionnaires
were posted to the target universities. There was no identification of the respondent within
the survey, although the university locations were identified for coding purposes. The survey
is primarily used to collect data needed to answer the research question and the hypotheses
that are to be tested. To be tested, the research question and the hypotheses must be specific
and complete enough to allow the calculation of probabilities for all possible observations
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that might be made (Dominowski, 1980). It is this calculation of probabilities which will
decide on the acceptance or rejection of the null hypothesis. Dominowski (1980) considers
that to prove itself, the null hypothesis must be acceptable before the data collection and after
the data collection. Unless the data collected seriously contradicts the null hypothesis, it will
not be rejected. In instances where it is rejected, the alternative hypothesis will be accepted.

In the questionnaire a number of similar issues were asked in different formats, to assess the
validity of the responses. The initial questionnaire was reviewed by the academic supervisor
and then tested at UC with a number of Chinese academic staff. Some changes were made as
a result of the interviews held there. The modified questionnaire was further tested among
East China University of Science and Technology (ECUST) staff. It was considered that no
additional changes were needed.

Following the acceptance, half of questionnaires (see Appendix 6) were then emailed to the
participants individually. Another half of questionnaires were posted to the directors of
Research Development Office (RDO) in selected universities for internal distribution. For
privacy reasons, the individual names and addresses of the participants working in the
university were not disclosed. In many instances, the sample surveyed was restricted due to
the willingness of the directors of the RDO to accept only a limited number of surveys.

Frazer & Lawley (2000) noted tangible rewards such as the offer of a gift can be used to
encourage a greater response rate. To assist in achieving a suitable response rate, a reward
(gift voucher) was offered in each selected university, with the winner bring drawn by the
university RDO. Christmas cards were also posted to the participants who had replied
individually. Although it is difficult to determine the effect of the incentive, the response rate
of 78.2% was much higher than the standard response rate of 25-30% for a mail survey
(Ticehurst & Veal, 1999). One drawback with offering a reward is that it may attract only
certain respondents to the survey. However, along with a number of respondents who wish to
be entered into the draw, approximately one third of responses did not include a name and
contact number, implying that they were interested in supplying information and not in the
prize offered.
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4.5.2 The benefits and drawbacks of the survey method

Even though the survey method has been subjected to a certain amount of criticism
(Benningto & Cummane, 1998), it still remains a common tool for business research
(Thomas, 1997). Benefits of the survey method are that “interviewer bias is eliminated in this
method,” and it has the ability to reach geographically dispersed segments of the population
(Frazer & Lawley, 2000). It is beneficial due to the dispersed nature of the sample, and it is a
quick, (relatively) inexpensive, efficient, and accurate means of assessing information about
the population (Zikmund, 1997).

There are, however, a number of potential flaws in survey research. These flaws are:


Random sampling error, in which a representative sample of the population is sought,
but the possibility of chance variation is present;



Systematic error, which may result from a flaw in the design of the research;



A sample bias, in which the results may deviate from the true value;



Non-response error, in which only a small sample of the population responded to the
survey; and



Response bias, in which the respondent may misrepresent the truth (consciously or
unconsciously) (Zikmund,1997; Frazer & Lawley, 2000)

Bennington (1998) also considers that mail or email surveys suffer from the absence of
feedback in the way of body language, voice and additional comments that may be made by
the respondents. To avoid those flaws of the survey method, the researcher attached the
instructions for answering the survey questions and compressed all the questions into four
pages.

4.5.3 Development of the questionnaire

In the case of Chinese Project 211 Universities, most of them were located in the capital
cities of the provinces. The questions asked were aimed at testing the hypotheses which were
derived from the previously mentioned sources, and for testing conceptual models on which
the research is based. The questionnaire undertook a number of refinements with the
65

Chapter 4

assistance of the supervisors and some other academics prior to distribution to the selected
universities.

A structured questionnaire was the instrument used for gathering data, supplemented by
information from the relevant literature. Firstly, the questionnaire was validated by
supervisors and pre-tested by the Chinese academic staff employed at UC. Several
participants of the present study asked questions about who was going to have access to the
data they provided, indicating that anonymity is indeed an important factor in self-reporting
instruments. It should be administered anonymously, while stressing this anonymity to
participants (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 1994). Secondly, the researcher was not directly present
when participants completed the questionnaires (Nederhof, 1985). The purposive sampling
technique was used in administering the questionnaire to 600 full-time academic staff from
22 selected Project 211 Universities across the sixteen cities in China. The main feature that
justified the selection of public universities was the fact that they are well established and
have sufficient research facilities, research grants and a wider range of key disciplines than
the other general universities. The selected universities account for nearly 20% of Chinese
Project 211 Universities (see Appendix 9) and locate in different areas in China.

The questionnaires focused on motivation factors and factors that affect their research output.
It consisted of fifty two questions. There were three main sections of the questionnaire,
including a biographical questionnaire which had 12 items related to individual demographic
factors. In this part the data was collected to provide an overview of the academic staff
working at various academic levels. It includes the academic’s age, gender, professional level,
qualification, years of working in the university, publication output and son on. This part has
contributed to identifying four academic groups. The second part of this questionnaire was a
work motivation Questionnaire which includes 29 items related to academic staff research
behaviour. This was comprised of six variables of intrinsic motivators and six variables of
extrinsic motivators; the third part of the questionnaire included 14 items addressing the
factors related to research productivities, which was comprised of seven variables. The
survey questionnaire was developed by the researcher herself, based on issues raised in the
literature review. To assist in the completion of the questionnaire by academic staff, many of
the questions used a five-option Likert scale: absolutely disagree, disagree, mostly agree,
agree and absolutely agree, or required only a yes/no response. (see Appendix 6)
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4.5.4 Distribution of the questionnaires

Permission to conduct the study had been granted by the Ethics Committee office of the
University of Canberra (ECOUC). Firstly, the application for university approval (see
Appendix 8) was sent to selected universities. Following the approvals, the researcher
emailed and mailed the survey to the participants and RDO in selected universities at the end
of 2011, along with participant information form (see Appendix 1) and participant consent
form (see Appendix 3) which indicated that academic staff were not required to complete the
survey if they refuse to do it and that responses would be kept confidential. A follow-up
email prompt to all faculty members was sent four weeks later as a reminder. Four hundred
and sixty nine questionnaires were returned for a 78.2% response rate. This high response
rate was attributed to the fact that the research topic was strongly related to their own work
experience and interests. The survey was purely a voluntary survey and was also
administered in the winter holiday when faculty members had sufficient time to complete and
return it. Thirty eight of the respondents didn’t answer the all of the questions (some items
were left blank) and those surveys were excluded from the analyses.

SPSS software was used to analyze the 431 returned and valid questionnaires, which were
71.8% of the total number of questionnaires distributed. Nevertheless, the samples revealed
important dimensions in the study and were representative enough to draw valid inferences.
The data were analysed using descriptive and inferential statistics.

Table 4-1

Location

Questionnaire Distribution and Response Rate

Number

Number

Organisational

distributed

returned

response

Percentage
of response of total

number

distributed (%)

distributed (%)
East area

120

93

77.5

15.5

West area

120

101

84.2

16.9

South area

120

89

74.2

14.8

North area

120

96

80

16

Central area

120

90

75

15
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Total

600

469

78.2

78.2

4.6 The Qualitative Research Approach
The following section will explain the data collection methods used for the qualitative
component of the research.
4.6.1 Method of data collection: interview
In collecting data, a questionnaire was used as the main method. Interviews were also
conducted and applied to the academic staff in the Chinese Project 211 universities.
Hurley (1999) noted: ”Qualitative research methods provide a greater flexibility for the
adaptive work of selective phases of research and evaluation projects where the
researchers….may be educating themselves for the purposes of proceeding to be less flexible,
but more statistically robust methods of analysis in later stages.” (p.119). It allows a better
and more rounded survey to be written and distributed to the sample population involved in
the research. This would also assist in providing a detailed picture of staff motives and
organization motivation strategies for doing research in the Chinese top universities from the
perspectives of assistant lecturers, lecturers, associate professors and professors. To facilitate
the process, four group interviews were held at ECUST, Henan University (HNU), Xinjiang
University (XJU) and Lanzhou University (LZU).
4.6.2 The interview process: positive and negative aspects
Similar to the survey method mentioned above. The interview and focus group approach has
a number of benefits and a number of disadvantages. The benefits of an interview are that it
may have more depth than a survey, it allows the interviewee to expand on topics and the
interviewer to further clarify issues that may arise in the interview (Ticehurst & Veal, 1999).
A major issue with qualitative research is the view that conclusions based on the data may be
open to interpreter bias (Thomas, 1997). There is also the possibility that the interviewer may
lead the interviewee down a certain path, or that the interviewee may respond in a manner
acceptable, or perceived to be acceptable, by the interviewer. To guard against these
shortcomings, the questions were written so as not to lead the interviewees, an explanation
was given prior to the commencement of the interview that the interview was for research
purposes only, and if the interviewee was searching for an appropriate answer, no suggestions
or assistance would be given in providing a possible response (Zikmund, 1997). To reduce
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the possibility of bias in the interpretation of the interviews, the major part of the research
was quantitative in nature.
4.6.3 Development of the interview
Qualitative interview techniques usually refer to in-depth forms of interviewing with the goal
of exploring and elucidating specific research questions by allowing the interaction between
interviewee(s) and interviewer to shape the data collected (Mason, 1996). According to
Marton (1994), in conducting interviews of this kind, too many questions should not be asked
beforehand, nor should too many details be determined in advance. Interviewees in this study
were encouraged to describe their personal perspectives and experiences based on six openended questions.
Despite the semi-structured interview being thought of as an effective method of collecting a
wide range of essential materials for a case study, it is evident that researchers using this
method have to ensure the presence of some critical factors such as ‘access’ and
‘confidentiality.’ This is because both are always vital to achieving a successful case study
(Kelly, 1999; Kitay & Callus, 1998). In this matter, the research resembles other research in
that careful arrangements were made for dealing with issues of access and confidentiality
throughout the whole interviewing process. In this study, semi-structured interviews were
adopted to ensure consistency across interviews and adherence to the areas of interest but also
to allow for sufficient flexibility for the participants to respond (Bryman, 2006).
To explore the impact of factors on academic staff research motivation and research
productivities, key participants were interviewed over the periods from July 2011 to June
2012. Interviews are essential sources of information for case study research (Yin, 2003), and
are one of the most commonly used methods of data generation and collection (DiCiccoBloom & Crabtree, 2006). Polit and Beck (2008) define an interview as “a data collection
method in which an interviewer asks questions of a respondent, either face-to-face or by
telephone” (p.756).
The average duration of the interviews was one and half hour, with a range from 30 minutes
to two hours. To help ensure that each interview was conducted in the same manner, a
standard interview schedule was used at every interview. Participants were emailed a project
information and consent package, which included information pertaining to the project and
ethical requirements (see Appendix 4), prior to being interviewed. The schedule assisted the
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researcher in verifying that the interviewee is aware of the purpose of the study as a whole
and the interview in specific. They all voluntarily participated in the study and were informed
of the importance of informed consent, confidentiality and anonymity prior to participating in
the study. The researcher followed the interview schedules but also allowed questions to
follow on from what the interviewees said.

Interviews were conducted from the targeted population generally. Regarding the relationship
of various factors and staff who are at different professional levels, the participants of the
target population were given open option to point out differences in the factors which affect
their research motivation and productivity. The intentions of this study were also focused on
the suggestions and recommendations from interviewees to the universities policy makers. It
was observed that the respondents were active and helpful in the above mentioned process
and the main points that arose in the discussion are stated below. These will be discussed in
chapter six in detail.

4.6.4 Focus group interviews
The interview is a method of data collection that is very suited to a constructionist
epistemology because interviewing is always unavoidably interactional and constructive
(Holstein & Gubrium, 2004). One of the problems with traditional interviews is the status
difference between interviewer and interviewee with the latter being in the subordinate
position (Fontana & Frey, 1998). Group interviews and focus groups are more egalitarian
because the less controlling moderator allows participants more influence on the flow of the
discussion, or “to follow their own agendas” (Wilkinson, 2004), which can lead to
unexpected data and therefore new insights (Kitzinger, 1995).
Focus groups were deemed a useful method to utilise with this research, as they are
exploratory in nature (Ivanoff & Hultberg, 2006) and are commonly used when investigating
a topic about which little is known (Stewart, Shamdasani & Rook, 2007). The group
interviews aimed at discussion of the participants’ own experiences since this generates better
quality data than does a discussion of general opinions (Horner, 2000).They enable the
creation of new information through interaction (Stewart et al., 2007) and assist individuals to
explore their own perspectives by explaining and defending these views to others (Johnson,
1996). The researcher acted as moderator, encouraging the group members to talk to each
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other and not just to the researcher (Kitzinger, 1995). This allowed the participants to explore
the topics they found important, in their own language (Kitzinger, 1995), which offered the
researcher insight into the way the group members usually talk and their particular
vocabulary, terminology and idioms (Wilkinson, 2004).The moderator forms a link between
the goals of the study and the quality of the generated data (Hughes & DuMont, 1993).

Because of this, the focus group approach was suitable for this study due to the sparse
empirical in-depth investigation of the relationship between intrinsic motivators and lower
academic levels, extrinsic motivators and higher academic levels.

This study uses the term group interviews but the format used was a combination of open
ended group interviews and a focus group. The term focus group is generally used to describe
any kind of group interview, although researchers conduct group interviews that vary greatly
in nature and type (Fontana & Frey, 1998) under this umbrella term. The fundamental
question is if there should be a distinction between focus groups and other types of group
interviews (Morgan, 1996) but there is still no definite answer to this question in the literature.
According to Morgan (1996), most researchers seem to embrace the inclusive approach that
uses the term focus group for most forms of group interview. Wilkinson (2004) states that
many of these focus groups are more like open-ended group interviews and the collected data
are analysed as if extracted from multiple individual interviews. The present study has used
open ended group interviews (one hour), segueing into a more focused interview (half hour).
However, all data generated by the group interviews (both open and focused) were analysed
with the theoretical approach of focus groups. The most important feature of a focus group is
the interaction which takes place between participants and this should be taken into account
during the analysis of the generated data (Smithson, 2000). Interactions between participants
are equally (or more) important than interactions between the researcher and participants.
In this study, four focus group discussions involving 32 participants from four project 211
universities took place. The duration of the focus groups was approximately two hours,
consistent with Patton’s (1990) observation that they have duration of 90 minutes to two
hours. In order to stimulate thinking about the topic, prior to the focus group sessions
participants were sent participants information form (see Appendix 2) regarding the project,
definitions and examples of two types of motivators, and a questionnaire. This also included
the consent package, with all participants signing the consent form to indicate their voluntary
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participation in the study (see Appendix 4). Most of the focus group discussion was
participant-led, initially prompted by the open-ended questions, with the final part of the
discussion presenting an opportunity for thematic clarification and response.

All group interviews were audio recorded and an observer was present to note any additional
information, such as body language of participants or the researcher, which helped with the
interpretation of the data. The group interviews did not exceed the 1.5 hour time limit. All
names have been changed in this thesis to ensure anonymity for participants. Participant
information sheets and consent forms are presented in Appendix 2 & 4.

No limitations were set regarding the cultural background of the participants, nor of the field
of study. Four group interviews were conducted, in which topic saturation occurred. More
than one group interview session is desirable to get more certainty if the data reflect
something of a particular group or, indeed, of the segment (Morgan, 1996); in other words to
make sure the data reflect more than “the idiosyncrasies of a particular group” (Hughes and
DuMont, 1993)
There were three goals for the group interviews. One goal was to establish areas of contention
on the relationships between the two types of motivation factors and academic staff
professional levels in order to put the questionnaire data into a broader perspective. The
second goal was an exploration of the factors which influence their research productivities.
These were done in an open question format during the first hour of the group interviews.
The third goal during the last half hour of the group interviews was to discuss and explore the
academic staff’s expectations for the university motivation policies or approaches.

4.7 Research Sample
For a social science researcher, empirical work generally starts from a fundamental question:
What research site will best suit the study? This is not as simple a question as it would seem.
The selection of research sites is based on many issues ranging from personal interests,
academic relevance, data availability and explicit network building to the access of research
sites (Bryman, 2006). Yet, the research site can also be regarded as the ‘what’ of research; it
plays an important role in determining the topic choice.

72

Chapter 4

There are two main reasons why Chinese Project 211 Universities have been selected as the
subject of this research. The first reason is that the personal background of the researcher is
that of a Chinese. The previous job of the researcher was Human Resources Management
Officer in one of Chinese Project 211 Universities. Work responsibilities focused on the staff
motivation and staff performance appraisal and the interactions between the general staff
level and the management level. The staff motivation is a common difficulty in most Chinse
universities. Workplace experiences provided further encouraged examining the question of
what factors motivate them and what factors influence their performance.
Despite the fact that staff motivation has received more academic attention in recent years, it
is still regrettable to note that some critical issues have been continuously ignored by
academics. Such issues include: does the motivation policy suit all employees? Are there any
differences among the factors which motivate different academic staff? What suggestions or
recommendations will be given by the academic staff (staff voice from different academic
levels)? As yet, there are still many unanswered questions. This is another critical reason to
conduct this particular case study. It is felt that this case study will inspire the policy maker to
make more suitable motivation policies in line with different employee’s needs in Chinese
universities.

Once the decision has been made that Chinese Project 211 Universities are to be the subject
of this research the next decision is, how many universities should be selected? How does one
deal with this matter? Sometimes, the selection is straightforward because you have chosen to
study a unique case whose identity has been known from the outset of your inquiry, or, you
already may know the case you will study because of a special arrangement or access that
you have. … There may be many qualified case study candidates, and you must choose your
final single or array of multiple cases from among them (Yin, 2003).

It is therefore acknowledged as important that the case study is selected using a screening
procedure to make sure the cases identified are appropriate prior to formal data collection
(Yin, 2003). Also, it is emphasised by Kitay and Callus (1998) that the number of cases
studied should be dependent on the objectives of the study, and other such matters as the
practical issues of time and resources.
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In this research of Chinese Project 211 Universities, there are 112 Project 211 Universities in
China. They are mostly located in the capital cities of the provinces around China. Each
province has at least one 211 project university. Due to the different extent of development of
each area, the researcher picked up the project 211 universities from north, south, east, west
and middle areas in China. A total of 16 universities from 16 cities (Urumqi, Lanzhou, Xian,
Haerbin, Beijing, Jinan, Shanghai, Wuhan, Changsha, Zhengzhou, Nanjing, Kunming,
Chengdu, Haikou, Shenzheng, Guangzhou) were selected as the research samples. The
population of was considered to be 600 current full time academic staff working in the
selected universities. The selection was also based on academic classification.
According to Wang (2006)’s findings, most universities in the People's Republic of China
(P.R.C.) adopt a four-level academic rank system: full professor, associate professor, lecturer,

and assistant lecturer (teaching assistant). Most PhD graduates will be appointed at the
lecturer level initially and be promoted to associate professorship after two years of teaching.
However, people holding a doctorate from Western universities and with some working
experience overseas will normally be appointed at a higher level, sometimes at the full
professor level directly. For the purpose of data credibility, the researcher targeted 150 people
at each academic level. 469 responses were received but 431 were valid data.
The interview sample selected to be representative of the population in terms of qualitative
variation in individual perspective, using demographic criteria that one would expect to be
associated with different ways of experiencing the phenomenon concerned (Åkerlind &
Kayrooz, 2003).
The interviewees from Chinese Project 211 university were selected to represent as much
variation as possible, being from varied disciplines, ages, genders, with varying academic
level, and including middle and top administrator (who have an academic title but no
teaching tasks) in those universities. Consideration was given to the size and composition of
the focus groups. There are divergent views amongst researchers regarding the ideal size of a
focus group with recommendations regarding numbers ranging from four to 20 people
(McLafferty, 2004). In this study, an ideal group size of eight to ten participants were
selected, with a recruitment strategy aimed at having 10 participants per group, allowing for
non-attendance. This was in line with Asbury’s (1995) recommendation that focus groups
comprise of six to 12 individuals. Finally, four focus group interviews with 32 academic staff
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(each group consisted of males and females, assistant lecturer, lecturer, associate professor
and full professor) respectively were conducted.
The interview sample comprised 32 participants (see the table 4-2 below). All interviewees
have had research experience in universities.
Table 4-2 Participants allocation in group interviews

Participants

Assistant
lecturer

Associate

Lecturer

Professor

Professor

Total

Group 1

2

2

2

2

8

Group 2

2

2

2

2

8

Group 3

2

2

2

2

8

Group 4

2

2

2

2

8

Total

8

8

8

8

32

4.8 Data Analysis
A number of statistical methods were used to test and analyse the data. The following
methods were used in this research, and the reasons for their use are given.
4.8.1 Quantitative data analysis
Quantitative data analysis used in this study was performed on the data gathered through the
questionnaire responses. Factor analysis is undertaken to maximise the explanation of a set of
variables (Haire et al., 1998), by reducing the data and identifying key factors. The
techniques can either be used for exploratory or confirmatory research. In this research, both
a confirmatory approach and an exploratory approach were used. An exploratory approach
was used to assist in either supporting or disproving a number of hypotheses derived from the
literature and the interviews. A confirmatory approach was used to validate the scales used.
This study consisted of two sequential stages. Results from the first stage (questionnaires)
have informed part of the discussion guide for the second stage of group interviews. All
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demographic data and data from the questionnaires have been entered into SPSS (version 17).
Missing values in the raw questionnaire data were replaced with the mean scores for these
questions which lead to 431 valid sets of data. Original instructions were followed for the
scoring of the twelve motivation factors: promotion, financial rewards, seeking job tenure,
performance evaluation, peer & social recognition, social respect, sense of achievement,
interest, contributing to society, sense of responsibility, and autonomy. The full questionnaire
package is attached as Appendix F.
After establishing the internal coherence the questionnaire data were analysed using the
following calculations:


One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for motivation factors and assistant
lecturer, lecturer, associate professor and full professor



One-way ANOVAs for research productivity factors and assistant lecturer, lecturer,
associate professor and full professor



One-way ANOVAs for intrinsic motivation factors and lower academic level



One-way ANOVAs for extrinsic motivation factors and higher academic level

The findings from the data analysis informed the answers to several sub research questions:


What are differences of motivation factors for conducting research at different
academic levels?



What are differences of factors which influence research productivity at different
academic levels?



To what extent are higher academic staff motivated by intrinsic factors?



To what extent are lower level academic staff motivated by extrinsic factors?

The ANOVA tests the null hypothesis that samples in two or more groups are drawn from
populations with the same mean values. In this study the one-way ANOVA is used to test for
differences of motivators among four groups (assistant lecturer, lecturer, associate professor
and full professor).

4.8.2 Qualitative data analysis
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Data analysis is a systematic and taxonomic process of sorting and classifying the data that
has been collected in order to make sense of the data (Green, Willis, Hughes, Small, Welch,
Gibbs & Daly, 2007; Merriam, 1988). Qualitative data analysis is an interpretive task, with
interpretations actively constructed through social processes (Ezzy, 2002). The process of
qualitative data analysis is not linear or clear. It is a progression and ongoing process rather
than a stage of the research process or a one-time event (Erlandson et al., 1993; Ezzy, 2002).
In this study, qualitative data analysis occurred over a period of approximately 18 months
from commencement of fieldwork to final write-up of the thesis. During this time, there were
two distinct stages of analysis; during data generation and collection, and ongoing analysis
throughout the study.
Most focus groups were audio recorded. Four participants requested their interview would
not be recorded and so handwritten notes capturing the main points raised were used as
interview notes. Handwritten notes were also taken for three further interviews due to the
interview setting not being conducive to audio-recording. All audio and handwritten recorded
focus groups were transcribed and entered into the qualitative analysis package NVivo9.
NVivo9 was used as a device for managing the research data through storing and retrieving
interview transcripts and sorting, classifying and coding the data.
The group interviews loosely followed a group interview discussion guide (see Appendix 7);
it allowed for the participants to have their own input in topic of discussion. Only the
researcher was aware of the preconceived questions, while participants were only aware of
the questions that were actually asked during the group interview. The role of the researcher
was to ensure the discussion remained aligned with the main research questions. Most of the
focus group discussion was participant-led, initially prompted by the open-ended questions.
The last half-hour of the group interviews had a more focused approach aimed at an
exploration of the academic staff’s expectation of university motivation policy. Participants
were asked to discuss the following questions :


Please indicate critical challenges you are facing when you are doing research work?



What are main factors that influence your research productivity?



What are the main factors that motivate you to keep doing research? What do you
expect to get from it?



Do you think your motivation and research practices have changed over time as you
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have promoted to different academic levels? And what were the changes?


Do you have any suggestions or advice for the university as to how it can improve the
research productivity of staff by better motivating them to conduct research? Please
specify.

4.8.2.1 N-vivo analysis
In the first stage, the researcher analysed the transcriptions and identified sets of categories of
descriptions meant to describe the key aspects of the variation within the set of transcripts as
a whole. The analytical process was iterative. The researcher reviewed the transcripts
according to the designated categories, revised the categories and the relationships, and
revisited the transcripts and categories until stable sets of categories and relationships were
developed.
Coding is described as the process of disassembling and reassembling data (Ezzy, 2002). It
involves examining and organising the information contained in each interview and the whole
dataset (Green et al., 2007). In this study, the researcher undertook inductive analysis through
immersing in the data to identify patterns, themes and inter-relationships that emerged from
the data (Ezzy, 2002). Initially this was conducted using open coding which is an exploratory
approach that identifies codes from the data in isolation from one another. As the coding
process continued, with more data being explored, this evolved into axial and selective
coding (Ezzy, 2002).

All interviews were transcribed and loaded into NVivo 9. The constructs of the qualitative
study were used as tree nodes in the first coding round of the data. In a second round, the
transcribed interviews were also coded according to topics or concepts that were introduced
by the group interview participants (free nodes). Because a constructionist epistemology
informs this study, the analysis of the data was aimed at preserving the interactive quality of
the data through coding parts of discussions rather than individual answers. Other researchers
make the analysis easier for themselves by analyzing the generated data as if extracted from
multiple individual interviews (Wilkinson, 2004). However, data generated during a group
dialogue are different from data collected during individual interviews because data from
participants in a group interview are not independent (Hughes & DuMont, 1993); they
respond to and build on what other group members have said (Ehigie & Ehigie, 2005).
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The analysis of group interview data presents unique challenges due to the tension between
group and individual data (Morgan, 1995). According to Wilkinson (2004), the literature on
group interviews pays more attention to how to conduct group interviews than on methods to
analyze the generated data. Some researchers propose to use quantitative techniques within
the qualitative group interviews, such as closed questions and experiment-like activities,
because it makes the data easier to analyze (Grim, Harmon & Gromis, 2006). In other words,
they use numbers to ‘prove’ the validity of the qualitative data. Analyzing the group
interview data in this way would be contradictory to the original purpose and the
epistemological underpinning of this study. Even if no quantitative techniques are used
within the group interviews, a majority of studies use content analysis to make sense of the
data, reporting representative instances of some kind (Wilkinson, 2004).

4.9 Data Storage
Each interview was audio-taped, transcribed verbatim and analysed by the researcher. All of
the transcripts were code based. Initial coding was typically descriptive, whereas subsequent
coding integrated the data by using higher-order concepts (Punch, 1998). The transcripts were
summarized as a series of typical vignettes that focused on participants’ personal motivation
in doing research. Relevant sections of the transcripts were fully translated from Chinese into
English. The researcher sought assistance from a professional translator accredited by the
Australian National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters (NAATI), to
transcribe the interviews and translate the transcripts.

In confirming to the research policy of UC, the interview tapes, hand written notes and all
questionnaires as a result of this research will be stored in a secure place for five years,
following the submission of this thesis.

4.10 Ethical Consideration
This study involved collecting participants’ views and circumstances, and this makes ethical
issues inescapable. The proposed research required the approval of the University of
Canberra Committee for Ethics in Human Research (UCCEHR). An application was
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approved by the UCCEHR in May 2011 after some minor modifications. Confidentiality,
privacy and voluntariness are important ethical considerations in this study. All data that were
collected in this project were kept confidential. No individual or workplace was identifiable
by name or description in the final dissertation.
Before data collection, a letter of invitation was personally delivered to participating
universities and to all participants with the Initial Introductory Letter, Participants’
Information and the Informed Consent Form. A brief presentation was given to participants
by the researcher explaining the aims and procedure of the research.
The cultural and social backgrounds of the participants were also taken into consideration in
this study. All participants are current university staff. The researcher respected their values,
ideas, concerns and concepts from their viewpoints. Due to variations in English language
levels, all documents to be distributed to participants have been translated from English into
Chinese in order to facilitate recruitment and understanding of the study.

4.11 Chapter Summary
Any research method chosen will have inherent flaws, and the choice of that method will
limit the conclusions that can be drawn (Scandura & Williams, 2000). It is recognized that by
using both quantitative and qualitative research methods to support the findings, a better
conclusion can be reached, by increasing the internal and external validity of the research. To
minimize the flaws in the research, this research has used a combination of interviews, a
review of the literature, analysis of those interviews (qualitative), the survey method
(quantitative) before analyzing the findings and making a number of conclusions. Notwithstanding this approach, any research findings are only as accurate as the data that have
been collected.

This chapter presented the methods used to generate data (questionnaire survey and group
interviews) and the methods of data analysis. Reliability and validity of the questionnaires for
the current sample of Chinese academic staff in Project 211 universities were asserted. The
academic staff that participated in the quantitative or qualitative part of the study were
described. The next chapter will examine and provide some initial overview and analysis of
the quantitative data that was collected. It will examine the demographics and the descriptive
statistics prior to analysis. The testing of the hypotheses will also be presented in the next
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chapter.
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CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS
AND ANALYSIS
5.1 Introduction
Chapter four described the methods used in this study and the reasons for choosing mixed
research methods. This chapter presents the results from the data that have been collected
with the questionnaires distributed: demographic data, the factors that motivate academic
staff to conduct research and the factors that influence their research productivity. The
quantitative analysis was the first step in answering the two main research questions of this
study:

What are the main factors that motivate academic staff at different academic levels to
conduct research?
What are the main factors that influence individual research productivity of academics at
different levels?

The first section of this chapter presents the results of the impact of extrinsic factors on each
academic level. The second section presents the results of impact of intrinsic factors on each
academic level. The third section presents the results of impact of productivity factors on
each academic level. The fourth section summarizes any similarity and difference of factors
that motivated and influenced each level academics. The last sections of this chapter, the
hypotheses were tested.

5.2 Factors and Relationships
This section examines question one and two to find out what are the main factors (from
intrinsic and extrinsic factors: promotion, performance appraisal, financial rewards, tenure,
respect, recognition, interest, sense of achievement, responsibility, scholar improvement,
autonomy, contribution) that affect academic staff to conduct research at each academic level,
and what are the main factors that influence the research productivity of academic staff at
each academic level.
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Correlation analysis is a family of statistical tests which determine whether there are trends or
relationships between two or more sets of data from common sources or individuals
(Coomans et al., 2008). The tests provide a statistical yes or no as to whether a significant
relationship or correlation exists between the variables. In this context, correlation was
initially used to test the relationship between extrinsic factors and lower level academics to
identify whether there was a positive relationship between these two variables. Correlation
analysis was also used to test the relationship between intrinsic factors and higher level
academic staff motivation to identify whether there is a positive relationship between these
two variables. Finally, the relationship between the productivity factors and staff academic
levels is explored and presented.
In the literature review, the academic staff in universities are motivated by a cluster of factors
rather than just one factor. The hypotheses predict correlations between certain motivation
factors and certain professional levels. As discussed in chapter three, most of the motivation
factors in this theoretical set can be sorted into two groups (intrinsic and extrinsic). Intrinsic
motivators refer to personal, “internal” responses, such as satisfaction or pride in an
accomplishment or compliments, public recognition, and professional opportunities. Intrinsic
motivation is synonymous with a desire to work hard solely for the pleasure of task
accomplishment (Mallaiah and Yadapadithaya , 2009). Extrinsic motivators refer to the
attainment of a separable outcome from the performance of an activity. Extrinsic motivation
encourages staff to complete their task in order to receive the reward. In other words, rewards
motivate people to get rewards (Ryan and Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivators and extrinsic
motivators are likely to show correlations to each level of academic staff motivation but the
level of correlations to them may vary if they are at different academic levels.

5.3 Characteristics of Study Participants
This section describes the characteristics of the participants for the quantitative part of this
study. In total, 431 participants completed the questionnaire package: There were 187 males
and 244 females. Their ages ranged from 20 to 69 years, with 75.4% between 30 to 49 years.
Their qualifications ranged from bachelor degrees to PhDs. In total, 65 participants had a
bachelor degree, 212 participants had a master’s degree and 153 had PhD degrees (only one
person didn’t indicate their qualification).
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Table 5-1 Comparison of Age:

Age

Valid 20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
Total

Frequenc
y
Percent
64
14.8
207
48.0
118
27.4
38
4
431

8.8
.9
100.0

Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
14.8
14.8
48.0
62.9
27.4
90.3
8.8
.9
100.0

99.1
100.0

Figure 5-1 Comparison of Age

Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1 show forty-eight percent of participants ‘age were at the range of 30
to 39. In the age range of 40-49 years, participants accounted for 27.4% of the sample. The
others who were less than 30 years old or above 50 years were the minority in the research
sample.
84

Chapter 5

Table 5-2 Comparison of sex:

Sex

Valid M
F
Total

Frequenc
y
Percent
187
43.4
244
56.6
431
100.0

Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
43.4
43.4
56.6
100.0
100.0

In Tower, Plummer and Ridgewell’s research (2007) a gender examination was conducted of
the top six journals in the world. The findings showed no difference between the research
productivity of women and men when the percentage of women participating in the academic
work force is factored in. Women have a 30-40% participation rate in academic university
positions and represent virtually the same percentage of the authors in these highest ranked
journals. Importantly, there are no significantly statistical differences in Journal Impact
Factor ratings between men and women in the world’s top journals and no discernable gender
differences across the disciplines. In this research sample, there were 43.4% male participants
and 56.6% female participants. It was considered that the sex of the participants would not
influence the analysis results because sex was not considered as a key factor that would
influence research productivity, based on the literature review.

Table 5-3 Comparison of qualifications according to academic staff levels

Level

Assistant
Lecturer

Lecturer

Level * Qualification Cross tabulation
Qualification
Bachelo
r
Master PHD
Others Total
Count
13
79
16
0
108
% within Level
12.0% 73.1% 14.8%
.0% 100.0%
% within
20.0% 37.3% 10.5%
.0% 25.1%
Qualification
% of Total
3.0% 18.3%
3.7%
.0% 25.1%
Std. Residual
-.8
3.6
-3.6
-.5
Count
% within Level
% within
Qualification

12
10.9%
18.5%
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68
61.8%
32.1%

30
27.3%
19.6%

0
110
.0% 100.0%
.0% 25.5%
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Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% of Total
Std. Residual
Count
% within Level
% within
Qualification
% of Total
Std. Residual
Count

2.8%
-1.1
32
29.6%
49.2%

15.8%
1.9
39
36.1%
18.4%

7.0%
.0% 25.5%
-1.4
-.5
36
1
108
33.3%
.9% 100.0%
23.5% 100.0% 25.1%

7.4%
3.9
8

9.0%
-1.9
26

8.4%
-.4
71

% within Level
% within
Qualification
% of Total
Std. Residual
Count
% within Level
% within
Qualification
% of Total

7.6%
12.3%

24.8%
12.3%

67.6%
46.4%

.2%
1.5
0

25.1%
105

.0% 100.0%
.0% 24.4%

1.9%
6.0% 16.5%
.0% 24.4%
-2.0
-3.6
5.5
-.5
65
212
153
1
431
15.1% 49.2% 35.5%
.2% 100.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
15.1%

49.2%

35.5%

.2% 100.0%

Figure 5-2 Comparison of qualifications according to academic staff levels

Among the participants there were 108 assistant lecturers, 110 lecturers, 108 associate
professors, and 105 professors. This accounted for 25.1%, 25.5%, 25.1% and 24.4%
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respectively. Table 5-3 shows that the quantity of each academic level sample selected were
similar and reasonable for comparison analysis. There were 35.5% of the participants holding
PhD degrees, 49.2% participants holding masters degrees, and only 15.1% of the participants
holding bachelor degrees.
Table 5-4 Comparison of job tenure
Job Tenure
Frequency Percent
Valid Permanent
395
91.6
Contract
36
8.4
Total
431
100.0

Valid
Cumulative
Percent
Percent
91.6
91.6
8.4
100.0
100.0

Table 5-5 Comparison of administrative responsibility

Valid Yes
No
3
Total

Administrative Responsibility
Valid
Cumulative
Frequency Percent
Percent
Percent
85
19.7
19.7
19.7
345
80.0
80.0
99.8
1
.2
.2
100.0
431
100.0
100.0

Table 5-4 shows that 91.6% of the participants were permanent staff in the universities, only
8.4% were on a contract. Table 5-5 shows that 19.7% of the participants had an
administrative responsibility as part of their job, but most participants (80.3%) were pure
academic staff, their duties being teaching and research only.
Table 5-6 Comparison of publication experience
Publication experience
Frequenc
Valid
y
Percent
Percent
Valid Yes
No
Total

381
50
431

88.4
11.6
100.0

88.4
11.6
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
88.4
100.0

Table 5-6 shows that 88.4% of the participants in total had research experience. This included
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research resulting in journal articles, conference papers, books, newspaper articles and other
works. Only 11.6% of the participants did not have any publication experience. These were
those staff at an early stage of their academic career.

5.4 Analysis of Extrinsic Motivation Factors
The quantitative data in the questionnaires needed to be analysed in three stages. The
extrinsic and intrinsic motivators associated with four different levels of academics staff were
described and compared in the first and second stages. The productivity factors at each
academic level were analysed in the third stage.

Table 5-7 Responses of extrinsic factors
Case Summary
Cases

Extrinsica
a. Group

Valid
N
Percent
431
100%

Missing
N
Percent
0
0.0%

Total
N
Percent
431 100.0%

Table 5-8 Extrinsic factors frequencies
Extrinsic Frequencies
Responses
Extrinsic
motivatorsa

Total
a. Group

Absolutely
disagree
Disagree
Mostly Agree
Agree
Absolutely Agree

N
Percent
510
7.8%
1873
2171
1072
839
6465

29%
33.6%
16.6%
13%
100.0%

Percent of
Cases
170.7%
450.2%
521.9%
257.7%
99.5%
1500.0%

Six extrinsic motivation factors (promotion, performance appraisal, financial rewards, tenure,
respect and recognition) were asked over fifteen questions. Table 5-7 shows that all of the
88

Chapter 5

431 participants completed all questions and the valid data were received. Among the
responses, table 5-8 shows that 66.2% of participants agreed that extrinsic factors were the
factors which motivated them to conduct the research, while 33.8% in total disagreed. The
following tables show us the details of responses from each level of academics. In each
summary table, the researcher divided the responses into two groups which are agree
(includes agree, mostly agree and absolutely agree) and disagree (includes disagree and
absolutely disagree). It clearly described the response rate of each level of academics in these
two groups separately.
Table 5-9 Comparison of factor “Promotion” according to academic staff levels

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Level * Promotion Cross tabulation
Promotion
Absolutel Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
y disagree
ee
Agree Agree y Agree Total
Count
4
5
31
40
28
108
% within
Level
% within
Promotion
% of Total
Count
% within
Level

3.7%

4.6%

28.7% 37.0%

18.2%

9.6%

20.4% 30.1%

.9%
5
4.5%

1.2%
9
8.2%

7.2% 9.3%
37
40
33.6% 36.4%

6.5% 25.1%
19
110
17.3% 100.0
%

% within
Promotion
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Promotion
% of Total

22.7% 17.3%

24.3% 30.1%

26.8% 25.6%

2.1%
7
6.5%

8.6% 9.3%
44
36
40.7% 33.3%

27.3% 13.5%

28.9% 27.1%

4.4% 25.6%
15
108
13.9% 100.0
%
21.1% 25.1%

Count
% within
Level
% within
Promotion1

8
31
6.7% 29.8%

40
17
38.5% 16.3%

31.8% 59.6%

26.3% 12.8%

1.2%
6
5.6%

1.4%
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1.6%

10.2%

8.4%

25.9%

100.0
%
39.4% 25.1%

3.5% 25.1%
9
8.7%

105
100.0
%
12.7% 24.2%
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Total

% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Promotion1
% of Total

1.6% 7.2%
23
52
5.1% 12.1%
100.0%

100.0
%
5.1% 12.1%

9.3% 4.0%
152
133
35.3% 30.9%
100.0%

100.0
%
35.3% 30.9%

2.1% 24.2%
71
431
16.5% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
16.5% 100.0
%

Figure 5-3 Comparison of factor “Promotion” according to academic staff levels

Question one and question two relate to the factor “Promotion”. Table 5-9 shows that at the
assistant lecturer level there were 28 participants who absolutely agreed, 40 agreed, 31
mostly agreed, 5 disagreed and only 4 absolutely disagreed with the factor “promotion” as a
research motivator. This accounted for 39.4%, 30.1%, 20.4%, 9.6%, and 18.4% in total
respectively. The number of full professors who disagreed (including absolutely disagree)
with the factor “promotion” are much more than the number of assistant lecturers. In figure 53, the rates of “agree, mostly agree and absolutely agree” show a descending trend from
assistant lecturer to full professor. The rates of “disagree and absolutely disagree” show an
ascending trend from assistant lecturer to full professor.
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Table 5-10 Summary of factor “Promotion”

Academic Level

Disagree (17.2%)

Agree (82.8%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

39

52

66

18.5

105

24.2

Associate Professor

13

17.3

95

26.7

108

25.1

Lecturer

14

18.7

96

27

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

9

12

99

27.8

108

25.1

Total

75

100

356

100

431

100

In the summary table 5-10, there were 17.2% of the participants in total who did not consider
that the factor “promotion” was their research motivator. In the disagree group, 52%
participants were full professors, 17.3% were associate professors, 18.7% were lecturers and
12% were assistant lecturers. There were 82.8% of the participants in total who considered
that the factor “promotion” was their research motivator. In the agree group 18.5% of the
participants were full professors, 26.7% were associate professors, 27% were lecturers and
27.8% were assistant lecturers. The analysis of question one and two indicate that the factor
“promotion” as a research motivator has more impact on lower level academic staff
compared to higher level academic staff.
Table 5-11 Comparison of factor “Performance Appraisal” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab
Performance Appraisal

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Count
% within Level

Absolutel
y
Disagr
Disagree
ee
1
8
.9% 7.4%

% within
Performance
Appraisal

7.1% 12.3%

91

Mostly
Absolutel
Agree Agree y Agree Total
34
43
22
108
31.5% 39.8%
20.4% 100.0
%
21.7% 31.2%
38.6% 25.1%
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Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% of Total
Count
% within Level
% within
Performance
Appraisal
% of Total
Count

.2% 1.9%
2
13
1.8% 11.8%

7.9% 10.0%
49
36
44.5% 32.7%

14.3% 20.0%

31.2% 26.1%

.5%
6

3.0%
11

11.4%
49

8.4%
33

5.1% 25.1%
10
110
9.1% 100.0
%
17.5% 25.5%

2.3% 25.5%
9
108

% within Level

5.6% 10.2%

45.4% 30.6%

% within
Performance
Appraisal
% of Total
Count
% within Level

42.9% 16.9%

31.2% 23.9%

1.4% 2.6%
5
33
4.8% 31.4%

11.4% 7.7%
25
26
23.8% 24.8%

2.1% 25.1%
16
105
15.2% 100.0
%

% within
Performance
Appraisal
% of Total
Count
% within Level

35.7% 50.8%

15.9% 18.8%

28.1% 24.4%

1.2% 7.7%
14
65
3.2% 15.1%

5.8% 6.0%
157
138
36.4% 32.0%

3.7% 24.4%
57
431
13.2% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%

% within
Performance
Appraisal
% of Total

100.0%

100.0
%

3.2% 15.1%
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100.0%

100.0
%

36.4% 32.0%

8.3%

100.0
%
15.8% 25.1%

13.2%

100.0
%
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Figure 5-4 Comparison of factor “Performance Appraisal” according to academic staff levels

Questions three and four relate to the factor “Performance Appraisal (PA)”. Table 5-11
shows that at the assistant lecturer level there were 22 participants who absolutely agreed, 43
agreed, 34 mostly agreed, 8 disagreed and only 1 absolutely disagreed that the factor “PA”
was their research motivator. This accounted for 38.6%, 31.2%, 21.7%, 12.3%, and 7.1% in
total respectively. The number of full professors who disagreed (include absolutely disagree)
were 38. This was much more than the number of assistant lecturers (compared to 9 assistant
lecturers). At the lecturer level and associate professor level, the number of agreed and
disagreed responses were similar. In figure 5-4, the rates of “agree, mostly agree and
absolutely agree” show a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor level.
The rates of “disagree and absolutely disagree” show an ascending trend from assistant
lecturer level to full professor level.

Table 5-12 Summary of factor “PA”
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Academic Level

Disagree (18.3%)

Agree (81.7%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

38

48.1

67

19

105

24.2

Associate Professor

17

21.5

91

25.9

108

25.1

Lecturer

15

19

95

27

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

9

11.4

99

28.1

108

25.1

Total

79

100

352

100

431

100

In the summary table 5-12, there were 18.3% of the participants in total who did not consider
that the factor “PA” was a research motivator. In the disagree group, 48.1% of the
participants were full professors, 21.5% were associate professors, 19% were lecturers, 11.4%
were assistant lecturers. There were 81.7% of the participants who considered that the factor
“PA” was a research motivator. In the agree group, 19% of participants were full professors,
25.9% were associate professors, 27% were lecturers, 28.1% were assistant lecturers.
Question three and four indicate that the factor “PA” as a research motivator is more
important for lower level academic staff compared to higher level academic staff.
Table 5-13 Comparison of factor “Financial Rewards (FR)” according to academic staff
levels
Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate

Count
% within
Level
% within FR
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within FR
% of Total
Count

Absolutel
y disagree
9
8.3%
17.0%
2.1%
15
13.6%

Financial Rewards
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y Agree Total
27
45
18
9
108
25.0%
41.7% 16.7%
8.3% 100.0
%
17.2%
28.0% 41.9%
60.0% 25.2%
6.3%
10.5% 4.2%
2.1% 25.2%
37
44
11
3
110
33.6%
40.0% 10.0%
2.7% 100.0
%

28.3% 23.6%
3.5% 8.6%
13
42
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27.3% 25.6%
10.3% 2.6%
41
10

20.0% 25.6%
.7% 25.6%
2
108
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Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within FR
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within FR
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within FR
% of Total

12.0% 38.9%

38.0%

9.3%

1.9%

24.5% 26.8%
3.0% 9.8%
18
51
15.5% 49.5%

25.5% 23.3%
9.6% 2.3%
31
4
30.1% 3.9%

13.3%
.5%
1
1.0%

30.2% 32.5%
3.7% 11.9%
55
157
12.4% 36.6%

19.3% 9.3%
7.2%
.9%
161
43
37.5% 10.0%

6.7%
.2%
15
3.5%

100.0%

100.0
%
12.4% 36.6%

100.0%

100.0
%
37.5% 10.0%

100.0%
3.5%

100.0
%
25.2%
25.2%
105
100.0
%
24.0%
24.0%
431
100.0
%
100.0
%
100.0
%

Figure 5-5 Comparison of factor “Financial Rewards” according to academic staff levels

Questions five, six and seven relate to the factor “Financial Rewards ” which includes salary,
allowances and prizes. The figure 5-13 shows that there were 15 participants who absolutely
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agree with FR as a motivator. Among them there were 9 assistant lecturers (60%), 3 lecturers
(20%), 2 associate professors (13.3%) and 1 full professor (6.7%). Forty-three participants
agreed with factor FR. Among them there were 18 (41.9%), 11 lecturers (25.6%), 10
associate professors (23.3%), and 4 full professors (9.3%). There were 161 participants who
mostly agreed with FR. Among them there were 45 assistant lecturers (28%), 44 lecturers
which (27.3%), 41 associate professors (25.5%), and 31 full professors (19.3%). There were
157 Participants who disagreed with factor FR. Among them, there were 27 assistant
lecturers (17.2%), 37 lecturers (23.6%), 42 associate professors (26.8%), and 51 full
professors (32.5%). Fifty-five participants absolutely disagreed with the factor FR. Among
them there were 9 assistant lecturers (17%), 15 lecturers (28.3%), 13 associate professors
(24.5%), and 18 full professors (30.2%). The responses of lecturer level and associate
professor level were similar. According to the figure 5-5, the rates of “agree, mostly agree
and absolutely agree” show a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor
level. The rates of “disagree and absolutely disagree” show an ascending trend from assistant
lecturer level to full professor level.
Table 5-14 Summary of factor “FR”

Academic Level

Disagree (49.2%)

Agree (50.8%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

69

32.6

36

16.4

105

24.2

Associate Professor

55

25.9

53

24.2

108

25.1

Lecturer

52

24.5

58

26.5

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

36

17

72

32.9

108

25.1

Total

212

100

219

100

431

100

In the summary table 5-14, the number of participants with agree and disagree responses are
similar. There were 49.2% of participants who did not consider that the factor “FR” was a
research motivator. In the disagree group, 32.6% of the participants were full professors, 25.9%
were associate professors, 24.5% were lecturers, 17% were assistant lecturers. There were
50.8% of the participants who considered that the factor “FR” was a motivator. In the agree
group, 16.4% of the participants were full professors, 24.2% were associate professors, 26.5%
were lecturers, 32.9% were assistant lecturers. Question five to seven indicate that the factor
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“FR” as a research motivator is more important for lower level academic staff than higher
level academic staff. However, the agree rate and disagree rate were similar so the factor FR
may or may not be a motivator for academic staff.
Table 5-15 Comparison of factor “Tenure” according to academic staff levels
Crosstab
Tenure

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

% within Tenure
% of Total
Count
% within Level

16.4% 17.1%
2.1% 4.9%
11
26
10.0% 23.6%

% within Tenure
% of Total
Associate Count
Professor % within Level

20.0% 21.1%
2.6% 6.1%
23
37
21.3% 34.3%

% within Tenure
% of Total
Professor Count

41.8% 30.1%
5.4% 8.6%
14
39

Lecturer

Total

Count
% within Level

Absolutel disagr
y disagree
ee
9
21
8.3% 19.4%

Mostly
Absolutel
agree
Agree y agree
Total
44
24
10
108
40.7% 22.2%
9.3% 100.0
%
31.0% 29.3%
37.0% 25.2%
10.3% 5.6%
2.3% 25.2%
45
22
6
110
40.9% 20.0%
5.5% 100.0
%
31.7% 26.8%
22.2% 25.6%
10.5% 5.1%
1.4% 25.6%
24
21
3
108
22.2% 19.4%
2.8% 100.0
%
16.9% 25.6%
11.1% 25.2%
5.6% 4.9%
.7% 25.2%
29
15
8
105

% within Level

11.7% 37.9%

28.2% 14.6%

7.8%

% within Tenure
% of Total
Count
% within Level

21.8% 31.7%
2.8% 9.1%
57
123
12.8% 28.7%

20.4% 18.3%
6.8% 3.5%
142
82
33.1% 19.1%

29.6%
1.9%
27
6.3%

% within Tenure
% of Total

100.0%

100.0
%

12.8% 28.7%
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100.0%

100.0
%

100.0%

33.1% 19.1%

6.3%

100.0
%
24.0%
24.0%
431
100.0
%
100.0
%
100.0
%
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Figure 5-6 Comparison of factor “Tenure” according to academic level levels

Question eight and nine relate to the factor “Tenure.” The table 5-15 shows that there were 27
participants who absolutely agreed that the factor tenure was a motivator. Among them, there
were 10 assistant lecturers (37%) in total, 6 lecturers (22.2%), 3 associate professors (11.1%),
and 8 full professors (29.6%). Eighty two participants agreed. Among them there were 24
assistant lecturers (29.3%), 22 lecturers (26.8%), 21 associate professors (25.6%), and 15 full
professors (18.3%). One hundred and forty two participants mostly agreed. Among them
there were 44 assistant lecturers (31%), 45 lecturers (21.7%), 24 associate professors (16.9%),
and 29 full professors (20.4%). One hundred and twenty three participants disagreed. Among
them there were 21 assistant lecturers (17.1%), 26 lecturers (21.1%), 37 associate professors
(30.1%), and 39 full professors (31.7%). Fifty seven participants absolutely disagreed.
Among them there were 9 assistant lecturers (16.4%), 11 lecturers (20%), 23 associate
professors (41.8%), and 14 full professors (21.8%). In the figure 5-6, the number of “agree,
mostly agree and absolutely agree” shows a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to
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full professor level. The number of “disagree and absolutely disagree” shows an ascending
trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor level.
Table 5-16 Summary of factor “Tenure”

Academic Level

Disagree (41.8%)

Agree (58.2%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

53

29.4

52

20.7

105

24.2

Associate Professor

60

33.3

48

19.1

108

25.1

Lecturer

37

20.6

73

29.1

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

30

16.7

78

31.1

108

25.1

Total

180

251

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-16, there were 41.8% of the participants who disagreed. In the
disagree group 29.4% of participants were full professors, 33.3% were associate professors,
20.6% were lecturers, 16.7% were assistant lecturers. There were 58.2% of participants in
total who considered that the factor “tenure” was a motivator. In the agree group, 20.7%
participants were full professors, 19.1% were associate professors, 29.1% were lecturers, 31.1%
were assistant lecturers. The analysis of question eight and nine indicate that the factor
“Tenure” as a research motivator is more important for lower level academic staff compared
to higher level academic staff.
Table 5-17 Comparison of factor “Respect” according to academic staff levels
Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Count
% within
Level
% within
Respect
% of Total
Count

Absolutel
y disagree
4
3.7%

Respect
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
14
47
34
9
108
13.0%
43.5% 31.5%
8.3% 100.0
%

12.1% 13.5%
.9%
11

99

3.3%
30

27.6% 35.8%
11.0%
40

7.9%
26

34.6% 25.2%
2.1% 25.2%
3
110
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Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within
Respect
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Respect
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Respect
% of Total
Count

10.0% 27.3%

36.4% 23.6%

33.3% 28.8%

23.5% 27.4%

2.6% 7.0%
12
22
11.1% 20.4%

9.3% 6.1%
46
21
42.6% 19.4%

36.4% 21.2%

27.1% 22.1%

2.8% 5.1%
9
38
5.9% 37.3%

10.7% 4.9%
37
14
36.3% 13.7%

18.2% 36.5%

21.8% 14.7%

% within
Level
% within
Respect
% of Total

7.7% 24.3%

1.4%
36

100.0%

8.9%
104

100.0
%
7.7% 24.3%

8.6%
170

3.3%
95

39.7% 22.2%
100.0%

100.0
%
39.7% 22.2%

Figure 5-7 Comparison of factor “Respect” according to academic staff levels

100

2.7%

100.0
%
11.5% 25.7%
.7% 25.7%
7
108
6.5% 100.0
%
26.9% 25.2%
1.6% 25.2%
7
105
6.9% 100.0
%
26.9% 23.8%
1.6% 23.8%
26
431
6.1%
100.0%
6.1%

100.0
%
100.0
%
100.0
%
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Question ten relates to the factor “Respect”. The table 5-17 shows that there were 26
participants who absolutely agreed with the factor “respect” as their research motivator.
Among them there were 9 assistant lecturers (34.6%) in total, 3 lecturers (11.5%), 7 associate
professors (26.9%), and 7 full professors (26.9%). Ninety-five participants agreed with the
factor “respect.” Among them there were 34 assistant lecturers (35.8%); 26 lecturers (27.4%);
21 associate professors (28.1%); and 14 full professors (14.7%). One hundred and seventy of
the participants mostly agreed with the factor “respect.” Among them there were 47 assistant
lecturers (27.6%); 40 lecturers (23.5%); 46 associate professors (27.1%); and 37 full
professors (21.8%). One hundred and four participants disagreed with the factor “respect.”
Among them there were 14 assistant lecturers (13.5%); 30 lecturers (28.8%); 22 associate
professors (21.2%); and 38 full professors (36.5%). Thirty six participants absolutely
disagreed with the factor “respect.” Among them there were 4 assistant lecturers (12.1%); 11
lecturers (33.3%); 12 associate professors (36.4%); and 9 full professors (18.2%). In figure 57, the number of “agree” shows a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to full
professor level. The number of “absolutely disagree” shows an ascending trend from assistant
lecturer level to associate professor level.
Table 5-18 Summary of factor “Respect”
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Academic Level

Disagree (32.5%)

Agree (67.5%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

47

33.6

58

20

105

24.2

Associate Professor

34

24.3

74

25.3

108

25.1

Lecturer

41

29.3

69

23.7

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

18

12.8

90

31

108

25.1

Total

140

291

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-18, there were 32.5% of participants who did not agree with the factor
“respect” as a motivator. In the disagree group, 33.6% of participants were full professors,
24.3% were associate professors, 29.3% were lecturers, 12.8% were assistant lecturers. There
were 67.5% participants in total who considered that the factor “respect” was a motivator. In
the agree group, 20% of the participants were full professors, 25.3% were associate
professors, 23.7% were lecturers, 31% were assistant lecturers. The comparison between
assistant lecturer and full professor shows that the assistant lecturer is more likely to be
motivated by the factor “respect” when they are doing research work.
Table 5-19 Comparison of factor “Recognition” according to academic staff levels
Crosstab
Recognition
Absolutel Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
y disagree
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate

Count
% within
Level
% within
Recognition
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Recognition
% of Total
Count

Total

9
30
8.3% 27.8%

39
21
36.1% 19.4%

15.8% 21.6%

25.2% 40.4%

2.1% 7.0%
16
31
14.5% 28.2%

9.1% 4.9%
45
13
40.9% 11.8%

2.1% 25.2%
5
110
4.5% 100.0
%

28.1% 22.3%

29.0% 25.0%

20.0% 25.7%

3.7%
14

102

7.2%
41

10.5%
32

3.0%
12

9
8.3%

108
100.0
%
36.0% 25.2%

1.2% 25.7%
9
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Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within
Recognition
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Recognition
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Recognition
% of Total

13.0% 38.0%

29.6% 11.1%

24.6% 29.5%

20.6% 23.1%

3.3% 9.6%
21
37
17.6% 36.3%

7.5%
39
38.2%

31.6% 26.6%

25.2% 11.5%

4.2% 8.6%
60
139
13.3% 32.5%

9.1% 1.4%
155
52
36.2% 12.1%

100.0%

100.0
%
13.3% 32.5%

100.0%

8.3%

100.0
%
36.0% 25.2%

2.8%
6
5.9%

100.0
%
36.2% 12.1%

2.1% 25.2%
2
105
2.0% 100.0
%
8.0% 23.8%
.5% 23.8%
25
431
5.8% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
5.8% 100.0
%

Figure 5-8 Comparison of factor “Recognition” according to academic staff levels
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Question eleven relates to the factor “Recognition.”

The table 5-19 shows that 25

participants absolutely agreed that the factor “recognition” was their research motivator.
Among them there were 9 assistant lecturers (36%) in total; 5 lecturers (20%); 9 associate
professors (36%), and 2 full professors (8%). Fifty two participants agreed with the factor
“recognition” as a motivator. Among them there were 21 assistant lecturers (40.4%); 13
lecturers (25%); 12 associate professors (23.1%), and 6 full professors (11.5%). One hundred
and fifty five participants mostly agreed with the factor “recognition.” Among them there
were 39 assistant lecturers (25.2%); 45 lecturers (29%); 32 associate professors (20.6%), and
39 full professors (25.2%). One hundred and thirty nine participants disagreed with the factor
“recognition” as a motivator. Among them there were 30 assistant lecturers (21.6%), 31
lecturers (22.3%), 41 associate professors (29.5%), and 37 full professors (26.6%). Sixty
participants absolutely disagreed with the factor “recognition” as a motivator. Among them
there were 9 assistant lecturers (15.8%), 16 lecturers (28.1%), 14 associate professors
(24.6%), and 21 full professors (31.6%). In figure 5-8, the number of “agree” shows a
descending trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor level. The number of
“absolutely disagree” shows an ascending trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor
level.
Table 5-20 Summary of factor “Recognition”

Academic Level

Disagree (46.2%)

Agree (53.8%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

58

29.1

47

20.3

105

24.2

Associate Professor

55

27.7

53

22.8

108

25.1

Lecturer

47

23.6

63

27.2

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

39

19.6

69

29.7

108

25.1

Total

199

232

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-20, there were 46.2% participants in total who did not consider that
the factor “recognition” was a research motivator. In the disagree group 29.1% participants
were full professors, 27.7% were associate professors, 23.6% were lecturers, 19.6% were
assistant lecturers. There were 53.8% participants in total who considered that the factor
“recognition” was a research motivator. In the agree group 20.3% participants were full
professors, 22.8% were associate professors, 27.2% were lecturers, 29.7% were assistant
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lecturers. The analysis of question twelve indicates that the factor “recognition” as a research
motivator is more important for lower level academic staff compared to higher level
academic staff.

Table 5-21 Numbers of agreed responses: extrinsic factors at each academic staff level
Academic
staff
Full
Professor
Associate
Professor
Lecturer
Assistant
Lecturer

Promotion

Financial Performance
Job
Respect Recognition
Rewards
Appraisal
Tenure

66

36

67

52

58

47

95

53

91

48

74

53

96

58

95

73

69

63

99

72

99

78

90

69

There were 431 valid responses received of the 600 questionnaires distributed. Of the
respondents there were 108 assistant lecturers, 110 lecturers, 108 associate professors and
105 full professors. The number of academic staff at different levels was quite similar. It met
the request of sample comparison. Six extrinsic factors were examined over fifteen questions.
According to the proportion of each academic level staff with responses of “agree” (included
mostly agree, agree and absolutely agree), the table 5- 21 and line chart 5-1 indicate that the
number of each level academics with agreed responses shows an ascending trend from full
professor level to assistant lecturer level. It could then be concluded from the sample that the
lower level academics such as assistant lecturer and lecturer are more likely motivated by
extrinsic factors compared to the higher level academics such as associate professor and full
professor.

Line Chart 5-1 Agree responses of extrinsic factors at each academic staff level
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120
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40

Associate Professor

20

Lecturer
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Assistant Lecturer

Line chart 5-2 shows more than half of participants agreed that the all tested extrinsic factors
as their research motivators except “financial rewards”. In particular, more than two thirds of
the participants agreed with the factors “promotion, performance appraisal, and respect” as
their research motivators. It can be concluded that of the extrinsic factors, the academic staff
are mainly motivated by “promotion, performance appraisal and respect”. From the analysis
of the factor “Financial Rewards”, half of the participants agreed with it and almost half of
the participants disagreed with it. This indicates the factor “FR” may or may not be a research
motivator.

Line chart 5-2 Agreement and disagreement rate of extrinsic factors from participants
90
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70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Agree

Disagree
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5.5 Analysis of Intrinsic Motivation Factors
Six intrinsic motivation factors (interest, scholarly improvement, sense of achievement,
contribution, responsibility and autonomy) were asked over fourteen questions. The
following tables show us the comparison of each intrinsic motivation factor. In each summary
table, the researcher divided the responses into two groups. These are agree (includes agree,
mostly agree and absolutely agree) and disagree (includes disagree and absolutely disagree).
It clearly described the response rate of each academic level in these two groups separately.
Table 5-22 Comparison of factor “Interest” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Count
% within
Level
% within
Interest
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Interest
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Interest
% of Total
Count
% within
Level

Absolutel
y disagree
5
4.6%
26.3%

Interest
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
27
53
20
3
108
25.0%
49.1% 18.5%
2.8% 100.0
%
39.1%
27.5% 16.9%
10.3% 25.2%

1.2% 6.3%
5
19
4.5% 17.3%

12.4% 4.7%
53
25
48.2% 22.7%

26.3% 27.5%

27.5% 21.2%

1.2% 4.4%
6
15
5.6% 13.9%

12.4% 5.8%
47
33
43.5% 30.6%

31.6% 21.7%

24.4% 28.0%

1.4%
4
2.9%
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3.5%
9
7.8%

11.0% 7.7%
41
40
39.2% 39.2%

.7% 25.2%
8
110
7.3% 100.0
%
27.6% 25.7%
1.9% 25.7%
7
108
6.5% 100.0
%
24.1% 25.2%
1.6% 25.2%
11
105
10.8% 100.0
%
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Total

% within
Interest
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Interest
% of Total

15.8% 11.6%

20.7% 33.9%

37.9% 23.8%

.7% 1.9%
20
70
4.4% 16.1%

9.3% 9.3%
194
118
45.1% 27.6%

2.6% 23.8%
29
431
6.8% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
6.8% 100.0
%

100.0%

100.0
%
4.4% 16.1%

100.0%

100.0
%
45.1% 27.6%

Figure 5-9 Comparison of factor “Interest” according to academic staff levels

Question one to three relate to the factor “Interest”. Table 5-22 shows that the 29 participants
absolutely agreed with the factor “interest” as their research motivator. Among them there
were 3 assistant lecturers (10.3%) in total, 8 lecturers (27.6%), 7 associate professors (24.1%),
and 11 full professors (37.9%). There 118 participants agreed with it. Among them there
were 20 assistant lecturers (16.9%), 25 lecturers (21.2%), 33 associate professors (28%), and
40 full professors (33.9%). The 194 participants mostly agreed with it. Among them there
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were 53 assistant lecturers (27.5%), 53 lecturers (27.5%), 47 associate professors (24.4%),
and 41 full professors (20.7%). The 70 participants disagreed with it. Among them there were
27 assistant lecturers (39.1%), 19 lecturers (27.5%), 15 associate professors (21.7%), and 9
full professors (11.6%). The 20 participants absolutely disagreed with it. Among them there
were 5 assistant lecturers (26.3%), 5 lecturers (26.3%), 6 associate professors (31.6%), and 9
full professors (18.2%). In figure 5-9, the number of “agreed” responses shows an ascending
trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor level. The number of “disagreed”
responses shows a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to associate professor level.

Table 5-23 Summary of factor “Interest”

Academic Level

Disagree (20.9%)

Agree (79.1%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

13

14.4

92

27

105

24.2

Associate Professor

21

23.3

87

25.5

108

25.1

Lecturer

24

26.7

86

25.2

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

32

35.6

76

22.3

108

25.1

Total

90

341

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-23, 20.9% of the participants in total did not consider that the factor
“interest” was a research motivator. In the disagree group, 14.4% of the participants were full
professors, 23.3% were associate professors, 26.7% were lecturers, 35.6% were assistant
lecturers. The 79.1% participants in total considered that the factor “interest” was a research
motivator. In the agree group, 27% participants were full professors, 25.5% was associate
professors, 25.2% was lecturers, 22.3% was assistant lecturers. The comparison between each
academic level indicates that the full professor is more likely to be motivated by the factor
“interest” compared to other academic staff levels. This factor had a similar effect on the
motivation level of both associate professor and lecturer. The assistant lecturer seemed to be
less affected by this factor.
Table 5-24 Comparison of factor “Scholar Improvement” according to academic staff levels
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Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

Count
% within Level

Absolutel
y disagree
3
2.8%

Scholar Improvement
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
20
56
29
0
108
18.5%
51.9% 26.9%
.0% 100.0
%
34.5%
29.3% 21.3%
.0% 25.2%

% within Scholar
Improvement
% of Total
Count
% within Level

21.4%

.7% 4.7%
7
19
6.4% 17.3%

13.1% 6.8%
48
28
43.6% 25.5%

.0% 25.2%
8
110
7.3% 100.0
%

% within Scholar
Improvement
% of Total
Count

50.0% 32.8%

25.1% 20.6%

27.6% 25.7%

1.6%
4

4.4%
10

11.2%
47

3.7%

9.3%

43.5% 38.0%

% within Scholar
Improvement
% of Total
Count
% within Level

28.6% 17.2%

24.6% 30.1%

2.3%
9
8.8%

11.0% 9.6%
41
39
39.2% 37.3%

1.4% 25.2%
16
102
14.7% 100.0
%

% within Scholar
Improvement
% of Total
Count
% within Level

.0% 15.5%

20.9% 27.9%

51.7% 23.8%

.0% 2.1%
14
58
3.3% 13.6%

9.3% 8.9%
192
137
44.6% 31.8%

3.5% 23.8%
30
431
6.8% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
6.8% 100.0
%

% within Level

% within Scholar
Improvement
% of Total

.9%
0
.0%

100.0%

100.0
%
3.3% 13.6%

110

100.0%

6.5%
41

100.0
%
44.6% 31.8%

1.9% 25.7%
6
108
5.6%

100.0
%
20.7% 25.2%
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Figure 5-10 Comparison of factor “Scholar Improvement” according to academic staff levels

Question four and five relate to the factor “Scholar improvement”. The table 5-24 shows that
30 participants absolutely agreed with the factor “scholar improvement” as their research
motivator. Among them there were 8 lecturers (27.6%), 6 associate professors (20.7%), and
16 full professors (51.7%) but no assistant lecturer. A total of 137 participants agreed with it.
Among them there were 29 assistant lecturers (21.3%), 28 lecturers (20.6%), 41 associate
professors (30.1%), and 39 full professors (27.9%). A total of 192 participants mostly agreed
with it. Among them there were 56 assistant lecturers (29.3%), 48 lecturers (25.1%), 47
associate professors (24.6%), and 41 full professors (20.9%). A total of 58 participants
disagreed with it. Among them there were 20 assistant lecturers (34.5%), 19 lecturers
(32.8%), 10 associate professors (17.2%), and 9 full professors (15.5%). A total of 14
participants absolutely disagreed with it. Among them there were 3 assistant lecturers
(21.4%), 7 lecturers (50%), 4 associate professors (28.6%), and no full professor. The table 524 shows none of assistant lecturers absolutely agreed and none of professors absolutely
disagreed. In figure 5-10, the number of “agreed” response shows an ascending trend from
assistant lecturer level to full professor level. The number of “disagreed” response shows a
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descending trend from assistant lecturer level to associate professor level. This factor would
have more impact on the full professor as compared to assistant lecturer.
Table 5-25 Summary of factor “Scholar improvement”

Academic Level

Disagree (16.7%)

Agree (83.3%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

9

12.5

96

26.7

105

24.2

Associate Professor

14

19.5

94

26.2

108

25.1

Lecturer

26

36.1

84

23.4

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

23

31.9

85

23.7

108

25.1

Total

72

359

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-25, more than eighty percent of the participants agreed with the factor
“scholar improvement” as their research motivator. There were 16.7% of the participants who
did not consider that the factor “scholar improvement” was a motivator. In the disagree group,
12.5% of the participants were full professors, 19.5% were associate professors, 36.1% were
lecturers, 31.9% were assistant lecturers. There were 83.3% participants in total who
considered that the factor “scholar improvement” was a research motivator. In the agree
group, 26.7% participants were full professors, 26.2% were associate professors, 23.4% were
lecturers, 23.7% were assistant lecturers. The comparison of each academic level indicated
that the factor “scholar improvement” as a research motivator is more important for the
higher level academic staff compared to the lower level academic staff.
Table 5-26 Comparison of factor “Sense of Achievement” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Count
% within Level

Absolutel
y disagree
1
.9%

112

Sense of Achievement
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
18
47
40
2
108
16.7%
43.5% 37.0%
1.9% 100.0
%
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Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within Sense
of Achievement
% of Total
Count
% within Level

11.1% 35.3%

25.3% 26.1%

6.9% 25.2%

.2% 4.2%
6
14
5.5% 12.7%

11.0% 9.3%
48
33
43.6% 30.0%

% within Sense
of Achievement
% of Total

66.7% 27.5%

25.8% 21.6%

.5% 25.2%
9
110
8.2% 100.0
%
31.0% 25.7%

1.4%

3.3%

11.2%

Count
% within Level

2
1.9%

5
4.6%

53
40
49.1% 37.0%

% within Sense
of Achievement
% of Total
Count
% within Level

22.2%

9.8%

28.5% 26.1%

.5% 1.2%
0
14
.0% 13.7%

12.4% 9.3%
39
41
37.3% 39.2%

1.9% 25.2%
11
102
9.8% 100.0
%

.0% 27.5%

20.4% 26.1%

34.5% 23.8%

.0% 3.3%
9
51
2.1% 11.9%

8.9% 9.3%
187
154
43.5% 35.7%

2.3% 23.8%
30
428
6.8% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
6.8% 100.0
%

% within Sense
of Achievement
% of Total
Count
% within Level
% within Sense
of Achievement
% of Total

100.0%

100.0
%
2.1% 11.9%
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100.0%

7.7%

100.0
%
43.5% 35.7%

2.1% 25.7%
8
7.4%

108
100.0
%
27.6% 25.2%
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Figure 5-11 Comparison of factor “Sense of Achievement” according to academic staff levels

Question six and seven relate to the factor “Sense of Achievement”. The table 5-26 and figure
5-11 show that there were 30 participants who absolutely agreed with the factor “sense of
achievement” as their research motivator. Among them there were 2 assistant lecturers
(6.9%), 9 lecturers (31%), 8 associate professors (27.6%), and 11 full professors (34.5%).
There were 154 participants who agreed with it. Among them there were 40 assistant
lecturers (26.1%), 33 lecturers (21.6%), 40 associate professors (26.1%), and 41 full
professors (26.9%). There were 187 participants who mostly agreed with it. Among them
there were 47 assistant lecturers (25.3%), 48 lecturers (25.8%), 53 associate professors
(28.5%), and 39 full professors (20.4%). There were 51 participants who disagreed with it.
Among them there were 18 assistant lecturers (35.3%), 14 lecturers (27.5%), 5 associate
professors (9.8%), and 14 full professors (27.5%). There were 9 participants who absolutely
disagreed with it. Among them there was only one assistant lecturer (11.1%), 6 lecturers
(66.7%), 2 associate professors (28.2%), and no full professors.

114

Chapter 5

Table 5-27 Summary of factor “Sense of Achievement”

Academic Level

Disagree (13.9%)

Agree (86.1%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

14

23.3

91

24.5

105

24.2

Associate Professor

7

11.7

101

27.2

108

25.1

Lecturer

20

33.3

90

24.3

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

19

31.7

89

24

108

25.1

Total

60

371

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-27, there 13.9% of participants who did not consider that the factor
“sense of achievement” was a research motivator. In the disagree group, 23.3% participants
were full professors, 11.7% were associate professors, 33.3% were lecturers, 31.7% were
assistant lecturers. There were 86.1% of participants who considered that the factor “sense of
achievement” was a research motivator. In the agree group, 24.5% participants were full
professors, 27.2% were associate professors, 24.3% were lecturers, 24% were assistant
lecturers. In “agree” group, the percentage of assistant lecturer, lecturer and full professor
were quite similar but the percentage of associate professor in this group was higher than
other levels.
Table 5-28 Comparison of factor “Contribution” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab
Contribution

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Count
% within Level
% within
Contribution
% of Total
Count

Absolutel Disagr
y disagree
ee
4
15
3.7% 14.0%
33.3% 28.3%
.9%
3
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3.5%
20

Mostly
Absolutel
agree
Agree y agree
Total
58
28
2
107
54.2% 26.2%
1.9% 100.0
%
31.7% 20.0%
5.1% 25.1%
13.6%
45

6.6%
29

.5% 25.1%
13
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Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within Level

2.7% 18.2%

40.9% 26.4%

% within
Contribution
% of Total
Count
% within Level

25.0% 37.7%

24.6% 20.7%

4.7%
10
9.3%

10.5% 6.8%
42
43
38.9% 39.8%

% within
Contribution
% of Total
Count
% within Level

33.3% 18.9%

23.0% 30.7%

.7%
4
3.7%

2.3%
8
7.8%

9.8% 10.1%
39
41
37.3% 39.2%

% within
Contribution
% of Total
Count

8.3% 15.1%

20.8% 28.6%

% within Level

2.8% 12.4%

% within
Contribution
% of Total

.9%
1
1.0%

.2%
12

100.0%

1.9%
53

100.0
%
2.8% 12.4%

116

8.9%
184

9.4%
141

42.9% 32.8%
100.0%

100.0
%
42.9% 32.8%

11.8%

100.0
%
33.3% 25.8%
3.0% 25.8%
9
108
8.3% 100.0
%
23.1% 25.3%
2.1% 25.3%
16
105
14.7% 100.0
%
38.5% 23.9%
3.5% 23.9%
40
431
9.1%
100.0%
9.1%

100.0
%
100.0
%
100.0
%
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Figure 5-12 Comparison of factor “Contribution” according to academic staff levels

Question eight, nine and twelve relate to the factor “Contribution”. The purpose of these three
questions was to find out whether the research motivation of academic staff comes from the
aim of making a contribution to society or their research field. The table 5-28 and figure 5-12
show that there were 40 participants who absolutely agreed with the factor “contribution” as
their research motivator. Among them there were 2 assistant lecturers (5.1%), 13 lecturers
(33.3%), 9 associate professors (23.1%), and 15 full professors (38.5%). There were 141
participants who agreed with it. Among them there were 28 assistant lecturers (20%), 29
lecturers (20.7%), 43 associate professors (30.7%), and 40 full professors (28.6%). There
were 184 participants who mostly agreed with it. Among them there were 58 assistant
lecturers (31.7%), 45 lecturers (24.6%), 42 associate professors (23%), and 38 full professors
(20.8%). There were 53 participants who disagreed with it. Among them there were 15
assistant lecturers (28.3%), 20 lecturers (37.7%), 10 associate professors (18.9%), and 8 full
professors (15.1%). There were 12 participants who absolutely disagreed with it. Among
them there were 4 assistant lecturers (33.3%), 3 lecturers (25%), 4 associate professors
(33.3%), and 1 full professor (8.3%).
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Table 5-29 Summary of factor “Contribution”

Academic Level

Disagree (15.1%)

Agree (84.9%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

9

13.8

96

26.3

105

24.2

Associate Professor

14

21.5

94

25.8

108

25.1

Lecturer

23

35.4

87

23.8

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

19

29.8

88

24.1

108

25.1

Total

65

365

100

431

100

100

In the summary table 5-29, there were 15.1% of participants who did not consider that the
factor “contribution” was a research motivator. In “disagree” group, 8.3% participants were
full professors, 33.3% were associate professors, 25% were lecturers, 33.3% were assistant
lecturers. There were 84.7% of participants who considered that the factor “contribution” was
a research motivator. In the agree group 26.3% participants were full professors, 25.8% were
associate professors, 23.8% were lecturers, 24.1% were assistant lecturers. In “agree” group
from assistant lecturer level to full professor level, the percentage shows an ascending trend.
It indicates that the factor “contribution” as a research motivator is more important for higher
level academic staff compared to the lower level academic staff.
Table 5-30 Comparison of factor “Responsibility” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Count
% within Level
% within
Responsibility
% of Total
Count

Absolutel
y disagree
4
3.7%

Responsibility
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
32
48
21
3
108
29.6%
44.4% 19.4%
2.8% 100.0
%

28.6% 36.4%
.9%
5
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7.5%
27

27.1% 16.4%
11.2%
45

4.9%
27

14.3% 25.2%
.7% 25.2%
6
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Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within Level

4.5% 24.5%

40.9% 24.5%

% within
Responsibility
% of Total
Count
% within Level

35.7% 30.7%

25.4% 21.1%

1.2% 6.3%
2
18
1.9% 16.7%

10.5% 6.3%
40
42
37.0% 38.9%

% within
Responsibility
% of Total
Count
% within Level

14.3% 20.5%

22.6% 32.8%

.5% 4.2%
3
11
2.9% 10.8%

9.3% 9.8%
45
39
43.1% 37.3%

% within
Responsibility
% of Total
Count

21.4% 12.5%

24.9% 29.7%

% within Level

3.3% 20.6%

% within
Responsibility
% of Total

.7%
14

100.0%

2.6%
88

100.0
%
3.3% 20.6%

119

10.3%
178

8.9%
129

41.4% 29.9%
100.0%

100.0
%
41.4% 29.9%

5.5%

100.0
%
28.6% 25.7%
1.4% 25.7%
6
108
5.6% 100.0
%
28.6% 25.2%
1.4% 25.2%
7
105
5.9% 100.0
%
28.8% 23.8%
1.4% 23.8%
22
431
4.9%
100.0%
4.9%

100.0
%
100.0
%
100.0
%
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Figure 5-13 Comparison of factor “Responsibility” according to academic staff levels

Question ten and eleven relate to the factor “Responsibility”. The purpose of those two
questions was to find out whether the research motivation of academic staff comes from the
sense of responsibility. The table 5-30 and figure 5-13 show us that 22 participants absolutely
agreed with the factor “responsibility” as a motivator. Among them there were 3 assistant
lecturers (14.3%), 6 lecturers (28.6%), 6 associate professors (28.6%), and 7 full professors
(28.8%). There were 129 participants who agreed with it. Among them there were 21
assistant lecturers (16.4%), 27 lecturers (21.1%), 42 associate professors (32.8%), and 39 full
professors (29.7%). There were 178 participants who mostly agreed with it. Among them
there were 48 assistant lecturers (27.1%), 45 lecturers (25.4%), 40 associate professors
(22.6%), and 45 full professors (24.9%). There were 88 participants who disagreed with it.
Among them there were 32 assistant lecturers (36.4%), 27 lecturers (30.7%), 18 associate
professors (20.5%), and 11 full professors (12.5%). There 14 participants absolutely
disagreed with it. Among them there were 4 assistant lecturers (28.6%), 5 lecturers (35.7%),
2 associate professors (14.3%), and 3 full professors (21.4%).
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Table 5-31 Summary of factor “Responsibility”

Academic Level

Disagree (23.7%)

Agree (76.3%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

14

13.7

91

27.7

105

24.2

Associate Professor

20

19.6

88

26.7

108

25.1

Lecturer

32

31.4

78

23.7

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

36

35.3

72

21.9

108

25.1

Total

102

329

100

431

100

100

In summary table 5-31, there were 23.7% of the participants who did not think that the factor
“responsibility” was a research motivator. In “disagree” group 13.7% of participants were full
professors, 19.6% were associate professors, 31.4% were lecturers, 35.3% were assistant
lecturers. There were 76.3% of the participants who considered that the factor “responsibility”
was a research motivator. In the agree group, 27.7% of the participants are full professors,
26.7% are associate professors, 23.7% are lecturers and 21.9% are assistant lecturers. In the
agree group, the data shows an ascending trend from assistant lecturer level to full professor
level. In the disagree group, the data shows a descending trend from assistant lecturer level to
full professor level. Assistant lecturer and lecturer accounted for the majority proportion of
those in “disagree” group. The percentage of associate professor (26.7%) and full professor
(27.7%) were also higher than the percentage of assistant lecturer and lecturer in the agree
group. Therefore, the analysis of question ten and eleven indicates that the factor
“responsibility” as a research motivator is more important for higher level academic staff
compared to the lower level academic staff.
Table 5-32 Comparison of factor “Autonomy” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab
Autonomy

Lev Assistant

Count

Absolutel Disagr
y disagree
ee
5
19

121

Mostly
Absolutel
agree
Agree y agree
Total
49
29
6
108
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el

Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within
Autonomy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Autonomy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Autonomy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Autonomy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Autonomy
% of Total

4.6% 17.6%

45.4% 26.9%

25.0% 28.8%

28.7% 22.8%

1.2% 4.4%
5
22
4.5% 20.0%

11.4% 6.8%
43
28
39.1% 25.5%

25.0% 33.3%

25.1% 22.0%

1.2% 5.1%
3
13
2.8% 12.0%

10.0% 6.5%
46
37
42.6% 34.3%

15.0% 19.7%

26.9% 29.1%

.7%
7

3.0%
12

10.7%
33

8.6%
33

6.8% 11.7%

32.0% 32.0%

35.0% 18.2%

19.3% 26.0%

1.6% 2.8%
20
66
4.7% 15.4%

7.7% 7.7%
171
127
39.9% 29.6%

100.0%

100.0
%
4.7% 15.4%

122

100.0%

100.0
%
39.9% 29.6%

5.6%

100.0
%
13.3% 25.2%
1.4% 25.2%
12
110
10.9% 100.0
%
26.7% 25.6%
2.8% 25.6%
9
108
8.3% 100.0
%
20.0% 25.2%
2.1% 25.2%
18
105
17.5%

100.0
%
40.0% 24.0%
4.2% 24.0%
45
431
10.5% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
10.5% 100.0
%
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Figure 5-14 Comparison of factor “Autonomy” according to academic staff levels

Question thirteen and fourteen relate to the factor “Autonomy”. The table 5-32 and figure 514 show us that there were 46 participants who absolutely agreed with the factor "autonomy”
as their research motivator. Among them there were 6 assistant lecturers (13.3%), 12 lecturers
(26.7%), 9 associate professors (20%), and 19 full professors (40%). One hundred and twenty
eight of the participants agreed with it. Among them there were 29 assistant lecturers (22.8%),
28 lecturers (22%), 37 associate professors (29.1%), and 34 full professors (26%). One
hundred and seventy one participants mostly agreed with it. Among them there were 49
assistant lecturers (28.7%), 43 lecturers (25.1%), 46 associate professors (26.9%), and 33 full
professors (29.3%). Sixty six participants disagreed with it. Among them there were 19
assistant lecturers (28.8%), 22 lecturers (33.3%), 13 associate professors (19.7%), and 12 full
professors (18.2%). Twenty participants absolutely disagreed with it. Among them there were
5 assistant lecturers (25%), 5 lecturers (25%), 3 associate professors (15%), and 7 full
professors (35%).
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Table 5-33 Summary of factor “Autonomy”

Disagree (20%)

Academic Level

Agree (80%)

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Full Professor

19

22.1

86

24.9

105

24.2

Associate Professor

16

18.6

92

26.7

108

25.1

Lecturer

27

31.4

83

24.1

110

25.6

Assistant Lecturer

24

27.9

84

24.3

108

25.1

Total

86

100

345

100

431

100

In summary table 5-33, twenty percent of the participants in total did not consider that the
factor “autonomy” was a research motivator. In the disagree group 22.1% of the participants
were full professors, 18.6% were associate professors, 31.4% were lecturers, 27.9% were
assistant lecturers. Eighty percent of the participants in total considered that the factor
“autonomy” was a research motivator. In the agree group 24.9% participants were full
professors, 26.7% were associate professors, 24.1% were lecturers, 24.3% were assistant
lecturers. In the agree group the proportion at each academic level is very similar. It indicates
that the factor “autonomy” as a motivation factor has similar importance for the academic
staff at different levels.

Six intrinsic factors were examined over fourteen questions. From the table 5-34 and line
chart 5-3, it indicates that the number of agreed responses shows an ascending trend from
assistant lecturer level to full professor level. The data indicates that the higher level
academics are more likely to be motivated by the intrinsic motivators compared to the lower
level academics.

Table 5-34 Number of agreed responses of intrinsic factors at each academic staff level

Academic
Level

Interest Scholar
Improvement

Sense of
Achievement

Contribution

Responsibility

Autonomy

Full
Professor

92

91

96

91

96

96
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Associate
Professor

87

94

101

94

88

92

Lecturer

86

84

90

87

78

83

Assistant
Lecturer

76

85

89

88

72

84

Line chart 5-3 Agreed responses of intrinsic factors at each academic staff level
120
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80
60

Full Professor
Associate Professor

40

Lecturer
20

Assistant Lecturer

0

Line chart 5-4 indicates that more than half of participants agreed with those factors as their
research motivators. In particular, more than eighty percent of the participants agreed that the
factors “scholar improvement, sense of achievement, contribution and autonomy” were their
research motivators. Therefore, those four factors could be considered as main intrinsic
factors which motivate academic staff to conduct research.

Line chart 5-4 Agreement and disagreement rates of intrinsic factors from participants
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5.6 Analysis of Factors Which Influence Research Productivity
This section analyzed seven factors (self-efficacy, age, research support, teaching load,
faculty size and culture) which may influence research productivity of academic staff. The
factors were examined over fourteen questions. Four hundred and thirty one valid responses
were received. The following tables presented the details of responses from different
academic levels.
Table 5-35 Comparison of factor “Self-efficacy” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Count
% within
Level
% within selfefficacy
% of Total
Count

Absolutel
y disagree
9
8.3%

Self-efficacy
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
42
42
12
3
108
38.9%
38.9% 11.1%
2.8% 100.0
%

15.8% 23.0%
2.1%
8
126

9.8%
47

30.4% 29.3%
9.8%
37

2.8%
16

37.5% 25.3%
.7% 25.3%
2
110
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Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within selfefficacy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within selfefficacy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within selfefficacy
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within selfefficacy
% of Total

7.3% 42.7%

33.6% 14.5%

14.0% 25.7%

26.8% 39.0%

1.9% 11.0%
13
43
12.0% 39.8%

8.7% 3.7%
38
11
35.2% 10.2%

22.8% 23.5%

27.5% 26.8%

3.0% 10.1%
30
54
26.7% 50.5%

8.9%
22
20.8%

2.6%
3
2.0%

47.4% 27.9%

15.2%

4.9%

.7% 25.3%
0
105
.0% 100.0
%
.0% 23.7%

6.3% 11.9%
60
186

4.9%
139

.5%
42

.0% 23.7%
8
431

13.3% 42.9%

32.3%

9.6%

1.9%

100.0%

100.0
%
9.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0
%
13.3% 42.9%

32.3%

1.8%

100.0
%
25.0% 25.8%
.5% 25.8%
3
108
2.8% 100.0
%
37.5% 25.3%

Figure 5-15 Comparison of factor “Self-efficacy” according to academic staff levels
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The questions one to three relate to the factor “self-efficacy.” Table 5-35 and figure 5-15
show that there were 246 participants who disagreed with it. This indicates that more than
half of the participants (57.1%) did not consider that the factor “self-efficacy” was a factor
which influences their research productivity. Of the sample, 185 participants agreed with it
(less than half of participants). The disagreement rate at each academic level (from assistant
lecturer level to full professor level) was 47.2%, 50%, 51.8% and 77.2% respectively. It was
obviously that the number of academic staff from assistant lecturer level to full professor
level shows an ascending trend with disagree responses and shows an descending trend with
agree responses. It could then be concluded that the factor “self-efficacy” would not be a
factor which influences the research productivity of academic staff.
Table 5-36 Comparison of factor “Age” according to academic staff levels
Crosstab
Age

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Count
% within
Level

Absolutel Disagr
y disagree
ee
6
47
5.6% 43.5%

128

Mostly
Absolutel
agree
Agree y agree
Total
33
15
7
108
30.6% 13.9%
6.5% 100.0
%
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Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Age
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Age
% of Total

20.7% 26.1%

Count
% within
Level
% within
Age
% of Total
Count
% within
Level

4
46
3.7% 42.6%

33
21
30.6% 19.4%

13.8% 25.6%

21.9% 40.4%

% within
Age
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Age
% of Total

1.4% 11.0%
10
48
9.1% 43.6%
34.5% 26.7%
2.3% 11.2%

.9% 10.8%
10
40
8.9% 38.6%

21.9% 28.8%
7.7%
41
37.3%

3.5%
10
9.1%

27.2% 19.2%
9.6%

1.6% 25.3%
1
110
.9% 100.0
%
6.7% 25.8%
.2% 25.8%
4
3.7%

108
100.0
%
26.7% 25.3%

4.9%
7
5.9%

.9% 25.3%
3
105
3.0% 100.0
%

31.0% 21.7%

29.1% 11.5%

20.0% 23.7%

2.1% 9.1%
30
181
6.8% 42.2%

10.3% 1.4%
152
53
35.4% 12.2%

.7% 23.7%
15
431
3.5% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
3.5% 100.0
%

100.0%

100.0
%
6.8% 42.2%

129

7.7%
45
43.6%

2.3%

46.7% 25.3%

100.0%

100.0
%
35.4% 12.2%
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Figure 5-16 Comparison of factor “Age” according to academic staff levels

Question four relates to the factor “Age.” Table 5-36 and figure 5-16 showed that there were
211 participants who disagreed with it (accounting for 49% in total), and 220 participants
who agreed with it (accounting for 51% in total). The disagreement rates at each academic
level (from assistant lecturer level to full professor level) were 49.1%, 52.7%, 46.3%, and
47.5% respectively. Nearly half of the participants agreed and half of them disagreed. It
could be concluded that the factor “Age” may or may not be a factor which influences the
research productivity of academic staff.
Table 5-37 Comparison of factor “Teaching load” according to academic staff levels
Crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Count

Teaching load
Absolutel Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
y disagree
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
4
19
52
22
11
108

% within Level

3.7% 17.6%

48.1% 20.4%

% within
Teaching load

22.2% 21.3%

26.4% 24.2%

130

10.2%

100.0
%
33.3% 25.2%
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% of Total
Count
% within Level

.9% 4.4%
5
21
4.5% 19.1%

12.1% 5.1%
46
31
41.8% 28.2%

27.8% 23.6%

23.4% 34.1%

Associate
Professor

% within
Teaching load
% of Total
Count
% within Level

1.2% 4.9%
1
28
.9% 25.9%

10.7% 7.2%
48
22
44.4% 20.4%

5.6% 31.5%

24.4% 24.2%

Professor

% within
Teaching load
% of Total
Count
% within Level

7.8% 20.6%

50.0% 15.7%

% within
Teaching load

44.4% 23.6%

25.9% 17.6%

% of Total
Count
% within Level

1.9% 4.9%
18
89
4.2% 20.8%

11.9% 3.7%
198
92
46.0% 21.3%

Lecturer

Total

% within
Teaching load
% of Total

.2%
8

100.0%

6.5%
21

100.0
%
4.2% 20.8%

131

11.2%
52

100.0%

5.1%
17

100.0
%
46.0% 21.3%

2.6% 25.2%
7
110
6.4% 100.0
%
21.2% 25.7%
1.6% 25.7%
9
108
8.3% 100.0
%
27.3% 25.2%
2.1% 25.2%
7
105
5.9%

100.0
%
18.2% 23.8%
1.4% 23.8%
34
431
7.7% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
7.7% 100.0
%
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Figure 5-17 Comparison of factor “Teaching load” according to academic staff levels

The questions five to seven relate to the factor “Teaching load.” Table 5-37 and figure 5-17
showed that there were 107 participants who disagreed with it and 324 participants who
agreed with it. There were 75.2% of the participants who considered that “teaching load” was
a factor which influenced their research productivity. From assistant lecturer level to full
professor level, the agree rates were 78.7%, 76.4%, 73.1% and 71.6% respectively. Most
participants thought that if they had a heavy teaching load they would have less time and
energy to conduct research. Therefore, the analysis of data indicated that the factor “teaching
load” was one of the main factors which influenced their research output.
Table 5-38 Comparison of factor “Social network” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab

Lev Assistant

Count

Social network
Absolutel Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
y disagree
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
9
13
48
24
14
108
132

Chapter 5

el

Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within
Social
network
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Social
network
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Social
network
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Social
network
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Social
network
% of Total

8.4% 12.1%

44.9% 21.5%

27.3% 11.5%

27.1% 31.1%

2.1% 3.1%
7
35
6.4% 31.8%

11.3% 5.4%
39
23
35.5% 20.9%

3.3% 25.1%
6
110
5.5% 100.0
%

21.2% 31.0%

22.0% 31.1%

20.7% 25.8%

1.6% 8.2%
7
28
6.5% 25.9%

9.2% 5.4%
48
17
44.4% 15.7%

21.2% 24.8%

27.1% 23.0%

1.4% 25.8%
8
108
7.4% 100.0
%
27.6% 25.4%

1.6% 6.6%
11
38
9.9% 36.6%

11.3% 4.0%
43
12
41.6% 10.9%

30.3% 32.7%

23.7% 14.9%

2.3% 8.7%
34
114
7.7% 26.5%

9.9% 2.6%
178
76
41.5% 17.4%

100.0%

100.0
%

7.7% 26.5%
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100.0%

100.0
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41.5% 17.4%

13.1%

100.0
%
48.3% 25.1%

1.9% 25.4%
1
105
1.0% 100.0
%
3.4% 23.7%

.2% 23.7%
29
431
6.8% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
6.8%

100.0
%
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Figure 5-18 Comparison of factor “Social network” according to academic staff levels

Question eight related to the factor “Social network.” Table 5-38 and figure 5-18 showed that
there were 148 participants (34.3% in total) disagreed and 283 (65.7% in total) agreed.
Nearly two thirds of the participants considered that “social network” was a factor which
influences their research productivity. From assistant lecturer level to full professor level, the
agree rates were 79.5%, 61.9%, 67.5% and 53.5% respectively. Most of the participants
thought that if they have a larger social network they would have more chances of building
up research collaboration with academic staff who work in other universities and this could
result in enlarging their research sample. Therefore, it can be concluded that the factor “social
network” was one of main factors which influence their research output, especially at the
assistant lecturer level.
Table 5-39 Comparison of factor “Research support” according to academic staff levels

Lev Assistant

Count

Crosstab
Research support
Absolutel Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
y disagree
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
2
7
45
38
16
108
134
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el

Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

% within
Level
% within
Research
support
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Research
support
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Research
support
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Research
support
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Research
support
% of Total

1.9%

6.5%

41.7% 35.2%

25.0%

8.8%

25.4% 33.3%

.5% 1.6%
1
24
.9% 21.8%

10.5% 8.9%
43
33
39.1% 30.0%

3.7% 25.3%
9
110
8.2% 100.0
%

12.5% 30.0%

24.3% 28.9%

18.8% 25.8%

.2% 5.6%
3
28
2.8% 25.9%

10.1% 7.7%
40
24
37.0% 22.2%

37.5% 35.0%

22.6% 21.1%

2.1% 25.8%
13
108
12.0% 100.0
%
27.1% 25.3%

.7% 6.6%
2
21
2.0% 20.8%

9.4% 5.6%
51
20
48.5% 18.8%

25.0% 26.3%

27.7% 16.7%

.5% 4.9%
8
80
1.9% 18.7%

11.5% 4.4%
178
115
41.5% 26.7%

100.0%

100.0
%

1.9% 18.7%
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100.0%

100.0
%

41.5% 26.7%

14.8%

100.0
%
33.3% 25.3%

3.0% 25.3%
11
105
9.9% 100.0
%
20.8% 23.7%

2.3% 23.7%
49
431
11.2% 100.0
%
100.0% 100.0
%
11.2%

100.0
%
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Figure 5-19 Comparison of factor “Research support” according to academic staff levels

The questions nine to eleven relate to the factor “research support”. Table 5-39 showed that
88 participants (20.4% in total) disagreed with this factor and 343 participants (79.6% in total)
agreed. At each academic level (from assistant lecturer level to full professor level), the agree
rates were 91.7%, 77.3%, 71.2% and 77.2% respectively. Most participants thought that a
large research grant and other sufficient resources would improve their research productivity.
The figure 5-19 shows us that the number of assistant lecturers with agreed responses were
much greater than the other three levels. It can be concluded then that the factor “research
support” was one of main factors which influences their research output, especially at the
assistant lecturer level.
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Table 5-40 Comparison of factor “Faculty size” according to academic staff levels

crosstab

Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

Count
% within
Level

Absolutel
y disagree
3
2.8%

Faculty Size
Disagr Mostly
Absolutel
ee
agree
Agree y agree
Total
16
58
24
7
108
15.0%
54.2% 22.4%
5.6% 100.0
%

% within
Faculty Size
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Faculty Size

18.8% 18.8%

28.7% 24.7%

23.1% 25.1%

.7% 3.8%
3
23
2.7% 20.9%

13.6% 5.6%
47
31
42.7% 28.2%

18.8% 27.1%

23.3% 32.0%

1.4% 25.1%
6
110
5.5% 100.0
%
23.1% 25.8%

% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Faculty Size
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Faculty Size
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Faculty Size

.7% 5.4%
3
21
2.8% 19.4%

11.0% 7.3%
50
23
46.3% 21.3%

18.8% 24.7%

24.8% 23.7%

.7% 4.9%
7
26
6.9% 24.8%

11.7% 5.4%
48
20
46.5% 18.8%

43.8% 29.4%

23.3% 19.6%

1.6% 5.9%
16
86
3.8% 20.0%

11.0% 4.5%
203
98
47.4% 22.8%

% of Total

100.0%

100.0
%

3.8% 20.0%
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Figure 5-20 Comparison of factor “Faculty size” according to academic staff levels

Question twelve relates to the factor “faculty size.” Table 5-40 and figure 5-20 show that
there were 102 participants (23.7%) who disagreed and 328 participants (76.3%) who agreed.
At each academic level (from assistant lecturer level to full professor level), the agree rate
was 82.2%, 76.4%, 77.8% and 68.3% respectively. Most participants thought that if they
worked in a bigger faculty there would be a greater chance of collaboration with other faculty
members. The faculty size limited the chance of research collaboration. Their research output
would be improved as well. As the agreement rate was more than seventy five percent that it
could then be concluded that the factor “faculty size” was one of main factors which has an
impact on research output.
Table 5-41 Comparison of factor “Culture” according to academic staff levels

Crosstab
Absolutel Disagr
y disagree
ee
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Culture
Mostly
agree

Absolutel
Agree y agree

Total
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Lev Assistant
el
Lecturer

Lecturer

Associate
Professor

Professor

Total

Count
% within
Level
% within
Culture
% of Total
Count
% within
Level

3
12
2.8% 11.1%

47
38
43.5% 35.2%

37.5% 24.0%

22.3% 29.5%

.7% 2.8%
2
11
1.8% 10.0%

11.0% 8.9%
56
34
50.9% 30.9%

1.9% 25.3%
7
110
6.4% 100.0
%

% within
Culture
% of Total
Count
% within
Level
% within
Culture
% of Total

25.0% 22.0%

26.5% 26.4%

24.1% 25.8%

.5% 2.6%
1
13
.9% 12.0%

13.1% 8.0%
60
31
55.6% 28.7%

12.5% 26.0%

28.4% 24.0%

1.6% 25.8%
3
108
2.8% 100.0
%
10.3% 25.3%

Count
% within
Level
% within
Culture
% of Total
Count
% within
Level

2
15
2.0% 13.9%

49
28
47.5% 25.7%

25.0% 28.0%

22.7% 20.2%

.5% 3.3%
8
51
1.9% 11.7%

11.2% 6.1%
212
131
49.4% 30.2%

% within
Culture
% of Total

.2%

100.0%

3.0%

100.0
%
1.9% 11.7%
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Figure 5-21 Comparison of factor “Culture” according to academic staff levels

The questions thirteen and fourteen related to the factor “culture.” Table 5-41 and figure 5-21
show that there were 59 participants (13.7%) who disagreed and 372 participants (86.3%)
who agreed. At each academic level (from assistant lecturer level to full professor level), the
agree rates were 86.1%, 88.2%, 87.1% and 84.1% respectively. Most participants thought
that if the faculty or university has a strong research culture, their research output would be
improved as a research-oriented culture exists and will lead to encouraging and attracting
more academic staff to engage in research (Hamovitch, 2001). It can be concluded then that
the factor “culture” was one of main factors which influence research output of academic
staff.

The following line chart 5-5 shows that most of the participants agreed that the factors
“teaching load, research support, faculty size and culture” influence their research
productivity. These four factors can then be considered as the main research performance
factors as more than seventy percent of participants surveyed agreed with this point. The
factor “social network” with 65.7 % agreement rate was also considered as a productivity
factor. The factor “age” may be or may not be a performance factor as there was nearly 50%
“disagreed” responses received. The factor “self-efficacy” was not considered as one of the
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factors as there were more than half of participants who did not agree with it.

Line chart 5-5 Agreement and disagreement rate of performance factors from participants

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Agree
Disagree

5.7 Summary of Quantitative Data Description
The present findings show that academic staff tend to be motivated by clusters of factors
(including intrinsic factors and extrinsic factors). This study found significant evidence for
the different impacts of motivation factors on each academic staff level. The first research
question and six extrinsic motivators were tested in the first part of this chapter. More than
half of participants agreed with six of those factors as being research motivators except for
the factor “financial rewards”(nearly 50% of the participants disagreed). Among those six
factors, the factor “promotion and performance appraisal” received more than eighty percent
agreement rate. The factor “respect” received more than sixty percent agreement rate. The
other two factors, “job tenure, recognition” received less than sixty percent agreement rate.
Therefore, the factors “promotion, performance appraisal and respect” could be considered as
the main motivators. From the perspective of each extrinsic factor, significant evidence was
also found (line chart 5-1) that the number of “agreed” responses from full professor level to
assistant lecturer level shows an ascending trend.

From the perspective of extrinsic motivation factors, the following table 5-42 and line chart
5-6 show us the difference of agreement rate of each factor at each academic staff level. At
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full professor level the main research motivators could be “Promotion and PA”. At associate
professor level the main research motivators could be “Promotion, PA and Respect.” At
lecturer level, the main research motivators could be “Promotion, PA, Job tenure and
Respect.” At assistant lecturer level the main research motivators could be all of the tested
extrinsic factors. It indicates that the lower academic staff are more affected by external
factors. In other words, the motivation of lower level academic staff are more likely to be
affected by more extrinsic factors compared to the higher level academic staff.

Table 5-42 Rate of agreement (%-age) of extrinsic factors at each academic staff level
Academic
Performance
staff
Promotion
Appraisal
Full
Professor
63.5
63.8
Associate
Professor
Lecturer
Assistant
Lecturer

Financial
Rewards

Job
Tenure Respect Recognition

35

50.6

56.9

46.1

87.9

84.3

49.2

44.4

68.5

49

87.3

86.3

52.7

66.4

62.7

57.2

91.6

91.7

66.7

72.2

83.3

63.8

Line chart 5-6 Rate of agreement of extrinsic factors at each academic staff level
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Full Professor
Associate Professor
Lecturer

Assistant Lecturer

From the perspective of the intrinsic factors, the significant evidence (see line chart 5-4)
found that more than seventy percent of the staff agreed with each of tested six intrinsic
factors as their research motivator. The number of “agreed” responses of each intrinsic factor
from assistant lecturer level to full professor level shows an ascending trend. From the
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perspective of each academic level, the following table 5-43 and line chart 5-7 show us the
difference of agreement rate of each factor at different academic levels. Even the agreement
rate at full professor level and associate professor level are higher than lecturer level and
assistant lecturer level, but the agreement rates at each academic staff level are all above
seventy percent. It can be concluded that the factors “interest, scholarly improvement, sense
of achievement, contribution, responsibility and autonomy” are the main research motivation
factors for academics, especially for the staff at the higher academic levels (full professor
level and associate professor level). In other words even the higher level academics are more
likely to be motivated by intrinsic factors compared to the lower level academics. But the
results also indicate that the motivation of lower level academics is also affected by intrinsic
factors.

Table 5-43 Rate of agreement (%-age) of intrinsic factors at each academic staff level
Academi
c Level Interest
Full
Professor
89.2
Associate
Professor
80.6
Lecturer
Assistant
Lecturer

Scholar
Improvement

Sense of
Achievement

Contributio
n

Responsibilit
y

Autono
my

91.2

86.3

91.2

86.3

81.5

87.1

93.5

87

81.5

85.2

78.2

76.4

81.8

79.1

70.9

75.5

70.4

78.8

82.4

82.3

66.6

77.9

Line chart 5-7 Rate of agreement (%-age) of intrinsic factors at each academic staff level
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
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Associate Professor
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The comparison between the average agreement rate of intrinsic and extrinsic factors at each
academic staff level was shown in table 5-44. The data indicates that the higher academic
level has the lower agreement rate of extrinsic factors but a higher agreement rate of intrinsic
factors; the lower academic level has the higher agreement rate of extrinsic factors but the
lower agreement rate of intrinsic factors. Based on the comparison of each academic staff
level, it could then be concluded that the higher academic staff are more likely motivated by
intrinsic factors, while the lower academic staff are more likely motivated by extrinsic factors
especially at assistant academic level.

Table 5-44 Comparison of average agreement rates between intrinsic and extrinsic factors at
each academic staff level

Academic levels

Average agreement rates of Average agreement rates of
extrinsic factors (%)

intrinsic factors (%)

Full professor

52.65

87.62

Associate professor

63.83

85.82

Lecturer

68.6

76.9

Assistant lecturer

78.21

76.4

Regarding the factors which influence research productivity of academic staff, seven factors
were tested in the questionnaire. According to the result of the analysis, more than seventy
percent of the participants considered that “Teaching load, research support, faculty size and
culture” influenced their research productivity. Those four factors could be the main factors
for all level academics. The factor “age” may or may not be a factor as half of the participants
did not agree with it. The factor “self-efficacy” may not be the performance factor as more
than half of the participants did not agree with it. The factor “social network” was considered
as one of productivity factors by 65.7% of participants. Table 5-45 and 5-46 indicated that the
main productivity factors at full professor level could be “teaching load, research support and
culture”; at associate professor level and lecturer level the main factors could be “teaching
load, research support, faculty size and culture”; at assistant lecturer level the main factors
could be “teaching load, social network, research support, faculty size and culture”.

Table 5-45 Comparison of agreement rates of performance factors according to academic
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staff levels
Academic
staff
Full
Professor
Associate
Professor
Lecturer
Assistant
Lecturer

Selfefficacy

Age

Teaching
load

Social
Network

Research
support

Faculty
size

Culture

23.8

52.4

72.4

53.3

78.1

68.6

83.8

48

53.7

73.1

67.6

71.3

77.8

87

50

47.2

76.3

61.8

77.3

76.4

88.2

52.8

51

78.7

79.6

91.7

82.4

86.1

Table 5-46 Percentage of agreed responses at each academic staff level

Academic
staff
Full
Professor
Associate
Professor
Lecturer
Assistant
Lecturer

Selfefficacy

Age

Teaching
load

Social
Network

Research
support

Faculty
size

Culture

13.2

25

23.4

19.8

23.9

21.9

23.7

27.5

26.4

24.4

25.9

22.4

25.5

25.2

29.1

23.6

26

24.9

24.8

25.5

26.1

30.2

25

26.2

30.4

28.9

27.1

25

Line chart 5-8 Impact of performance factors on each academic staff level
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Within each academic staff level, line chart 5-8 indicate that “teaching load, research support
and culture” could be common performance factors for all level academics. The factor “social
network” seems to be more important to assistant lecturer compare to other level academics
The factor “faculty size” was found to have less of an effect on staff at full professor level.
The effects of each of the factors on lecturer and associate professor are similar. It could then
be concluded that lower academic level the more factors and impacts on.

5.8 Testing of the Hypotheses
By using certain statistical techniques, it is possible to test the hypotheses derived from
previous research against their corresponding null hypotheses, and determine if the
alternative hypotheses are supported (Zikmund, 1997). The five hypotheses and five
alternative hypothesis were tested in this section. A conclusion was then made as to whether
to accept the null hypothesis or the alternative hypothesis.

ANOVA is used when there is a categorical independent variable (with two or more
categories) and a normally distributed interval dependent variable, testing for differences in
the means of the dependent variable broken down by the levels of the independent variable.
This section used the one-way ANOVA to test whether the mean intrinsic motivation factors,
the mean extrinsic motivation factors differed among the four level academic groups in
Chinese 211 universities.
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5.8.1: Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis and alternative hypothesis to be tested are

H1 Academic staff at different levels are mainly motivated to conduct research by different
factors”
H1a Academic staff at different levels are mainly motivated to conduct research by similar
factors.”
They were derived from an analysis of the literature, which consider that everyone is
different, and what motivates one person may not motivate another and people’s preferences
change over time and what motivates a given person today may not have the same effect in
the future (Wooldolk, Winne, & Perry, 2004).

In testing these hypotheses, it was considered that the four academic staff levels were the
independent variables, while the twelve motivation factors were considered to be the
dependent variables. Using data to test the hypothesis, initially all responses from
questionnaire survey were examined, to determine whether the main motivators are different
or similar at each academic staff level. The results are presented in Table 5-47 and table 5-48.
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Table 5-47: Academics’ perceptions of extrinsic factors according to academic staff levels

Independent Dependent
variables
variables
Assistant
Promotion
Lecturer
Lecturer
Associate
Professor
Full
Professor
Financial
Rewards

Performance
Appraisal

Job Tenure

Respect

Recognition

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

108

4.9

1.683

110

4.5

1.994

108

3.97

2.561

105

3.94

1.865

108
110
108

1.90
1.86
1.82

.585
.626
.588

105

1.71

.486

108
110
108
105
108
110
108
105
108
110
108
105
108
110
108
105

4.53
4.04
3.26
3.28
3.95
3.87
2.26
2.11
3.15
3.11
3.01
2.91
3.08
2.97
2.94
2.91

2.369
1.950
1.224
2.136
.545
.631
1.123
.677
.731
.923
.789
.631
.536
.756
.601
.917

F

Sig.

2.817

.026*

.926

.449

3.081

.017*

3.433

.009*

2.260

.043*

1.102

.041*

*p < .05

The results indicate that there is not a statistically significant difference of the mean financial
rewards among the different levels of academics. The mean scores for financial rewards at all
levels are less than 3. It indicates academics were not fundamentally affected by this factor.
The results indicate that there is a statistically significant difference between the mean the
man promotion, the mean performance appraisal, the mean job tenure, the mean respect and
the mean recognition among the different levels of academics (p=0.26, p=0.17, p=0.009,
p=0.043 and p=0.041). When comparing each level mean significance, the Duncan’s
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multiple-range test was applied. Regarding to the level of impact of each extrinsic factor,
academics at assistant lecture and lecture level always had significantly greater concern than
academics at associate professor and full professor level. Based on the comparison of each
factor, the academics at all levels had greater concern of “promotion and performance
appraisal” than other extrinsic factors. Additionally, at associate professor and full professor
level mean score for “job tenure, and recognition” are less than 3, it indicates they are not
fundamentally affected by these factors but assistant lecture and lecture were did affected by
those factors.(mean score above 3).
Table 5-48 Academics’ perceptions of intrinsic factors according to academic staff levels
Independent
variables
Assistant
Lecturer
Lecturer
Associate
Professor
Full Professor

Dependent
variables
Interest

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

108

3.16

1.123

110

3.75

1.024

108

3.85

.751

105
108
110
108

4.04
3.43
3.81
3.85

.838
.851
.923
.713

105

3.94

.649

Sense
of 108
Achieveme 110
nt
108
105
Contributio 108
n
110
108
105
Responsibili 108
ty
110
108
105
Autonomy
108
110
108
105

3.12
3.38
3.62
3.73
3.43
3.77
3.81
3.85
3.01
3.09
3.25
3.82
3.11
3.25
3.56
3.87

.923
.814
.917
.991
.961
.885
.631
.642
.756
.566
.708
.643
.933
.921
1.012
.851

Scholar
Improveme
nt

*p < .05
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F

Sig.

6.728

.000*

1.106

.041*

3.412

.012*

2.721

.020*

3.423

.008*

3.411

.011*
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The results indicate that there is a statistically significant difference between the mean
interest, the mean scholar improvement, the mean sense of achievement, the mean
contribution, the mean responsibility and the mean autonomy among the different
professional levels (p=.000,p=.041,p=.012,p=.020,p=.008 and p= .011). The results indicate
that all intrinsic factors were considered as motivation factors by academics at different levels
(the mean scores are all above 3) but higher level academics such as associate professor and
full professor were more affected by those factors compare to the lowered level academic
such as lecturer and assistant lecturer.

Table 5-47 and 5-48 show the statistically difference of the factors which affect academic
research motivation among the different professional levels. Hypothesis 1: “Academic staff at
different levels are mainly motivated to conduct research by different factors” is supported by
the results which demonstrate that academic staff at different levels are mainly motivated by
different factors. The alternative hypothesis H1a Academic staff at different levels are mainly
motivated to conduct research by similar factors.” is not supported.

5.8.2 Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3

The second and third hypothesis and alternative hypothesis to be tested are
H2: Intrinsic factors are major motivators at higher level academic level;
H2a: intrinsic factors are not major motivators at higher academic level;
H3:Extrinsic factors are major motivators at lower academic level and;
H3a:extrinsic factors are not major motivators at lower academic level.

In testing these hypotheses, it was considered that the four academic levels were the
independent variables, while the two type of motivation factors (intrinsic factors and extrinsic
factors) as two groups were considered to be the dependent variables. Using data to test the
hypotheses, initially all responses from the questionnaire survey were examined, to determine
which type of motivator is the major factor at higher and lower academic staff levels. The
results are presented in table 5-49.
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Table 5-49 Academic’s perceptions of Intrinsic factors and Extrinsic factors between
different academic staff levels

Independent Dependent
variables
variables
Assistant
Intrinsic
Lecturer

factors

Lecturer

N

Mean
3.21

Std.
Deviation
1.102

3.25

1.023

3.66

.792

3.88

.751

F
3.067

Sig.
.016*

6.134

.003*

108
110

Associate
108

Professor
Full

105

Professor
Extrinsic

108

3.79

.836

factors

110

3.56

.965

108

2.88

.713

105

2.81

.923

*p < .05

The results from table 5-49 indicate that there is a statistically significant difference of the
mean intrinsic factors and extrinsic factors between different academic staff levels. The
results indicate that the motivation of associate professor and full professor were not affected
by extrinsic factors as the mean score for those two levels are both below 3 but they had
greater concern about the intrinsic factors than lecturer and assistant lecturer did.
Additionally, the lower level academic staff such as lecturer and assistant lecturer are not
only motivated by extrinsic factors but also by the intrinsic factors but extrinsic factors were
considered more important than intrinsic factors. Therefore, H2 and H3 were supported by
the results which demonstrated that the intrinsic factors are major motivators at higher
academic level, the extrinsic factors are major motivators at lower academic level. Even the
intrinsic factors are also the motivators for lower academic level but compare to the extrinsic
factors the mean scores of intrinsic factors are lower than the mean scores of extrinsic factors
at both lecturer and assistant lecturer levels (assistant lecturer 3.79:3.21; lecturer 3.56:3.25).
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5.8.3 Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5

The fourth hypothesis and alternative hypothesis to be tested are:
H4 Factors affecting individual research productivity are different at different academic staff
level;
H4a Factors affecting individual research productivity are not different at different academic
staff levels;
H5 Factors affecting individual research productivity are similar at different academic staff
levels;
H5a Factors affecting individual research productivity are not similar at different academic
staff levels.
In testing these hypotheses, it was considered that the research productivity of four levels
academics was affected by different factors or similar factors. The results were presented in
table 5-50.
Table 5-50 Academic’s perceptions of Performance factors according to academic staff levels

Independent
variables
Assistant
Lecturer
Lecturer
Associate
Professor
Full Professor

Dependent
variables
N
Self108
efficacy
110

Age

Teaching
load

Social
Network

Research
support

Faculty

Mean

Std.
Deviation

2.52

.714

2.50

.773

108

2.43

.708

105
108
110
108

2.40
1.71
1.86
1.86

.726
.486
.626
.588

105

1.90

.585

108
110
108
105
108
110
108
105
108
110
108
105
108

4.67
4.53
4.50
4.44

1.498
2.369
1.994
1.950

4.06
2.71
2.79
2.25
4.67
4.59
4.54
4.33152
3.42

.649
.848
1.133
.683
1.937
2.169
2.181
2.236
.966

F

Sig.

.336

.854

.923

.442

.777

.461

52.678

.000*

.646

.580

3.461

.006*
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size

110
108
105

3.08
3.07
2.18

.536
.756
.612

Culture

108

3.32

.668

110

3.32

.690

108

3.28

.599

105

3.27

.756

.041

.960

*p < .05
The results indicate that there is not a statistically significant difference of the mean selfefficacy, the mean age, the mean teaching load, the mean research support and the mean
culture. The mean scores for self-efficacy and age among different levels are below 3 so it
indicates that those two factors did not have influence on academic research performance.
However, the mean scores for teaching load (＞4), research support (＞4), and culture at
different levels are all above 3.It indicates that those three factors especially the teaching
load and research support has strong influence on different level academic’s research
performance. Additionally, the results indicate that there is a statistically significant
difference between the mean social network and the mean faculty size (p=.000, p=.006)
among the different professional levels. The results indicate that the factor “social network”
had stronger influence at assistant lecturer level than other levels. The factor “faculty” had
less influence at full professor level than other levels. Therefore, H4 & H4a and H5&H5a are
partially supported by the results which demonstrate the research performance of academic
staff at different levels was affected by some similar factors and some different factors. The
research performance of academic at assistant lecture level was affected by more factors
compared to other level academics.

5.9 Chapter Summary
By testing the collected data (quantitative), the acceptance or rejection of the derived
hypotheses allows the research questions to be answered initially. The testing of the
hypotheses found that, the results reported in this section provided support for Hypotheses
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1,2 and 3. Hypothesis 4 & H4a and Hypothesis 5 & H5a were partially supported by the
results. The alternative hypotheses 1,2,3 were not supported. By reviewing the findings in
this section, academic staff at different levels perceived the motivation factors and
performance factors differently. The results indicate that the motivation of higher academic
level staff were mainly affected by the intrinsic factors, the motivation of lower academic
level staff were mainly affected by extrinsic factors but the intrinsic factors also have impact
on lower level academics. The results also demonstrate that the research productivity of
individual academic at different levels was influenced by some similar factors and some
different factors.

In conclusion, the findings of the quantitative analysis show that the research motivation of
different level academics is highly affected by different motivators. The research productivity
is also influenced by a variety of factors. People at different positions or levels experience
those factors at different level. This chapter presented the results which have answered the
two main research questions and the four sub questions. The five hypotheses have been tested.
The next chapter presents the findings from the group interviews. This was analysed using NVivo and was used to confirm the quantitative findings.

154

Chapter

CHAPTER 6: QUALITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS
AND ANALYSIS
_______________________________________________________
6.1 Introduction
Chapter 5 presented the quantitative analysis of the data as a first step in answering the
research questions of this study. The quantitative data provided confirmatory knowledge on
the research motivation factors and factors affecting research productivity. The present
chapter concentrates on exploratory knowledge, focusing on the meaning of both constructs
for academic staff research as well as the suggestions for the university policy maker. The
findings are related to all questions that were asked during interviews with the focus groups,
but particularly to the following:

Do you think your motivation and research practices have changed over time as you have
promoted to different academic levels?
What were the changes?
Do you have any suggestions or advice for the university as to how it can improve the
research productivity of staff by better motivating them to conduct research?

Thirty two academic staff participated in the four group interviews, with eighteen females
and fourteen males. Participants were between 30 and 55 years of age. Twenty one
participants held master degrees, and eleven participants held PhD degrees. Each group
included two assistant lecturers, two lecturers, two associate professors and two full
professors.

The findings from four focus group interviews with academic staff are presented. Throughout
the chapter, examples from the interviews are used to illustrate the analysis of the group
interview data. Where possible, these examples are in the form of blocks of conversation
rather than a series of individual answers, in order to preserve the context of the information
and the interactive quality of the data (Ehigie & Ehigie 2005; Wilkinson, 2004). The group
interview data are essential to get a better understanding of the differences in motivation
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factors and the factors that influence research productivity at each academic level. The data
collected was also used to confirm the questionnaire results.

This chapter consists of three sections. The first section discusses the main theme of this
study. The second section focuses on the alignment between the quantitative and qualitative
data. The third section discusses the participants’ suggestions for the university motivation
policy maker that emerged from group interview data.

6.2 Motivation Factors and Factors Influence Research Productivity
This section examines the way in which group interview participants talk about two main
research questions in order to find out the difference of factors which affect different
academic staff levels. Motivation factors are discussed first, followed by the factors which
influence research output.

6.2.1 Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation factors

In each group interview, the participants were asked about their research motivation in
relation to the intrinsic and extrinsic factors mentioned earlier (promotion, performance
appraisal, financial rewards, tenure, respect, recognition, interest, scholar improvement,
autonomy, contribution, responsibility, sense of achievement). In response, participants in all
groups tended to discuss their own experience which reflected the changes of the motivators
after promotion. Example 6-1 illustrated what factors affected their research motivation.

Example 6-1 What factors mainly affect your research motivation?

Kai (Assistant lecturer): I just started my job two months ago. Currently I am an assistant
lecturer. I wish to be promoted within five years so I have to conduct more research to meet
the promotion request. I think most people would have same thoughts.
Yuan (Lecturer): I’d say so, yes. But for me I am also motivated by university performance
appraisal policy. If I couldn’t complete a certain amount research work in each year I would

156

Chapter 6

be demoted. I don’t mind if I can’t be promoted but I don’t like to be demoted so this is why I
keep doing research work even if I am not really interested in it.

All participants at assistant lecturer level nodded at this point in each group interviews.

Xuan (Assistant lecturer): I agree. Regarding my current situation, I wish to publish more
quality research papers because I will have more chance to become a permanent staff. This
is my main research motivation at this stage.
Feng (Full professor): As a full professor I don’t need to be promoted any more. Most of my
motivation comes from my personal interest and student respect. I hope I can publish more
research paper and transfer my knowledge to students.

Chun (Associate professor): I enjoy the sense of achievement through my research
publications. And also I think I have responsibility to conduct research as an academic staff.

Qinhua (Lecturer): I just wish to be recognized by the colleagues and supervisors through my
research performance.

All participants discussed their own motivation factors. The factors they mentioned covered
the tested intrinsic and extrinsic factors in this study. When the question “what are the main
factors for you” was asked, seventy five percent assistant lecturers mentioned the main
factors for them were “promotion, performance appraisal and job tenure.” The other two
mentioned “promotion and recognition.” Five of eight the lecturers mentioned that the main
factors for them were “promotion and performance appraisal.” Two lecturers mentioned
“respect.” One mentioned “recognition.” All of the associate professors in group interviews
mentioned “promotion, performance appraisal and respect.” One of them also mentioned
“recognition and financial rewards.” None of the full professors in group interviews
mentioned the extrinsic factors.

Full professors and associate professors mentioned all intrinsic factors in group interviews,
but considered that the factors “interest, sense of achievement, contribution and responsibility”
were the key areas. Forty percent lecturers mentioned “scholarly improvement and sense of
achievement”. Twenty five mentioned “interest”, twenty five mentioned “responsibility.”
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Only one of the lecturers made no mention of intrinsic factors. Only Less than thirty percent
assistant lectures considered “responsibility and scholar improvement” as being motivators.

Both quantitative and qualitative data indicated that most full professors and associate
professors tend to be motivated by intrinsic factors such as interest, sense of achievement,
responsibility. They said their research motivation is more affected by personal spiritual
needs, not the external incentives. Most of lower level academic staff, such as assistant
lecturers and lecturers, stated that they were mainly motivated by the extrinsic factors such as
promotion, performance appraisal, job tenure and other aspects, especially for the staff who
just started a job at the university.

During the discussion in each group, the participants mentioned a few other factors which are
out of the study scope. The example 6-2 mentions the other factors which also affect the
motivation of academic staff.
Example 6-2 Other factors which that affect academic staff’s research motivation

Liang (Lecturer): To be honest, I publish papers in order to find a better job because I am
not very satisfied with my current job. If I have a strong research background I may get a
better job soon.

Meng (Associate professor): I wish to gain a research prize no matter if it is a monetary or
nonmonetary prize.

Yu (Full professor): My motivation is a bit different. I wish to improve my social status
through my publication. I wish to publish more quality papers and get a huge amount of
research grant money to become a good example in my university.

Lin (Assistant lecturer): In my university, there is a policy for staff house allocation. If I can
publish more research paper I will get more housing allocation points. It will be very helpful
for the future house allocation. This is my current main research motivation I think.
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Kong（Lecturer): I agree. We are young academics so the house point is quite important for
my future life. My university always encourage us to publish by the house allocation reward.

A few other factors such as social status, research prizes, and better job and house allocations
were mentioned in the group interviews. Those factors were not asked in the questionnaire
but they provided a broad understanding of the academic staff’s research behaviour through
focus group interviews. In the interviews, participants also mentioned the changes of their
motivation when they were promoted to a higher academic level. Example 6-3 illustrated
what were changes of the motivation factors during or after the process of academic staff
promotion.

Example 6-3 Changes in staff motivation factors

Feng (Full professor): When I was assistant lecturer I only wish to be promoted as soon as I
could through my research work. But since I was promoted to lecturer, associate professor
and full professor I found I became more and more interested in research.

Yu (Full professor): I had the same motivation fifteen years ago but it has been changed since
I was promoted to lecturer. I remembered I wished to get peer recognition and students
respect through my research work when I was lecturer. But I thought social status became
more and more important after I was promoted to associate professor.

Qing (Associate professor): So did I. When I just started working here I was on one year
contract so I just wanted to become a permanent staff soon. I invested a lot time on my
research in the first year and published two journal articles and one conference paper. I was
recognized by the dean and colleagues. But after I became a permanent staff and promoted to
associate professor I found I was mostly motivated by a sense of achievement.

Tian (Lecturer): Even my motivation hasn’t been changed but I think I will seek more
recognition from students and colleagues when I am promoted to be a full professor.
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Shao (Assistant lecturer): My purpose of doing research work is only to meet the
performance requirement. If I am a professor I won’t do anymore because I am not interested
in research. I think teaching is my main job.

From group interviews the researcher found research motivation could be changed if
academic staff members were promoted to a higher level. In all group interviews, six
lecturers, all associate professors and full professors had experience of changing research
motivation. The assistant lecturers did not have that experience but sixty five percent of them
mentioned their motivation would be changed after they were promoted to a higher level. The
higher level academic staff, such as associate professors and full professors, thought that the
research motivation factors have changed from extrinsic factors toward intrinsic factors since
they were promoted from assistant lecturers to their current level. The finding has answered
the questions: Do you think your motivation and research practices have changed over time
as you have promoted to different academic levels? What were the changes? However, few
researchers indicated the reasons for the changes of motivation factors throughout the
academic life. The further questions like “why and how does the motivation of academic staff
change happen” could be explored in the future research.

6.2.2 Factors which influence research productivity

In the questionnaire survey the researcher tested seven factors (self-efficacy, age, research
support, teaching load, faculty size, culture and social network) related to research
productivity. In the group interviews the participants were asked to discuss what factors
influenced their research output and what were the main factors. Example 6-4 illustrated the
factors which influence their research productivities.

Example 6-4 Factors which influence research productivity
Lin (Assistant lecturer): I have a lot of teaching tasks so I don’t have time to do research. I
just started working here so do not have enough of a social network. Therefore, the main
factors that influence my research output are the heavy teaching task and limited social
network.
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Kun (Lecturer): I agree. I need to spend a lot of time on my teaching. It is big barrier for my
research work.

Sheng (Full professor): As a full professor I do not need to do too much teaching but I have a
lot of administrative work to do. It took me a lot of time so (lack of) time is a problem for my
research.

Tan (Associate professor): I can balance my teaching and research time but I think my
faculty was a small faculty with only eleven staff so it was lack of research atmosphere. That
makes me not very interested in research.

Fang (Lecturer): I think research support is quite important for my research work. For
example: research grants, research training, library sources, university collaboration.

The factors were discussed in group interviews included seven tested factors in this study.
From group interviews the researcher found all of the participants considered teaching load
and research support as the main factors. Seventy percent of the participants thought research
culture and social network were also important for their research work. Only a few of them
thought faculty size and self-efficacy were problems for their research work. All of the
participants thought “age” was not a problem for their research work. The discussions at each
group interview did not show much difference in those factors at each academic level.
Therefore, based on the analysis of qualitative data, the main productivity factors at each
academic level could be “teaching load, research support, social network and culture”. The
factors “faculty size, self-efficacy and age” were considered to have less impact on their
research productivity. There were a few other factors which were also illustrated in the group
interviews. For example, three full professors stated that the administrative work took up a
substantial amount of their time, which was one of the main factors influencing their research
output. Three assistant lecturers and five lecturers mentioned that research training, research
grants and university collaboration are also important. The research cope will be expanded in
the future.
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6.3 Group Interview Data Compared to Questionnaire Results
This section examines if the group interview data reflected in this study’s findings on the
factors related to research motivation and research productivity are similar to the findings
from the quantitative data. This section is structured in a similar way to Chapter 5, discussing
the comparison of findings between the quantitative and the qualitative data in motivation
factors first, followed by the factors related to research output.

6.3.1 Comparison between quantitative and qualitative results in motivation
factors

There was significant evidence in the questionnaire data of a correlation between the extrinsic
factors and lower academic levels. The survey data shows that the extrinsic factors
“promotion, performance appraisal, recognition and respect” were considered as main
research motivators by most participants, especially by assistant lecturers and lecturers. The
factor “financial rewards” is considered as a factor which may or may not motivate academic
staff. Six tested intrinsic factors are all considered to be the motivation factors by all level
academics, especially by associate professor and full professors. Qualitative data also showed
a similar result. All participants considered that the tested eleven factors (except the factor
“financial rewards”) were their research motivators and also the main factors at each
academic level were identified as similar as the quantitative results. Regarding impacts of
those factors on each academic level, the quantitative and qualitative data show the similar
results which indicate that the lower level academic staff tended to be mainly motivated by
the extrinsic factors and the higher level academic staff tended to be mainly motivated by
intrinsic factors. The lower level academic staff were affected by more factors compared to
the higher level staff. However, the quantitative data in the present study did not yield any
evidence for the changes of motivation when academic staff was promoted to a higher level.
The group interview data indicated that seventy nine percent of the interviewees had the
experience of motivation changing because of an academic promotion. The factors affecting
research motivation tended to change from extrinsic to intrinsic when staff members were
promoted from a lower level to a higher level. From the qualitative data there were a few
other factors such as “social status and better job” which were also considered to be
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motivation factors by academic staff. The quantitative data did not present this point.
Therefore, it could then be concluded that the qualitative results support the quantitative
results.

6.3.2 Comparison between quantitative and qualitative data in factors which
influence research productivity

Regarding the factors which influence research productivity of academic staff, the
quantitative and qualitative data showed similar results. The factors “teaching load, research
support, social network, and culture” were considered as the main factors by most
questionnaire participants and most interviewees. “Faculty size” was also indicated as a main
motivation factor by quantitative data. “Age, self-efficacy” were not considered to be a
problem in the group interviews. Based on the analysis of quantitative data, factor “selfefficacy” was considered to have some impact on the research productivity of assistant
lecturer level; factor “age” may or may not be a factor for academics. In qualitative data, a
few other factors such as “administrative work, university collaboration and research training”
emerged from group discussions. According to the analysis of quantitative data, “social
network” had more effect on research output of assistant lecturer compared to full professor.
But no significant difference was found in group interviews. Other factors had similar
impacts on each academic level staff member based on quantitative and qualitative analysis.
Therefore, it could then be concluded that the qualitative results support the quantitative
results.

6.4 Suggestions from Group Interviews
In each group interview, once the main research questions were answered, the last question
“Do you have any suggestions or advice for the university as to how it can improve the
research productivity of staff by better motivating them to conduct research?” was used to
explore academic staff’s perspectives and expectations for future university motivation policy.
The example 6-5 presented the suggestions from academic staff for university policy makers.

Example 6-5 Suggestions from academic staff
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Feng (Full professor): University always puts a lot of focus on the quantity of publication
rather than quality. It is not good for improving academic staff scholarship.

Yuan (Associate professor): Yes, I hope the university can establish an effective motivation
mechanism to ensure that the high quality research paper is rewarded.

Xuan (Assistant lecturer): I wish that the university would put more emphasis on early
career staff’s training and give them more opportunities to present their research papers.

Lu (Lecturer): We need more opportunities to collaborate with other universities.

Long (Associate professor): I agree. If university can provide us with more opportunities in
communication and collaboration, our research output will be definitely improved I think.

Kun (Lecturer): We have a lot of teaching tasks which heavily influence my research work so
I wish university to consider this issue and help us make a balance on teaching and research.

Tan (Associate professor): Exactly. If university can divide us into two groups (teaching
group and research group), the research staff can concentrate on research, teaching staff can
concentrate on teaching. In that case, teaching performance and research performance
would be both improved.

Ying (Full professor): I think staff at different academic levels have different needs so the
motivation policy should be made differently based on academic level.

Hong (Lecturer): I agree. University should put more emphasis on motivation rather than
performance appraisal. We like to be encouraged not enforced.

Ming (Associate professor): I would say the university should create strong research
atmosphere to make everyone feel proud of their research work.

Kai (Assistant lecturer): As an early career staff I wish university to provide us with more
research support such as research grant, literature sources, research training.
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Each participant expressed their own point of view about suggestions for university
motivation policy. This is a big difference of finding between quantitative and qualitative
data. Group interviews enable the creation of new information through interaction (Stewart et
al., 2007) and assist individuals to explore their own perspectives by explaining and
defending these views to others (Johnson, 1996). Because of this, the focus group approach
was suitable for this study due to the in-depth investigation of the academic staff’s
expectation of university motivation policy. In the group interviews, sixty eight percentage of
participants in group interviews mentioned that the research performance appraisal should be
revised. Universities should focus on the quality of publication not the quantity. They also
mentioned that “rewards, such as promotion or salary increase, punishments, such as
demotion or reduction in salary should be reasonable and included in the university
employment agreement. People like to be encouraged not enforced. Half of the participants
mentioned that the teaching and research should be separated. All participants hoped that the
university should put more emphasis on research support such as research grants, research
training, research collaboration, statistic support. Nearly ninety percentage of participants
hope that the university should adopt the different motivation approaches for each level
academics according to their different needs.

The quantitative results were drawn from a big sample compared to the qualitative data so it
was considered as a better representation for this research but the qualitative data provided a
deep understanding of the motivation factors and productivity factors and also provide the
expectations of university motivation policy from different level academics. It could lead to
enlarge the span of future research.

6.5 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the results of the thematic analysis of the qualitative data collected in
four group interviews. Some results of the quantitative analysis of this study were reflected in
the group interview data. The comparison between quantitative and qualitative data has also
been presented. The quantitative data indicated that there is a relationship between the
intrinsic motivation factors and higher level academic staff, the extrinsic motivation factors
and lower level academic staff. The group interview data did reflect some quantitative results
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in relation to this finding. Compared to the quantitative results, the qualitative data shows an
in-depth understanding of motivation of academic staff at different academic levels.

The next chapter connects the findings of both the quantitative and qualitative results of this
study in order to answer the sub-research questions of this research and this will lead to an
answer to the main research question. The research limitations and further research
possibilities will also be represented at the end of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION
_______________________________________________________

7.1 Introduction
This research thesis argues that the effective manager needs to recognize that different
motivators are appropriate for different staff and the different staff will demonstrate differing
inherent levels of motivation in setting their own targets and striving towards them. Good
management consists of recognizing and working with that individual difference. Motivation
and performance have continuously been the areas of interest to managers of different types
of organizations including profit and nonprofit based organizations. It is imperative to
recognize these factors which will affect academic staff motivation and their research
productivity.

In this chapter the results that were presented in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 are drawn together
in a discussion of the findings in light of the extant literature. Whereas the quantitative results
confirm that there are relationships between motivation factors and the academic staff level,
the qualitative data provide an explanation of these links and contribute to the understanding
of academic staff’s expectations of university motivation policy in a novel way. Both the
qualitative and the quantitative findings are used in the discussion of the research questions
and the research hypotheses.

7.2 The Main Research Questions
The literature on academic motivation has several key strands. One is the division of intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation in faculty work, particularly the motivation of faculty to do research
and teaching. It has been claimed (Tien & Blackburn, 1996) that many studies, qualitative or
quantitative, fail to compare the effect of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators on academic staff
who are at different academic levels. This study not only found out the differentiation
between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards but also showed the changes of motivation from the
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lower to higher level academic staff. The discussions of the results for two main following
research questions are presented in the following paragraphs.


What are the factors that motivate academic staff at different academic levels to
conduct research?



What are the main factors that influence individual research productivity of academics
at different levels?

7.2.1 The finding of factors which motivate academic staff to conduct research

This section discusses the first main question that the literature review prompts. Based on the
review of previous literatures, there are twelve motivation factors (extrinsic and intrinsic):
“promotion, financial rewards, performance appraisal, tenure, recognition, respect, interest,
scholar improvement, contribution, sense of achievement, responsibility and autonomy” and
these were tested in the questionnaire and discussed in the group interviews. According to the
quantitative and qualitative data, those factors were considered as academics motivation
factors to conduct research except for the factor “financial rewards.” According to Rowley
(1996), people’s motivation then can be controlled largely by offering or withholding
financial rewards. The usual strategies for financial motivation are performance-related pay
or monetary rewards. However, based on the quantitative analysis, nearly half of the
participants did not agree with this point. From the analysis of qualitative data, only seven of
the participants in the group interviews agreed with this point. This means that “financial
rewards” as a motivation factor has a less or minimal effect on academic staff gradually.
This type of finding supports the results from Blackmore & Kandiko‘s research (2011) which
noted some academic behaviour is not directly or strongly influenced by the financial reward.
Many faculties continue to volunteer for activities that do not have a significant financial
benefit, such as external examining, reviewing of journal articles and various committee and
other community work. They also addressed the view that the monetary reward does not fully
explain academic behaviour because the academic work is necessarily evidence of a high
level of altruism and public spiritedness. Blackmore & Kandiko (2011) also suggests that
performance-related pay may be an ineffective instrument in achieving changed academic
behaviour in many circumstances.

However, the findings of the comparison between
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assistant lecturer and full professor indicate that “financial rewards” as a motivator has more
effect on those staff at assistant lecturer level.
Wood (1990) identified the stringency of the university’s requirement for promotion as the
main reason for why some academics employ gamesmanship tactics in their approach to
research. Most of the participants (82.8% from the questionnaire surveys, 92.7% from
interviews) in this study agreed with this point and considered the factor “promotion” as their
research motivation factor. Some studies also have indicated that motivation for promotion
does have an impact on faculty research behaviour for both American faculty and Taiwanese
faculty (Tien and Blackburn, 1996). For instance, they use the Carnegie survey of American
faculty to demonstrate that the introduction and removal of promotion rewards influence
publication rates and the shape of faculty productivity curves. Based on the rationale of
expectancy theory, Tien (2000) found that Taiwanese faculty who are more highly motivated
by the possibility of promotion display better research performance than their less-motivated
colleagues. However, the promotion doesn’t show the same motivational effect on different
levels of academics. This study indicates that the effect of promotion as a motivator shows an
ascending trend from full professor to assistant lecturer. In other words, the lower the
academic staff level, the more need for promotion. Most participants confirmed that their
motivation for research had changed since they promoted to a higher level. This kind of
finding was also reported by Lawrence and Blackburn (1985) and Lawrence et al. (1989).
They noted that the desire for promotion influenced some, but not all, faculty members. They
found that some individuals adjusted their efforts (e.g., increasing publications versus adding
administrative tasks) in response to perceived promotion requirements; some faculty
exhibited definite ‘‘spurts of productivity’’ around promotion decisions, and some faculty
members’ productivity fell after achieving the full professorship (Lawrence & Blackburn,
1985).

In this study the majority of participants (81.7% from the surveys) also thought their
motivation for research came not only from the need of promotion but also for meeting the
requirement of university performance evaluation. Although organizations conduct
performance evaluations for many reasons, the most basic one is to improve performance
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Performance, in turn, is believed to be a joint function of both
motivation and ability (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976; Vroom, 1964). Consistent with this
notion, performance evaluation is believed to be capable of improving performance in two
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ways: through developmental feedback (directed primarily at improving ability to perform),
and through administrative decisions that link evaluated performance to organizational
rewards and punishments such as pay, promotion, or discharge (aimed primarily at enhancing
motivation) (Rynes, Gerlhart & Parks, 2005). In other words they are motivated to conduct
research by the negative incentives such as criticism, demotion, salary decrease or even
dismissal. Most of the participants agreed with this point. The findings of Lockwood (2005)
also demonstrated that in the high power-distance countries such as China and Japan, there is
a fear of punishment in case of dissatisfaction with the performance criteria made by the
managers. Their studies converge across methods to demonstrate that a concern with
avoiding negatives is of greater significance among East Asians than among Westerners. This
is why the negative incentives are also considered as an effective motivation approach written
in the HR policy in most Chinese universities.

Therefore, staff need for satisfaction with performance criteria is highly increased (Oishi &
Diener, 2003). But on the other side, according to the results of their performance evaluation,
outstanding professional performance will lead to public praise in a formal organizational
staff conference with a certificate followed by the respect, recognition by students, colleagues
or managers or changing tenure status. Most academic staff, however, wish to be respected or
recognized by their higher research publication record. This point was supported by the
findings of this research which received 67.5% and 53.8% agree rate respectively. It was also
supported by Tien’s study (2008) which noted obtaining social respect and recognition are
also important factors that motivate staff to conduct research, especially for the higher
academic ranked staff.

Seeking job tenure is another aspect to the motivational strength of any reward. This factor is
considered as motivators for research by 58.2% of the participants from questionnaires and
72.1% of the interviewees from group interviews in this study. It is the value of the reward to
the individual and the probability that the reward will occur if the individual is successful in
achieving the goal to which the reward is attached. This finding was supported by Yining et
al.’s study (2006) who noted that the universities are using tenure as a reward very effectively
to motivate research productivity. Santo’s et al.’s research (2009) also indicated that once
faculty members were no longer worried about receiving tenure, their motivation to publish
decreased. Therefore, the research also suggests that the lower level academic staff such as
assistant lecturer and lecturer are more likely motivated by tenure compared to associate
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professor and full professor. It is a similar view reported by Blackmore and Kandiko’s (2001)
research which indicated that the tenure and promotion criteria have a strong influence on the
behaviour of early-career academics.

As far as the intrinsic factors, according to the quantitative and qualitative analysis within
each academic level staff, the higher level academic staff, especially full professors, tends to
be more affected by intrinsic factors. This finding was supported by Deci’s study in 1971. He
noted intrinsic motivation was originally conceptualized as a state variable, and measured in
experimental conditions as free-choice time spent on the interesting task following the
departure of the experimenter: the longer the participant chooses to work on the tasks, the
greater his or her intrinsic motivation. From qualitative data analysis, the interest and sense of
achievement are identified as greater motivation factors which also supported by the study of
Deci and Ryan (1985). They concluded that “interest and enjoyment are the central emotions
that accompany intrinsic motivation. Most staff gain gratification from working with students
and witnessing the achievement and development of those students. (p.29)” The other four
intrinsic factors “scholar improvement, responsibility, contribution and autonomy” received
similar high agreed responses from both questionnaire survey and focus group interview.
This finding was supported by Rowley’s research (1996) which indicated that academic staff
have significant autonomy over their own research management, working hours, priorities,
development agendas and the relationships they establish with students and other staff.
Indeed, one of the main reasons why staff select higher education as a career stems from the
opportunity for this level of personal autonomy. Many staff work in the same higher
education institution for many years. It is particularly important that they are accepted as part
of the social group or team. Therefore, most staff have an acute need to feel that their
responsibility and contributions are worthwhile, appreciated and acknowledged.
The sub questions in relation to the first main question such as “Are there differences in staff
motivation for conducting research at different academic levels? What are the differences in
staff motivation for conducting research at different academic levels?” were also answered by
both quantitative and qualitative data. There is significant evidence which showed that the
motivation factors are different at different academic levels and change over time. Similar
findings were drawn by Wooldolk, Winne, & Perry (2004) who noted that what motivates
one person may not motivate another and people’s preferences change over time. What
motivates a given person today may not have the same effect in the future.
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Compared to the quantitative data, the qualitative data also indicated that the motivation
factors were changing over time when they were promoted to a higher level. In the group
interviews, all full professors, associate professors and 63% of the lecturers mentioned that
their research motivation had changed. The 37% of lecturers and all assistant lecturers did not
have this experience but two of the assistant lecturers indicated that their motivation may
change after they are promoted. They also mentioned the trend of change is from extrinsic
factor to intrinsic factors gradually. This result was similar to that received from Moneta’s
research (2004). He noted that a person’s intrinsic and extrinsic motivations vary across
situations and times, and a person differs in their general tendencies (traits) to be intrinsically
and extrinsically motivated across situations and times. Rowley (1996) also noted that it is
important to recognize that staff are motivated by different factors, depending on their length
of service in higher education, their other work experience, their age, their aspirations with
respect to career development and the relative priorities which they attach to achievement and
social factors, such as their personal life and being accepted as a team member. However,
very few sources in the literature have similar findings which address the relationship
between the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and academic levels. The reasons for
motivation changes will be considered as a research focus in future research.

7.2.2 The findings of factors which influence research productivity
In the analysis of the quantitative data, the line chart 5-4 indicated that the factor “selfefficacy” was not the factor which affects staff research productivity. The factor “age” may
or may not be the factor, as the data showed no strong preference either way. The other five
factors (teaching load, social network, research support, faculty size and culture) with high
“agree” rates are considered to be the factors which affect academic staff’s research
productivity. Those factors have a similar “agree” rate so they could be considered as the
main factor for academic staff, but the differences of effect on each academic level is
illustrated by the line chart 5-8. In group interviews, no participants mentioned “self-efficacy
and age,” but all participants considered that “teaching load and research support” were very
important factors for their research. Regarding the other factors, “social network” was found
to be more important for early career staff as they had just started working and did not have a
sufficiently large social network base to collect research data. In discussion, “faculty size and
culture” were both considered to have similar effects on all academic levels.
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Some academics believe that productivity declines with age because the young academics try
to publish too quickly before gaining a proper command of their subject matter, or near the
time of promotion. Some suggested that the younger lecturers in Economics tend to be better
trained in quantitative skills and techniques which allow them to undertake research which is
more quantitatively analytical than that undertaken by their older counterparts. However, the
findings of Wood (1990) in a University of New England study indicated that academics do
not consider that age has any systematic influence on research performance. According to the
analysis of quantitative and qualitative data, nearly half of the participants did not think the
factor “age” influenced their search productivity. This supported the findings of Wood (1990)
and Santo et al’s research (2009), which found there were no significant differences in the
number of publications by gender or age. This research analysed the factor from the view of
academics at different levels. It did not examine the quantity of publications in an age context.
Even the factor “self-efficacy” was found to have a strong positive relationship with research
productivity by Vasil (1993), but it wasn’t considered as a factor which influenced research
productivity by 57.6% participants from the questionnaire surveys in this study. It is
reasonable to assume that a low level of skill, experience and /or success in research will
produce low levels of self-assurance about one’s capacity to research. Bandura (1982) also
noted people who have a low sense of efficacy for accomplishing a task may avoid it; those
who believe they are capable should participate readily. Individuals who feel efficacious are
hypothesized to work harder and persist longer when they encounter difficulties than those
who doubt their capabilities. The finding of this research shows less than half participants
from the survey and none of the interviewees thought “self-efficacy” was a factor which had
an influence on their research productivity. It was somewhat at odds with the findings of
Vasil (1993) who found a strong positive correlation between research self-efficacy and
research productivity. However, compared to the full professor, the assistant lecturer seems to
be more impacted by the factor self-efficacy. Similar findings were drawn from Schoen and
Wincour’ research (1988): that the higher the rank of the faculty member, the greater the
confidence in research.
Based on the quantitative and qualitative analysis, the other factors, “teaching load, social
network, research support, faculty size and culture,” were all considered to be the factors
which influenced research productivity, by more than half of the participants. Among them,
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the factor “culture” received the highest agreed rate, which was 86.3% of the total responses.
This finding is similar to the studies by Bland et al., (2002) which reported that the
environmental features of the workplace are the most powerful productivity factors. The
more that the environment facilitates productivity, the more productive the faculty member
will be. Fogg (2006) surveyed 4,500 tenure-track faculty members and found that professors
place a higher value on work-related climate and culture than on workload and compensation.
Collegiality and mentoring by senior faculty members are an essential part of a productive
academic culture. In this research, the participants who support this view at professor level
are more than the participants at the other levels.

Research support (including research funding and library facilities) was also considered as an
important research productivity factor. Availability of funds as one of the research support
components is also identified as an important factor influencing research productivity. In
particular, the study showed that some academics experience major restrictions in carrying
out research due to the inadequacy of funding. These include being forced to undertake
simpler, less challenging and more short-term projects; demoralisation because of the need to
use outdated equipment; and difficulties in retaining trained support staff. This view was
supported by Santo et al., (2009) who indicated that the higher research funding at the
division level, the higher the level of research productivity. The better library facilities, as
another research support component, received the same focus in this research. The same
result was also drawn by Hadjinicola & Soteriou’s research (2005) which suggested better
library facilities also promote the research productivity of researchers in terms of the number
of articles and their quality. Their research also indicated that having high expectations for
getting outside of their own division as part of the faculty members’ support network resulted
in more publications. This translates into a need for the faculty to become more active on
regional and national levels, which can be accomplished by connecting new faculty members
to colleagues in their discipline at the beginning of their careers. Therefore, the factors
“faculty size

and social network” are both regarded as driving forces behind research

productivity by 76.3% of the participants from the survey and 65.7% of the participants from
interviews in this study. Borokhovich et al. (1995) also showed that as faculty size increases,
both the total number of publication and per-faculty number of publication increase.

However, even when the research support improved, the social network enlarged, and the
faculty size increased, the teaching loads are high enough that the faculty members often do
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not take advantage of them. According to the discussion of group interviews, many faculty
members teach three or four courses per semester without the help of teaching assistants.
Particularly, as the young academics are faced with increasingly stringent promotional
criteria and heavier teaching loads they are less likely to challenge the prevailing views on
research in their disciplines. Heavy teaching load has been frequently mentioned by the
interviewees as a major obstacle in being able to accommodate research and other demands
being placed increasingly on academic staff. Most respondents from the questionnaire survey
and all the interviewees reported that they could not protect the periods of uninterrupted
research time and that the time spent on research was approximately one-third of the time
spent on teaching. The same findings were drawn by Yining et al.’s research (2006), where a
number of journal articles published or accepted within the past 24 months was significantly
related to the percentage of work time that the faculty member spent on research. Faculty
may increase the percentage of work time devoted to research by working additional hours
and dedicating those additional hours to research. Thus, increased publications may come
purely from additional efforts. However, faculty members could also increase the percentage
of their time devoted to research by decreasing their teaching and service hours and
substituting these additional hours to research. Therefore, that a heavy teaching load most
impeded their research productivity was also considered as a major issue for all university
academic staff. This finding was supported by a number of other researchers. (Toews
&Yazedjian, 2007, Bland et al., 2005, Ma & Runyon, 2004).

A major source of variation in research output is claimed to be not limited to the tested
factors. For example, “too much administrative work, lack of research training and research
collaboration” are also suggested by some academics as factors for explaining differences in
research performance. These extra factors found from group interviews can be used to
enlarge the further research scope in the future.

7.3 Suggestions for University Policy Makers
At the end of the discussion in each group interview, the participants were asked to provide
their suggestions or advice to university policy makers in order to ameliorate motivation
policy and improve research output. Each group had a discussion and concluded with the
following items:
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Motivation policy should be made differently according to the needs of the different
staff levels.



It is better to separate research and teaching areas. This should give academic staff
enough time to conduct research.



The University should put more emphasis on building a better research culture or
establish a better competitive and rewards mechanism between faculties.



Research support, such as research grants, library resources and research training
should have a stronger emphasis placed on it.



Academic staff performance appraisal should focus on the quality of publication
rather than the quantity of publication.



More opportunities for research collaboration across faculties and universities are
needed.



Early career academic staff need more encouragement and support. For example,
giving them more opportunities to communicate with other academics in conference
attendance, providing social contacts for their data collection, inviting higher level
academics to present and share their experience and knowledge.



Establish a writing group in which faculty members discuss their work and review
each other’s manuscripts to help improve research and writing skills.



Provide statistical help through research assistants who can work with all faculties at
the university.

The above suggestions were concluded from four group interviews. It will provide the
university policy makers with a better understanding of the real needs of academic staff and
should demonstrate the different expectations of the academic staff compared to the
University policies. This section will also enlighten the university policy makers to listen to
the views of their staff at different levels. By providing a forum in which staff can present
their views on policy matters, it is possible that this would have an impact on research
productivity.

7.4 Research Limitation and Future Research
In this thesis, both quantitative and qualitative methods were used to explore the factors of
staff research motivation and the factors that influence research productivity. In the process
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of exploration, the weaknesses can be found in terms of the range and number of the
participants in the sample. Future research in this field can develop additional studies to
reduce these limitations.
Firstly, selected project 211 universities were almost always located in the capital cities in the
provinces. Given the huge territory of China, there are gaps between rural and urban areas,
economically developed coastal areas and underdeveloped inland areas. The average wages
in the capital cities are always higher than the other cities in the same provinces. People’s
perceptions and behaviours may vary due to the different economic levels in different regions
in China. The sample selected in this study comes mostly from the southern part of China.
There are 112 project 211 universities in China currently, but the selected sample only
accounted for 19.6% in total. Thus, the capacity to develop an effective motivation
mechanism for the universities throughout China is limited. Future research will cover a
greater number of participants and a wider range of samples in various regions in China.

A further limitation is that the study only focused on Chinese Project 211 universities, which
are all leading universities with higher government financial support. Currently there are
more than 800 universities and more than 1700 standard institutions of higher education in
China. Only about 6 percent of them are 211 project institutions. The research range is
limited. The findings of this study cannot reflect all of the motivation needs of university
academics and also the finding has a lack of comparison across the different disciplines.
Many accounts of academic life emphasise the importance of disciplines. Klein (2001) claims
that they have “attained enormous influence over the organization and production of
knowledge” (p. 273).Therefore, in further research the sample can be extended to other
general universities, and a comparison of an academic’s motivation can be studied across
different disciplines. For example, hard Science staff (eg, biology and physics) may have
different motivational needs as compared to Social Sciences staff, (such as business
academics).

The last but not the least, is the satisfaction of the staff in any motivation policies that can be
or have been developed. This study only investigated the factors which affect academic
research motivation and research productivities but ignored the satisfaction of the academic
staff member. Whether the motivation policy is effective or not should rely on whether staff
are satisfied with it or not. Higher satisfaction always leads to higher motivation and higher
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productivity (Santo et al., 2009). To find out staff satisfaction compared to current motivation
approaches is the key to making an effective policy in this field.

Therefore, due to the above research limitations, in the future, any research sample should be
selected from general universities in various regions in China. Further research could focus
on the following questions: What are the differences in motivation factors across the
disciplines in the university? What are differences in motivation policies in universities
between developed and undeveloped regions in China? Are academic staff satisfied with the
current motivation policy? What is the extant of effectiveness of motivation approaches in
universities? Why does the motivation of academic staff change after promotion? What are
the differences in staff motivation mechanisms between project 211 universities and other
general universities? Further research will provide the university policy maker with a
reference and help them realize whether their staff are satisfied with the current policy, and
where it should be improved or modified in the future.

7.5 Final Remarks
This thesis explored the factors which motivate academic staff to conduct research and the
factors which influence research productivity. The mixed research methods were used to
collect and analyse data for this thesis. Through the comparison between landscape and
vertical analysis, the findings not only indicate what the main motivation factors were, but
also presented the differences in the motivation factors at each academic level. The factors
that influence research productivity were identified in the same way. The suggestions from
academic staff for improving research productivity and motivation policy were also
concluded from the group interviews.

This study implicates that there is much for university leaders to improve in their human
resource management practices. Leaders are expected to satisfy the various needs of the
academic staff’ and to understand their problems. Within one organization, academic staff
demonstrate a diversity of personality. Some staff may show high performance by a decent
pay; others may be eager to get recognized by management, colleagues and the society. The
implementation of performance reviews has created a competitive atmosphere among
academics. Yet it can also cause stress which decreases their motivation. There is still much
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to do to change the top-down model mechanism to a more collegial one. Communication
between managers and staff cannot be neglected. Therefore, if managers prioritise such
aspects as satisfying the needs of academics, setting up feasible and effective appraisal and
reward schemes, offering them necessary research support, and creating a good research
culture, they will have the key to improving research productivity.

In summary, there appears to be many motivation factors and productivity factors impacting
on staff performance. The effective manager needs to recognize that different motivators are
appropriate for different staff and that different staff will demonstrate differing inherent
levels of motivation in setting their own targets and striving towards them. They also need to
be sensitive to people’s differing circumstances and different cultural backgrounds and those
strategies for motivating staff and improving performance need to accommodate this
diversity.
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APPENDIX 1: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FORM
(QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY)

Project Title:
Factors that Motivate Academic Staff to Conduct Research and Influence Research
Productivity in Chinese 211 Project Universities
Researcher:
Ms Xinyan Zhang
Faculty of Business & Government, University of Canberra, ACT, 2601
Ph: (02) 6201 2866
Email: xinyan.zhang@canberra.edu.au
Project Aim
The main purpose of this study is to probe the insights of motivation, especially in the 211
universities in China, to provide better understanding of the behavioural intention (motivation)
of staff’s devotion to research at different professional levels, and the main factors that will
influence staff research productivity.
Benefits of the Project
Recommendations can be suggested to policy makers in Chinese universities in terms of
developing a long term substantial motivation strategy. The findings would also have the
potential to contribute towards improving the competitive capacity of educational
organizations.
General Outline of the Project
The research will be conducted in 10 project 211 Universities in China. The researcher will
investigate the different factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research at different
academic levels, and the different factors that influence their research productivity at
difference academic levels. This research will also investigate suggestions from the
participants to advise university policy makers.
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Participant Involvement
The academic staff will be the participants. They will include full time assistant lecturers,
lecturers, associate professors, professors and relevant administrative staff. The researcher
will only send the survey questionnaire to the participants once a copy of the consent form is
returned.

Participation in the research is completely voluntary, without any penalty, and participants
can decline to take part or withdraw at any time without providing an explanation, and they
can refuse to answer any questions if they wish.

All the data collected will be stored securely and only accessed by the researcher. Great care
will be taken to ensure that any reports of the data do not identify any individual or their
circumstances.
Confidentiality
Only the researcher will have access to the individual information provided by research
participants. Privacy and confidentiality will be assured at all times. The research outcomes
will be provided in a report to the supervisors and Research Office at University of Canberra
and may be presented at conferences and written up for publication. However, in all these
reports, the privacy and confidentiality of individuals will be protected.
Anonymity
All data or reports of the research will contain no information that can identify any individual
and all information will be kept in the strictest confidence.
Data Storage
The information collected will be stored securely on a password protected computer
throughout the project and then stored at the University of Canberra for the required five year
period after which it will be destroyed according to university protocols.
Ethics Committee Clearance
The project has been approved by the Committee for Ethics in Human Research of the
University.
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Queries and Concerns
Queries or concerns regarding the research can be directed to the researcher, Ms Xinyan
Zhang. She welcomes any queries and will respond as soon as possible by e-mail or phone.
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APPENDIX 2: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FORM
(GROUP INTERVIEW)

Project Title:
Factors that Motivate Academic Staff to Conduct Research and Influence Research
Productivity in Chinese 211 Project Universities
Researcher:
Ms Xinyan Zhang
Faculty of Business & Government, University of Canberra, ACT, 2601
Ph: (02) 6201 2866
Email: xinyan.zhang@canberra.edu.au
Project Aim
The main purpose of this study is to probe the insights of motivation, especially in the Project
211 universities in China, to provide better understanding of the behavioural intention
(motivation) of staff’s devotion to research at different professional levels, and the main
factors that will influence staff research productivity.
Benefits of the Project
Recommendations can be suggested to policy makers in Chinese universities in terms of
developing a long term substantial motivation strategy. The findings would also have the
potential to contribute towards improving the competitive capacity of educational
organizations.
General Outline of the Project
The research will be conducted in 10 Project 211 Universities in China. The researcher will
investigate the different factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research at different
academic levels, and the different factors that influence their research productivity at
difference academic levels. This research will also investigate suggestions from the
participants to advise university policy makers.
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Participant Involvement
The academic staff will be the participants. They will include full time assistant lecturers,
lecturers, associate professors, professors and relevant administrative staff. The researcher
will only send the survey questionnaire to the participants once a copy of the consent form is
returned. Interviews will be organized once a copy of the interview consent form is returned.

Participation in the research is completely voluntary, without any penalty, and participants
can decline to take part or withdraw at any time without providing an explanation, and they
can refuse to answer any questions if they wish.

All the data collected will be stored securely and only accessed by the researcher. Great care
will be taken to ensure that any reports of the data do not identify any individual or their
circumstances.
Confidentiality
Only the researcher will have access to the individual information provided by research
participants. Privacy and confidentiality will be assured at all times. The research outcomes
will be provided in a report to the supervisors and Research Office at University of Canberra
and may be presented at conferences and written up for publication. However, in all these
reports, the privacy and confidentiality of individuals will be protected.
Anonymity
All data or reports of the research will contain no information that can identify any individual
and all information will be kept in the strictest confidence.
Data Storage
The information collected from interview will be stored securely on a password protected
computer throughout the project and then stored at the University of Canberra for the
required five year period after which it will be destroyed according to university protocols.
Ethics Committee Clearance
The project has been approved by the Committee for Ethics in Human Research of the
University.
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Queries and Concerns
Queries or concerns regarding the research can be directed to the researcher, Ms Xinyan
Zhang. She welcomes any queries and will respond as soon as possible by e-mail or phone.
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APPENDIX 3: PARTICIPANTS CONSENT FORM
(QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY)
Doctoral Research Project
Factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research and influence research productivity
in Chinese Project 211 Universities

I ------------------------------------------------------- (the participant’s name), declare that I:
1. willingly volunteered to participate in the study on factors that motivate academic staff to
conduct research and influence research productivities;
2. am aware of the purpose of the study;
3. understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time;
4. am aware that all information relating to my participation in the study will be treated in
confidence;
5. agree to information collected about my responses being used in the study, and
published;
6. wish to remain anonymous in the study’s report of findings.
7. am aware of the survey should take no more than 20 minutes to complete.
I agree to participate in the questionnaire survey.
Signature: -----------------------------------------Date:-----------------------------------------Contact telephone number: ---------------------------------------------Email:
Postal Address:
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APPENDIX 4: PARTICIPANTS CONSENT FORM
(GROUP INTERVIEW)

Doctoral Research Project
Factors that motivate academic staff to conduct research and influence research productivity
in Chinese Project 211 Universities

I ------------------------------------------------------- (the participant’s name), declare that I:
1. willingly volunteered to participate in the study on factors that motivate academic staff to
conduct research and influence research productivities;
2. am aware of the purpose of the study;
3. understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time;
4, am aware that the interview is expected to last approximately one hour.
5. am aware that all information relating to my participation in the study will be treated ‘in
confidence’;
6. agree to information collected about my responses being used in the study, and published;
7. wish to remain anonymous in the study’s report of findings.
I agree to participate in the interview.
Signature: -----------------------------------------Date:-----------------------------------------Contact telephone number: ---------------------------------------------Email:
Postal Address:
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APPENDIX 5: INFORMATION SHEET
(QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY)

Dear Academics:

I wish to invite you to take part in a survey of academic staff’s motivation in conducting
research and factors influence their research productivities. The survey is being undertaken
because of academic staff at different professional level have different motivations in
conducting research, the factors influence their research productivities are also various.
The survey is being conducted in Chinese 211 Project Universities which locate in North
West China, North east China, South West China and South East China. This survey is an
essential part of research towards a DBA, and it would be appreciated if you could take the
time to fill in the survey and return it to me in the reply paid envelope (enclosed).
The survey is independent, anonymous and confidential. The results, if requested by any
party involved, will only be given as part of a statistical analysis and summary. If you have
any questions about the survey or wish to discuss further any aspect of this research, please
feel free to contact me on +61 (02) 6206 8632, or send an email to me, on
xinyan.zhang@canberra.edu.au. My supervisor, Associate Professor Doug Davies and
Associate

Professor

Monica

Kennedy

may

also

Doug.Davies@canberra.edu.au and
Monica.Kennedy@Canberra.edu.au .
Thank you very much for your participation in advance
Xinyan Zhang
Faculty of Business and Government
University of Canberra
ACT, Australia, 2601
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APPENDIX 6: QUESTIONNAIRE

Part1: Demographic Data
1．What age group are you in：
a. ２０－２９

（

）

b. ３０－３９

（

）

c. ４０－４９

（

）

d. ５０－５９

（

）

e. ＞６０

（

）

2．What is your gender：1. Male （

）

2. Female（

）

3．What is your highest qualification：
a. Undergraduate Degree

（

）

b. Masters Qualification

（

）
（

c. Doctorate
d. Other (please specify) ：
4. What is your current professional title?
a. Assistant Lecturer
b. Lecturer

(
(

)

c. Associate Professor
d. Full Professor

)

(
(

)
)

e. others(please specify)
5. Are you a permanent staff ( ) or contract staff ( )?
Or others (please specify)
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6. In what discipline are you working in? (

)

7. For how long have you been working in your current university？
8. For how long have you been at current professional level?
9. Do you have any other administrative responsibility at your university?
Yes ( ) Administrative Position Title
No ( )
10. In the last 5 years how many publications have you completed?
a. Book ( );
b. Internal Journal Article(

);

c. National Journal Article ( );
d. Province Journal Articles (
e. Local Journal Article (

);

);

f. University Journal Article ( );
g. International Conference Paper ( );
h. Domestic Conference Paper( )
i. University Internal Newsletters ( );
j. others ( )
11. Are you planning to publish in the next two years?
Yes (
No (

) Numbers and Types of Publication
)

Part 2
12. Extrinsic factors that motivate me to conduct research:
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On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree”, please rate how
much you agree with each of the following statements regarding your current perceptions of
your job

Extrinsic Factors

1

I am doing the research work
because I want to be promoted.

2

Promotion is my main purpose
of doing research

3

I have to do research because of
a performance requirement.

4

If there was no research
performance requirement, I
would not do any research
work.

5

I am doing research because of
the monetary incentives.

6

Increase income is my main
purpose of conducting research.

7

I am doing research work for
the purpose of laying the
foundation of obtaining various
awards, such as excellence
award, talent award or others.

8

I am doing research because I
want to become a permanent
staff member.

9

Higher research productivity
will change my current work
tenure.

1

2

3
4
5
Unsure
Strongly Disagree
Agree Strongly
disagree
agree
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10

I want to receive respect and
admiration from students
through doing research work.

11

Peer recognition is a very
important factor that motivates
me to conduct research.

12

I enjoy research work because it
can build up my social prestige.

13

I am doing research for the
purpose of improving my social
status and social recognition.

14

Attending domestic or
international conference is main
reason that motivates me to
conduct research.

15

I am doing research as I want to
be employed at a better
university.

13. Intrinsic factors that motivate me to conduct research:
On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree”, please rate how
much you agree with each of the following statements regarding your current perceptions of
your job

Intrinsic Factors

1

I am very interested in doing
research.

2

I’d like to invest a lot time to do
research because I enjoy it.

1

2

3
4
5
Unsure Agree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly
disagree
agree
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3

I enjoy the process of inquiry
and curiosity.

4

Scholarly pursuits are my main
purpose of doing research.

5

I wish to develop and improve
my research skills and
knowledge by doing research.

6

I enjoy doing research because
of the sense of achievement
from publication.

7

I seek a sense of achievement
from social and peer respect
because of my high research
productivity..

8

I believe my research work will
contribute to society.

9

Making contribution to Chinese
higher education is the main
purpose of my research.

10

A sense of social responsibility
is the main factor that motivates
me to conduct research.

11

As an academic staff member I
have a responsibility to conduct
research.

12

I value the complexity of
research work.

13

I enjoy the autonomy of
research work.

14

The flexibility that I am given is
the main factor that motivates
me to conduct research.

14. Factors that influence your personal research productivity:
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On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree”, please rate how
much you agree with each of the following statements regarding your current perceptions of
your job

Factors

1

My research productivity is not
high because I do not have
enough experience and skills.

2

I am not confident in having
my research published. This
affects my productivity.

3

For life and family reasons I
cannot invest a lot of time in
my research work.

4

Due to my age I do not think I
have enough motivation to
conduct research.

5

As far as I am concerned I do
not have personal inner
motivation to conduct research.

6

I think research is a boring and
time consuming work.

7

Lack of social connection is the
main factor that affects my
research productivities.

8

Teaching load is a major factor
that affects my research
productivity.

9

The University does not
provide enough research
funding to allow me to conduct

1

2

3
4
5
Neither
Strongly Disagree agree or Agree Strongly
disagree
agree
disagree
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research.

10

If I have enough financial
support for research it will
improve my research
productivity.

11

I believe if I am working in a
large university department my
research productivity will
definitely improve because the
large department can better
facilitate collaborative
research.

12

Research resources are the
major factors that influence my
current research productivity.

13

I believe that the organizational
culture has an influence on my
attitude towards research.

14

A research oriented culture will
encourage and attract me to
engage in research.
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APPENDIX 7: GROUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Could you please introduce briefly your workplace, position and job duties?

2. Please indicate critical challenges you are facing when you are doing research work?

3. What are main factors that influence your research productivity?

4. What are the main factors that motivate you to keep doing research? What do you expect
to get from it?

5. Do you think your motivation and research practices have changed over time as you have
promoted to different academic levels? And what were the changes?

6. Do you have any suggestions or advice for the university as to how it can improve the
research productivity of staff by better motivating them to conduct research? Please
specify.
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APPENDIX 8: APPLICATION FOR UNIVERSITY APPROVAL

Dear (the university leader/director of research office)
I wish to do a research survey within your university. The main purpose of this study is to
probe the insights of motivation, to provide better understanding of the behavioural intention
(motivation) of staff’s devotion to research at different professional levels, and the main
factors that influence staff research productivity. Recommendations can be suggested to
policy makers in Chinese universities.
The academic staff will be the participants. They will include full time assistant lecturers,
lecturers, associate professors, professors and relevant administrative staff. Please forward
the attached participation consent form to the appropriate staff. I will only send the survey
questionnaires to the participants once a copy of the consent form is returned. If you have any
further questions please feel free to contact me via email. Your help will be highly
appreciated.

Kind regards

Ms Xinyan Zhang
Faculty of Business & Government, University of Canberra , ACT, 2601
Ph: (02) 6201 2866
Email: xinyan.zhang@canberra.edu.au
Approved by:
Signature:
Print Name:
Date:
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APPENDIX 9: UNIVERSITY LIST OF PROJECT 211


Anhui University



Beihang University



Beijing Foreign Studies University



Beijing Forestry University



Beijing Institute of Technology



Beijing Jiaotong University



Beijing Sport University



Beijing Normal University



Beijing University of Chemical Technology



Beijing University of Chinese Medicine



Beijing University of Posts and Telecommunications



Beijing University of Technology



Central Conservatory of Music



Central South University



Central University of Finance and Economics



Chang'an University



China Agricultural University



China Pharmaceutical University



China University of Geosciences



China University of Mining and Technology



China University of Petroleum



China University of Political Science and Law



Chongqing University



Communication University of China



Dalian Maritime University



Dalian University of Technology
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Donghua University



East China Normal University



East China University of Science and Technology



Fourth Military Medical University



Fudan University



Fuzhou University



Guangxi University



Guizhou University



Hainan University



Harbin Engineering University



Harbin Institute of Technology



Hebei University of Technology



Hefei University of Technology



Hohai University



Huazhong Agricultural University



Huazhong Normal University



Huazhong University of Science and Technology



Hunan Normal University



Hunan University



Inner Mongolia University



Jiangnan University



Jilin University



Jinan University



Lanzhou University



Liaoning University



Minzu University of China(formerly known as the Central University for Nationalities)



Nanchang University



Nanjing Agricultural University
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Nanjing Normal University



Nanjing University



Nanjing University of Aeronautics and Astronautics



Nanjing University of Science and Technology



Nankai University



National University of Defence Technology



Ningxia University



North China Electric Power University



Northeast Agricultural University



Northeast Forestry University



Northeast Normal University



Northeastern University



Northwest A&F University



Northwest University



Northwestern Polytechnical University



Ocean University of China



Peking University



Qinghai University



Renmin University of China



Second Military Medical University



Shandong University



Shaanxi Normal University



Shanghai International Studies University



Shanghai Jiao Tong University



Shanghai University



Shanghai University of Finance and Economics



Shihezi University



Sichuan Agricultural University
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Sichuan University



South China Normal University



South China University of Technology



Southeast University



Southwest University



Southwest Jiaotong University



Southwestern University of Finance and Economics



Sun Yat-sen University



Soochow University



Taiyuan University of Technology



Tianjin Medical University



Tianjin University



Tongji University



Tsinghua University



University of Electronic Science and Technology of China



University of International Business and Economics



University of Science and Technology Beijing



University of Science and Technology of China



Wuhan University



Wuhan University of Technology



Xiamen University



Xi'an Jiaotong University



Xidian University



Xinjiang University



Xizang University



Yanbian University



Yunnan University



Zhejiang University
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Zhengzhou University



Zhongnan University of Economics and Law
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1. Doug Davies, Zhang, Xinyan and Liang Wei (2012) Skills Shortages in China: A
Conceptual Model? World Journal and Social Science, Vol.2.,No.4.July 2012, PP7785

2. Zhang, Xinyan & Doug Davies (2011) Factors that Motivate Academic Staff to
Conduct Research in Chinese Universities, Global Business and Social Science
Research Conference, Beijing

3. Zhang, Xinyan & Doug Davies (2011) Factors that Motivate Academic Staff to
Conduct Research in Chinese Project 211 Universities, International Human
Resource Development Conference, Taipei
4. Davies,Doug; Liang,Wei; Yuhua,Xie & Zhang,Xinyan (2011) Human Resources
Management in China: Case in HR practice. AI-Books, United Kingdom: Chandos;
ISBN: 9781843345527
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