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ABSTRACT

This survey study was conducted: (1) to investigate the extent to which
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers in public universities in northern
Thailand were aware of factors related to research productivity; (2) to explore
research productivity produced by these EFL teachers during a three-year
period (2005-2007); (3) to investigate factors related to research productivity;
and (4) to explore predictive factors concerning their research productivity.

The samples selected by the multi-stage sampling method were 140
faculty members from public universities in northern Thailand who were
teaching EFL courses during the academic year 2007. A set of questionnaires
(a0 =.95) written in Thai was used as the research tool. Data analysis was based
on descriptive statistics, Spearman’s rho correlation and stepwise multiple
regression.

The major findings were as follows. (1) These EFL teachers were aware
of factors which influenced their research performance. They rated the
environmental response factor at the high level, and rated the factors in self-
knowledge, social knowledge, and environmental condition at the medium
level. (2) Their research productivity in a three-year period equaled 4.5 pieces
of work per person on average. (3) Factors significantly correlated with the
research productivity of these EFL teachers included: age, working years in
higher education, highest education level, academic rank, conducting research
before graduation, research hours, self-knowledge factors, and family
responsibility. (4) Three co-factors which included: the highest education
level, academic rewards, and self-knowledge could predict the research
productivity of these EFL teachers. These predictors accounted for 43% (R
=438, p <.01).

The results suggested that the administrative authority should encourage
Thailand’s EFL faculty members to pursue the highest education level, improve
reward structures, and provide effective research training courses.

KEY WORDS: RESEARCH PRODUCTIVTY / RESERCH ROLE
PERFORMANCE / FACULTY WORK
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the first four sections included the background of the study,
rationale of the study, statement of the problems, and a conceptual framework which
helped provide the scope of the present study in the following section. Then, research
questions and objectives were discussed to help guide the study. The next two sections
covered the significance and the limitations of the study to demonstrate the advantages
and the weaknesses of the study. This chapter concluded with definitions of terms
along with a short summery of this chapter to portray the overall picture of the study.
Thus, this chapter is outlined as follows.

1.1 Background of the Study

1.2 Rationale of the Study

1.3 Statement of the Problems

1.4 Conceptual Framework

1.5 Scope of the Study

1.6 Research Questions

1.7 Research Objectives

1.8 Significance of the Study

1.9 Limitations of the Study

1.10 Definitions of Terms

1.11 Chapter Summary

1.1Background of the Study

Since the first initiation in the twelfth century, universities have been adapting
their roles according to the needs of society. Originally, a university arising in
Medieval Europe was a school of higher learning for the elite. Transferring high

knowledge and to some extent, scholarship seemed to be the ultimate goal of
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universities. With considerable influence from the Catholic Church, it particularly
provided high cultural, doctrinal, literary knowledge, and mathematical skills for
political or religious bureaucracies and trained for other emerging professions of law
and medicine (Perkin, 2006).

Then, after the Industrial Revolution in the seventeenth century and at the end
of the Second World War, there have been several critical transformations in
university curricula and faculty roles in European countries and other knowledge
communities around the world. As concluded by Perkin (2006), firstly, in terms of
university curricula, a wider range of study fields arose from new natural sciences and
applied sciences. Social sciences and humanities were also incorporated to serve the
needs of society’s leaders in industry, commerce, and finance. The important
inclusions were, for example; (1) biology, chemistry, and geology of natural sciences;
(2) engineering, and mineralogy of applied sciences; (3) commerce and social
administration of social sciences; and (4) modern languages and vernacular literature
of humanities. This adaptation largely resulted in the expansion of student numbers in
universities all over Europe, the U.S., and finally developing countries. Importantly,
the elite from the upper classes no longer solely made up that number because higher
learning in universities became more available for commoners.

Significantly, the industrial and new invention demands of society further
necessitated a new model of university and of faculty work in which not only were
teaching and scholarship performed, but research was also integrated. Hence, faculty
roles were radically changed. Research was growing more important for their work
life and had greatly changed the image of the professions. Typical faculty members, as

Parson (1968) claimed, came to resemble...

the scientists more than the gentlemen-scholar of an earlier time. As a result of
the process of professionalization, achievement criteria are now given the
highest priority, reputations are established in national and international forums
rather than locally defined, and the center of the gravity has shifted to the
graduate faculties and their newly professionalized large-scale research
function (p. 545).

Described in the seventeenth century, this statement does not really differ from

that which many educational scholars say about faculty work in the present world
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whereby “consumerism” is overwhelming. According to Rice (2006), new generations
of faculty members have to meet the new demands of a research oriented “assumptive
world” which “attracted” them by tenure and promotion. In addition, they are also
pressed to publish for the national standing of their institutions because the reputation
of a university largely depends on research outputs such as publications (Amey, 1999).
Despite the attractions and pressure they received, for some faculties, research seemed
to be a particularly great burden because teaching is their main practice (Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming). Moreover, a faculty
member’s will to conduct research depends largely on a number of factors (Blackburn
& Lawrence, 1995). This study aims to investigate those factors. Through this study,
research situations of universities in the context of study are also provided as well as

recommendations on how research could be promoted among faculty members.

1.2Rationale of the Study

As mentioned earlier, according to Perkin (2006), since the initiation of
universities in medieval Europe, the role of the academic profession has shifted
towards another emphasis. From the academic image of teachers-scholars transferring
knowledge to students, their image has been converted to that of professional
researchers who produce and publish research as an ultimate goal (Berheide, 1986).
Faculty members across disciplinary areas are required to perform activities related to
research, for example, producing knowledge, using the latest research results in their
teaching, and train students to conduct research (Teodorescu, 2000). Also influenced
by consumerism whereby the national wealth is the most important goal of many
countries, they have been attracted to conduct research studies by tenure and
promotions as well as pressed to publish for their institution prestige (Amey, 1999;
Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991; Rice, 2006). Specifically, instead
of paying attention to good teaching, research productivity has become more of an
essential criterion for determining academic positions in numerous universities in
developed countries (Berheide, 1986; Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter,
1991; Teodorescu, 2000), for examples, in Germany, the United States, and Australia
(Perkin, 2006).

Along with the age of globalization in which the distance between countries



Suwanan Sopatanarote Introduction / 4

has became in effect shorter as a result of advanced information technology, such
adjusted academic norms and evaluation schemes have been spreading from developed
countries to developing countries (Sirichana, 2001; Teodorescu, 2000). For example,
academic productivity of Mexican faculty members has been counted for additional
income since 1990 (Anton, 1996), and half of Brazilian faculty members have working
contracts requiring research activities (Schwatzman & Balbachevsky, 1996).

In particular, this internationally transformed academic value has recently
affected those aspects of Thailand’s educational policy. As shown in the National
Education Plan in the year 1992, more than a few agendas indicated the importance of
research conducting in higher education institutions, especially for universities. For
example, in the 11th agenda in which research emphasis was directly stated, higher
education institutes should “promote research development to generate innovations,
educational technology and knowledge in different sciences that are advantageous for
the development of knowledge content and teaching and learning processes for the
encouragement of learning (Cited in Tunsiri, 2004, p. 39)”. As well as, the 7th
agenda in which research was indirectly encouraged, higher education institutes should
promote “the excellence of knowledge and technology production and development
(Cited in Tunsiri, 2004, p. 37)”.

In response to this, Thailand’s universities have implemented these educational
policies by allocating, to some extent, research funds and research infrastructures as
well as other incentives such as tenure and administration positions. For example, as a
requirement of the Commission on Higher Education, faculties must conduct research
studies in order to yield and maintain academic ranks: assistant professor, associate
professor, and full professor (Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006). Nevertheless, in spite
of such supports and attractions, research is still neglected by general Thai faculty
members (Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming)
partly because this academic profession usually performs other roles larger than
research.

Typically, faculty members of Thailand’s universities are responsible for four
areas, which are (1) teaching, (2) research, (3) academic service, and (4) arts and
culture support (Chaiyatheeranuwatsiri, 1994; Paphaphoj, 1996; Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming; and Tunsiri, 2004).
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Among these duties, teaching is a predominant duty which creates difficulties in
conducting research among Thai faculty members (Intharathat, 2004; Phadkate, 2005;
Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming).

As shown from considerable studies conducted in several Thai university
contexts, teaching load was reported as a major difficulty along with a number of other
factors. This included an investigation into research difficulties and factors affecting
the conducting of research studies among faculty members of many higher education
institutions, for example, in Kasetsart University (Dumsuwan, 1999), Mahidol
University (Chaiyatheeranuwatsiri; 1994), Naresuan University (Phadkate, 2005;
Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006; Setobol, 2001; Suapheng, 2003), Srinakarinwirot
Prasanmit University (Jitphituk, 1989; Patisumphitha, 1989), King Mongkut’s
University of Technology Thonburi (Intharathat, 2004), private universities in the
Bangkok area (Pedthip, 1987), and Rajabhat Universities in the Bangkok area
(Subwasu, 1997). Interestingly, more than a few comparable research difficulties of
the sample faculty members were indicated: (1) lack of time because of teaching and
administrative loads, (2) lack of research knowledge, (3) lack of equipment and
assistants, (4) lack of funding, (5) lack of incentive, and (6) lack of motivation and/or
interest.

Not only did these studies receive corresponding findings among themselves,
they are also supported by the theory of faculty role performance and achievement
proposed by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) that faculty research performance
depends on the comparable factors. These included: (1) demographic and career
backgrounds (such as age, experience in higher education, and teaching loads), (2)
personal and environmental perceptions (such as motivation, interest, self-efficacy,
colleagues and administrations’ support), and (3) environmental conditions and
responses (such as funding and rewards).

However, despite numerous studies related to faculty members’ research
performance conducted in many Thai university contexts as mentioned earlier, several
important weaknesses related to previous studies on this topic are as follows:

First, the former studies possess some overlapping contexts of investigation.
Frequently, universities in and/or around Bangkok were studied while little research

was conducted with faculty members teaching at universities in other regions of
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Thailand.

Second, a variety of theories on organizational behaviors were applied
in the previous studies. For example, Dumsuwan (1999) applied Klien’s (1989)
control theory model of work motivation to frame his study. Chaiyatheeranuwatsiri
(1994) and Suapheng (2003) based their studies on Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975)
reasoned action theory. Patisumphitha (1989) employed Herzberg’s (1959) factors
affecting work intention. Nevertheless, the most specific theory on faculty role
performance and achievement proposed by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995), which
may considerably provide a more appropriate framework, was never employed by any
research studies in Thailand’s university contexts. Especially, some factors based on
this theoretical model were still unexplored.

Finally, most studies emphasized investigating faculty members in university
contexts where different academic disciplines were studied, but not many studies
investigated into faculty members in specific academic disciplines.

Especially for the last weakness, to treat each academic discipline separately is
more appropriate for research on scholarly productivity because each has different
styles of conducting research (Meltzer, 1949; Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981). To
date, a lot of studies explored research difficulties and related factors among faculty
members in scientific disciplines, with less study in the social sciences. Interestingly,
only a few studies explore faculty members of the humanities who were sometimes
studied as only a part of a university context. Particularly, among Thai faculty
members of the humanities, language teachers especially English teaching faculty
members seem to be overloaded with teaching, because a number of English courses
are compulsory in most Thai universities. Further, these teachers are generally “fond
of teaching rather than conducting research over a long period” (Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming, p.3). The requirement to

conduct and publish research...

makes some English teachers suffer, because they lack both knowledge and the
skills required for research productivity, and also their motivation is low.
However, they still have to produce their research publication (Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming, p. 3).
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For these reasons, the present study aimed to study factors related to research
productivity of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) faculty members who teach at
public universities in Northern Thailand. The theory of faculty role performance and
achievement as proposed by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) was employed in order
to reveal important factors affecting research productivity of these faculty members.
The main purposes were to understand their difficulties in producing research and to
provide practical suggestions for the advancement of research role performance in the
target population and other EFL faculty members in other higher education institutions

in other parts of Thailand.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

On a professional basis, EFL faculty members have to produce and publish
research, but are hampered by many obstacles, such as, teaching and administrative
loads; lack of research knowledge, motivation, and/or interest; insufficient equipment,
incentives, lack of funding and no assistants (Intharathat, 2004; Phadkate &
Sayananonth, 2006).

Knowing how these factors influence faculty members to produce research
would considerably help both faculty members themselves and administrators plan,
organize, and set strategies to promote an increasing number of research products.
However, little research investigated difficulties in EFL faculty members teaching in
Thai universities, and predictive factors of their research productivity have never been
revealed. Thus, it is a must to research into how these factors affect EFL faculty
members’ research performance. In this study, the theory of faculty role performance
and achievement proposed by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) are employed in order
to reveal research situations and predictive factors affecting research productivity of

these faculty members.

1.4 Conceptual Framework

As displayed in Figure 1, this study was based on Blackburn and Lawrence’s
(1995) theoretical model of faculty role performance and achievement. As they
proposed, there were eight categories of factors affecting research performance of a

faculty member. These included: (1) socio-demographic characteristics, (2) career



Suwanan Sopatanarote Introduction / 8

factors, (3) work behaviors, (4) self-knowledge, (5) social knowledge, (6)

environmental condition, (7) environmental response, and (8) social contingencies.

Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995)
Factors Related to Faculty Role

Performance and Achievement:

Research

(1) Socio-demographic characteristics Productivity
(2) Career factors, Te(z)lf(‘:lllaeFrIsJ of
(3) Work behaviors, N{ Public

University in
4) Self-knowl
(4) Self-knowledge, Northern
(5) Social knowledge, Thailand

(6) Environmental condition,
(7) Environmental response, and

(8) Social contingencies.

Figure 1 Factors Related to Research Performance as Depicted by the Theoretical
Model: Faculty Role Performance and Achievement of Blackburn and

Lawrence (1995)

To deliberate, (1) Socio demographic factors refer to an individual’s fixed
characteristics including age, sex, and race. (2) Career factors, in contrast to socio-
demographic factors, refer to things an individual did or experienced that are not set by
birth such as academic disciplines, graduate schools, the highest educational level
attained, place of work, career age, and academic rank. (3) Work behaviors refer to an
individual faculty’s activities that lead to his or her products or outcomes. As
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) stated, “time spent represents a measure of a behavior
(p. 30).” These include time or hours given for activities related to research (such as
chairing dissertations and writing an academic articles), teaching (such as preparing
teaching aids and writing a new syllabus), and service and scholarships (such as
performing services linked to a revised curriculum or a new division and giving

college lectures). (4) Self-knowledge factors refer to cognitive characteristics or self-
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perceptions related to behaviors or products in research, teaching, or service and
scholarships of an individual including, for example, interest in and preference for a
role, commitment, self-efficacy, job satisfaction, and other psychological attributes. (5)
Social knowledge factors refer to an individual’s perceptions of various aspects of
work environment. These perceptions include beliefs formed by experiences with
colleagues, administrators, faculty meetings, and institutional rules and norms. (6)
Environmental conditions include other factors outside the workplace affecting a
faculty’s behaviors to initiate academic products, for instance, federal funding. (7)
Environmental response factors refer to things resulted from an individual faculty’s
products including promotion, a merit raise, increased clerical support, and a graduate
research assistant. Finally, (8) social contingencies include various events in an
individual’s life affecting his or her role performance. Examples include family

responsibilities and an extended illness.

1.5 Scope of the Study
As added above, the target population of the present study comprised of EFL

faculty members who were teaching at public universities in Northern Thailand during
the academic year 2007 and had at least three-year teaching experience in their
universities. Ratchamongkol Technology Universities and two open universities:
Ramkamhang University and Sukhothai Thummathiraj University were not included
in the study because Ratchamongkol Technology Universities have recently founded,
and these open universities in northern Thailand have been emphasizing on teaching
only. Based on a Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) theoretical model of faculty role
performance and achievement, a set of questionnaires was designed and piloted to use
with this group of EFL teachers to elicit information concerning their research
performance and factors related to it. Then, factors related to research productivity of

these EFL teachers were explored to answer research questions as the following.

1.6 Research Questions
In order to understand the situations in research role performance of EFL
teachers in public universities in northern Thailand, three research questions helped

guide the present study.
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1. To what extent were EFL teachers in public universities in northern Thailand
aware of the following factors?
a. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of self-knowledge?
b. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of social knowledge?
c. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of environmental
condition?
d. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of environmental
responses?
2. What was the total research productivity produced by these EFL teachers
between the years 2005 to 20077
3. What were the relationships between these EFL teachers’ research
productivity and the studied factors: demographic characteristics, career factors,
research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition,
environmental response, and social contingencies?
4. What were the predictive factors significantly affecting research productivity

of these EFL teachers?

1.7 Research Objectives
The ultimate goals of this study aims:

1. To understand the perceptions of EFL teachers in public universities in
Northern Thailand toward self-knowledge, social-knowledge, environmental response,
and environmental condition factors,

2. To explore research productivity produced by these EFL teachers between
the years 2005 to 2007,

3. To reveal the relationships between their research productivity and the
factors set forth by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) which were demographic
characteristics, career factors, research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge,
environmental response, environmental condition, and social contingencies, and

4. To reveal predictive factors significantly affecting research productivity of

these EFL teachers.
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1.8 Significance of the Study

A minimum of three groups of educational stakeholders will benefit from the
research findings received from the present study as follows.

First, for educational researchers, this study can be replicated with various
groups of higher education teachers in a number of educational contexts.

Second, for EFL teachers teaching at university level, the results will
illuminate the reasons behind their number of research outcomes. This will help raise
their self-awareness of the research role in their universities.

Third, for the administrators of the universities whereby their EFL faculty
members are studied and other universities in comparable contexts, the results will
lead to meaningful suggestions to advance their university faculty members’ research

productivity.

1.9 Limitation of the Study

Firstly, in spite of the ability of generalization in a quantitative study, this
study’s results may be generalized in a group of EFL faculty members in Thai
universities better than in the groups of faculty members in other academic disciplines.
This is because other academic disciplines have different styles of academic work in
terms of both teaching and research (Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981).

In another limitation, since this study collected data from EFL teachers who are
normally overloaded with teaching and other academic work, and this research topic
might be sensitive for some faculty members, it was difficult to collect all data from
the sampled teachers. This resulted in the return rate of 76%. In other words, from 140
disseminated questionnaires, 106 copies were returned.

However, this study did provide better understanding on what EFL teachers
were thinking about research and what factors affected their research performance.
Hence, the results were advantageous for supporting and improving the research
performance of faculty members teaching English in other higher education

institutions.
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1.10 Definitions of Terms

1. EFL teachers refers to persons who teach English in a country where
English is not used as an official language (Darian, 1972) and are performing their
duties in their universities during the 2007 academic year.

2. Public universities in Northern Thailand, in this study, included every public
university in Northern Thailand excluding Ratchamongkol Technology Universities
and two open universities: Ramkamhang University and Sukhothai Thummathiraj
University.

3. Research productivity can be defined as concrete research outputs or
products (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995) over a period of time (Ramsden, 1994). In
this study, the number of single-author and team research studies, the number of thesis
study of a faculty member working as a major advisor or a co-advisor, and published
and presented articles were counted as their research productivity. These research
products must be completed during a three-year period (from January, 2005 to
December, 2007)

4. Factors related to research productivity refers to factors directly and
indirectly affecting a faculty member’s research role performance. In this study, eight
categories of factors set forth by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) were studied.
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) depicted each factor as follows.

a. Socio-demographic characteristics refer to an individual’s fixed
characteristics such as age, sex, and race.

b. Career factors refer to things an individual did or experienced that
are not set by birth such as academic disciplines, graduate schools,
the highest educational level attained, place of work, career
age, and academic rank.

c. Research behaviors refer to time spent on a faculty member’s
activities that leads to his or her research products or outcomes.

d. Self-knowledge refers to an individual faculty member’s cognitive
characteristics or self-perceptions related to behaviors or products
in research such as interest, job satisfaction, self-competence

and other psychological attributes.
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e. Social knowledge refers to an individual’s perceptions of various
aspects of the work environment such as institutional rules, norms,
and administrator roles.

f. Environmental conditions refer to other factors outside the
workplace affecting a faculty’s behavior to initiate research
products such as federal funding.

g. Environmental responses refer to things resulting from an individual
faculty’s research products, including a variety of rewards such as a
promotion and a merit raise

h. Social contingencies refer to various events in an individual’s life
that interfere with his or her research performance such as family

responsibilities and an extended illness.

1.11 Chapter Summary

As in other academic disciplines in other countries’ university contexts, EFL
faculty members teaching in Thailand’s universities have been expected to be
productive researchers. However, there has been little exploration on how and why
EFL faculty members produced research outcomes as they did. As a consequence, the
present study aimed to study factors related to the research productivity of EFL
teachers working in public universities in northern Thailand. Based on Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995), these teachers’ research productivity during a three-year period from
the years 2005 to 2007 was studied as a dependent variable that may be affected by a
series of independent variables. The results from the present study were expected to
lead to better research performance and facilitate a higher number of research studies
produced by EFL faculty members in the studied universities and in other universities

in Thailand.
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CHAPTERII
LITERATURE REVIEW AND RELATED RESEARCH

In this chapter, related studies regarding factors related to the research
productivity of faculty members were reviewed. The first two sections began with the
critical transitions of universities which influenced some aspects of the duties and
responsibilities of faculty members today. Then, the process of research conducting
and research products or research productivity were described. Next, factors related to
research productivity were reviewed followed by a series of related studies conducted
in the context of Thailand’s higher education institutions. In the last section, research
attributes in the field of language teaching were explained along with a discussion of
problems related to research conducting by EFL faculty members. Therefore, this
chapter is outlined as follows.
2.1 Universities in Transition
2.1.1 Elite to Mass Education
2.1.2 University Autonomy
2.1.3 Professionalization

2.2 Duties and Responsibilities of Faculty Members
2.2.1 Role Preference
2.2.2 Distribution of Effort
2.2.3 Evaluation Schemes
2.2.4 Relationships

2.3 Research: Focus on the Process of
2.3.1 Definitions
2.3.2 Objectives
2.3.3 Categories

2.4 Research: Focus on the Product

2.5 Factors Related to Research Conducting by Faculty Members

2.6 Research Conducting of Thailand’s Faculty Members



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 15

2.7 Research Conducting of EFL Faculty Members
2.7.1 Language Research
2.7.2 Past and Current Situations of EFL Faculty Members in
Research Conducting
2.7.3 Difficulties in Research Conducting of Thai EFL Faculty
Members

2.8 Chapter Summary

2.1 Universities in Transition

One of the best ways to portray a modern university is as a social organization
fulfilling numerous functions such as providing higher learning, preparing students to
join future professions, and producing knowledge and innovations through research
(Ballantine, 1997; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Perkin, 2006). Logically, as social
organizations, they are inevitably linked to social and economic development and
national demands (Van der Molen, 1994). The facets of universities have been
changing due to these reasons. This section aimed to demonstrate three crucial
adaptations of universities that have shifted faculty members’ duties and
responsibilities today. These include elite to mass education, university autonomy,
and professionalization.

2.1.1 Elite to Mass Higher Education

Referring to Perkin (2006), initially universities were places for the elite. The
bureaucrats were trained and provided higher learning such as high culture, doctrines,
literary knowledge, and mathematical skills to become political or religious masters.
With the coming of industrialization in the seventeenth century, universities became
more available for common people (Perkin, 2006). In particular, higher education
enrollment was dramatically expanded tenfold between the years 1950 to 1987
(Psacharopoulos, 1991). This increased enrollment derived from: (1) society’s
demands on leaders in industry, commerce, and finance, which only universities could
produce, to increase the competitiveness of the country (Perkin, 2006; Psacharopoulos,
1991), (2) Society’s needs of both skilled and unskilled workers (Perkin, 2006), and
(3) the increased income of global people (Psacharopoulos, 1991).
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What are the effects on faculty members’ lives? Unavoidably, such enrollment
expansion has affected how faculty members perform their work. Firstly, as a result of
the demand for skilled workers, “disciplined-based” (Rice, 2006) or “single-subject”
(Perkin, 2006) faculty members appeared. In this position, faculty members must be
knowledgeable and expert in the subjects they teach in order to produce specialized
workers. Moreover, they must involve themselves in producing knowledge and
innovations for the development of their academic disciplines and for the demands of
industry for more thorough research.

2.1.2 University Autonomy

As mentioned by Perkin (2006), as a result of elite to mass education which
enlarged higher education enrollment, universities needed to depend on governmental
resources because of higher operational costs. For this reason, universities in most
countries have been bureaucratized and dominated by superior authorities, so they lost
“their autonomy and academic freedom”, the image of what is call a “university”
when it was originated. Under a bureaucratic system, universities have been criticized
for lacking management flexibility and discretion because their budget is supported
by governmental agencies and their administrative decisions must rely on central
policies (Kirtikara, 2004). However, this university system still possesses one
essential advantage for Thailand’s faculty members. There is a great deal of job
security due to life-long employment as a civil servant.

In contrast, according to Kirtikara (2004), under the basic assumption that the
bureaucraratic system often interferes with the development of a good university, the
concept of an autonomous university has been implemented by a number of
universities in developed countries as well as some developing countries such as
Thailand. Learning from the way America’s universities such as the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology (MIT) and University of Michigan and from some Australian
universities, have been managing themselves, autonomous universities in Thailand
were initiated. Examples include Suranaree University of Technology (SUT), King
Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi (KMUTT), and Mae Fah Luang
University (MFU). Key conventions of university autonomy were shared as

concluded by Kirtikara (2004) that...
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University autonomy means that the State allows autonomous universities to
manage its own major internal affairs, namely, academic matters (academic
programs, university structures), personnel matters (personnel system,
recruitment, remuneration, benefits), and finance and budgets (budget
management system). (p. 38)

Nevertheless, this does not mean that autonomous universities must finance
themselves for the whole budget. They are also supported by the government.
Moreover, faculty members received some positive impact in return. As Sirichana

(2001) stated that universities’...

autonomy will allow them to get funding support in the form of a block grant.
Their administration and management, however, will have to be adjusted with
more authority given at the university council level. Their faculty and staff
will be hired on the contractual basis with the status of employees. Such
changes in the practice and nature of their employment will provide in return
increased salary and benefits, depending on their performance and capabilities.

(p. 45)

What are the effects on faculty members’ lives? Although such positive
impacts derived from the ways in which autonomous universities are administrated,
this critical change affects the decrease of Thai faculty members’ job security more
than ever before. That is when life-long employment as a civil servant was replaced
by contractual employment, faculty members are evaluated on the basis of their
outcomes (Kirtikara, 2004). Therefore, faculty members possibly received higher
pressure to be effective teachers and, importantly, productive researchers to meet the
requirements of an output-based contract to exist in autonomous universities.

2.1.3 Professionalization

Also as a result of society’s demands on advanced technology and innovations,
academic work became more complicated. The research requirement is a crucial
product of such science and technology growth. In addition, research is a decisive
instrument of national competitiveness in the business world because it has
inextricable relationships with economic growth, technological advancement, and the
knowledge wealth of a country (May, 1997). As a consequence, faculty members who
transfer knowledge and train future professionals with students as a priority, are

required to do research activities as another central function.
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As addressed by Parson (1968), professionalization changed the image of a
faculty member from a gentleman-scholar to a scientist. Assumptions were addressed

by Rice (1986) to show what it means to fully professional academics as follows.

1. Research is the central professional endeavor and the focus of academic life.
2. Quality in the profession is maintained by peer review and professional
autonomy. 3. Knowledge is pursued for its own sake. 4. The pursuit of
knowledge is best organized according to discipline (i.e., according to
discipline-based departments). 5. Reputations are established through national
professional associations. 6. The distinctive task of the academic professional
is the pursuit of cognitive truth (or cognitive rationality). 7. Professional
rewards and mobility accrue to those who persistently accentuate their
specializations. (p. 14)

What are the effects on faculty members’ lives? Referring to the excerpt, it can
be seen that possible reasons for professionalization are chained and clustered around
business and knowledge grounds. For business reasons, research is the most important
source for any higher education institution to gain a reputation that could attract more
students and therefore more profits to promote their self-reliance. Besides, it becomes
a professional advancement booster for faculty members who desire promotion and
rewards (Berheide, 1986; Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991;
Teodorescu, 2000).

For knowledge grounds, as concluded from Rice’s (1986) remark, research is
perceived as a device for the pursuit of knowledge. Not only for business purposes,
research is conducted to reveal knowledge for its own sake. It helps raise self-
realization and foster human maturity (Stromholm, 1994). For faculty members who
engage in research, knowledge from processes to conduct research and from their
outputs has a considerable ability to enhance their mental growth. As it is often
assumed, research helps the quality of teaching and other academic work fall into
place (Rice, 2000).

In conclusion for this section, it can be seen that whatever may have happened
in higher education, faculty members are the object of changes; while, they
themselves are also key change agents. For example, required to adjust their roles

from ordinary teachers to teachers who produce knowledge through research, they are
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trained, supported, and evaluated by educational policies set by authorities. At the
same time, they are the persons who produce innovations and train the next
generations of researchers for the country. Also, when new teaching approaches are
introduced, as teachers, faculty members are the object of policies to train the new
practitioners. Meanwhile, those who implement such approaches and initiate changes
in students’ lives are, inevitably, teachers. Hence, it may not be overstated that faculty
members are “the key resources” (Blackburn et al., 1986) who implement and initiate
changes in their students, in the higher education system, and in their countries
through their daily duties which are usually operated in classrooms, in front of desks

in cubical partitions, and sometimes in laboratories.

2.2 Duties and Responsibilities of Faculty Members

Teaching, research, and, to some extent, administration and community
service are responsibilities of faculty members in modern universities (Marsh &
Hattie, 2002). Among these, whether being volunteers or not, except from teaching,
faculty members are required to conduct and publish research as one of the most
dominant roles (Blau, 1973; Marsh & Hattie, 2002). Since both functions require a
significant endeavor to perform, tensions on these two academic duties have long
been debated on several issues, mostly, on role preference, time allocation, the
evaluation scheme, and the relationship.

2.2.1 Role preference: Which role has more satisfaction?

National Surveys in America (1968; 1972; 1975; 1977; 1984 cited in
Blackburn et al., 1986) reported the differences in American faculty members’ role
preference across higher education institution types, genders, and ages. First, at
research universities, faculty members tended to prefer research over teaching
whereas faculty members in other kinds of institutions, reported a tendency toward a
preference for teaching. Second, it was found that women preferred teaching more
than men. Third, faculty members had less interest in research when they got older.
Interestingly, one research study conducted by Kelly and Hart (1971) to investigate
faculty members’ role preference in an American state university were in agreement

that younger faculty members preferred research more than the older ones.
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2.2.2. Distributions of effort: How do faculty members allocate their time
and effort?

Stark, Lowther, and Hagerty (1986) analyzed the data from America’s national
survey in 1985 of faculty members from 551 comprehensive colleges and universities
to reveal the distributions of effort in ten academic disciplines. They reported that,
overall, faculty members devoted more time to teaching than to conducting research.
Nevertheless, variations of effort and time allocated by faculty members among
different fields were indicated. First, faculty members in nursing, journalism, social
work, and education spent more time on teaching than those in law and pharmacy.
Second, time spent on research is higher on average among faculty members in
pharmacy, business, law, library science, and engineering.

The previous results were consistent with the research of Bowen and Schuster
(1986) and of Kelly and Hart (1971) making the point that faculty members in
different academic disciplines indicated teaching as the most important role, so they
put all of their efforts into teaching rather than on research. Further, Bowen and
Schuster’s (1986) findings also bolstered Stark, Lowther, and Hagerty’s (1986)
discovery that scientists devoted most of their time on research and less time on
teaching.

2.2.3 The evaluation scheme: Which role rewards more?

Literature related to academic rewards have long been indicated an unfair
evaluation scheme of modern universities that prominently inclines toward research.
(Amey, 1999; Berheide, 1986; Comm & Mathaisel, 2003; Rice, 2006; Serow, 2000).
In spite of good teaching as the main evaluation criterion, professional advancement
goes to faculty members who receive research “publications, citations, honors, and
awards” (Berheide, 1986). This scheme of evaluation in particular is the opposite of
the proper basis of a teaching career because teaching is far less influential than
publishing in attracting returns (Hattie & Marsh, 1996).

Such an evaluation scheme may bring about a hazardous effect on teaching
responsibilities. “Publish or perish” is the term widely used to describe faculty
members who concentrate on publishing research while paying scant attention to
teaching (Blau, 1973). Comm and Mathaisel (2003) demonstrated some disadvantages

that resulted from such an academic work pattern in that:
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It encourages the academic (publishing obscure articles) over utilitarian
(responding to the needs of students and society); it encourages PhD and MBA
training over undergraduate training; and it encourages a loyalty to one’s
specialized discipline over loyalty to students, to the school, or to colleagues
who profess a different discipline. These problems along with faculty
workload and compensation issues, can obviously lead to lower academic
quality for students. (p. 201)

In spite of this problem, these assessment schemes have been spreading from
research universities to comprehensive universities and even small Liberal Arts
colleges (Amey, 1999; Michalak & Friedrich, 1981). However, the important question
is whether it is appropriate for faculty members in all higher education contexts
especially in comprehensive universities and colleges whereby teaching is the main
focus. Is there the possibility that research can interfere with teaching practices?

2.2.4 The relationship: Can these roles go together?

Engaging in research activities has long been claimed to improve teaching in
colleges and universities because it is thought that research makes an instructor more
knowledgeable, and that a knowledgeable instructor would teach better, make a class
more interesting, and foster an enthusiastic class at best (Friedrich & Michalak, 1983;
Harry & Goldner, 1972; Linsky & Straus, 1975). However, most research studies
investigating research and teaching relationships found almost no support for the
claim. In fact, numerous studies reported a near-zero relationship between research
productivity and teaching effectiveness. For example, Hattie and Marsh’s (1996)
meta-analysis study that reviewed fifty-eight studies on research-teaching
relationships found an average relationship of .06. Feldman (1987a, cited in Marsh &
Hattie, 2002) summarizing twenty-nine studies reported an overall correlation of .12.
Besides, the recent study conducted by Marsh and Hattie (2002) reported a minimum
correlation of .03 (Marsh & Hattie, 2002). As commonly found, research has neither
positive nor negative effects on teaching practices. On the contrary, as found in
Ramsden and Moses’s (1992) study on Australian faculty members, more productive
faculty members in research tended to be less effective at teaching in their students’

point of view.
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2.3 Research: Focus on the Process

Research of faculty members refers to a process resulting in “a product — an
article, for example” (Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). The
number of publications are usually counted and examined when investigating research
products of a faculty member. Nevertheless, research is an even more profound
process in which faculty members need to engage in order to initiate a research
product such as an article. To understand the concept of research better, research
definition, objectives, and its categories were therefore explained below.

2.3.1 The Definition

Research can be briefly defined as “a systematic process of collecting and
logically analyzing information (data) for some purpose (McMillan & Schumacher,
1997, p. 9)”. According to McMillan and Schumacher (1997), research is a process in
which a researcher interacts with the logic of research problems, design, and the
interpretations of research data. Generally, a research study involves six major
processes (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). These included (1) the selection of a
general problem, (2) the review of literature or previous studies on the problem, (3)
the selection of the specific research problem, question, or hypothesis, (4) data
collection, (5) the analysis and presentation of data or integrative diagrams, finally (6)
the report of research findings and conclusions or generalizations regarding the
problem. Through these processes, the researcher deliberately selects research
methods that involve valid and reliable procedures to collect data and theories
regarding a phenomenon to describe the research data.

2.3.2 The Objectives

Johnson and Christensen (2004) classified the objectives of research into five
major categories: (1) exploration, (2) description, (3) explanation, (4) prediction, and
(5) influence. According to these two scholars, first, exploration-type objectives refer
to the attempts of research studies to generate ideas about phenomena. These attempts
are especially important for additional research because they provide background
specifications of phenomena. Second, description-type objectives attempt to describe
the characteristics of a phenomenon. Third, explanation-type objectives seeks to
reveal the reasons behind the phenomenon. Forth, prediction-type objectives attempt

to predict or forecast a phenomenon by exploring the conditions or the factors causing
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that phenomenon to happen. Finally, influence-type objectives attempt to provide
research knowledge for applications to influence concrete outcomes. This latter type
is different from the earlier objectives due to its focus on the application rather than
the generalization of research knowledge.

2.3.3 The Categories

In general, research can be classified according to two major criteria: the
research functions and the research methods. For the first criterion, according to
McMillan and Schumacher (1997) research can be classified into (1) basic research,
(2) applied research, and (3) evaluation research. (1) Basic research aims: (a) to
generate fundamental knowledge about nature and social phenomena (Johnson &
Christensen, 2004); (b) to test theories, scientific laws, or basic principles; and (c) to
determine the relationships among phenomena and emphasizes the generalizations of
discovered knowledge (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). (2) Applied research focuses
on “answering real-world, practical questions to provide relatively immediate
solutions (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, p. 9)”. The main function of this type of
research is to test the usefulness of theories in a specific field such as medicine,
engineering, and education (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). (3) Evaluation research
is usually carried out (a) to determine the quality or the merit of an evaluation object
in a real-world setting such as an educational program of a school and (b) to assess the
worth of a specific practice (Johnson & Christensen, 2004; McMillan & Schumacher,
1997).

Generally, when categorized according to research methods, research can be
classified into quantitative research and qualitative research. According to McMillan
and Schumacher (1997), the most distinctive difference is that “quantitative research
presents statistical results represented with numbers; qualitative research presents
facts in a narration with words (p. 15).”

There are also major differences in research methods and the emphasis of
these two types of research. As depicted by McMillan and Schumacher (1997),
research methods used in a quantitative study include structured observations,
standardized interviews, tests, questionnaires, and unobtrusive measures. Shared
characteristics of these quantitative methods include the design to reduce potential

error and bias and the emphasis on generalization of the research results to universal
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contexts. Meanwhile, research methods used in a qualitative study include participant
observations, semi-structure and unstructured (ethnographic) interviews, and
document collection. Differing from quantitative methods, shared characteristics of
these qualitative research methods are “disciplined subjectivity” and the focus on
“detailed context-bound generalization”. However, these two research categories are
not enough to categorize a research study implementing both quantitative and
qualitative research methods. As a consequence, a mixed research paradigm, as
referred by Johnson and Christensen (2004), is used to explain a research study using

a mixture of these two research method categories.

2.4 Research: Focus on the Product

Generally, “productivity” is the term typically used in the field of economics
to explain the relationship between physical output and physical input of a production
procedure (Kopelman, 1983). Put in other words, by adding time and quality
dimensions, Weihrich (1985) defined productivity as “the input-output ratio within a
time period with due consideration for quality (p. 9)”.

Research productivity: Influenced by the productivity definitions in the field
of economics, according to Blackburn and Lawrence (1995), research productivity
can be defined as concrete research outputs or products (such as published articles,
chapters in a book written from research studies, and software programs) from
research inputs including research behaviors (such as dissertation and research project
involvement) and time spent in research activity.

To measure research productivity of faculty members, usually a publication
count, including total articles, book chapters, or books published over a period of time,
is the most critical indicator (Ramsden, 1994). However, in using this method, only a
quantitative dimension is presented. Hence, many educational researchers (Lindsay,
1980; Linsky & Straus, 1975; Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold, & Morrow, 1990) have
attempted a number of measures that also take into account qualitative dimension.
Concluded by Zainab (2000), these methods include (1) citation counts, (2) weighting
publications, and (3) peer ratings. In short, (1) Citation counts refer to the number of
times a scholar’s work was cited by others (Linsky & Straus, 1975). (2) Weighting

publications, as used in the studies of Linsky and Straus (1975) and Thoreson,
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Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow (1990), can be done by awarding points for different
types of publication. Finally, (3) peer ratings are given by a scholar’s colleagues to

consider the quality of his or her published research studies (Zainab, 2000).

2.5 Factors Related to Research Conducting of Faculty Members

With considerable attention from educational researchers, factors related to
research productivity of faculty members worldwide have been reviewed and
categorized. For example, fox (1983) examined literature and concluded three major
factors which are (1) individual-level characteristics such as psychological traits, (2)
environmental location such as institutional prestige and graduate school where
faculty members received their degree, and (3) a feedback process such as recognition
and citation.

According to Zainab (1999), factors affecting faculty research are generally
classified into three major categories: (1) personal factors such as age, gender, and
personality traits; (2) academic factors comprising rank, tenure, and experience; and
(3) departmental factors including such as reinforcement and rewards, discipline
differences, colleagues, and departmental management.

In a more deliberate version, based on previous studies on related topics
conducted mainly in the United States, Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) concluded
eight major categories of factors related to research productivity of higher education
teachers which were comparable to factors concluded by Fox (1983) and Zainab
(1999). These include (1) socio-demographic characteristics, (2) career factors, (3)
research behaviors, (4) self-knowledge, (5) social knowledge, (6) environmental
condition, (7) environmental response, and (8) social contingencies.

To review factors related to the research productivity of faculty members,
these eight categories of factors are outlined and given supported findings by
literature as follows.

1. Socio-demographic characteristics refer to an individual’s fixed
characteristics including age, gender, and race (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
Among these, age and gender have largely been studied; whereas, race was usually

explored in countries having ethnic diversity especially in the United States.
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a. Age: Age has generally been considered as an experience indicator of
any performance (Zainab, 1999). However, more than a few studies indicated that
younger faculty members produced and published research more than the older
faculty members, and research productivity of faculty members generally declined
with increasing age (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Zainab, 1999). Further, faculty
members’ peaks and falls in research publications were also reported. Faculty
members in between thirty-six to fifty years of age were shown to publish the most
(Sadofsky, 1984; Kyvik, 1990); while, those who passed the age of retirement (sixty
plus) were the least productive (Zainab, 1999). As Lawrence and Blackburn (1988,
cited in Zainab, 1999) explained, this decline pattern derived from (1) less aspiration
to be the ideal scholar, (2) being tired in their mid-life from overwork, and (3) being
more attuned to their institutions than their disciplines.

b. Gender: Studies on effects of gender on faculty research productivity
generally indicated gender as a weak correlate (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987;
Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). The major finding showed that
men published more than women on average (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987;
Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Zainab, 1999). For example, Blackburn, Behymer, and
Hall (1987) found that in two-year period men were three times more likely to publish
articles than women. Due to this case, Zainab (1999) explained that women have to
spend more time on family obligations than men, and in the past, academic
opportunities went more to men than women.

¢. Race: In the countries having variations in race, according to
Blackburn, Wenzel, and Bieber (1994), it is often assumed that the minority publishes
less than the majority. As found in the United States, white faculty members, the
majority of the country, published more than other ethnicities (American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Latin American) (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). However,
Blackburn, Wenzel, and Bieber (1994) found that ethnicity did not directly influence
publications, but the disciplines whereby the minority usually worked such as nursing
and medicine, emphasized less on research publications than other sciences.

2. Career Factors refer to things an individual did or experienced that are not
set by birth (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Factors in this category such as academic

disciplines, highest degree, academic rank, place of work, and career age, have long
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received significant attention. These factors correlated with faculty members’ research
productivity as follows.

a. Academic Disciplines: The common pattern of findings usually
revealed that faculty members in the academic discipline of the sciences were found
to publish more articles than faculty members in the social sciences while faculties in
the humanities are the least productive researchers (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall,
1987; Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981; Wood, 1990). Depicted by Wanner, Lewis,
and Gregorio (1981), differences in styles of research work among disciplines
initiated variations in research publications. For example, scientific research is usually
carried out by teams in a laboratory which provides equipment and assistants; while,
working alone with “only books and little else” (p. 249) is research tradition among
the humanities.

b. Highest Degree: Found in common, faculty members who had
earned a Ph.D. published more than those who had not (Blackburn & Lawrence,
1995), and those who received their degree at an early age had their research
published more regularly than those who did not (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987).
The main reason for such finding was explained that faculty members were
considerably trained to conduct research and write good articles to complete a Ph.D.
(Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991).

c. Academic Rank: Considered to be the best predictor of research
productivity, the higher academic ranks indicated a significant correlation with
research productivity (Kyvik, 1990; Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987; Wanner,
Lewis, & Gregorio; 1981). Zainab (1999) suggested some possible reasons that “full
professors have more opportunities to do research and publish their findings because
of less teaching load, better professional contacts and access to more research funds (p.
86).”

d. Place of Work: Usually, a greater number of productive researchers
were found in prestigious departments and universities (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall,
1987; Long, 1978). However, it was noted by Long (1978) that research productivity
scarcely affected institutional prestige; whereas, prestigious institutions significantly

affected higher research productivity of faculty members.
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e. Career Age: Similar to faculty members’ age, the number of
working years in higher education is seen as an experience indicator. Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) found a slight positive correlation with faculty member’s research
productivity. Nevertheless, Teodoreseu’s (2000) investigation into correlates of the
publication productivity of faculty members across ten countries reported that the
career age in higher education was not a significant correlate of the research
productivity.

3. Research Behaviors refer to efforts and time a faculty member allocated to
research activities. Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) indicated that, in general, these
factors were consistent with a faculties’ research productivity.

4. Self-knowledge refers to personal psychological traits. As Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) proposed, these factors include research interest, research
commitment, self-efficacy, job satisfaction, and other psychological attributes
reflected through self-evaluation. The definitions of these factors were provided as
follows.

a. Research interest refers to the number of attempts a faculty member
participates in research activities (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995) such as participating
in academic conferences, reading academic papers, exchanging research ideas, and
inspecting research in other institutions.

b. Research commitment refers to a faculty member’s ambition to do
research studies, even if he or she is facing hardship (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995;
Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 1989).

c. Self-competence in research refers to a faculty member’s perception
showing his or her confidence in research conducting (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

d. Self-efficacy was resulting from an evaluation of an action which
influences how one perceives their efficacy on that action and expects outcome from
taking such action (Bandura, 1977). In other words, according to Vasil (1996), it
refers to a faculty member’s belief that he or she has abilities and skills needed to
produce the final output such as conducting, publishing, or presenting research.

e. Job satisfaction refers to positive attitudes toward a faculty

member’s work attributes and duties (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
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In Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, and Trautvetter’s (1991) study with
faculty members in all of Carnegie in all institutional types, among these factors, self-
competence and commitment are significant predictors of research productivity, but
research interest did not predict research outcomes.

Apart from these personal characteristics as concluded in Blackburn
and Lawrence’s (1995) work, Zainab (1999) concluded that the important
characteristics of a productive researcher must (1) have a positive attitude and strong
motivation toward research, (2) have certain work habits such as the ability to
organize time, having the energy to work hard and persist in reaching long-term goals,
being self-confident and self-disciplined and tolerating ambiguity, and (3) be a
creative person who is independent and likes to play with ideas.

5. Social knowledge refers to an individual’s perceptions of various aspects of
the work environment. These perceptions include beliefs formed by experience with
colleagues, administrators, faculty meetings, institutional rules and norms (Blackburn
& Lawrence, 1995). Social and material supports, intellectual climate, and
departmental preference and value formed social-knowledge of a faculty member.
Importantly, collegial workplace and institutional preference toward research as
supporting norms of faculty’s research productivity (Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, &
Trautvetter, 1991).

6. Environmental Condition refers to factors outside the workplace such as
federal funding (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Wood (1990) reported the degree of
demands on research funds among faculty members of different academic disciplines
in one Australian university. As shown, most of them reported no problem as long as
computers and library facilities were available, but faculty members in applied
science needed more funds than the pure scientists and social scientists because they
had more laboratory work than table work. However, this lack of such supports often
made some of these faculty members reduce the scope of their studies.

7. Environmental Response refers to any forms of reinforcement received
from research publications. Recognitions, promotions, and rewards are examples
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). As Allison and Stewart (1974) reported, faculty

members who are successful in publishing and receive rewards tend to publish even
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more. Among these, recognition from colleagues is a critical reinforcement of
research creations of faculty members (Cole, 1979).

8. Social contingencies refer to other events affecting research productivity of
a faculty such as family responsibility and extended illness (Blackburn & Lawrence,
1995). While extended illness was usually overlooked in its effect on faculty research
productivity; family responsibilities were usually explored in the forms of marital
status and childcare. In contrast to the common assumption that more family
responsibilities may distract work performance, more than a few studies presented
surprising findings. For example, Kyvik’s (1990) study found that married men and
women that were Norwegian faculty members conducted and published more research
than those who were not, and mothers were more productive than single women.
Possible reasons given for this result included: (1) married women or mothers may
have higher energy and tolerance, (2) may be supported by their husband, and (3)

have a more stable life.

2.6 Research Conducting of Thailand’s Faculty Members

Receiving significant attention in Thailand, the situation of research
conducting of faculty members has been investigated in many universities and
colleges with different focuses for more than ten years. Under this topic, previous
studies conducted in Thailand will be discussed according to four grounds as follows.

1. Attitudes toward research conducting

2. Intention to achieve research excellence

3. Research difficulties and requirements

4. Factors related to research productivity

1. Attitudes toward research conducting

Setobol (2001) conducted a survey study to investigate factors related to
attitudes toward research conducting of Naresuan University (NU) faculty members
who were government officials in the academic year 2000. Four hundred and thirty-
three Likert-scale questionnaires were distributed to NU faculty members from the
faculties in three academic disciplines: the humanities and the social sciences; the

sciences and technology; and the health sciences. Three hundred and forty-nine



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) /31

(80.6%) questionnaire copies were returned. Statistically calculated, on average, the
response to the questionnaires indicated that these participating faculty members held
positive  attitudes toward research conducting, reflected high researchers’
characteristics, and had high research motivation. Meanwhile, research self-
development and administrators’ support were moderate.

When the studied variables were statistically correlated by Pearson’s Product
Moment Correlation, significant relationships (p < .05) were reported. Attitudes
toward research conducting of these faculty members positively correlated with
researcher characteristics, research motivation, self-development in research, and
administrators’ support but negatively correlated with research experience.

Furthermore, from stepwise multiple regression analysis, the study found that
research motivation, researcher characteristics, and having no research experience
altogether could predict attitudes toward research conducting at 35.7%.

A corresponding result was reported by Phadkate (2005) who investigated
attitudes toward research conducting of Naresuan University teachers from the
Faculty of Humanities as a part of his survey study. His main finding also revealed
that these participating teachers held positive attitudes toward research conducting. Of
these, 95.4% agreed that research conducting was a must to be a faculty member,
77.3% were confident in their research conducting ability, and 88.7% desired to
conduct research.

The reasons underlining the participants’ desire to conduct research were also
reported in this study. Five most important reasons responded by these teachers
included: (1) to find the answers to their academic questions and to fulfill their
academic curiosity, (2) to implement research results in teaching and learning, (3) to
fulfill their personal preferences and interests, (4) to fulfill the requirements for
professors who held an academic position set by the Commission on Higher
Education, and (5) to use their research papers for academic promotion. Interestingly,
the most important constraint of these teachers to do research was having other
important personal burdens in life.

2. Intention to achieve research excellence

Since behavioral intention could predict work behaviors (Fishbein & Ajzen,

1975), more than a few researchers defined an intention to conduct research as a
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behavioral intention and studied factors related to this variable.

Chaiyatheeranuwatsiri  (1994), for example, analyzed multilevel factors
correlating with intentions to accomplish academic works (teaching and producing
academic activities) of Mahidol University (MU) faculty members. Based on Fishbein
and Ajzen’s (1975) theory on belief, attitude, intention, and behavior, the researcher
constructed a set of questionnaires and disseminated them to 1,016 MU teachers
working in various academic disciplines. Interestingly, significant relationships (p
< .01) were reported. Intentions to produce academic activities including research
conducting of these MU teachers positively correlated with their attitudes, norm
reference, past behaviors, success in academic activities, work values, work
motivation, job satisfaction, departmental climate, and departmental commitment, but
negatively correlated with their quality of life, academic rank, and educational level.

Based on the same theory, Suapheng (2003) investigated factors related to an
intention to accomplish academic works of the 270 Naresuan University (NU)
teachers in the academic year 1999. Contrasting from the results of
Chaiyatheeranuwatsiri’s (1994) study, this researcher’s findings indicated that these
NU teachers’ past behaviors in producing academic activities between the academic
year 1999 to 2000 and work motivation negatively correlated with their intentions to
achieve academic activities.

Based on Klien’s (1989) integrated control theory model of work motivation,
Dumsuwan (1999) studied factors affecting intention to achieve research for academic
excellence of Kasetsart University (KU) teachers from the faculties in agriculture, the
faculties in sciences and technology, and the faculties in social and behavioral
sciences. Overall, his questionnaire data demonstrated that intention to achieve
research for academic excellence was higher in faculty members in agriculture. When
causal relationships among his study’s variables were explored, the results indicated
that these faculty members’ intention to achieve research for academic excellence was
both directly and indirectly affected by their work value. Meanwhile, other
independent variables including discrepancies between goal and past research
productivity, attributes search, needs for achievement, and research experience were

significant variables and indirectly affected these KU teachers’ research intention.
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3. Research difficulties and requirements

Pedthip’s (1987) survey study with 397 faculty members in private
universities in Bangkok and boundary provinces revealed several important results on
research difficulties and requirements. Overall, these private university teachers
reported high degrees of difficulties and requirements in all five studied categories: (1)
research knowledge, (2) funding, (3) time, (4) equipment, and (5) research assistants.
When compared by gender, educational level, teaching experience, research
experience, and academic ranks; the results demonstrated interesting differences in
their research difficulties and requirements. For example, (1) male faculty members
reported a higher level of difficulty and requirement in research funding; while,
females encountered higher levels of difficulties in their research knowledge and time.
(2) The teachers graduated with a bachelor’s degree had higher levels of research
difficulties and requirements in all categories than those who graduated with a
master’s degree or a doctoral degree. (3) The faculty members who had taught in
higher education more than eleven years reported the needs for more research funds
than those with under ten-years of experience. Meanwhile, the teachers with no
research experience required more in research funds and time.

Furthermore, comparable survey studies conducted by Intharathat (2004) and
Phadkate (2005) revealed several serious difficulties in research conducting of
Thailand’s faculty members. Intharathat (2004) investigated research difficulties of
235 teachers of King Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi (KMUTT).
Classified into two groups according to their research outcomes reported in the
university report, group one had accomplished or published at least three research
projects since the year 2001 whereas group two had accomplished or published at
least one research project. Three research situations were rated by the teachers in
group one as serious problems and included: (1) lack of research equipment, (2)
limited research funding, and (3) lack of research assistants. While group one reported
three serious problems as mentioned earlier, faculty members in group two who
conducted less research reported five serious problems. These included: (1) teaching
load, (2) other work in KMUTT, (3) administrative load, (4) lack of research
assistants, and (5) lack of incentive. Phadkate’s (2005) survey study investigating

problems and obstacles from research conducting of the Faculty of Humanities’
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teachers of Naresuan University revealed comparable results. Correspondingly,
teaching load, having other departmental work, and lack of funding, and lack of
infrastructure for research conducting were crucial problems interfering with their
research performance.

4. Factors related to research productivity

Patisumphitha (1989) conducted a study to investigate factors affecting
research conducting of 245 Srinakarinwirot Prasanmit University’s teachers.
Integrating motivator factors and hygiene factors proposed by Herzberg (1959) as her
study’s independent variables, the researcher investigated and compared the degree of
influence of these two sets of independent variables on two groups of faculty
members of which one had research experience and the other no research experience.
The results showed that, ranked by the degree of influence on these teachers’ research
conducting, the five most influential factors included work attribution, work
achievement, responsibility, advancement, and interpersonal relations with peers.
Differing factors were also reported and, hence, provided predictive variables for
discriminating these two groups of teachers (conducted research and did not conduct
research). These variables included work attribution, work achievement,
responsibility, and advancement.

Three hundred and twenty-five faculty members and thirty administrators of
Rajabhat Institutes in Bangkok were surveyed by Subwasu (1997) to study their
educational research conducting and factors related to it. Similar to Patisumphitha’s
(1989) study, Subwasu (1997) compared the influence of (1) researcher characteristics,
(2) support from administrators, (3) organizational conditions, and (4) self-
development in research on two groups of faculty members: one with research
products and another with no research products. Her findings demonstrated that both
groups’ performance on research conducting was highly affected by their own
researcher characteristics, moderately encouraged by support from administrators and
motivating factors, and less influenced by organizational conditions. In spite of
comparable results, interesting differences between the influences of these studied
variables on these two groups’ research conducting were indicated. For example, the

faculty members who had research experience moderately involved in research self-



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) /35

development activities; whereas, the teachers who did not conduct research seldom
participated in such activities.

Jitphituk (1989) studied a sample of 392 Srinakarinwirot University’s teachers
to explore the relationships between their research productivity and three groups of
factors, (1) personal factors, (2) organizational factors, and (3) research environmental
factors. Interestingly, important findings were revealed. Overall, in the positive
directions, their research productivity significantly correlated with these three groups
of factors, especially for organizational factors and research environmental factors.
However, almost nil relationships were also found between these participants’
research productivity and personal factors. These factors were age, ideal research time,

research attitudes, and future drive.

2.7 Research Conducting of EFL Faculty Members

In this section, to provide more background for this study, literature regarding
research conducting of EFL faculty members are reviewed and explained by
demonstrating as follows.

2.7.1 Language Research

Typically, research is conducted by EFL faculty members for the purpose of
understanding classroom or educational institution phenomenon. Similar to research
in general education, research in the field of second and foreign language education
can generally be classified into the same categories: (1) quantitative research and (2)
qualitative research. According to Brown and Rodgers’ (2002) classification of these
two research categories in the field of Second and Foreign Language study,
quantitative research comprises of (1) descriptive statistical research, (2) correlational
research, and (3) quasi-experimental research.

These sub-categories of quantitative research are shortly described as follows.
(1) Descriptive statistical research is typically concerned with the description of
present or past status of an object of study (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997) such as
motivation, anxiety, and attitudes of language teachers and learners toward second or
foreign teaching and learning. (2) Correlational research studies the relationships
between two or more variables of study (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). (3) Quasi-

experimental research compares phenomena found in two or more groups of study: a
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controlled group in a natural setting and experimental groups whereby treatments or
independent variables are provided. However, they differ from experimental research
employed in scientific studies because the subjects of studies in second language (L2)
or foreign language (FL) education are usually human beings such as teachers and
learners. Hence, differing from a scientific laboratory setting, researchers of a quasi-
experimental study could not control over every source of invalidity

For qualitative research in L2 and FL education, Brown and Rodgers (2002)
sub-categorized into (1) case study research, (2) introspection research, (3) classroom
research, and (4) ethnographic research. Each type of qualitative research is depicted
by educational research professionals as follows. (1) For case study research, one
meaning is, researchers aim to understand “one” phenomenon in-depth regardless of
sites, participants, or documents (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). In another

2

meaning, “one” in case study research can be an in-depth investigation on an
individual subject who is a stakeholder in L2 or FL education such as a student, a
teacher, an administrator, or a small or distinct group (Brown & Rodgers, 2002;
McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). (2) For introspect research, researchers usually
require the participants such as students to think aloud to investigate and analyze their
thinking procedures (Brown & Rodgers, 2002). (3) For classroom research in
qualitative studies, researchers observe phenomena in classrooms such as question
types that the teacher asks the students, student’s error corrections made by the
teacher, and the interactions between the teacher and students or among the students
themselves (Brown & Rodgers, 2002). Finally (4) originated from the anthropologists,
ethnographic research attempts to provide a description of the culture in a group of
people (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). In L2 and FL education, ethnographic research
focuses on the relationships between languages and cultures such as the differences in
cultures and their effects on L2 and FL learning (Johnson, 1992).

2.7.2 Past and Current Situations of EFL Faculty Members in Research
Conducting

Affected by the same situations as other academic disciplines, EFL faculty
members in modern universities have been required to do research as another main
practice of academic work. Also, tenure and promotions go to EFL faculty members’

performance for productive researcher. However, one critical difference is that they
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are usually overloaded by teaching, since English is usually provided as a compulsory
course in which most undergraduate students have to take. Hence, student enrollment
and numbers of classes may be extraordinary high compared to faculty members in
other fields.

To date, research difficulties and factors related to research productivity of
faculty members in scientific disciplines have often been studied. Meanwhile, such
exploration with the subjects in the humanities was almost ignored (Wanner, Lewis,
& Gregorio, 1981). Especially, EFL faculty members were sometimes studied as only
a part of a university context. Additionally, it was revealed that the humanities are the
least productive researchers among faculty members in other sciences (Blackburn,
Behymer, & Hall, 1987; Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981; Wood, 1990).
Interestingly, a consistent finding indicated that the style of research conducted by
faculty members in the humanities usually lead to less publication because they
generally work alone with books and little demands for technology (Wanner, Lewis,
& Gregorio, 1981; Wood, 1990). Compared to faculty members in sciences who tend
to research in teams in a laboratory, which provides equipment and assistants, faculty
members in the humanities often lack such instrumental support and collegial support.
Especially for the latter support, support from their colleagues or good team work was
usually a critical correlate of research productivity.

Most importantly, according to Crookes and Chandler (1999), foreign
language teacher preparation programs in general neither prepare these teachers to
engage in life-long learning process such as research nor help them to implement
research findings in their classrooms. Hence, the requirement to conduct and publish

research. ..

causes some English teachers to suffer because they lack both knowledge and
skills required for research productivity, and also their motivation is low.
However, they still have to produce research publications (Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming, p. 3).

2.7.3 Difficulties in Research Conducting of Thai EFL Faculty Members
Not many studies investigated how EFL faculty members in Thailand

performed their research roles and why they produced research outputs as they did. As
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found, one study conducted by Phadkate and Sayananonth (2006) investigated factors
influencing the desire to conduct or not to conduct research of EFL faculty members
from twenty-three public universities in Thailand. From their survey, factors
influencing the teachers’ desire to conduct research were:

(1) to find the answers to their academic questions and to fulfill their academic

curiosity,

(2) to implement research results in teaching and learning,

(3) to use their research papers for academic promotion, and

(4) to fulfill the requirements set by the Commission on Higher Education for
faculty members to maintain an academic position.

Moreover, these English teachers ranked the three most important problems in
the following order: (1) personal burdens and/or high work load, (2) lack of
appropriate incentives, and (3) lack of facilities and infrastructure for conducting

research.

2.8 Chapter Summary

As included above, a considerable number of studies have investigated
factors related to research conducting of faculty members in international and Thai
contexts. Overall, almost all of the same sets of variables were reported to affect
research productivity of faculty members in different groups directly and indirectly.
As concluded by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995), these sets of variables can be
generally categorized into eight major types. These include (1) socio-demographic
characteristics, (2) career factors, (3) self-knowledge, (4) social knowledge, (5)
research behaviors, (6) environmental conditions, (7) environmental response, and (8)
social contingencies. However, among related studies conducted in Thai higher
education institutions as mentioned earlier, none were based on Blackburn and
Lawrence’s (1995) theoretical framework. Moreover, few studies showed the
situations in which EFL faculty members are facing in their attempts to conduct and
publish research. Particularly, factors significantly influencing research productivity
produced by EFL faculty members were still unexplored. Therefore, the demand to
reveal the determinants of EFL faculty members’ research conducting in a variety of

contexts still exists.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, research methodology of the present study was discussed. The
chapter begins with a description of the mode of inquiry used in this study followed by
a description of the population and the subjects. After that, research instruments, data
collection procedure, and data analysis are discussed. Hence, this chapter can be
outlined as follows.

3.1 Mode of Inquiry

3.2 Population and Subjects

3.2.1 Population

3.2.2 Sample Size and Sampling
3.3 Research Instrument

3.3.1 The Development of the Questionnaire

3.3.2 Content Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire
3.4 Data Collection Procedures
3.5 Data Analysis and Statistical Device

3.5.1 Descriptive Statistics

3.5.2 Correlation Statistics

3.6 Chapter Summary

3.1 Mode of Inquiry

The present study employed the concept of a quantitative research approach
which basically gathers and analyzes quantitative or numerical data (Johnson &
Christensen, 2004). In general, the major strengths of quantitative research discussed
by educational researchers (Johnson & Christensen, 2004; McMillan & Schumacher,
1997) include: (1) data collection based on the use of structured and validated
measuring instruments, and (2) research results that could be generalized to some

extent.



Suwanan Sopatanarote Research Methodology / 40

As McMillan and Schumacher (1997) indicated, surveys can also be used to
investigate relationships between variables and provide descriptive data, this
quantitative study employed a survey research design to explore the relationships
among factors related to research productivity of faculty members as set forth by
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995). The primary purpose is to uncover the factors
influencing research productivity of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers at
public universities in northern Thailand. The secondary purpose is to provide
suggestions concerning the research results for the improvement and advancement of

faculty members’ performance in their research role.

3.2 Population and Subjects

3.2.1 Population

The target population of this study was a total of 219 EFL faculty members at
public universities in northern Thailand who were teaching EFL courses during the
academic year 2007 and had at least three-year teaching experience in their

universities.

Table 1 Summary of Number of Population

No. University Population
2 Chaing Mai University 55
1 Naresuan University 37
4  Chaing Mai Rajabhat University 25
3 Mae Fah Laung University 22
5 Mae Joe University 17
6  Chaing Rai Rajabhat University 14
8  Lampang Rajabhat University 13
9  Pibulsongkram Rajabhat University 13
10 Uttaradit Rajabhat University 12
7  Kamphaeng Phet Rajabhat University 6
11 Phetchabun Rajabhat University 5

Total 219*

*This number did not include the study-leave faculty members.
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According to the Commission on Higher Education, eleven universities were
described as public universities in Northern Thailand. Ratchamongkol Technology
Universities and two open universities: Ramkamhang University and Sukhothai
Thummathiraj University were not included in the study because Ratchamongkol
Technology Universities were only recently founded, and these open universities in
northern Thailand have only been emphasizing teaching. Listed in Table 1, each

university consists of a population number which is surveyed on December 22, 2007.

3.2.2 Sample Size and Sampling

To provide sufficient data to answer this study’s research questions, the sample
size was determined by Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) table. According to the table, the
representative samples of 219 populations were 140 EFL faculty members from public
universities in northern Thailand. To select this number of samples from the
populations, a multi-stage sampling was used. There were two stages to select the
samples as follows.

In the first stage, by a simple random sampling method, six universities were
selected from the eleven universities in northern Thailand. These included Mae Joe
Universities (MJU), Mae Fah Laung University (MFU), Pibulsongkram Rajabhat
University (PRU), Chaing Mai University (CMU), Chaing Rai Rajabhat University
(CRRU), and Naresuan Universities (NU).

In the second stage, 140 faculty members of these six universities were chosen
by a simple random sampling method. This number included forty-one Thai EFL
teachers from CMU, thirty-five of NU, twenty-one from MFU, seventeen from MJU,
thirteen of PSRU, and thirteen from CRRU.

After the sampling size and the subjects were identified, 140 questionnaire
copies were sent by post to 140 Thai EFL faculty members in the six universities on
January 10, 2008. This first attempt resulted in the return of 63 questionnaire copies
(45 %). However, because of this small return rate, letters asking for cooperation with
the same questionnaire were sent to the non-responding teachers again on February 20,
2008 and subsequently encouraged the return of 43 questionnaire copies (30.7 %).
Accordingly, when summed up, 106 from 140 distributed questionnaire copies were

returned by the sampled teachers reporting a return rate of 76 %. Moreover, from 106



Suwanan Sopatanarote Research Methodology / 42

returned questionnaire copies, 82 copies were completed and able to be analyzed
statistically. Table 2 describes the summary of sampled universities, sample size and

participants.

Table 2 Summary of Sampled Universities, Sample Size, and Participants

No. Sampled University Population Se;rir;ile Participants

1 Chaing Mai University 55 41 18
2 Naresuan University 37 35 35
3 Mae Fah Laung University 22 21 19
4  Mae Joe University 17 17 11
6  Chaing Rai Rajabhat University 14 13 10
5  Phibulsongkram Rajabhat University 13 13 13

Total 158 140 106

3.3 Research Instrument

3.3.1 The Development of the Questionnaire

To gather data for the present study, a set of questionnaires written in Thai was
developed based on Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) theoretical framework
presenting factors related to the research productivity of university teachers. Each
questionnaire consisted of four parts to investigate dependent and independent
variables as follows.

Part 1: Background Information

This part consists of eleven checklist items that elicit data for demographic
factors, career factors, research behavior factors, and social contingency factors. To
complete this part, a sampled teacher is asked to choose one of the provided options
for each questionnaire item that best describes his or her characteristics or situations.

Part 2: Research Productivity

To investigate research productivity the sampled teachers initiated during three
years (from January 2005 to December 2007), the second part is comprised of fill-in-
blank items. Each sampled teacher is asked to put a number that best represents the

number of each type of research outcome, including research studies conducted by the
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sampled teacher and thesis studies initiated under the sampled teacher’s role as a thesis
advisor.

Part 3: Scales Measuring Variables Related to Research Productivity

For part three, eighty-two Likert-scale questionnaire items were employed to
elicit data for self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition, and
environmental response factors. This number includes 54 questionnaire items
measuring the self-knowledge factor, twenty-one the social-knowledge factor, six the
environmental response factor (rewards), and one of the environmental condition
factor (funding). Since both environmental response and environmental condition
factors consisted of only one variable, only self-knowledge and social knowledge
factors which included several variables are needed extended distributions are as
follows.

Of Fifty-four questionnaire items of the self knowledge factor, nine items
measured research interests, six measured research commitment, nine measured self-
competence in research, nineteen measured self-efficacy in research skills and social
skills related to research, and eleven items measured job satisfaction.

For twenty-one questionnaire items measuring the social knowledge factor,
two sets of questionnaire items including twelve items of perceptions of departmental
environment, and nine of perceptions toward colleagues and administrators were
incorporated.

The scale scheme employed in this part of the questionnaires includes number
1 to 5. The meaning for each number is provided as follows.

Number 5 means highest correspondence to reality.

4 means high correspondence to reality.

3 means moderate correspondence to reality.
2 means low correspondence to reality.

1 means lowest correspondence to reality.

Descriptive statistics was used to explore the rates of responses towards the
variables of eighty-two EFL university teachers on average. The revealed average
mean scores were interpreted according to the formula proposed by Lerdchayantee
(1996) that class interval equals range (the Maximum minus the Minimum) divided by

number of classes. Accordingly, with 5 as the maximum, 1 as the minimum, and 5 as
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the number of classes are replaced in this formula, the class interval equals 0.80

resulting in the interpretation of average mean scores as follows.

Average mean scores from 0 to 1.80 equal Ilowest.
1.81 to 2.60 low.
2.61 to 3.40 medium.
341 to 4.20 high.
421 to 5.00 highest.

Part 4: Free Opinion

The final part included one open-ended questionnaire item. The sampled
teachers were allowed to reflect their opinion about the research role of university
teachers (Appendix E and F).

3.3.2 Content Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire

As a crucial requirement of a measuring instrument, this set of questionnaires
needs to be ensured for its validity and reliability before distribution. In terms of
validity, a questionnaire is required to validate and to meet the purpose of the
measurement, or, in other words, it must “measure what it is supposed to measure
(McMillan & Schumacher, 1997, p. 235)”. In terms of reliability of the measurement,
a questionnaire needs to produce the same results over different occasions when
measuring the same thing (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).

According to Sapsford (1999), “validity is mostly increased by careful
attention to question phrasing and ordering (p. 108),” and reliability could be ensured
by a pilot study. Hence, before delivery, this set of questionnaires was piloted and
constructed under two specialists’ advice and examination. Especially, to ensure the
content validity, the studied factors based on Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) were
interpreted in a careful manner before the questionnaire development.

1. Research productivity refers to the number of research outputs conducted
individually or cooperatively. The number of published and presented research papers,
and the number of articles and books written that formed research productivity
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold, & Morrow, 1990).

2. Socio demographic characteristics refer to an individual’s fixed

characteristics such as sex and race (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
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3. Career factors refer to things an individual did or experienced that are not
set by birth such as academic disciplines, graduate schools, the highest attained
educational level, place of work, career age, and academic rank (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995).

4. Research behavior refers to time spent on faculty member’s activities that
leads to his or her research products or outcomes. (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
Hence, research hours per week of each faculty member represented their research
behavior.

5. Self-knowledge refers to cognitive characteristics or self-perceptions related
to behaviors or products in research of an individual faculty member such as interest in
and preference for a role, commitment, self-efficacy, job satisfaction, and other
psychological attributes (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). For this study, certain
psychological attributes are studied:

a. Research interest refers to the number of attempts a faculty member
participates in research activities (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995) such as participating
in academic conferences, reading academic papers, exchanging research ideas, and
inspecting research in other institutions.

b. Research commitment refers to a faculty member’s attempt to do
research studies even if he or she is facing hardship (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995;
Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 1989).

c. Self~competence in research refers to a faculty member’s perception
showing his or her confidence in research conducting (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

d. Self-efficacy in skills related to research refers to a faculty member’s
beliefs that he or she has abilities and skills needed to conduct research and do
activities related to research (Vasil, 1996).

e. Job satisfaction refers to positive attitudes toward a faculty member’s
work attributes and duties (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

6. Social knowledge refers to an individual’s perceptions of various aspects of
work environment. These perceptions include beliefs formed by experience with
colleagues, administrators, faculty meetings, and institutional rules and norms

(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Two variables were integrated in this study.
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a. Research climate refers to environmental aspects that support
research conducting. These include technology, services, and any policy the
department or faculty provides to support research conducting (Dumsuwan, 1999).

b. Perceptions of colleagues and administrators refer to a faculty
member’s perceptions toward working the environment composed of his or her faculty
colleagues and administrator and the perceptions toward rules and norms of the
department or faculty (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

7. Environmental conditions include other factors outside the workplace
affecting a faculty’s behaviors to initiate academic products such as federal funding
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

8. Environmental responses refer to things that resulted from an individual
faculty’s products including promotion, a merit raise, increased clerical support, and a
graduate research assistant (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). All are studied under the
name of academic rewards.

9. Social contingencies include various events in an individual’s life affecting
his or her role performance. Examples include family responsibilities and an extended

illness (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).

Literature | 1 | Questionnaire 2 Specialists’ y Final
review development examination revision
and feedback
7y 7y
. . . > 3
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Figure 2 The Process of Questionnaire Development

Figure 2 demonstrated the process engaged in the development of this set of

questionnaires. Seven procedures involved in the questionnaire construction helped
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ensure the questionnaires’ validity and reliability. These procedures included (1)
literature review, (2) questionnaire development, (3) specialists’ feedback (4) first
revision of questionnaire, (5) pilot study, (6) pilot results examination with specialists,
and (7) final revision of the questionnaires.

Pilot Study

A pilot study of this set of questionnaires was conducted from December 11 to
15, 2007 with 16 Naresuan University students in Master of Arts in English who were
teaching English in schools and universities at the time they responded to the
questionnaires. Of these teachers, five were males and eleven were females. This pilot

study showed that the Cronbach’s Alpha of the questionnaires was at 0.91.

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The period of data collection procedures was in between December 2007 to
January 2008. The questionnaires were disseminated by post to Departments of
Foreign Languages of the sampled universities in northern Thailand. A letter detailing
the aims of the study and research methodologies was also attached with the
questionnaires to inform and gain permission to conduct the present study from the
Dean of the Faculty in which an English Division is operating. To promote
understanding for the questionnaire completion, an explanation concerning the
research and the components of the questionnaires was also given with each
questionnaire copy. In the explanation, the researcher assured the sampled teachers
that their responses had no effect on their teaching career. To facilitate the return of
the questionnaires, an empty document envelope with a written return address of the
study researcher and postage stamps was also prepared for each set of the
questionnaires. When a considerable number of questionnaire copies were completed
and returned, statistical devices were employed to analyze numerical data to answer

the present study’s research questions.

3.5 Data Analysis and Statistical Device

To analyze data gathered from the questionnaires, statistical devices were
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used. Excluding string and ratio data, the data from the returned and completed

questionnaire copies were systematically coded as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Summary of Coded Data

Part of Categories/ Scale of
Data Code
questionnaire Responding schemes measurement
Part 1 Gender Male 1 Nominal
Female 2
Status Single (Non-married) 0 Dummy
Married 1
Highest Bachelor’s degree 1 Ordinal
education
level Master’s degree 2
Doctoral degree 3
Academic rank  Lecturer 1 Ordinal
Assistant Professor 2
Associate professor 3
Professor 4
Conducting No 0 Dummy
research before  Yes 1
graduation
Part 3 Scales Lowest 1 Interval
measuring Low 2
self-knowledge, Moderate 3
Social High 4
knowledge, Highest 5
environmental

response, and
environmental

condition
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3.5.1 Descriptive Statistics

The employed descriptive statistics devices include arithmetic mean (M) and
standard deviation (SD). The Arithmetic Mean, the arithmetic average of all scores
(McMillan & Schumacher, 1997), can be calculated by dividing the sum score by the
number of scores. Meanwhile, with more complex equation, the standard deviation
indicates the average dispersion of the scores from the mean. Usually, mean and
standard deviation are used to compare groups of subjects or scores.

3.5.2 Correlation Statistics

To explore the relationships between dependent and independent variables as
coded and shown in Table 3, the employed correlation statistics included Spearman’s
rho correlations () and multiple regression analysis. According to McMillan and
Schumacher (1997), Spearman’s rho correlation explains the relationship between two
variables. In this study, Spearman’s rho is used before the multiple regression to
diagnose multicollinearity by exploring the relationship between the independent
variables. Multicollinearity occurs when independent variables are correlated higher
than .65 (Borg & Gall, 1983; Traimongkolkul & Chatraporn, 2006) showing the
probability of two independent variables to measure the same thing (Elliott &
Woodward, 2007).

After the relationships among independent variables were tested and no
multicollinearity problem is indicated, multiple regression analysis would be
implemented to investigate the relationships between a dependent variable and
independent variables (Allison, 1999). According to McMillan and Schumacher
(1997), multiple regression analysis is used to explore the predictor variables of a
dependent variable and reveal the degree to which an independent variable, whether it
is a predictor or not, influences a dependent variable. For the present study the
stepwise method is used to select predictor variables in “a multiple regression
prediction equation (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997)” as follows.

Y=X+Xp+X5+X.....

Where Y = A dependent variable

X1, Xo, X3, X..... = Predictor variables

See list of independent variables (IV) and dependent variables (DV) in Table 4.
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Table 4 A List of Independent Variables and Dependent Variables

Independent Variables (IV) Dependent Variables (DV)
Research Productivity
AG = Age TP = Total research productivity
ED = Highest education level NS = The number of single-
AR = Academic rank authored research studies

WY = Working years in higher education =~ NT = The number of team research

TL = Teaching load studies

RG = Conducting research for graduation = ND = The number of graduate

RH = Research hours dissertations controlled by a
SK = Self-knowledge faculty member as the major
SO = Social knowledge advisor

FU = Research funding
RE = Academic rewards

SC = Social contingencies

3.6 Chapter Summary

In the present study, a quantitative data collection method (survey) and
statistical analyses were employed to identify factors related to research productivity
during a three-year period (from 2005 to 2007) of EFL teachers from public
universities in northern Thailand who were teaching EFL courses at the time of the
study. To investigate the answers of research questions for the present study, a set of
questionnaires was constructed under a control of specialists. The data received from
the returned and completed questionnaires were later coded and analyzed by statistical
devices including descriptive statistics, Spearman’s rho correlations, and Stepwise
Multiple Regression. The next chapter reported the results received from computed
and analyzed data to explain the situations of research conducting of the target

population.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS

In this study, factors related to the research productivity of English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) teachers in public universities in northern Thailand were
explored. Numeric data from eighty-two questionnaire copies were analyzed by
statistical devices. First, this chapter described characteristics of respondents. The
Findings for four research questions guiding the study as follows were then reported.

4.1 Finding One: To what extent were EFL teachers in public universities in
northern Thailand aware of self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental
response, and environmental condition?

4.2 Finding Two: What was the total research productivity these EFL teachers
produced between the years 2005 to 2007?

4.3 Finding Three: What were the relationships between these EFL teachers’
research productivity and the studied factors: demographic characteristics, career
factors, research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition,
environmental response, and social contingencies?

4.4 Finding Four: What were the predictive factors significantly affecting the
research productivity of these EFL teachers?

4.5 Chapter Summary

The Respondents
As summarized in Table 5, the information related to the respondents includes
demographic information and career information. For demographic characteristics, the
results indicated that from 82 EFL Northern Thai public university teachers, one
quarter (26.8 %) were male; three quarters (73.2%) were female. They are 35.2 years
of age on average. One quarter (29.3%) of the teachers were married; of these,

seventeen (70.8%) had at least 1 child.
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Information n P M SD Min  Max
Demographic characteristics
Sex: Male 22 26.8
Female 60 73.2
Total 82 100.0
Status: Single 58 70.7
Married 24 293
Total 82 100.0
Age 35.2 10.3 22 61
Career
Education level:
Bachelor’s Degree 9 11.0
Master’s Degree 62 75.6
Doctoral Degree 11 13.4
Total 82 100.0
Conducting research
for graduation:
Yes 63 76.8
No 19 23.2
Total 82 100.0
Academic rank:
Lecturer 72 87.8
Assistant Professor 8 9.8
Associate Professor 2 24
Full Professor 0 0.0
Total 82 100.0
Career tenure in Higher 7.7 8.7 0.3 37.0
Education (years)
Teaching load from 2005- 18.5 5.5 10 33

2007 (hours/week)
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For the information related to their teaching career, on average, their career
length in higher education was 7.7 years, and their teaching load was 18.5 hours per
week. From 82 teachers, eight teachers (9.8%) were Assistant Professor; two (2.4%)
were Associate Professors. Three quarters (75.6%) achieved a Master’s degree while
one quarter (24.5%) completed doctoral degrees (13.4%) and bachelor’s degrees
(11.0%). Of all, three quarters (76.8%) involved in conducting research before

graduation.

4.1 Finding One

To what extent were EFL teachers in public universities in northern Thailand
aware of self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental response, and
environmental condition?

To measure the degree to which the respondents were aware of self-knowledge,
social knowledge, environmental response, and environmental condition and the
variables in each factor category (including five of self-knowledge, two of social
knowledge, and two of environmental condition and environmental response), eighty-
two questionnaire items were developed using a rating scheme as follows.

Number 5 means highest correspondence to reality.

4 means high correspondence to reality.

3 means moderate correspondence to reality.
2 means low correspondence to reality.

1 means lowest correspondence to reality.

These five numbers were directly coded as the respondent’s answers except
from 5 converted items: 4 items of self-knowledge and 1 item of environmental
response. Descriptive statistics were used to explore the degree to which the
respondents perceive each factor on average. After that, the average mean scores were

translated according to Lerdchayantee (1996, p. 149) as follows.

Average mean scores from 0 to 1.80 equal lowest.
1.81 to 2.60 low.
2.61 to 3.40 medium.
341 to 4.20 high.

421 to 5.00 highest.
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Table 6 Summary of Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alphas for the Factors
(Self-knowledge, Environmental Response, Social knowledge, and

Environmental Condition) Measured by Likert-scales (N = 82)

Rank No. of Cronbach’s
Factors M SD Level
order items Alpha
l. Environmental 6 344  0.67 0.95 High
response

(Academic rewards)

2. Self-knowledge 54 326 0.50 0.95 Medium
3. Social knowledge 21 3.16 0.59 0.95 Medium
4. Environmental 1 2.74  0.97 0.95 Medium

condition (Funding)

Overall average 82 315 0.44 0.95 Medium

Table 6 presented the rates of responses of 82 EFL university teachers toward
four factors measured by Likert-scales on average including self-knowledge,
environmental response (academic rewards), social knowledge, and environmental
condition (funding). The table showed that, the average mean score for the responses
toward eighty-two Likert-scale questionnaire items was 3.15 (SD = 0.44), showing a
medium level of response on average. For four major variables, the results showed that
the responding teachers rated environmental response (academic rewards) at a high
level (M = 3.44, SD = 0.44); while, they rated self-knowledge (M = 3.26, SD = 0.50),
social knowledge (M = 3.16, SD = 0.59), and environmental condition (funding) (M =
2.74, SD = 0.97) at a medium level.

For subscales measuring variables in self-knowledge factor (see Table 7), these
participating teachers assessed their job satisfaction (M = 3.66, SD = 0.55), self-
competence in research (M = 3.42, SD = 0.62), and research commitment (M = 3.41,
SD = 0.90) at a high level and self-efficacy in skills related to research activities (M =
3.26, SD = 0.62) at a moderate level. Interestingly, these teachers reported low interest

toward research (M = 2.53, SD = 0.78).
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Table 7 Summary of Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alphas for Subscales
Measuring Self-knowledge of the Respondents (N = 82)

Rank No. of Cronbach’s
Order Self-knowledge s M SD Alpha Level
1. Job satisfaction 11 3.66 0.55 0.95 High
2. Self-competence 9 342 0.62 0.95 High
in research
3. Research 6 341 090 0.95 High
commitment
4. Self-efficacy in 19 326 0.62 0.95 Medium
skills related to
research
1 Research interest 9 2,53  0.78 0.95 Low
Overall average 63 3.47 043 0.95 High

For the variables in socialknowledge factors (see Table 8), these EFL
university teachers rated the subscale measuring perceptions toward their colleagues
and administrators at a high level (M = 3.44, SD = 0.59) and to the subscale measuring
research climate or facilities supporting conducting research at a moderate level (M =

2.95, 8D =0.73).

Table 8 Summary of Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alphas for Subscales
Measuring Social Knowledge of the Respondents (N = §82)

Rank No. of Cronbach’s
Social-knowledge M SD Level
Order items Alpha
1. Perceptions of 9 344  0.59 0.95 High
colleagues and
administrators
2 Research climate 12 295 073 0.95 Medium

Overall average 21 3.16 0.59 0.95 Medium
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These results were also supported and disproved by added opinions in the forth
section of the questionnaires as follows (see Appendix E and F).

(1) Consistently, one female respondent reported a tendency to dislike
conducting research because she was not adroit in it. Three EFL faculty members
implied that they lacked competence to deal with multiple roles. As they complained,
their teaching loads, the number of students they taught, and other responsibilities
were always so high that one of them said she did not have time to formulate research
ideas.

(2) Consistently, two respondents witnessed medium support for these
necessary research infrastructures. For example, they complained about insufficient
research resources such books and the Internet database.

(3) Inconsistently, in spite of this high positive attitude towards
administrators, it is important to note that a female EFL faculty member in one
university witnessed a patronage system of administration. As she added, she had
fewer opportunities to get advanced in her career because she did not flatter any body,
and the administrators usually supported the employees of their own team.

(4) Finally, although these EFL faculty members rated that academic
rewards considerably went to the faculty members who had a lot of research outputs, a
female EFL faculty member indicated that to choose a faculty member to teach in
graduate school was not based on research outputs. Rather, a faculty member with an
administrative position used their power to manage him or her to teach in that level

because of a well-paid income.

4.2 Finding Two

What was the total research productivity these EFL teachers produced between
the years 2005 to 2007?

To calculate the research productivity of the respondents, the research author

employed weighting different types of research outputs as proposed by Thoreson,
Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow (1990) as follows.
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Table 9 Summary of Activities Related to Research and Research Productivity of
the Participating Thai EFL Faculty Members from the Years 2005 to 2007

(N=282)
Rank  Activities related to research Multiplied
Order from 2005 to 2007 M o by
1. Conducting research studies 0.52 1.08 43 2 86
(Single)
2. As a thesis advisor 048 1.59 39 2 78
3. Conducting research studies 046 0.72 38 3 114
(Team)
4. Presenting research studies in 0.33 0.83 27 1 27
academic conferences
8. Articles applied from own 0.17 0.75 14 3 42
research discoveries
6. Books referring to some partof  0.02 0.16 2 7 14
own research
7. Books written directly fromown 0.01 0.11 1 9 9
research discoveries
Total research productivity 370

* RP = Research productivity

First, as displayed in Table 9, the total number of research studies already
presented to academic conferences was multiplied by one. Second, both the total
number of research studies conducted by an individual teacher and the total number of
post graduate students for whom an individual teacher took responsibility for being a
thesis advisor were multiplied by two. Third, the total number of published academic
articles applied from the discoveries of the respondent’s research studies and the total
number of research studies conducted cooperatively were both multiplied by three.
Fourth, the total number of books written by the responding teacher by referring to
some part of his or her research studies was multiplied by seven. Last, the total number
of books written directly from research studies conducted by the respondents was

multiplied by nine. After that, numbers derived from these multiplications, as
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mentioned earlier, were summed up to explore the total research productivity of each
sampled teacher.

From the years 2005 to 2007, the responding teachers spent 3.11 hours per
week on their research studies on average. As summarized in Table 9, when ranked in
order from the most to the least productive, overall, these 82 participating EFL
teachers produced 43 single-authored research studies; advised 39 thesis studies;
generated 38 team research studies; presented 27 research studies in academic
conferences; published 14 research articles; produced 2 books referring to some part of
their research; and initiated 1 book from their research discoveries. When these
numbers were multiplied by different numbers as proposed by Thoreson, Kardash,
Leuthold, and Morrow (1990), total research productivity of these 82 EFL university

teachers during this three-year period was 370.

4.3 Finding Three

What were the relationships between these EFL teachers’ research
productivity and the studied factors: demographic characteristics, career factors,
research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition,
environmental response, and social contingencies?

To reveal the relationships between independent variables and research
productivity of the participating Thai EFL university teachers, the present study
employed Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis. Previously, Multiple Regression
Analysis, dependent and independent variables were correlated in order to test
correlation coefficients. Table 10 displayed the correlation matrix received from
Spearman’s rho correlation (see Appendix G for Pearson r correlations). Abbreviations

were assigned to represent dependent and independent variables as follows.
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Independent Variables (IV)

AG Age

ED Highest education level

AR Academic rank

wY Working years in Higher Education (HE)
TL Teaching load

RG Conducting research for graduation
RH Research hours

SK Self-knowledge

SO Social-knowledge

FU Funding

RE Academic rewards

SC Social contingencies

Dependent Variable (DV)
TP Total research productivity from the years 2005 to 2007

calculated by weighing different types of research outputs as
proposed by Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow (1990)
NS The number of single-authored research studies completed
between the years 2005 to 2007
NT The number of team research studies completed between
the years 2005 to 2007
ND The number of graduate dissertations controlled by a faculty
member as the major advisor completed between the years 2005

to 2007
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Table 10 Summary of Spearman’s Rho Correlations between Dependent and

Independent Variables

D DV
TP NS NT ND

AG 615%* .164 388** 273%
ED gLl 345%* 052 A46%*
AR 323%** 301** 120 .086
wY /9% 0% 345%* 2Q85¢*
TL -.102 -.073 -.092 -.056
RG 308%** 358%* .019 204
RH A54%* 356%* 338%* .066
SK S17** A56%* 287** 164
SO 164 .048 .240% -.140
FU .001 -.163 077 057
RE -.049 -.130 .019 -.163
SC A14%* 123 A15%* 153

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (p < .05).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (p <.01).

As shown in Table 10, Spearman’s rho correlations indicated significant
relationships between dependent and independent variables in most cases. Especially
when the total research productivity (TP) and the number of single-authored research
studies (NS) were correlated with independent variables, significant relationships were
found in almost all cases. Particularly, these two dependent variables significantly
correlated with highest education level, academic rank, working years in higher
education, conducting research for graduation, research hours, and self-knowledge.
Nevertheless, there were nonsignificant relationships between these two dependent
variables and teaching load, social knowledge, research funding, and academic
rewards. Moreover, different cases were also found. Not found in the case of NS, only
TP significantly correlated with age and social contingencies.

Furthermore, for the number of team research studies (NT), six independent

variables were indicated to correlate significantly with these dependent variables.
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These included age, working years in higher education, research hours, self-knowledge,
social knowledge, and social contingencies.

Finally, for the number of graduate dissertations controlled by a faculty
member as the major advisor (ND), three independent variables significantly
correlated with it. These were age, highest education level, and working years in
higher education.

Interestingly, in terms of factors related to the total research productivity, eight
independent variables yield significant correlations at the 0.01 level. These include age
(r = .62), highest education level (» = .51), academic rank (» = .32), working years in
higher education (» = .58), conducting research for graduation (» = .31), research

hours(r = .45), self-knowledge (r = .52), and social contingencies (» = .41).

Table 11 Summary of Spearman’s rho Correlations between Sub-categories of
Independent Variables: Self-knowledge, Social contingencies, and Social

Knowledge and the Dependent Variables

v .
TP NS NT ND
1. Self-knowledge
- Research interest 198 229% 069 151
- Research commitment S588** - 488**  419** 193
- Self-competence in research 393** 193 146 159
- Self-efficacy in skills related to research ~ .382**  404** 196  .154
- Job satisfaction 265%  282%* 214 -195
2. Social contingencies
- Family responsibility 445** 159  358** 179
- Extended illness 151 -.022  .260* .028

3. Social-knowledge
- Perceptions of colleagues
o .148 155 182 -.071
and administrators

- Research climate 120 -.017 203 -.146

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (p <.05).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (p <.01).
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For factors composed by sub-categories of variables, Spearman’s rho
correlations also reported significant relationships in many cases (see Table 11).
Especially for self-knowledge which is formed by a series of variables, almost all its
sub-categories including research interest, research commitment, and job satisfaction
significantly correlated with TP and NS. Exceptions occurred in a few cases: research
interest and TP and self-competence in research and NS. On the contrary, only one
significant relationship was found when self-knowledge factors were correlated with
NT and ND. This was the relationship between research commitment and NT.

However, in the case of social contingencies, few significant relationships
occurred. These included TP and NT with family responsibility and extended illness
with NT. In addition, for social-knowledge factors, unfortunately, neither perceptions
of colleagues and administrators nor research climate yielded significant relationships
with any dependent variables.

In terms of multicollinearity, an occasion occurs when independent variables
are correlated higher than » = .65 (Borg & Gail, 1983; Traimongkolkul & Chatraporn,
2006) because they may measure the same thing. For the present study, Spearman’s
rho correlations revealed that age and working years in HE were highly correlated (r =
0.79) causing multicollinearity (see Appendix E). According to Elliott and Woodward
(2007), since multicollinearity can generate deviations in findings from multiple
regressions, one major solution for this problem is to select only one variable
considered more reasonable for the context of analysis. Since working years in HE
yielded significant correlations with all four dependent variables and was selected by
“forward selection” and “backward elimination” procedures (Elliott & Woodward,
2007), the research author decided to include this variable while removing age from
the stepwise multiple regression analysis to explore predictors for each dependent
variable.

Given Spearman’s rho correlations, relationships between dependent variables
and independent variables were further investigated by stepwise multiple regression

analysis, the findings for research question four were described in the next section.
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4.4 Finding Four

What were the predictive factors significantly affecting the research
productivity of these EFL teachers?

4.4.1 Predictors of Single-authored Research Studies Completed by the
Responding EFL Teachers between the Years 2005 to 2007 (NS)

As displayed in Table 12 and 13, the regression results indicated the
relationships between single-authored research studies produced by the respondents
from 2005 to 2007 and the independent variables. Adjusted R’ values revealed that, for
all respondents, the linear combination of the dependent variable accounted for 25% of
variance in academic rank (R’ = .25, F (81) = 28.13, p = .00); 37% of variance in self-
knowledge (R° = 37, F (81) = 24.73, p = .00); 46% of variance in academic rewards
(R* = 46, F (81) = 23.88, p = .00); 48% of variance in highest education level (R’
= 48, F (81) = 19.74, p = .00); and 50% of variance in working years in higher
education (R’ = .50, F (81) = 17.21, p = .00). Statistically significant correlations
emerged between:

a. Academic rank and the number of single-authored research studies
completed by the responding teachers between the years 2005 to 2007,
B=1.28,1(81)=4.61, p=.00;

b. Self-knowledge and the number of single-authored research studies
completed by the responding teachers between the years 2005 to 2007,
B=.77,¢(81)=3.74, p=.00;

c. Academic rewards and the number of single-authored research studies
completed by the responding teachers between the years 2005 to 2007,
B=-.48,¢(81)=-3.59, p=.00;

d. Highest education level and the number of single-authored research studies
completed by the responding teachers between the years 2005 to 2007,
B=.52,¢(81)=2.53,p=.01,

e. Working years in higher education and the number of single-authored
research studies completed by the responding teachers between the years

2005 to 2007, B = -.03, £ (81) = -2.00, p = .05.
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Table 12 R’ and Other Values of the Predictive Variables of Single-authored
Research Studies Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Dependent  Adjusted
Independent Variables 5 df F p
Variable R

Academic rank NS 25 81 28.13 .00
Self-knowledge NS 3 81 24.73 .00
Academic rewards NS 46 81 23.88 .00
Highest education level NS A48 81 19.74 .00
Working years in

NS .50 81 17.22 .00
Higher Education

Note: N= 82

Table 13 B and Other Values of the Predictive Variables of Single-authored

Research Studies Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent Variables Dependent Variable i t P
Academic rank NS 1.28 4.61 .00
Self-knowledge NS 77 3.74 .00
Academic rewards NS -48 -3.59 .00
Highest education level NS .52 2.53 .01
Working years in

NS -.03 -2.00 .05

Higher Education

Note: N = 82; df = 81; the p values shown pertain to two-tailed tests.
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The multiple regression equation was obtained from the independent variables
predicting the number of single-authored research studies completed by these EFL
teachers between the years 2005 to 2007 (NS) as follows.

NS = a+blAR+b2SK —b3RE + b4ED —b5WY

NS = Predictive value for the number of single-authored research
studies completed by these responding EFL teachers between

the years 2005 to 2007

a =  Constant
blAR = Regression coefficient of academic rank
b2SK =  Regression coefficient of self-knowledge
b3RE = Regression coefficient of academic rewards
b4ED =  Regression coefficient of highest education level
bSWY = Regression coefficient of working years in Higher Education

Replace in the equation as follows.

NS = -2.637+1277AR +.771SK - 479RE + .517ED - .027

4.4.2 Predictors of Team Research Studies Completed by the Responding
EFL Teachers between the Years 2005 to 2007 (NT)

As shown in Table 14 and 15, the regression results revealed the relationship
between the number of team research studies completed by these responding EFL
teachers between the years 2005 to 2007 and the independent variables. Adjusted R’
value indicated that, for all respondents, the linear combination of this dependent
variable accounted for 21% of variance in social contingencies (R* = 21, F (81) =
22.00, p = .00). A statistically significant correlation emerged between:

a. Social contingencies and the number of team research studies completed by

these responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007, B = .34,
t(81)=4.69, p=.00.



Suwanan Sopatanarote Results / 66

Table 14 R’ and Other Values of the Predictive Variable of Team Research
Studies Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent Dependent Adjusted
5 df F P
Variable Variable R
Social
. INEP 21 81 22.00 .00
contingencies
Note: N= 82

Table 15 [ and Other Values of the Predictive Variable of Team Research Studies
Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent
Dependent Variable S t P
Variable
Social contingencies NT 34 4.69 .00

Note: N = 82, df = 81; the p values shown pertain to two-tailed tests.

The multiple regression equation was obtained from this independent variable
predicting the number of team research studies completed by these EFL teachers
between the years 2005 to 2007 (NT) as follows.

NT = a+blISC

NT = Predictive value for the number of team research studies

completed by these EFL teachers between the years 2005 to
2007
a = Constant
b1SC

Regression coefficient of social contingencies

Replace in the equation as follows.

NT = 201 +.341SC
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4.4.3 Predictors of Graduate Dissertations Controlled by the Responding
EFL Teachers as the Major Advisors Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007
(ND)

As shown in Table 16 and 17, the regression results revealed the relationship
between the number of graduate dissertations controlled by these responding EFL
teachers as the major advisors completed between the years 2005 to 2007 and the
independent variables. Adjusted R value indicated that, for all respondents, the linear
combination of this dependent variable accounted for 17% of variance in highest
education level (R’ = .17, F (81) = 17.49, p = .00). A statistically significant
correlation emerged between:

a. Highest education level and the number of graduate dissertations controlled

by the responding EFL teachers as the major advisor completed between

the years 2005 to 2007, B = 1.36, ¢ (81) = 4.18, p = .00.

Table 16 R’ and Other Values of the Predictive Variable of Graduate Dissertations
Controlled by the Responding EFL teachers as the Major Advisors
Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Dependent Adjusted

Independent Variable d F
P Variable R’ 4 P
Highest education level ND 'Y 81 17.49 .00
Note: N=82

Table 17 B and Other Values of the Predictive Variable of Graduate Dissertations
Controlled by the Responding EFL teachers as the Major Advisor
Completed between the Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent Variable Dependent Variable i t P

Highest education level ND 1.36 4.18 .00

Note: N = 82, df = 81; the p values shown pertain to two-tailed tests.
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The multiple regression equation was obtained from this independent variable
predicting the number of graduate dissertations controlled by the responding EFL
teachers as the major advisor completed between the years 2005 to 2007 (ND) as

follows.
ND = a+blED

ND = Predictive value for the number of graduate dissertations
controlled by the responding EFL teachers as the major advisors
completed between the years 2005 to 2007
a =  Constant

bIED =  Regression coefficient of highest education level

Replace in the equation as follows.

ND = -2.269 +1.356ED

4.4.4 Predictors of Total Research Productivity Produced by the
Responding EFL Teachers between the Years 2005 to 2007 (TP)

Table 18 and 19 reported the relationships between total research productivity
these 82 EFL teachers had produced from 2005 to 2007 and the independent variables
received from the stepwise multiple regression. Adjusted R’ values were employed to
reveal the linear combination of this dependent variable and accounted for 29% of
variance in highest education level (R’ = .29, F (81) = 34.17, p = .00); 35% of variance
in academic rewards (R’ = .35, F (81) = 22.96, p = .00); and 43% of variance in self-
knowledge (R’ = .43, F (81) = 21.38, p = .00). Statistically significant correlations
emerged between:

a. Highest education level and total research productivity produced by the
responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007, B = 6.28,
t(81)=4.14, p=.00;

b. Academic rewards and total research productivity produced by the
responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007, B = -4.16,
t(81)=-4.01, p=.00;
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c. Self-knowledge and total research productivity produced by the
responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007, B = 5.43,
t(81)=3.45, p=.00.

Table 18 R’ and Other Values of the Predictive Variables of Total Research
Productivity Produced by the Responding EFL Teachers between the
Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent Dependent Adjusted r
Variables Variable R’ b
Highest education level TP .29 81 34.17 .00
Academic rewards TP 35 81 22.96 .00
Self-knowledge TP 43 81 21.38 .00
Note: N= 82

Table 19 B and Other Values of the Predictive Variables of Total Research
Productivity Produced by the Responding EFL Teachers between the
Years 2005 to 2007 (N = 82)

Independent Variables Dependent variable S t p
Highest education level TP 6.28 4.14 .00
Academic rewards TP -4.16  -4.01 .00
Self-knowledge TP 5.43 3.45 .00

Note: N = 82, df = 81; the p values shown pertain to two-tailed tests.

The multiple regression equation was obtained from the independent variables
predicting total research productivity produced by the responding EFL teachers
between the years 2005 to 2007 (TP) as follows.
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TP = a+blED-b2RE +b3SK

TP = Predictive value for total research productivity produced by

the responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007

a = Constant
blED = Regression Coefficient of highest education level
b2RE =  Regression Coefficient of academic rewards
b3SK = Regression Coefficient of self-knowledge

Replace in the equation as follows.

TP = -11.564 +6.278ED - 4.156RE + 5.433SK

To conclude, four major findings from the last research questions revealed that:

First, academic rank, self-knowledge, academic rewards, highest education
level, and working years in higher education were the predictors of single-authored
research studies completed by these responding EFL teachers between the years 2005
to 2007 (NS).

Second, factor of social contingencies was the predictor of team research
studies completed by these responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007
(NT).

Third, highest education level was the predictor of graduate dissertations
controlled by these responding EFL teachers as the major advisor completed between
the years 2005 to 2007 (ND).

Most importantly, highest education level, academic rewards, and self-
knowledge were the predictors of total research productivity produced by these
responding EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 2007 (TP) (See the relationships
in Figure 3).
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Socio-demographic
characteristics AG

Career factors

Total
Research behavior RH Resear'c}.l
Productivity

Self-knowledge SK
Social knowledge SO
Environmental condition FU
Environmental response RE
Social contingencies SC

Figure 3 A Diagram Illustrating Relationships between Total Research

Productivity and Its Predictive Factors

4.5 Chapter Summary

In the present study, a survey research approach was applied to reveal factors
related to research productivity of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers at
public universities in northern Thailand. Amongst all of the questionnaires sent to the
target population, eighty-two questionnaire copies were completed and returned. The
data received from these questionnaires were later computed and analyzed by
statistical devices to explore answers for four research questions. From descriptive
statistics, the result showed that (1) the participating teachers responded to 63 Likert-
scale questionnaire items that measured 4 groups of variables affecting faculty’s
research productivity as set forth by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) at the medium
level. (2) When weighting different types of research outputs as proposed by Thoreson,
Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow (1990), the total research productivity of these 82
participating teachers from the years 2005 to 2007 was 370. Furthermore, descriptive
statistics reveals that for these three years, the individual teachers conducted 0.52
single-authored research studies and 0.72 team research studies per person on average.

(3) Besides, the stepwise multiple regression helped identify three factors predicting
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the total research productivity of the participating teachers. These included highest
education level attained, academic rewards, and self-knowledge that related to total

research productivity at a significant level of .05.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

This chapter discussed the findings revealed in the previous chapter. Under
four research questions, answers were provided to illustrate situations in which faculty
members, teaching English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in public universities in
northern Thailand have been facing in performing a research role. Then, implications
of the study were offered to bring about a better research performance of these faculty
members. Hence, this chapter is outlined as follows.

5.1 Discussion of Finding One: To what extent were EFL teachers in public
universities in northern Thailand aware of self-knowledge, social knowledge,
environmental response, and environmental condition?

5.2 Discussion of Finding Two: What was the total research productivity
produced by these participating EFL teachers between the years 2005 to 20077

5.3 Discussion of Finding Three: What were the relationships between these
EFL teachers’ research productivity and the studied factors: demographic
characteristics, career factors, research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge,
environmental condition, environmental response, and social contingencies?

5.4 Discussion of Finding Four: What were the predictive factors significantly
affecting research productivity of these EFL teachers?

5.5 Implications of the Study

5.1 Discussion of Finding One

To what extent were EFL teachers in public universities in northern Thailand
aware of self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental response, and
environmental condition?

5.1.1 Self-knowledge refers to personal psychological traits that may directly
or indirectly affect research conducting of faculty members (Blackburn & Lawrence,

1995). Five factors in this category were studied: research interest, research
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commitment, self-competence in research, self-efficacy in skills related to research,
and job satisfaction.

Analyzed from the responses to the questionnaire, these EFL faculty members
perceived their personal psychological attributes in all five categories at a medium
level (M = 3.26, SD = 0.50, N = 82). However, when five categories of their personal
traits were analyzed separately, these faculty members reflected high levels of job
satisfaction (M = 3.66, SD = 0.55, N = §2), self-competence in research (M = 3.42,
SD = 0.62, N = §2), and research commitment (M = 3.41, SD = 0.99 , N = §2) but
indicated their self-efficacy in skills related to research at a medium level (M = 3.26,

SD = 0.62, N = 82) and research interest at a low level (M = 2.53, SD = 0.78, N = §2).

a. Job satisfaction refers to positive attitudes toward a faculty
member’s work attributes and duties (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Overall, the
respondents perceived that they were satisfied to work as EFL faculty members at a
high level. Particularly, they reported taking the highest responsibility for any given
jobs. At a high level, they satisfied that their career (1) provided opportunities to use
all of their knowledge and skills, (2) were challenging and interesting, and (3) assigned
important jobs. Besides, they were satisfied that their jobs could be achieved and
rewards were as they expected and that their professional advancement was derived
from their working performance. However, they were still unsure that: (1) doing
research along with teaching satisfied them, (2) their workload was suitable, and (3)

they received equal opportunity for professional advancement.

b. Self-competence in research refers to a faculty member’s perception
showing his or her confidence in research conducting (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
Overall, these EFL faculty members rated that they had high to moderate self-
competence in research conducting. They agreed that at a high level good research
must come from a strong endeavor and agreed that they were trained to conduct
profound research commensurate with their highest education degree. Nevertheless,
they only moderately felt that they had good research ideas and up to date information
to start their research studies. They were also moderately confident that they could

persuade their colleagues to participate in their research and would receive supporting
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funds. Also, they were uncertain that their research findings could be applied easily in
English teaching and that conducting research along with teaching would lead to
difficulties for them.
¢. Research commitment refers to a faculty member’s ambition to do

research studies even if he or she is facing hardship (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995;
Hollenbeck, Williams, & Klein, 1989). As analyzed from given responses to the
questionnaires, these EFL faculty members reported their research commitment at a
high level. They indicated to use all attempts to conduct research though some
research studies needed great efforts to complete. For example, they often continued
conducting their research even though there was no supporting fund, or there were
difficulties with the main research project. Further, they agreed that at a high level
research conducting is a must for EFL faculty members. Anyway, they accepted that
they moderately paid attention to their research studies conducted between the years
2005 to 2007 and moderately agreed that they may not conduct research during the

period whereby they responded to the questionnaire.

d. Self-efficacy in skills related to research was resulting from an
evaluation of an action which influences how one perceives their efficacy on that
action and expected outcome from taking such action (Bandura, 1977). In other words,
according to Vasil (1996), it refers to a faculty member’s belief that he or she has the
abilities and skills needed to produce the final output such as conducting, publishing,
or presenting research. To reveal how these EFL faculty members perceived their self-
efficacy, the questionnaires measured skills needed to conduct, publish, and present
research and also social skills needed in order to be successful researchers. It is
interesting to note that these respondents were more confident in their social skills than
research skills. At a high level, for social skills, these EFL faculty members reported
that they are good at making friends with their colleagues, being a good leader, and
managing their time effectively. For research skills, they agreed that they were expert
in reading academic English, findings ideas to design their research, finding needed
information to do research from libraries or the Internet. But once they were asked
about their skills related to research conducting, they were less confident that they

could do it well. For instance, they were unsure that they knew how to do sampling,
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how to construct research instruments for data collection, how to collect quantitative
or qualitative data, and how to analyze those collected data. Interestingly, they were
also uncertain that they were good at writing academic papers. Most importantly, they
reported a low level of skills towards understanding research statistics and employing

triangulation data analysis.

e. Research interest refers to the amount of attempts a faculty
member participates in research activities (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995) such as
participating in academic conferences, reading academic papers, exchanging research
ideas, and inspecting research in other institutions. As analyses from given responses
to the questionnaire showed, these EFL faculty members reported research interest at a
medium level. Interestingly, there was only one activity that these faculty members
involved them in. It was reading English academic journals. On the other hand, these
respondents seldom participated in other activities contributing to research conducting.
They only rarely enrolled in research training seminars, shared research ideas with
their colleagues, and spent time to read Thai written articles. They scarcely presented
their research papers, inspected research studies conducted in and outside their
universities, and conducted research collaboratively with faculty members in other
departments or other faculties in their universities. At the lowest level, they enrolled in

research projects with external researchers.

5.1.2 Social Knowledge refers to an individual’s perceptions of various
aspects of work environment. These perceptions include beliefs formed by experience
with colleagues, administrators, faculty meetings, institutional rules and norms
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). Social and material support, intellectual climate, and
departmental preference and value formed social-knowledge of a faculty member.
Importantly, the collegial workplace and institutional preferences toward research
encouraged a faculty member to conduct and publish research (Blackburn, Bieber,
Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). For the present study, two main categories of factors
were investigated: research climate and perceptions toward colleagues and

administrators.
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As shown in the questionnaire data, in total, these EFL faculty members
perceived their aspects of environment at a medium level (M = 3.16, SD = 0.59, N =
82). They hold positive perceptions toward their colleagues and administrators at a
high level (M = 3.44, SD = 0.59) and witnessed research climate in their faculty at a
medium level (M = 2.95, SD = 0.73).

a. Perceptions toward colleagues and administrators: According to
Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, and Trautvetter (1991) the collegial workplace
correlated faculty members’ research productivity (Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, &
Trautvetter, 1991). Fortunately, at a high level and a medium level, these EFL faculty
members witnessed collegial support among their department’s colleagues. For
example, they saw good relationships among their colleagues, good team work, and
collaboration in solving problems of the department. Moreover, at a high level, their
departmental heads were reported to work very hard and to be helpful and interested in

their research conducting.

b. Research climate refers to social and material support and
intellectual climate in a faculty members’ department and/or faculty (Blackburn,
Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). Overall, these EFL faculty members reported
that there was moderate social and material support and an intellectual climate in their
universities. For example, at a moderate level, they witnessed: (1) exchanges of
research ideas in their workplace, (2) the attempts to submit research proposals for
funding, and (3) active research practices to conduct research of graduate students.
Moreover, as they found, there was moderate support from their colleagues, who were
sophisticate researchers. There was moderate attempt by their institutions to provide
research assistance, research-aided apparatus such as computers, services to aid
research, and research centers. However, only a high level of research support was
witnessed. The administrative offices of their institution usually informed of any
research conferences that were to take place. Also, only a low level of support was
indicated. Interestingly, these respondents indicated that documents and books in their

field of research were not sufficiently provided.
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5.1.3 Environmental Response refers to any forms of reinforcement received
from research publications such as recognitions, promotions, and rewards (Blackburn
& Lawrence, 1995). As analyzed from the questionnaire data, these EFL faculty
members perceived at a high level that productive researchers received positive
responses from the environment such as rewards and recognition in return (M = 3.44,
SD = 0.67, N = 82). Particularly, they agreed that research outputs were the sources of
academic ranks at the highest level. At a high level, they reported that EFL faculty
members who paid great attention to both research and teaching were admired by
departmental colleagues and that a faculty member who was expert in a specific
research topic is often invited to be a research counselor for other institutions.
However, these EFL faculty members were unsure that their research studies were
always published and presented and that licensed research studies were a source of
extra money or rewards. Most importantly, they almost all disagreed that teaching load

was decreased for faculty members who had excellent research studies.

5.1.4 Environmental Condition refers to factors outside the workplace such
as federal funding (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). In this factor category, these EFL
faculty members were moderately agreed that research funds from in and outside their
university are available for any research studies (M = 2.74, SD = 0.97, N = §2). With
this moderate agreement, nevertheless, it is important to note that the received
standard deviation was very large. This demonstrated that these EFL faculty members
did not perceive this factor in the same way. As a consequence, there were significant
differences in their views on how research funds were allocated and whether they were
sufficient for any research studies to be conducted.

To conclude, several problems toward conducting research were synthesized
from the responses of these EFL faculty members to the questionnaires as follows.

(1) These EFL faculty members preferred teaching but lacked research
interest. As Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, and Martin
(forthcoming) indicated, EFL faculty members are generally “fond of teaching rather
than conducting research over a long period” (p.3). They are seldom involved in
activities that helped develop their research knowledge and skills such as reading

academic articles, participating in academic conferences, and trying to do research



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 79

with other EFL faculty members. This finding was comparable to Subwasu’s (1997)
investigation into factors related to education research conducting of faculty members
at Rajabhat Institutes in Bangkok. Importantly, her subjects’ disinterest in research

was shown because they rarely participated in such activities.

(2) They had high teaching loads. As two respondents reflected, their
teaching load was always too high. One female faculty member reported that she did
not have time to create research ideas. Another indicated that the number of students
whom an EFL faculty member must be responsible for usually exceeded his or her
energy. This was consistent to general findings reported by numerous studies
conducted in Thailand (Intharathat, 2004; Pedthip, 1987; Phadkate, 2005; Phadkate &
Sayananonth, 2006), one of the most important difficulties in research conducting was

over-teaching.

(3) They were unsure that research findings could be implemented in
English teaching. Differing from the claim that engaging in research activities improve
teaching in colleges and universities (Friedrich & Michalak, 1983; Harry & Goldner,
1972; Linsky & Straus, 1975), these EFL faculty members lacked confidence in that
getting involved in research could make them better at teaching. Due to this problem,
Crookes and Chandler (1999) explained that foreign language teacher preparation
programs in general rarely helped EFL faculty members implement research findings

in their classrooms.

(4) They had moderate to low research knowledge and skills needed to
conduct research studies. This finding was relevant to numerous related studies
(Crookes & Chandler, 1999; Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006; Soranastaporn,
Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming) that EFL faculty
members lack both knowledge and the skills required for producing research because

they were rarely prepared to engage in life-long learning processes such as research.

(5) They were provided insufficient support on research funds, on

consultants, and on documents and books in their field of research. Reported by two
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respondents, their universities lacked some resources needed to conduct research such
as documents and the Internet database. Further, one of these complained that the
library of her university did not facilitate doing research because it allowed a faculty
member to borrow only a few books at a time. Supported by Intharathat (2004), (1)
lack of research equipment, (2) limited research funding, and (3) lack of research
assistants were rated by productive researchers in King Mongkut’s University of

Technology Thonburi as serious problems interfering with their research conducting.

(6) Finally, they were unsure that their research studies will be always
published and presented. As one respondent replied, research in English language
teaching might not result in publications. Rather, a lot of English teachers did research
to solve daily problems in classroom instruction regardless of careful attention to
every research process and essential theories. In particular, this manner of research
conducting was usually criticized as a weakness of a research study because it might
not be done by “a systematic process of collecting and logically analyzing information
(data)” (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997, p. 9)”. Knowing this, these EFL faculty
members, probably, dare not submit their research papers for publications or
presentations because they were unsure that their research studies could meet the

required standards of any academic journals or conferences.

5.2 Discussion of the Finding Two

What was the total research productivity produced by these participating EFL
teachers between the years 2005 to 2007?

Self-reported questions were used to analyze how much these EFL faculty
members produced, published, and presented research studies and got involved in
other activities that resulted in research products such as being a major advisor of
completed thesis studies. To explore research productivity of these 82 respondents,
Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow’s (1990) weighing different types of
completed research outputs were adapted and employed. These included as follows.

(1) The number of research studies already presented to academic
conferences was multiplied by one.

(2) The number of completed single-author research studies and
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the number of completed dissertations under faculty members’
controls as major advisors were multiplied by two.

(3) The number of published academic articles applied from their
research discoveries and the number of completed research studies
conducted cooperatively were multiplied by three,

(4) The number of books written by referring to some part of his or her
research studies was multiplied by seven, and

(5) The number of books written directly from their research
discoveries was multiplied by nine.

When these research products were multiplied as mentioned earlier and were
summed up, total research productivity completed between the years 2005 to 2007
equaled 370 pieces of work. The overall average showed that during these three years,
the research productivity of each EFL faculty member equaled 4.5 pieces of work.

When analyzed separately, real numbers of each type of research product were
also uncovered. The results showed that these 82 EFL faculty members produced
single-author research study at the highest level, but completed books written from
their research discoveries was rated at the lowest level. Within this three-year period,
all types of research products ranked by the most productive to the least productive
were (1) completed single-author research studies (X = 43, M = 0.52, SD = 1.08), (2)
completed graduate dissertations under these faculty members’ control (£ = 39, M =
0.48, SD = 1.59), (3) completed team research studies (£ = 38, M = 0.46, SD = 0.72),
(4) presented research studies (X =27, M = 0.33, SD = 0.83), (5) published research
articles (Z = 14, M = 0.17, SD = 0.75), (6) published books referring some parts of
research studies (X =2, M = 0.02, SD = 0.16), and (7) published books written from
their research discoveries (=1, M = 0.01, SD=0.11).

According to these results, two important notices were made. Firstly, these
EFL faculty members were more likely to conduct research studies alone rather than as
part of a team. The first possible reason may derive from the research style of faculty
members in the field of language teaching. As depicted by Wanner, Lewis, and
Gregorio (1981), working alone with “only books and little else” (p. 249) is the

tradition of the humanities to conduct research. For another reason, to yield an
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academic rank in every public university in Thailand, any research study supporting
the requirement of any academic rank must be conducted by an individual faculty
member by at least 50% of that study (Office of the Civil Service Commission in
Higher Education, 2006).

Furthermore, not all of their research studies conducted in this three-year
period were published and presented. This was indicated by comparing the total
number of research studies (single plus team) and the total number of published and
presented research studies. The former (X = 81) exceeded the latter (X = 41) at 2 times
higher. This is consistent with one report from the previous research question that
these EFL faculty members received a moderate opportunity to present their research

studies and to have them published.

5.3 Discussion of the Finding Three

What were the relationships between these EFL teachers’ research
productivity and the studied factors: demographic characteristics, career factors,
research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition,
environmental response, and social contingencies?

In response to this research question, Spearman’s rho correlation was
employed to reveal the relationships between the dependent variables, research
productivity and the independent variables in eight categories as above. Statistically
analyzed, the results illustrated that total research productivity of these 82 EFL faculty
members significantly correlated positively with the following factors:

a. One socio-demographic characteristic: age (r = .62)

b. Four career factors: education level (» = .51), academic rank
(r = .32), working years in higher education (» = .58), conducting
research before graduation (r =.31),

One factor in research behaviors: total research hours (r = .45)

d. All self-knowledge factors excluding research interest: research
commitment (» = .59), self-competence in research (r = .39), self-
efficacy in skills related to research (» = .38), and job satisfaction
(r=.27)

e. One social contingency: family responsibility (r = .45)
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Such positive relationships imply that these factors could help increase
research productivity when they increased.

Interestingly, these strong relationships were consistent with common findings.
For example, first, faculties who had earned a Ph.D. published more than those who
had not (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995, Zainab, 1999). Second, research commitment
influenced research productivity, but research interest did not significantly affect more
research outcomes (Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). For this
reason, these EFL faculty members were influenced to produce research if they had a
high research commitment or ambition rather than a high interest in research.

Further, consistent to Zainab’s (1999) remark that age and the number of years
in higher education is an experience indicator of research performance, the result
showed that these EFL faculty members’ research productivity is increased by rising
age and working years in higher education. Thus, since research experience is getting
higher with the passing of time, these respondents will get more advanced in research
conducting. However, this finding was different from what Blackburn and Lawrence,
(1995) concluded in their literature review that research productivity of faculty
member generally declined with increasing age. Such variation could be explained by
this study’s data that significant positive correlations of age with research hours and of
research hours with research productivity. This means that the older of these EFL
faculty members spent more time on research and such efforts significantly affected

the increase of their research productivity.

5.4 Discussion of the Finding Four

What were the predictive factors significantly affecting research productivity of
these EFL teachers?

Before Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis was used to answer this
research question, dependent and independent variables were correlated in order to test
multicollinearity among independent variables. This occurred when independent
variables are correlated higher than » = .65 (Borg & Gall, 1983; Traimongkolkul &
Chatraporn, 2006). From Spearman’s rho correlation, a multicollinearity between age
and working years in HE was indicated. According to Elliott and Woodward (2007),

since multicollinearity can generate deviations in findings from multiple regressions,
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one of the major solutions for this problem is to select only one variable considered
more reasonable for the context of analysis. Since working years in HE yield
significant correlations with research productivity of all types and was selected by
“forward selection” and “backward elimination” procedures (Elliott & Woodward,
2007), age was not included in the stepwise multiple regression analysis.

Then, total research productivity of these EFL faculty members were regressed
against independent variables: education level, academic rank, working years in higher
education, teaching load, conducting research for graduation, research hours, self-
knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition (research funding),
environmental response (academic rewards), and social contingencies. The results
showed that three independent variables helped predict total research productivity that
these EFL faculty members produced between the years 2005 and 2007. Ranged from
the highest influence to the lowest influence, these predictive factors included the
highest education level, academic rewards, and self-knowledge. Positive influences on
these EFL faculty members’ research productivity were found in the cases of (1) the
highest education level (f = 6.28) and (2) self-knowledge (5 = 5.43); whereas, (3)
academic rewards predict the research productivity in a negative direction (f = -4.16).
Such relationships could generally be the result of some certain reasons.

Firstly, the influence of the education level on research productivity of these
EFL faculty members could be explained by the significant correlation between the
higher education level and research conducting before for graduation (» = .44, p <.01).
For this reason, there was a tendency for higher research productivity in faculty
members who received a master’s degree program or a doctoral degree program that
required research completion before graduation.

Secondly, from five categories of self-knowledge characteristics (research
interest, commitment, self-competence, self-efficacy, and job satisfaction), only
research commitment was reported to influence research productivity at a significant
level. This result is particularly comparable to one finding from a 1988 national survey
amongst American faculty members revealed by Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, and
Trautvetter (1991) that research commitment was a significant predictor of research
productivity. Hence, over other personal psychological traits, research commitment

appeared to be the most supporting characteristic of EFL faculty members who were
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productive researchers. As reported in questionnaire data, to produce and publish
research, those who had high research commitment still continue their research studies
in spite of using a lot of effort and facing hardships which are usually obstacles in
conducting any research studies.

Finally, academic rewards (one studied factor of environmental response)
entered into the equation that predicts total research productivity of these Thai EFL
faculty members, however, in a negative direction. This means that positive responses
in return did not encourage these EFL faculty members to produce research. This
result deviated from Allison and Stewart’s (1974) finding that rewards usually
encourage research performance of a faculty member. This could be assumed that
research rewards might be less important than other limitations. For example, as found
in the responses to the questionnaires, First, these EFL faculty members lacked
interest in research but were fond of teaching (Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom,
Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming). As added by a female respondent, some faculty
members were born to teach. Second, they had limited knowledge and skills needed to
conduct research. Third, they lacked research commitment. This could be concluded
that an extrinsic motivating factor such as the rewards from research products did not
encourage research productivity because these EFL teachers lacked desired personality
traits of a productive researcher. As Zainab (1999) concluded, the important
characteristics of a productive researcher must (1) have a positive attitude and strong
motivation toward research, (2) have certain work habits such as the ability to organize
time, having the energy to work hard and persist in reaching long-term goals, being
self-confident and self-disciplined and tolerating ambiguity, and (3) be a creative
person who is independent and likes to play with ideas. However, these EFL faculty
members tended to report the lacks of these characteristics.

To better our understandings of the situations in which these EFL faculty
members faced in their research function, certain types of research products including
the number of single-author research studies, the number of team research studies, and
the number of controlled graduate dissertations completed during this three-year
period were also regressed against all independent variables to explore their predictive
factors. Interestingly, each type of completed research product was influenced by

different factors as follows.
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a. The number of single-author research studies was significantly
influenced by five predictors: (1) academic rank, (2) self-knowledge, (3) academic
rewards, (4) education level, and (5) working years in higher education. Hence, we can
see that from these entered factors, self-knowledge, academic rewards, and educational
level were also predictive variables of the total research productivity. For this reason,
why academic rank and working years in higher education affected the number of
single-author research studies needed some explanation.

Regarding the significant relationship between academic rank and
number of single-author research studies, it is important to report that such a
relationship is consistent to previous findings of the studies conducted by Kyvik
(1990), Blackburn, Behymer, and Hall (1987) and Wanner, Lewis, and Gregorio
(1981). Particularly, as commonly found, an academic rank was considered as the best
predictor of research productivity (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987). Zainab (1999)
suggested the reason that, “full professors have more opportunities to do research and
publish their findings was because of fewer teaching, better professional contacts and
access to more research funds (p. 86).” Besides, another reason was indicated in
Phadkate and Sayananonth’s (2006) study exploring the reasons fostering Thailand’s
EFL faculty members in 23 public universities to conduct research. One finding from
their study reported that these faculty members conducted and published research in
order to fulfill the requirements of the Commission on Higher Education on holding
their academic ranks. In particular, any research study employed to maintain their
academic rank must be conducted by an individual faculty member for at least 50% of
that study (Office of the Civil Service Commission in Higher Education, 2006). As a
result, faculty members in Thailand’s public universities tended to conduct any
research studies alone to hold such positions, so the number of single-author research
studies increased commensurate with the higher academic rank they yielded.

For the influence of working years in higher education on the number
of single-author research studies completed within this three-year period, it was not
impossible to find such a relationship (Blackburn, Behymer, & Hall, 1987; Wanner,
Lewis, & Gregorio; 1981). The main reason was that the number of years in higher
education is an experience indicator of research performance (Zainab, 1999).

Nevertheless, the number of years in higher education alone does not always predict
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research productivity. As Teodorescu (2000) reviewed, faculty members across ten
countries (Australia, Brazil, Chile, Hong Kong, Israel, Japan, Korea, Mexico, the
United Kingdom, and the United States) who had worked for a long time were
productive researchers if they started conducting and publishing research early in their

career more than those who did not.

b. The number of team research studies was significantly influenced by
social contingencies including family responsibility (marital status and childcare) and
extended illness. In particular, family responsibility was a predictor for the number of
team research studies. Logically, this could be explained that EFL faculty members
who had married and had to raise children need to work on their research studies with
their colleagues to avoid undertaking research alone which required greater

responsibility.

c. The number of completed graduate dissertations under the control of
faculty members as a major advisor was significantly influenced by the highest
education level. This is very interesting in that there were no other predictive variables
of this academic product apart from the highest education level. Hence, it could
possibly be explained by a general rule that only faculty members who had yielded a
doctoral degree are required to be thesis advisors of graduate students as an academic

duty, and because it is a must, there is no need to be influenced by other factors.

As added above, research productivity completed within a three-year period
(between the years 2005 to 2007) of these faculty members on average was lower than
one topic per person. Moreover, they had fewer opportunities to have their research
studies published. This amount of research productivity could be predicted by the
highest education level, academic rewards, and self-knowledge factors. In addition, the
possible explanations for this small number of research products derived from their
responses to the questionnaire included as follows.

(1) These EFL faculty members were happy to perform teaching and academic
services but quite unhappy with their increased workload that resulted from the

requirement to conduct research because they had a high teaching load (18.5
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hours/week/person) (Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006; Soranastaporn, Sookplang,
Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming).

(2) They believed that they were competent to conduct research, but they were
unsure that research findings could be implemented in English teaching.

(3) They reported having high attention and ambition to conduct research
studies, but in fact, they accepted that they paid little attention to their research studies
conducted in this three-year period and they were unsure whether to start any research
studies then.

(4) They reported that they were mediocre researchers because they knew little
about how to conduct research and write academic papers, and they lacked knowledge
to employ research statistics and triangulation data analysis (Intharathat, 2004;
Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006).

(5) They were moderately interested in research conducting and did not often
get involved in any activities resulting in the increase of research knowledge and skills
such as, reading academic articles and participating in research training seminars.

(6) They reported only medium support on research funds and on advice from
their colleagues who are sophisticate researchers; besides, little support on documents
and books in their field of research was indicated (Intharathat, 2004; Phadkate &
Sayananonth, 2006).

(7) Finally, they were unsure that their research studies were always published
and presented, and they nearly disagreed that teaching load is decreased for faculty

members who had excellent research studies.

5.5 Implications of the Study

This research study has provided valuable information concerning factors
related to research productivity of faculty members who teach English at public
universities in northern Thailand. In an attempt to advance research performance of
these faculty members, important suggestions are provided as follows.

In terms of evaluation and planning, since EFL faculty members generally
prefer teaching over research and lack of research knowledge and skills, there should

be a long-range plan to deal with these problems instead of using impact factors of
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academic journals in which research studies of EFL faculty members are published as
an indicator to evaluate their research performance.

As a priority, EFL faculty members must receive equal opportunities to pursue
high-quality programs in master’s degrees and doctoral degrees that require
conducting and publishing research for graduation. Due to this action, the results of
this this study found that a higher education level lead to better research knowledge
and skills and better research commitment that could influence research productivity
significantly.

Secondly, effective training programs must be provided. To organize such
training programs, short-term goals must be achieved, for example, increased
understandings of research conducting processes, better academic writing skills, better
attitudes toward research, enhanced recognition of the importance of research
conducting (Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom, Engchuan, & Martin,
forthcoming), and raised research commitment. As Soranastaporn, Sookplang,
Boonthanom, Engchuan, and Martin (forthcoming) suggested, these short-term goals
could be achieved by:

(1) Conducting a needs analysis to reveal the attitudes and the
deficiencies in research conducting of these faculty members because a needs analysis
could be usefully applied to design and development of any training courses,

(2) Organizing training programs using the 4PES steps (Prepare,
Present, Practice, Product, Evaluation, and Supports),

(3) Providing consultants both in and out of training programs, and

(4) Evaluating which goals have been achieved by assessing changes
initiated from the programs in three aspects: better research knowledge and skills,
positive attitudes toward research, and high-quality academic papers.

To implement these processes successfully, EFL faculty members must be
trained and assessed continuously until they could meet the requirement of the long-
term goal of being productive researchers.

In terms of rewards, along with providing effective training programs in
research, since EFL faculty members generally have great teaching loads because
English is usually taught in universities as a compulsory course, there should be a

reward structure that is more specific and appropriate with this aspect of faculty work.
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Importantly, as the first step, EFL faculty members who want to produce research
must be supported by reducing their teaching load.

Finally, in terms of support, there must be sufficient research funds and data
sources such as books and academic journals. Particularly, for research funds, it must
be ensured that EFL faculty members will receive equal chances to receive this
support. Since the natural, applied, and medical scientists are usually those who
receive financial support, because of greater research contributions to society, the
humanities often have less access to such opportunities. For this reason, there should
be an amount of money specifically allocated for faculty members in the humanities in
order to promote research conducting by EFL faculty members. Furthermore, a
research center should be founded in each faculty unit in order to provide services
pertaining to research conducting, to provide a place for exchanging research ideas
among faculty members, and to act as a mediator that connects all research center units

of universities all over Thailand.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Considered as social organizations, universities inevitably cling to economic
and national demands (Van der Molen, 1994). From places offering training
knowledge and skills, they have been transformed into places that produce knowledge
through research involvement, along with producing a quantity of professionals.
Faculty members were, therefore, the real persons to have been affected by such
adaptations. As a result, they are two-in-one agents who should be effective teachers
and productive researchers at the same time.

For faculty members in the scientific disciplines, this change may not seem to
be a problem because they usually spend time in laboratories to discover something
and make it known to the public. Nevertheless, for English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) faculty members who are more rooted in teaching more than gaining experience
in laboratories, this resulted in significant changes in their life, because they now need
to produce research for the reputation of their universities and for their professional
advancement. Unfortunately, not all of them know the real implications of such
attempts. Hence, the number of language research products found has been smaller
than scientific research outputs (Wanner, Lewis, & Gregorio, 1981).

The present study investigated factors related to research productivity of EFL
teachers at public universities in northern Thailand.

The ultimate goals of this study were:

1. to understand the perceptions of EFL teachers in public universities in
northern Thailand toward self-knowledge, social-knowledge, environmental response,
and environmental condition factors,

2. to explore research productivity of these EFL teachers produced from the
years 2005 to 2007,

3. to reveal the relationships between their research productivity and factors
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set forth by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) which are demographic characteristics,
career factors, research behavior, self-knowledge, social-knowledge, environmental
response, environmental condition, and social contingencies, and

4. to reveal predictive factors significantly affecting research productivity of

those EFL teachers.

6.1 Summary of the Study
To gather data for the present study, a questionnaire was developed based on a
theoretical model of faculty at work proposed by Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) and
related literature. In the questionnaire, self-reported research products and self-
evaluation on factors related to it were asked. A pilot study was also conducted to
ensure the validity and the reliability of this research instrument. After that, 140
questionnaires were disseminated to faculty members in public universities in northern
Thailand (excluding Rachamongkol Technology Universities and open universities)
who were teaching EFL courses at the time of the study or during the 2007 academic
year. In spite of considerable attempts to follow up on these questionnaires, only 106
copies were returned, and only 82 copies were usable and were analyzed.
Statistical devices including descriptive and correlation statistics were used to
explore answers for four research questions:
1. To what extent were EFL teachers in public universities in northern Thailand
aware of the following factors?
a. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of self-knowledge?
b. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of social knowledge?
c. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of environmental
condition?
d. To what extent were these EFL teachers aware of environmental
responses?
2. What was the total research productivity produced by these EFL teachers
between the years 2005 to 2007?
3. What were the relationships between these EFL teachers’ research
productivity and the studied factors: demographic characteristics, career factors,

research behavior, self-knowledge, social knowledge, environmental condition,
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environmental response, and social contingencies?

4. What were the predictive factors significantly affecting research productivity
of these EFL teachers?

Statistically analyzed, the questionnaire data revealed that:

Firstly, ranged from the highest to the lowest, these EFL faculty members
perceived their environmental response at a high level (M = 3.44, SD = 0.67), self-
knowledge (M = 3.26, SD = 0.50), social knowledge (M = 3.16, SD = 0.59), and
environmental condition at a medium level (M = 2.74, SD = 0.97). Several problems in
research conducting synthesized from their responses to the questionnaire include:

a. preferring teaching but lacking research interest,

b. having high teaching loads,

c. being unsure that research findings could be implemented in English
teaching,

d. having moderate to low research knowledge and skills needed to
conduct research ,

e. being provided with insufficient supports on research funds, on
consultants, and on documents and books in their field of research, and

f. being unsure that their research studies will always be published and
presented.

Secondly, a self-reported on research productivity completed within a three-
year period (from the years 2005 to 2007) of these EFL faculty members the the
average was lower than one topic per person. For example, they completed single-
author research studies 0.52 pieces per person (2'=43, SD = 1.08) and completed team
research studies 0.46 pieces per person (2= 38, SD = 0.72). Moreover, not all of their
research studies were published and presented during these three years. This was
indicated by comparing the total number of research studies (single plus team) and the
total number of published and presented research studies. The former (2 = 81)
exceeded the later (2'=41) at 2 times higher.

Thirdly, Spearman’s tho correlation illustrated that research productivity of
these 82 EFL faculty members significantly correlated positively with: age (» = .62),
academic rank (» = .32), working years in higher education (» = .58), conducting

research before graduation (» = .31), total research hours (r = .45), family
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responsibility (» = .45), and all self-knowledge factors excluding research interests.
These were research commitment (» = .59), self-competence in research (» = .39), self-
efficacy in skills related to research (r = .38), and job satisfaction (» =.27)

Finally, the results showed that three independent variables that helped to
predict the total research productivity that these EFL faculty members produced
between the years 2005 and 2007. These included (1) highest education level (f =
6.28), (2) academic rewards (S = -4.16), and (3) self-knowledge (5 = 5.43), especially
for research commitment.

Interestingly, despite different contexts of research and different research
subjects, these results significantly corresponded to previous research studies in certain
aspects. First, faculty members who had earned a Ph.D. published more than those
who had not (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Zainab, 1999) because they were trained
to conduct research before their graduation. Finally, of any kind of psychological traits,
research commitment usually influenced research productivity (Blackburn, Bieber,
Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991).

However, the negative influence of academic rewards to the research
productivity of these EFL faculty members did not correspond to Allison and
Stewart’s (1974) finding that rewards usually encourage research performance of a
faculty member. This could be interpreted that though these respondents highly agreed
that their universities provided considerable rewards for producing research, there
might be other limitations affecting their research conducting greater than such
reinforcement.

As synthesized from the questionnaire data and related literature, such negative
relationship could be explained that these respondents lacked interest but were fond of
teaching (Phadkate & Sayananonth, 2006; Soranastaporn, Sookplang, Boonthanom,
Engchuan, & Martin, forthcoming). Moreover, as found in Phadkate and
Sayananonth’s (2006) findings, Thailand’s EFL faculty members’ obstacles resulting
in their research performance included (1) personal burdens and/or high work load, (2)
lack of appropriate incentive, and (3) lack of facilities and infrastructure for
conducting research.

However, it must be addressed that social knowledge factors such as

intellectual climate or collegial support did not yield a significant relationship with
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these EFL faculty members’ research productivity. This finding particularly deviated
from Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, and Trautvetter’s (1991) finding that collegial
workplace and institutional preference toward research are supporting norms of being
productive researchers. This phenomenon could be explained by Wanner, Lewis, and
Gregorio (1981) that working alone with “only books and little else” (p. 249) is the
research tradition in the humanities; while, scientific research is usually carried out by

teams in a laboratory which provides equipment and assistants.

6.2 Recommendations for Further Studies

Regarding the research findings of the present study, further studies should be
carried out to provide deeper understandings of research conducting of EFL faculty
members in the current situations as follows.

1. Factors related to research productivity of EFL faculty members should be
replicated in other higher education contexts of Thailand in order to
provide the whole picture of the deficiencies and needs in their research
conducting. So do factors related to research productivity of Thai faculty
members in other academic disciplines.

2. Since, as shown in this study, these EFL faculty members do have research
knowledge and skills, but their research commitment significantly
influenced their research productivity, further studies should specifically
investigate factors related to research commitment of Thailand’s EFL
faculty members.

3. Further studies could particularly focus on the process in which EFL
faculty members bring research findings into classroom practices in an
attempt to help faculty members to understand the relationship between
research and teaching.

4. Further studies may include “hidden productivity” or developing research
studies (Wood, 1990) into the calculation of total research productivity to
help reduce the deviation of research performance among faculty members.

5. Finally, a long-range experimental research study on effective research

training programs must be carried out in every faculty unit of each
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university due to the variations of research styles in different academic

disciplines.

Copyright by Mahidol University
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

A questionnaire investigating research performance of English as a Foreign Language teachers of
public universities in northern Thailand

Dear ladies and gentlemen,

This questionnaire aims to collect data related to research performance of English as a Foreign
Language teachers of public universities in northern Thailand. The received data will be analyzed and
synthesized to uncover factors related your research performance. Importantly, the findings will lead to
discussions and suggestions on ways to facilitate and enhance your research performance. Since the
investigation aims to generally overview research situations in your university and your personal data
will not be revealed, please be sure that the responses to this questionnaire has no effect to your
profession.

This questionnaire consists of 4 parts. Please complete all parts and all items.

Part 1: General information concerning personal, educational, and career information (15 items)
Part 2: Information related to your research performance (7 items)

Part 3: Factors related to your research performance (82 items)

Part 4: Other comments related on the topic of research (1 open-ended question)

To provide the most useful results, please feel free to answer the questionnaire to illustrate
your research performance as close to real situations as possible. The researcher absolutely expects your
very kind cooperation.

Thank you for all collaborative response.
Ms. Suwanan Sopatanaroj

An M.A. student in Applied Linguistics,
Mabhidol University
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Part 1 General Information about the Respondent
Direction: Please put v in O that corresponds to your profile data or write your profile data in the

following blanks.

(0231 T P
2. Gender O Male O Female
3. Status O Single
O Married (Number of Children ..... (If available)
4. Age.............

5. Do you have an extended illness?
O No O Yes (Name of the 11Iness ......o.vueeineiiiiiiii e )
6. Highest Education and Major
(O 2 1011 11 (O G T 4 T 1) B PP
O MaSLEI™S DEGIEE TN v evtnetitetieeet it e e e ettt e e e e e et e e et et e e e et e s e e eearananns
O Doctoral DegreC ey ——— = ' (RIRRNINIRIRRRRRININ | | ... . .....................
O Other (Name OfRGERIIITCATE) NN N> o . o of,._ SUNURININNNNNY. | . . ...................
7. Official Position

O Governor O Academic officer

O Temporary positions (OROCHETSINNY | ...
8. Academic Position

O Lecturer O Assistant Professor

O Associate Professor O Professor

9. Administrative Position (If available) ..o
10. Working years in Higher EQUCAtion .............oooiiiiiiiii e,
12. Teaching Load during Official Hours (From the year 2005-2007)

Teaching undergraduate students ........... Hours per week in average

Teaching post-graduate students ........... Hours per week in average
13. Teaching Load during Overtime (From the year 2005-2007)

Teaching undergraduate students ........... Hours per week in average

Teaching post-graduate students —........... Hours per week in average
14. Did you conduct a research study for post-graduate education?

O Yes O No

15. Research hours per week in average (From the year 2005-2007) ............covvevennnn.
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Part 2 Research Productivity from the Year 2005 to 2007

Direction: Please put number to display your research outputs and other outputs related to
research in the following blanks. In the case that no outputs were produced, Please put “dash” (-)
in blanks.

From the years 2005 to 2007, how much do you work for each research activities?

1. Being an advisor of any completed graduate dissertation ... pieces
2. Number of research studies conducted alone . pieces
3. Number of team research studies ... pieces
4. Number of research studies presented in any academic conference  ............... pieces
5. Number of research studies published in any academic journal ~ ............... pieces
6. Number of books written by citing some part of your research studies ............... pieces
7. Number of books written directly from your own discoveries ~  ............... pieces

Part 3 Factors related to research productivity

Factor 3.1: Research Interest

Please read before responding. How much do you participate these following activities? Please put
(X) on the number that could truly describe your behavior on each activity.

Degree of participation ® = the highest @=high O=medium @ =low O = the lowest

1. Participating in research training SEMINATS. ..........ouetrinenenererereeeeninenenarereeeenennn. ©lolelelo)
2. Exchanging research 1deas. .. ....o.iuiiiiet ittt e e e e e e ®@3Q0
3. Presenting yOUr reSEarCh PAPETS. ....vuutir ittt ettt et e e et e e et O]0]l6]6]0)
4. Read academic journals written in Thai..............coooiiiiiiiiiiii e 6]0l6]0l0)
5. Read academic journals written in English....................oc 6]0l6]16]0)
6. Inspecting any department supporting research ideas in your university....................... elolelelo)
7. Inspecting research studies in any external inStitUtions. .............coooeviviiiiiiiiineninen... elololelo)
8. Conducting research projects with other departments or faculties in you university......... elolelalo)
9. Conducting research projects with other researchers from external institutions..............0@®@®

Factor 3.2-3.10
Please read before responding. How much do you agree to these following statements? Please put (X)
on the number that could truly describe your behavior on each activity.

Degree of agreement ~® = The highest @®=high ®=medium @ =1low O = the lowest

Factor 3.2: Research commitment

1. You pay great attention to your research studies conducted between 2005 to 2007.......... ©lelelelo)
2. You pay all attention though some research study requires very hard work................... ®@3@0
3. Despite the lack of funding, you never stopped conducting research until you achieve it... ®@Q®@®
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Degree of agreement ~ ® = The highest @®=high ®=medium @ =low @ =the lowest

4. During this time, you may not conduct research..................coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 6]0l616]0)
5. You still conduct your study constantly though its project is in difficulty..................... @B
6. You think that English teachers in your department must do research.......................... O]0l6]0]0)

Factor 3.3: Self-competence in research

1. Your field of study did not support conducting profound research studies..................... Ololel6lo)
2. You have advanced research ideas in your field of study................cooviiiiiiinnn.n O]0l6]0]0)
3. You have up to date information to start a research study..................ccoooviiiiiiiiiiinn. O]0l6]0]0)
4. You believe you can persuade your colleague teachers to collaborate in your research.....O@Q®@ Q@O
5. You have no ideas to start conducting research during this time................................. OO
6. You are confident to receive supporting funds for your research studies....................... ©lolel6lo)
7. You research findings can easily be applied in English teaching................................ (elolelelo)
8. Conducting research along with teaching and other jobs leads no difficulty for you......... O®B@0
9. It is not necessary to pay all attention to conduct a good research study....................0 @@

Factor 3.4: Self-efficacy in skills related to conductingresearch

1. You are an effective speaker in any meetings .............o.euieeeererinineeearaniieenanananans. @0
2. You can create good relationship with your colleagues...............oooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiin... @0
3. You are confident to be @ leader. ... .. coouiuiuiuitiiiini i OO
4. You are good at being a chairman of any meetings................oooveviviiriiiiniiiiniiinn, O]0l6]0]0)
5. You can evaluate other people work with references...................oooooiviiiiiiiiinL. ©]0l6]6]0)
6. You can effectively manage your OWn time. .........o.ovieeeiuiniiieeiriniiieeieieeeeannnnns 0@
7. You are expert in using academic English...............ooooiiiiiiiiiiiii ©lolelelo)
8. You are good at finding ideas for starting any research study................ccoceveviiininnnn. elolelelo)
9. You are expert in finding information for your research from libraries or the Internet....... @0
10. You know sampling methods very well...............oooiiiiii e 6]0l616]0)
11. You can construct research instruments for collecting data......................ccoeeevinnin. 6]0l6]16]0)
12. You are good at collecting quantitative data.................oooviiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiei e, O]0l6]0]0)
13. You are good at collecting qualitative data...............ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, OO0
14. You are very expert in research statiStics. ... .....ooevuiuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiii i ©lolel6l0)
15. You can use a computer to help process research findings.................ccoooiiiiiiiann 0]0l6)6]0)
16. You can decode recorded INTeIVIEWS. ... ...u.ueuieint ettt e ettt eeeeneaas 0]0l6]6]0)
17. You can analyze qualitative data..............ooooviiiiiii e (elolelelo)
18. You are expert in triangulation analysis.............o.ouvuiiiiniiiiiiiiii e ©lolelelo)

19. You are good at writing academic articles/documents...................ccoevviviniiiiinann.. ®@300
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Degree of agreement ~ ® = The highest @®=high ®=medium @ =low @ =the lowest

Factor 3.5: Job satisfaction

1. Doing research along with teaching satisfies yOU.............coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee, elolelelo)
2. Your job duties provide you chances to use all of your knowledge and skills................. elolelelo)
3. Your job duties are challenging and interesting..................oooevvviiiiiiiiiiriniiinnnn.. @30
4. You satisfy opportunities to work on important jobs of your institution........................ O]0l6]6]0)
5. Your workload is SUitable. ...... ..o O®B00
6. You are fully responsible for assigned jobS...........oovvviiiiiiiiiii e O]0l6]0]0)
7. You achieve every job as your plan and eXpectation.................c.cooeuiiineiiiiiiiininnn.. OO0
8. Your jobs reward YOU as YOUL WaAINE. ... c.cueutntntinininetetet ettt ettt OB
9. All faculty members have an equal opportunity for professional advancement............... ©lolelelo)
10. You satisfy the professional advancement received from your working performance...... ©lolelalo)

11. Your department uses your research findings to improve English teaching and learning..®@3® @O

Factor 3.6: Research climate in your institution

You witness (that) ....

1. there are exchanges of research ideas within your department or faculty...................... e]olelelo)
2. faculty members in your faculty often propose their research for university/faculty

funding....... o ... 0. U | (s ~~SAN \WEAN NS | | IO ... ...t ... tedee [elolelelo)
3. any research conferences are often informed..................ococoiii Ololele6l)
4. graduate students in your department are enthusiastic to practice conducting research ....0@Q3®@®
5. research studies conducted by the collaborations between your department and other
departments/faculties in YOUr UNIVETSIEY.........oviririitit ettt e O]0l616]0)

6. the supports and promotions from sophisticated researchers in your faculty/ university....@@® @O

7. the implementations of research findings into teaching...................cocooiiiiiiii. ©]olelel0)
8. Your faculty/university aid research conducting by providing research assistants............ ©lelelalo)
9. it is convenient to use computer and other research-aided apparatus........................... ©lolelalo)
10. there is a research center to promote research competence in your faculty................... ®@3Q0
11. your faculty provides good services to aid the convenience for conducting research....... elolelelo)

12. the faculty/university library sufficiently provides documents and books for research in your field

............................................................................................................... 6]0l616]0)
13. research funding are available for any research studies..................ccoooiiiiiiiinnnn, O]0l6]0]0)
Factor 3.7: Perceptions toward colleagues and administrators of your English department

You witness (that) ...

1. most faculty members corroborate well in shared department jobs.............................. @0

2. good relationships among faculty members in your department........................c.oenee. @30
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Degree of agreement ~ ® = The highest @®=high ®=medium @ =low @ =the lowest

3. most faculty members prefer to work inteam.............c.ooveiiiiiiiiiiiii O]0l6]6]0)
4. most faculty members help solve any problems of your department............................ 0]0l6]6]0)
5. any meeting agenda of your department are negotiated among faculty members............. @B
6. your departmental/faculty rules and regulations are inflexible..................cooooviiiinni elolelelo)
7. your department head works very hard.................oooiiiiii elolelelo)
8. your department head helps solve any conflicts in your department............................ @0
9. your department head is interested in research conducting of faculty members............... O@RO

Factor 3.8: Academic rewards

You witness that in your faculty/university, .....
1. research outputs are the sources of academic POSItIONS.........covuevirereeieiiiiiiiinieannnn. elolelelo)
2. teaching load is decreased if a faculty member has excellent research studies................ elolelelo)
3. faculty members who pay great attention to both research and teaching are admired by departmental
colleagues......... KUY . UNURINUNIRNDRIRRRIRIN . ... ........ 6]0l6]6]0)
4. research studies of faculty members who teach English are always published or presented. ®@ @O
5. licensed research studies are the sources of extra money or rewards........................... O]0l6]6]0)
6. faculty members who are expert in any specific research topics are often invited to be guests of honor

and research counselors for other INStTULIONS. . ......oouutetiii ettt (6]0I6I8]0)

Part 4 Other Opinions
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APPENDIX D
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICAL RESULTS
FOR INTRUMENT ITEMS

Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Each Questionnaire Item Administered to

EFL Faculty Members at Public Universities in Northern Thailand (/V = 82)

Alpha if
Item Independent Variables M SD Item
Deleted
Self-knowledge

I Research Interest
How often do you do these activities?

|, Participating in research training seminars 3.11 .994 .949

2 Exchanging research ideas 2.82 1.067 .949

38 Presenting your research papers 2.35 1.126 .949

4 Read academic journals written in Thai 2.93 1.028 950

5 Read academic journals written in English 3.30 1.039 950

6. Inspecting any department supporting research ideas in 2.33 1.066 950
your university

7. Inspecting research studies in any external institutions 2.13 1.051 .949

8. Conducting research projects with other departments or 2.13 1.265 .949
faculties in you university

9. Conducting research projects with other researchers 1.66 .984 950
from external institutions

1I. Research Commitment

l. You pay great attention to your research studies 2.99 1.410 .949
conducted between 2005 to 2007.

2. You pay all attention though some research study 343 1.296 .949
requires very hard work.

3. Despite the lack of funding, you never stopped 3.57 1.228 .949
conducting research until you achieve it.

4 During this time, you may not conduct research. 2.78 1.516 951

5. You still conduct your study constantly though its 3.60 1.041 .949
project is in difficulty.

6. You think that English teachers in your department 4.12 .999 950
must do research.

III.  Self-competence in Research

I. Your field of study did not support conducting 3.78 1.352 950
profound research studies.

2. You have advanced research ideas in your field of 3.48 1.021 .949
study.

3. You have up to date information to start a research 3.30 925 949
study.

4. You believe you can persuade your colleague teachers 332 1.017 949

to collaborate in your research.
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Alpha if
Item Independent Variables M SD Item
Deleted
5. You have no ideas to start conducting research during 3.32 1.341 951
this time.
6. You are confident to receive supporting funds for your 2.99 1.071 .949
research studies.
7. You research findings can easily be applied in English 3.56 .876 .949
teaching.
8. Conducting research along with teaching and other jobs 2.67 1.228 .949
leads no difficulty for you.
9. It is not necessary to pay all attention to conduct a good 4.35 998 951
research study.
IV.  Self-efficacy in skills related to conducting research
l. You are an effective speaker in any meetings. 334 .892 .949
2. You can create good relationship with your colleagues. 3.88 .822 .949
3. You are confident to be a leader. 3.41 .888 .949
4. You are good at being a chairman of any meetings. 3.21 913 .949
S. You can evaluate other people work with references. 3.72 .836 .949
6. You can effectively manage your own time. 3.50 920 950
7. You are expert in using academic English. 3.80 .853 .949
8. You are good at finding ideas for starting any research 3.43 .847 .949
study.
9% You are expert in finding information for your research 3.67 917 950
from libraries or the Internet.
10.  You know sampling methods very well. 3.23 985 .949
11.  You can construct research instruments for collecting 3.21 1.015 .949
data.
12. You are good at collecting quantitative data. B 1.122 949
13.  Youare good at collecting qualitative data. 3.24 1.037 .949
14.  You are very expert in research statistics. 2.41 1.030 .949
15.  You can use a computer to help process research 2.74 1.109 .949
findings.
16.  You can decode recorded interviews. 3. %] 1.007 .949
17.  You can analyze qualitative data. 3.11 1.006 949
18.  You are expert in triangulation analysis. 289 992 .949
19.  You are good at writing academic articles/documents. 3.15 1.056 .949
V. Job Satisfaction
l. Doing research along with teaching satisfies you 3.40 1.064 950
2. Your job duties provide you chances to use all of your 4.00 .801 950
knowledge and skills
3. Your job duties are challenging and interesting. 3.95 .845 949
4. You satisfy opportunities to work on important jobs of 3.96 793 949
your institution.
5. Your workload is suitable. 3.38 1.073 .949
6. You are fully responsible for given jobs. 4.23 920 .949
7. You achieve every job as your plan and expectation. 4.11 754 .949
8. Your jobs reward you as your want. 3.50 .892 .949
9. All faculty members have an equal opportunity for 3.16 1.181 950
professional advancement.
10.  You satisfy the professional advancement received 3.59 929 .949
from your working performance.
11.  Your department uses your research findings to 2.94 998 .949

improve English teaching and learning.
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Alpha if
Item Independent Variables M SD Item
Deleted
Social Knowledge
. Research Climate

1. There are exchanges of research ideas within your 2.78 1.006 .949
department or faculty.

2. Faculty members in your faculty often propose their 3.37 988 .949
research for university/faculty funding.

3. Any research conferences are often informed. 3.74 1.028 .949

4. Graduate students in your department are enthusiastic 25 947 .949
to practice conducting research.

5. Research studies conducted by the collaborations 2.65 .986 950
between your department and other departments/
faculties in your university.

6. The supports and promotions from sophisticated 3.07 1.163 .949
researchers in your faculty/ university.

7. The implementations of research findings into 2.95 1.076 .949
teaching.

8. Your faculty/university aid research conducting by 2.78 1.019 .949
providing research assistants.

9. It is convenient to use computer and other research- 3.35 1.082 950
aided apparatus.

10.  There is a research center to promote research 2.67 1.101 950
competence in your faculty.

11.  Your faculty provides good services to aid the 2.87 1.063 950
convenience for conducting research.

12.  The faculty/university library sufficiently provides 2.39 1.039 950
documents and books for research in your field.

II. Perceptions toward colleagues and administrators

1. Most faculty members corroborate well in shared 3.37 1.000 950
department jobs.

2. Good relationships among faculty members in your 3.68 1.005 949
department.

3. Most faculty members prefer to work in team. 3.46 984 .949

4. Most faculty members help solve any problems of your 3.44 931 949
department.

5. Any meeting agenda of your department are negotiated 3.16 1.105 949
among faculty members.

6. Your departmental/faculty rules and regulations are 3.13 978 951
inflexible.

7. Your department head works very hard. 3.76 924 .950

8. Your department head helps solve any conflicts in your 3.56 918 950
department.

9. Your department head is interested in research 341 1.006 .949
conducting of faculty members.

Environmental Response

L. Academic Rewards

I. Research outputs are the sources of academic positions. 4.48 .820 950

2. Teaching load is decreased if a faculty member has 2.57 1.089 950
excellent research studies.

3. Faculty members who pay great attention to both 3.63 1.048 .949
research and teaching are admired by departmental
Colleagues.

4. Research studies of faculty members who teach 2.93 927 950

English are always published or presented.
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Alpha if
Item Independent Variables M SD Item
Deleted
5. Licensed research studies are the sources of extra 3.33 1.208 950
money or rewards.
6. Faculty members who are expert in any specific 3.73 1.031 .949
research topics are often invited to be guests of honor
and research counselors for other institutions.
Environmental Condition
L Research Funding
1. Research funding are available for any research 2.74 .966 950

studies.
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APPENDIX E
OTHER OPINIONS (THAI VERSION)
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APPENDIX F
OTHER OPINIONS (ENGLISH VERSION)

Respondent 1
“The data sources in the university are not enough. This brings a difficulty to

do research and interferes with the desire to conduct research”

Respondent 2

“The university wants to encourage faculty members to do research, but there
weren’t sufficient resources for conducting research. For example, there is no Internet
database. There were limited books, and the university library allows a faculty
member to lend few at a time. Also, teaching responsibilities are great, but the

administrators don’t try to understand this problem.”

Respondent 3
“Some teachers teach so many classes that they have less time to create

research studies.”

Respondent 4
“Teaching loads and other responsibilities affect intentions to accomplish
research. Besides, the great number of students that was irrelevant to the number of

faculty members generates difficulties in research conducting of the Division.”

Respondent 5
“I think my dislike to the bureaucracy system made me have negative attitudes.

Probably, this is because this career is not for me.”

Respondent 6

“To do research, one must have the most important ground. This is the passion
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for doing research. Someone may be born for being a researcher or a scholar, but
someone was born to teach and to love only teaching. Sometimes, the policies as set
by the institutions may deviate from employees’ traits. However, educational
institutions were inflexible for every one... It’s strange that we are trying to promote
students’ learning, but teachers are pressed from their institutional policies to do things
that one doesn’t want and weren’t adroit. Why do nobody try to find factors that help
teachers be happier with teaching in case they can help students graduate more
effectively than this? Teachers may try their best to teach because they aren’t pressed

by the policy of a research university.”

Respondent 7

“Research is often regarded as an academic action conducted separately from —
but complementary to — instruction. However, the nature of English language teaching
in most institutions is far from conducive to research of such understanding. Research
in English language teaching, therefore, is usually manifested in various other forms
that may not slump result in publication. Many instructors of English do research on a
daily basis, only to use its outcome as part of their instruction, and to handle different
groups of students differently. So just because these teachers have never published

anything does not mean that they have never conducted any research.”

Respondent 8

“The university is influenced by a patronage system. If you work
independently, you will not be supported. However, I prefer to be independent than to
flatter somebody, so I don’t have a lot of opportunities to get advanced. For example,
some teacher could work here, has a chance to pursue a doctoral degree, and has an
authority because of the support of a person. The graduate study here is controlled by
the administrators. Hence, some administrator who has no research output could teach
courses in graduate school due to a well-paid income of 600 baht an hour. As a
consequence, I choose to write books and to teach courses in general education

because these make me happier and are more beneficial for the university.”
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APPENDIX G
RESULTS OF SPEARMAN RHO
AND PEARSON CORRELATION

Key for Correlation Coefficient between Research Productivity and the

Independent Variables

AG Age

ED Highest education level

AR Academic rank

wY Working years in Higher Education (HE)

TL Teaching load

RG Conducting research for graduation

RH Research hours

SK Self-knowledge

SO Social-knowledge

FU Funding

RE Academic rewards

SC Social contingencies

NS The number of single-authored research studies completed
between the years 2005 to 2007

NT The number of team research studies completed between
the years 2005 to 2007

ND The number of graduate dissertations controlled by a faculty
member as the major advisor_ completed between the years 2005
to 2007

TP The total research productivity from the years 2005 to 2007

calculated by weighing different types of research outputs as

proposed by Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold, and Morrow (1990)
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APPENDIX H
RESULTS OF STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSES

Highest education level, academic rewards, and self-knowledge influenced the
total research productivity produced by 82 EFL faculty members of public

universities in northern Thailand between the years 2005 to 2007.

Independent Dependent
\ : r p B t P
Variables Variable
Highest education level The total 3417 .00 6.28 414 .00
Academic rewards research 2296 .00 -4.16 -4.01 .00
Self-knowledge productivity 2138 .00 543 345 .00

Academic rank, self-knowledge, academic rewards, highest education level, and
working years in higher education influenced the number of single-authored
research studies completed by 82 EFL faculty members of public universities in

northern Thailand between the years 2005 to 2007.

Independent Dependent
. : r p B t P
Variables Variable
Academic rank The 28.13 .00 1.28 4.61 .00
Self-knowledge number of 2473 .00 77 3.74 .00
Academic rewards single- 23.88 .00 -48 -3.59 .00
Highest education level authored 19.74 .00 52 223 .01
Working years in research 1722 .00 -03  -2.00 .05

higher education studies
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Social contingencies influenced the number of team research studies completed
by 82 EFL faculty members of public universities in northern Thailand between

the years 2005 to 2007.

Independent Dependent
Variable Variable
Social contingencies The number of team  22.00 .00 .34 4.69 .00

F p Bt p

research studies

Highest education level influenced the number of graduate dissertations
controlled by 82 EFL faculty members as the major advisors completed between

the years 2005 to 2007.

Independent Dependent
Variable Variable
Highest education level The number of 1749 .00 136 4.18 .00

B, B8 .t p

dissertations
controlled by 82 EFL
faculty members as

the major advisors
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