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Abstract 
 

This study explores the faculty members' engagement in the Hashemite University. 

Faculty Engagement Survey used in this study. A stratified proportional randomsample 

was selected; consisted of a total of 270 faculty members. The results revealed that 

faculty member's preferences workload spent on research, while they spent more time 

on teaching as an actual workload. They rated "service" as low actual workload, but 

they try to preference it than teaching. Associate professors show that their engagement 

in the actual workload has more in "service" than assistant and full professors. Gender 

had no significant effect based on their actual workload. Scientific participants show 

that their actual workload engagement have more in teaching, research and service than 

others in humanities. Male participants show that their preferences engagement has 

more in teaching and service than females. Scientific participants show that their 

preference engagement has more in service than others in humanities.  
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Introduction 
 

The responsibilities of faculty members vary among individuals and academic units, traditionally 

they always include participation in the following activities: (a) teaching, (b) research, and (c) 

service (Mancing, 1991). These duties constitute the faculty member’s principal obligation to the 

University. 

 

The teaching, research, and service roles of college faculty members can be complementary, but 

they can also compete for the faculty member's time. Nakamura &Csikszentmihalyi (2005) 

identified four areas in which faculty engagement can be identified: educating students; preserving 

and advancing a specific domain of knowledge; serving the needs of the institution; and responding 
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to the needs of the broader society. They suggested that engagement depends upon the faculty 

member finding enjoyment in the challenge of one or more of these areas and sensing congruence 

between his or her values and those of the task.  

 

The definitions of engagement varies in term of complexity. Engagement in work described as a 

positive psychological state (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008), and described as feeling a sense of 

responsibility for and commitment to a performance domain (Britt, Dickinson, Greene-Shortridge, 

&McKibben, 2007). Macey and Schneider (2008) suggested that engagement includes both 

psychological and behavioral components.  

 

Likewise, engagement among faculty members is viewed differently in higher education literature. 

The use of the term engagement in reference to faculty members commonly signifies service 

activities that extend beyond the institution (Antonio et al., 2000; Ward, 2003). Furthermore, 

Boyer's (1990) model of scholarship, particularly the aspect of application which suggests that the 

faculty member uses knowledge gained through research to assist others in the community, has 

been used synonymously with faculty engagement (O'Meara et al., 2009). 

 

In Hashemite University, Faculty members Act No. (48) for year 2005 in Article (22) indicated that 

tasks of faculty member at the university include: Teaching and conducting examinations. Conduct 

innovative research and studies. Supervision of theses and student research and reports of scientific 

and social activities and direct them scientifically and ethically. Academic Advising. Subscribe to 

the university councils and committees and those involving the university.  Any action that 

promotes the university and pay them to progress. A full-time scientific duty at the university and 

make the effort for the advancement of science and its mission to maintain a decent standard 

position the university in the fields of research and teaching, guidance and management. 

Community service and development (Hashemite University, 2005). 

 

In Hashemite University, from the researcher experience, teaching, conducting examinations and 

advisement activities typically constitute 70% of faculty workload per week per semester for the 

academic year. Conduct research and studies typically constitutes 20% of a faculty member’s 

workload per semester for the academic year. Also, each member of the faculty is expected to serve 

in ways best suited to the faculty member’s talents and the needs of the various units, generally this 

constitutes 10% of a faculty member’s workload per semester for the academic year. 

 

The faculty members' preference for their workload vs. their actual workload frequently indicates 

that faculty would like more time spent in research (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Approximately 

one quarter of contemporary faculty, particularly those within research universities, spend more 

than 55 hours working per week; yet, they still report that their desire to participate in research is 

thwarted by the limited opportunities provided by their workload to engage in research. This 

conflict between time and desired activities is described by Schuster and Finkelstein (2006): "When 

organizational expectations diverge from those activities that individual faculty members value 

most, they are likely to experience considerable strain that may negatively affect their work—or, 

more problematically, they may find ways to passively circumvent organizational expectations" (p. 

87). 
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In addition to the time spent in teaching and research activities, nearly 80% of faculty members 

report participating in service or volunteer work, and approximately 40% of undergraduate faculty 

advise students in their service work (Antonio, Astin, & Cress, 2000); however, the number of 

faculty members spending at least 5 hours per week in service activities is closer to 10%. When 

grouped with administrative activities, the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty data 

indicated that full-time faculty report spending 20.1%) of their time in service activities and part-

time faculty spend 6.6%) of their time in service activities, emphasizing the higher service workload 

for full-time faculty (Cataldi, Bradburn, &Fahimi, 2005). 

 

Another perspective of faculty service was offered through participation in committee work. As  

Porter (2007) indicating that using data collected from 5,867 full-time faculty members from 

research, doctoral, comprehensive, and baccalaureate institutions, he explored the type of 

committees, the number of committees served, and the number of hours spent in committee work. 

Differences in amount of committee work were most evident between junior and senior faculty 

members, with senior faculty members spending more time serving on committees. In addition, 

Porter reported that female faculty members spend more time on committee work than male faculty 

members at doctoral institutions. Porter's (2007) and Antonio et al.'s (2000) findings, as well as 

national data (Cataldi et al., 2005), indicated that the level of service involvement varies according 

to institution type, gender, rank, academic discipline, and personal values and underscores the 

inconsistency in faculty workloads. 

 

Promotion is most often determined by publications, a terminal degree, and administrative 

responsibilities. However, the extent of reward is influenced by the type of institution and the 

academic discipline (Finkelstein, 2006). Clark (1986) claimed that the expectation to participate in 

teaching and research is a complicated demand that is "a critical problem affecting the vitality of 

faculty careers and the quality of undergraduate education" (p. 32). 

 

Boyer (1990) suggested that faculty be recognized and rewarded for their unique areas of 

contribution. Those skilled in teaching as well as those experienced in research or active in service 

activities should be acknowledged and encouraged for their contribution to higher education. Some 

mandates, he emphasized, apply to all faculty; specifically, everyone should demonstrate the ability 

to perform original research and stay up-to-date in his or her field. He insisted that all faculty 

members be held to high standards of integrity and be measured for excellence. 

 

Furthermore, evaluation based solely on scholarly productivity removes attention from teaching and 

could result in poor teaching and feelings of incompetence (Deci & Ryan, 1982). For example, 

feelings of inadequacy by faculty members are associated with instructor ratings from students that 

are lower than those received by faculty members who rated themselves as more self-assured 

(Brems, Baldwin, Davis, &Namyniuk, 1994). This self-doubt and low sense of competence can be 

further complicated by the pressure to produce, which induces more competition among colleagues. 

 

Professors, rather, are more likely to be motivated in environments that promote autonomy and 

provide challenges. Motivation to teach includes the opportunity to influence students and the 

freedom to teach in one's own way. However, Deci and Ryan (1982) noted that "the issue is 

somewhat complicated, since teaching is not necessarily the central element of the job; university 

professors are frequently hired to be scholars and scientists rather than teachers" (p. 30). This 
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discrepancy could be resolved, at least somewhat, by a more flexible structure for evaluation that 

promotes individual faculty members' motivation. Encouraging faculty's intrinsic motivation to act 

within various roles may have a positive influence on student outcomes. 

 

Purposes and Research Questions 
 

A survey of the related literature in Jordan indicated paucity of research that addressed the faculty 

members' engagement; their preference and actual workload in Jordanian universities. Therefore, 

the specific purpose of the study, explore the Jordanian Universities faculty members engagement 

(teaching, research, and service). Second, analyze the significant differences in Jordanian 

Universities faculty members engagement based in their academic rank, gender, and discipline.  

 

This study addressed the following specific questions:  

 

Question 1: How do faculty members' perceived their preference and actual workload 

engagement (teaching, research, and service)? 

 

Question 2: Do faculty members' engagement differ based on their actual workload regarding to 

their academic rank, gender and discipline? 

 

Question 3: Do faculty members' engagement differ based on their preferences regarding to their 

academic rank, gender and discipline? 

 

Significance of Study 
 

College faculty members, however, are not limited to the role of a teacher; instead, faculty members 

have traditionally been expected to participate in teaching, research, and service. Many faculty 

members successfully balance expectations while finding enjoyment in their work (Nakamura 

&Csikszentmihalyi, 2005). Even so, these competing demands on a faculty member's time and 

effort could foster negative attitudes or detract from his or her overall performance, particularly 

when there is ambiguity related to the expectations of the faculty member's institution (Wright, 

2005). 

 

Despite the potential for stress created by competing and expanding expectations, creating 

specialized roles such as master teacher or research associate to replace regular academic 

appointments may not improve the quality of the faculty's work. On the contrary, Schuster and 

Finkelstein (2006) suggested that the combination of teaching and research was actually a 

successful pairing in the 20th century and contributed to the strength of American higher education. 

 

The implications of the paradox created by the benefits of research-informed teaching vs. the 

competing demands on a faculty member's time could be resolved through reorganized workloads, 

restructured faculty evaluation programs, and revised rewards systems (Schuster & Finkelstein, 

2006). Restructuring evaluation systems to acknowledge all areas of faculty work may have a 

potential benefit; however, it should be noted that a unique group of faculty members still provide 

community service related to their academic discipline despite their institution's failure to 

acknowledge or support such activities (O'Meara et al., 2009). The variance in faculty motivation, 
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behavior, and productivity have been explained by the faculty member's perceived competence, 

preferred effort for a given role, and perceived institutional expectations (Blackburn & Lawrence, 

1995). O'Meara et al. implored researchers to explore not only the organizational contributors to 

faculty performance and productivity but also to introduce "personal and collective agency, 

commitment, passion, and care" (p. 149) to their list of variables. 

 

Further research that investigates the intrinsic motivation, commitment, and sense of agency of 

these engaged faculty members can assist administrators and policymakers in creating a work 

environment that encourages faculty investment in their work, creativity, and effectiveness.  

 

Methodology 
 

Research Design  
 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to measure the components that comprise faculty 

engagement in the areas of teaching, research, and service in Hashemite University, and do faculty 

members' engagement differ regarding to their academic rank, gender and discipline? 

 

Population and Sample of Study  
 

The population of study consists of all faculty members who are working in the Hashemite 

University for the academic year 2014/2015 with total number of (604), (Female= 161 ; Male= 447 

). A stratified proportional random sample was selected for the purpose of this study representing ( 

270 ) faculty members (Female= 74, male=  196). 

 

Research Instrument 

 

Faculty Engagement Survey, Items were created deductively from research-based and conceptual 

definitions of engagement (Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Nakamura & Csikszentmihalyi, 2005; 

Schaufeli& Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002) were reviewed for their potential contribution to 

the instrument. 

 

Thirty-three items were included in each of the teaching, research, and service sections of the 

instrument. These sections also included items that asked the faculty members to assess their 

current and ideal work experience on a number of criteria. Each of the demographic items was 

included in the instrument for its contribution to analyzing the group differences in the data.  

 

Instrument Validity  
 

For the purpose of examining the validity of the instrument in this study (face validity evidence) it 

was presented to six experts in educational administration, research and evaluation and educational 

measurement. They were asked to check whether the statements in the instrument are clear and 

linked appropriately with the problem of study. Based on the experts' comments, some revisions 

regarding to the language were done to the instrument.  
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Instrument Reliability  
 

Regarding the reliability of the instrument in this study, an internal consistency procedure (to 

estimate the consistency across the items) was used. A pilot study of 15 participants had been 

conducted. Those participants did not participate in the final study. The instructions were clear and 

all of the items of instrument functioning in appropriate manner. The values of alpha (the internal 

consistency coefficient) for dimensions of instrument were as follows: 0.85 for teaching, 0.87 for 

research, .and 0.88 for service. The previous values can be considered reasonably satisfactory to 

achieve the objectives of the current study. 

 

 

Data Analysis  

 

The data were analyzed using the software SPSS package for educational studies. Statistical 

treatments involved means, and standard deviation were employed to answer the first question. In 

order to examine whether there are statistically significant differences in means between 

demographic variables Three-way MANOVA technique was employed to answer the second and 

third questions.  

 

The preference and actual workload of faculty members' engagement scores were determined. 

Preferences scores were interpreted using the following measures: 1.00-2.33 = low preferences; 

2.34-3.67 = medium preferences; and 3.68-5.00 = high preference. Respondents were also requested 

to rate their actual workload engagement. 

 

 

Discussion 
 

Question 1: How do faculty members' perceived their preference and actual workload 

engagement (teaching, research, and service)? 

 

Table 1 reports the preferences and actual workload engagement (teaching, research, and service) 

for faculty members at Hashemite University. 

 

• Preference scores: Study findings reported in Table 1 show that, the faculty members rated 

research as "high preferences" with means (4.11), and "teaching" as "high preference with mean 

(3.08), and rated "service" as high preference with means (3.96). 

 

• Actual workload scores: Results reported in Table 1 show that, the faculty members rated teaching 

as "high actual workload" with mean (4.24), and "research" as "low actual workload with mean 

(3.38), and rated "service" as low actual workload with mean (3.37). 
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Table 1.Means and Standard Deviation of the preferences and actual workload engagement 

(teaching, research, and service) for faculty members at Hashemite University. 

 

Dimensions            Preference              Actual 

Mean    SD Mean    SD 

Teaching  3.80 0.774 4.24 0.471 

Research 4.11 0.587 3.38 0.778 

Service 3.96 0.739 3.37 0.860 

 

 

Question 2: Do faculty members' engagement differ based on their actual workload 

regarding to their academic rank, gender and discipline? 

 

Three-way MANOVA were conducted to determine whether there are significant mean differences 

in the actual workload of faculty members engagement in relation to their academic rank (Full 

Professor, associate, and assistant), gender (male and female) and discipline (sciences and 

humanities).  

 

Table 2 presents the three-way MANOVA results. MANOVA results revealed significant 

differences between academic rank (Wilks’ Lambda = .917, F(6, 512) = 3.800, p = .0001), and 

discipline categories (Hotelling's Trace = .036, F(3, 256) = 3.075, p = .028) on the combined 

dependent variable of faculty members engagement based on their actual workload. A univariate 

analysis was conducted as a follow-up test. Table 3 presents the ANOVA results. ANOVA results 

indicate that only the service dimension (F(2, 269) = 11.225, p = .000) differs significantly by the 

academic rank.  

 

To assess pairwise differences among the groups of academic rank (Full, associate, and assistant), 

the Fischers LSD procedures (p = .05) was performed (Table 4). The results in Table 4 indicate that 

associate faculty members of participants in Service (M = 3.67) differ significantly from assistant of 

participants (M = 3.23), and associate professors differ significantly from full professors (M = 

3.10), this means associate professors of participants saw that their engagement have more in 

service than others.  

 

MANOVA results indicate that gender (Hotelling's Trace = .031, F(3, 256) = 2.614, p = .0.052) had 

no significant effect on the combined dependent variable of faculty members engagement based on 

their actual workload.  

 

Table 2. Three-way MANOVA for faculty members' engagement based on their actual workload 

by academic rank, gender and discipline 

 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df P 

Academic rank  (Wilk's Lambda)   0.917 3.800 6 512.00 0.001* 

Gender  (Hotelling's Trace)   0.031 2.614 3 256.00 0.052 

Discipline  (Hotelling's Trace)   0.036 3.075 3 256.00 0.028* 

* indicates significant result 
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Table 3.  ANOVA summary for faculty members' engagement based on their actual workload by 

academic rank, and discipline 

 

Source Dependent 

Variables 

Type III sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P 

Academic rank Teaching .014 2 .007 .034 .967 

Research 1.887 2 .943 1.818 .164 

Service 14.955 2 7.477 11.225 .000* 

Discipline Teaching .800 1 .800 3.870 .050* 

Research 2.919 1 2.919 5.627 .018* 

Service 3.099 1 3.099 4.652 .032* 

Error Teaching 53.302 258 .207   

Research 133.848 258 .519   

Service 171.864 258 .666   

Corrected Total Teaching 59.728 269    

Research 162.853 269    

Service 198.987 269    

* indicates significant result 

 

 

Table 4.Fischers LSD Multiple Comparisons among participants regarding their academic rank 

experience for teaching engagement. 

 

Dependent 

Variables 

(I) 

Academic 

Rank 

N Mean SD Academic 

rank (J) 

Mean 

Differences(I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 

Service Full 33 3.10 0.768 Associate -0.570 0.167 0.001* 

Assistant -0.1315 0.161 0.416 

Associate 99 3.67 0.674 Full 0.570 0.167 0.001* 

Assistant 0.438 0.109 0.000* 

Assistant 138 3.23 0.941 Full 0.1315 0.161 0.416 

Associate -0.438 0.109 0.000* 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

 

 

ANOVA results in Table 3, and Means and standard deviation in Table 5, indicate that Teaching 

(F(1, 269)= 3.870, p=0.050  in scientific discipline (M=4.37)  differ significantly from Humanities  

(M = 4.12), Research (F(1, 269)=5.627, p=0.018  in scientific discipline (M=3.55)  differ 

significantly from Humanities  (M =3.23), and service  (F(1, 269) = 11.225, p = .000) 050  in 

scientific discipline (M=3.47)  differ significantly from Humanities  (M = 3.28),  this means 

scientific participants saw that their actual workload engagement  have more in teaching, research 

and service than others in humanities. 
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Table 5.Means and Standard Deviation of actual workload engagement (teaching, research, and 

service) for faculty members at Jordanian universities regarding to their discipline. 

 

Dimensions Disciplines No. M SD 

Teaching Humanities 141 4.12 0.450 

Scientific 129 4.37 0.460 

Research Humanities 141 3.23 0.732 

Scientific 129 3.55 0.795 

Service Humanities 141 3.28 0.769 

Scientific 129 3.47 0.941 

 

 

Question 3: Do faculty members' engagement differ based on their preferences regarding to 

their academic rank, gender and discipline? 

 

Three-way MANOVA were conducted to determine whether there are significant mean differences 

in preferences of faculty members engagement in relation to their academic rank (Full Professor, 

associate, and assistant), gender (male and female) and discipline (sciences and humanities).  

 

Table 6 presents the three-way MANOVA results. MANOVA results revealed no significant 

differences between academic rank (Wilks’ Lambda = .974, F(6, 512) = 1.118, p = 0.350). 

 

MANOVA results indicate that gender (Hotelling's Trace = .036, F(3, 256) = 3.039, p = .0.030) had 

significant effect on the combined dependent variable of faculty members engagement based on 

their preferences. Also, discipline (Hotelling's Trace = .033, F(3, 256) = 2.816, p = .0.040) had 

significant effect on the combined dependent variable of faculty members engagement based on 

their preferences. A univariate analysis was conducted as a follow-up test. Table 7 presents the 

ANOVA results.  

 

 

TABLE 6. Three-way MANOVA for faculty members' engagement based on their preferences by 

academic rank, gender and discipline 

 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df P 

Academic rank  (Wilk's Lambda)   0.974 1.118 6 512.00 0.350 

Gender  (Hotelling's Trace)   0.036 3.039 3 256.00 0.030* 

Discipline  (Hotelling's Trace)   0.033 2.816 3 256.00 0.040* 

* indicates significant result 

 

 

ANOVA results in Table 7 and Means and standard deviation in Table 8, indicate that Teaching 

(F(1, 269)= 4.285, p=0.039  in male faculty members  (M=3.86)  differ significantly from females  

(M = 3.53). Service (F(1, 269)=5.515, p=0.020 in male (M=3.92) differ significantly from females 

(M=3.61),  this means male participants show that their preferences  engagement  have more in 

teaching, and service than females.  
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Also, ANOVA results in Table 7 and  Means and standard deviation in Table 8, indicate that 

Service (F(1, 269)=8.011, p=0.005 in scientific discipline (M=3.96)  differ significantly from 

Humanities  (M =3.58), this means that scientific participants show that their preferences 

engagement  have more in service than others in humanities. 

  

Table 7.  ANOVA summary for faculty members' engagement based on their preferences by 

gender, and discipline 

 

Source Dependent 

Variables 

Type III sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P 

Gender Teaching 2.495 1 2.495 4.285 .039* 

Research .973 1 .973 3.283 .071 

Service 2.339 1 2.339 5.515 .020* 

Discipline Teaching .002 1 .002 .003 .958 

Research .096 1 .096 .324 .570 

Service 3.398 1 3.398 8.011 .005* 

Error Teaching 150.216 258 .582   

Research 76.504 258 .297   

Service 109.442 258 .424   

Corrected Total Teaching 161.445 269    

Research 92.825 269    

Service 147.270 269    

* indicates significant result 

 

 

Table 8.Means and Standard Deviation of preferences engagement (teaching, research, and 

service) for faculty members' at Jordanian universities regarding to their gender and discipline. 

 

 Dimensions Variables No. M SD 

Gender 

Teaching Male 196 3.86 0.064 

Female 74 3.53 0.145 

Research Male 196 4.14 0.046 

Female 74 3.93 0.103 

Service Male 196 3.92 0.055 

Female 74 3.61 0.123 

Discipline 

Teaching Humanities 141 3.69 0.108 

Scientific 129 3.70 0.115 

Research Humanities 141 4.01 0.077 

Scientific 129 4.07 0.082 

Service Humanities 141 3.58 0.092 

Scientific 129 3.96 0.099 
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Discussion and Conclusions 
 

The value of measuring faculty engagement from a psychological framework describes engaged 

people as enthusiastic, efficient, and innovative. Engagement has also been positively correlated 

with job satisfaction, dedication, and commitment. In contrast, disengaged workers withhold effort 

or withdraw from the place of employment (Harter, 2008). The results of study revealed that 

associate professors of participants show that their engagement in the actual workload has more in 

"service" than assistant and full professors. Gender had no significant effect on the combined 

dependent variable of faculty members' engagement based on their actual workload. Also, results of 

study revealed that scientific participants show that their actual workload engagement have more in 

teaching, research and service than others in humanities. 

 

In addition to that, results of study revealed that male participants show that their preferences 

engagement have more in teaching and service than females. Also, scientific participants show that 

their preference engagement have more in service than others in humanities. The results of study 

revealed that faculty member's preferences for their workload would like spent on research, while 

they spent more time on teaching as an actual workload which is going with Schuster & Finkelstein 

(2006) results. 

 

Regarding to service, results of study revealed that faculty members rated "service" as low actual 

workload, but they try to preference it than teaching. This result contracted with the results of 

Antonio, Astin, & Cress (2000) that showed nearly 80% of faculty members report participating in 

service or volunteer work, and results of Cataldi, Bradburn, &Fahimi(2005) in the National Study 

of Postsecondary Faculty data 2004 indicated that full-time faculty report spending 20.1% of their 

time in service activities  

 

The faculty member's workload often includes teaching, research, and service. The expectation for 

faculty to participate in all three areas results in competing demands for the faculty member's time; 

yet, the potential contribution of one work area to another has been noted in the results of this study, 

which is agreed with  (Boyer, 1990; Colbeck, 2002; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006).  

 

Despite the assumption that faculty members participate in all three roles of teaching, research, and 

service, the faculty member's actual workload varies across college types. Blackburn and Lawrence 

(1995) suggested that characteristics of individuals and their college combine and lead to variations 

in faculty motivation, behavior, and productivity. They identified four categories of variables that 

can predict levels of productivity: socio demographic, career, self-knowledge, and social 

knowledge. The combination of the individual's self-knowledge, attitudes and values, and personal 

ambition affect levels of engagement in different activities. 

 

In addition to that, because faculty engagement is not a unitary overarching construct encompassing 

all three traditional work-related activities of teaching, research, and service, it may suggest that 

faculty developers assist faculty members to identify the areas in which they are psychologically 

engaged. According to Macey and Schneider (2008), behavioral engagement follows psychological 

engagement and presents itself in the form of doing something different, extra, or innovative. 
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The following recommendations made based on the findings, andobservations made by the 

researcher: Additional studies should undertake on larger and more diversepopulations to further 

validate the outcomes. The results of the Faculty members' engagement (teaching, research and 

service)can use tobetter develop faculty members and their students for their classroom 

environment and increasingeffective environment. Further studies across different semesters and in 

other colleges are required to gain an insight into the preferences and actual workload of faculty 

members engagement in Jordan. 

 

Further qualitative and quantitative research can be conducted to find out: Why males feel their 

preferences engagement have more in teaching, research, and service than females. Also, why 

faculty members in scientific discipline reveals preferences engagement more than inn service than 

faculty members in humanities discipline.  A follow-up quantitative study can be conducted at other 

universities. A longitudinal study can be conducted to find any trends or changes in the engagement 

over time in the university.  
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Appendix: Faculty Engagement Survey 
 

 

Your gender:  Male    Female 

College Discipline: Scientific  Humanities 

Academic Rank: Full Professor  Associate Assistant 

 

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following items related to teaching. (1= strongly disagree, 

2= disagree, 3=somewhat, 4= agree, 5=strongly agree) 

I- Teaching: 

 Preferences Items Actual 

workload 

No 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1      Teaching is more of a duty than a joy for me right now. (reverse scored)      

2      I become easily absorbed in preparing for class.      

3      When I am teaching, I tend to forget about everything else.      

4      I am energized by teaching.      

5      Much of the time I dread going to class, (reverse scored)      

6      I believe my work as a teacher has an influence on society.      

7      I get easily discouraged when I encounter difficulties in my teaching, 

(reverse scored) 

     

8      Helping students learn can engross me for hours on end.      

9      I doubt that what I do in the classroom makes much difference in students' 

lives, (reverse scored) 

     

10      I view teaching as my calling.      

11      I feel confident in my skills as a teacher.      

II- Research: 

1      Research is more of a duty than a joy for me right now. (reverse scored)      

2      I become easily absorbed in my research.      

3      When I am doing research, I tend to forget about everything else.      

4      I am energized by doing research.      

5      Much of the time I dread working on my research, (reverse scored)      

6      I believe my work as a researcher has an influence on society.      

7      I get easily discouraged when I encounter difficulties in my research, 

(reverse scored) 

     

8      Writing can engross me for hours on end.      

9      I doubt that what I do as a researcher makes much difference in people's 

lives, (reverse scored) 

     

10      I view research as my calling.      

11      I feel confident in my skills as a researcher.      

III- Service 

1      Service to the university is more of a duty than a joy for me right now. 

(reverse scored) 

     

2      I become easily absorbed in my university service opportunities.      

3      When I am in a service role, I tend to forget about everything else.      

4      I am energized by providing service to the university.      

5      Much of the time I dread my service commitments, (reverse scored)      
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6      I believe the service I provide has an influence on the university.      

7      I get easily discouraged when I encounter difficulties in my service 

activities, (reverse scored) 

     

8      The service I provide in my faculty role can engross me for hours on end.      

9      I doubt that the service I do makes much difference in people's lives, 

(reverse scored) 

     

10      I view service as my calling.      

11      I feel confident in my skills when I am providing service to the university.      
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