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The purpose of this study was to provide an analytical understanding of 

merit pay for faculty in the context of Korean junior colleges.  This study was 

designed as a quantitative study to provide insights into introduction and 

development of merit pay for faculty.  The perceptions of administrators and faculty 

on merit pay for faculty were investigated through a survey of 552 administrators 

and 2,530 faculty members at junior colleges in Korea.  The final usable response 

rate was 73.0% (n=403) of administrators and 52.7% (n=1,333) of faculty members. 

This study was guided by two primary research questions: (1) What are the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? (2) Do 
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personal and institutional characteristics affect the perceptions of administrators and 

faculty toward merit pay for faculty?  

Major findings from research question one were: (1) Administrators agreed 

with the introduction and development of merit pay for faculty whereas faculty 

members disagreed; (2) Administrators showed more positive perceptions than 

faculty regarding motivational effects of merit pay for faculty; (3) Faculty were 

more concerned about negative effects of merit pay on faculty behaviors; (4) 

Administrators and faculty identified teaching, scholarship, and service in order of 

priority as the criteria for merit decisions; (5) Administrators and faculty reported 

that peer faculty evaluation should most heavily weigh on merit decisions; (6) A 

majority of administrators and faculty preferred one-time cash bonuses over base-

salary increases as the type of merit pay allocation; (7) Nearly half of administrators 

and faculty suggested that merit pay increases should be between 10% and 24% of 

total salary increases; (8) Administrators and faculty showed a similar level of 

positive attitudes toward merit recognition and group-based pay. 

Major findings from research question two were: (1) “Gender” and 

“educational level” did not significantly affect perceptions of merit pay for faculty, 

whereas “faculty professional rank” and “age” significantly affected; (2) Two 

institutional characteristics—“type of institutional pay plan” and “method of 

president selection” significantly affected perceptions of merit pay for faculty. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Since the 1970s, the population of higher education in the Republic of 

Korea (Korea) has dramatically grown from 201,436 in 1970 to 3,363,349 in 

2000.  Particularly, junior colleges in Korea have tremendously expanded over the 

past two decades.  According to the Ministry of Education and Human Resource 

Development (MOE), total student enrollment in Korean junior colleges has 

increased: 165,051 at 128 colleges in 1980; 323,825 at 117 colleges in 1990; and 

913,273 at 158 colleges in 2000.  On the average, one out of three students in 

higher education institutions enrolled in junior colleges in 2000.  The number of 

full-time faculty has also increased—5,488 in 1980; 7,342 in 1990; and 11,707 in 

2000.  The ratio of full-time faculty with a doctoral degree has grown up from 

1.4 % in 1980 to 43.8 % in 2000 (MOE & KEDI, 2001). 

In Korea, however, public opinion regarding higher education was 

negative during the 1980s and the 1990s, at a time when higher education 

dramatically expanded.  Teaching in the Korean higher education system had 
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been criticized by business and industry because its content and quality could not 

keep abreast with the rapid changes. 

In the mid-1990s, the Korean government implemented a national policy 

of education reform throughout the entire educational system in order to meet the 

new era of information and globalization.  From 1994 to 1998, the Presidential 

Commission on Educational Reform (PCER) led the educational system to pursue 

excellence, proclaiming that Korean education should be fundamentally changed 

from “supplier-oriented” to “customer-oriented” (1996).  Due to reform policies, 

transformational changes were brought to Korean junior college education.  

Junior colleges could have full autonomy in decision-making on academic affairs 

and institutional management.  On the other hand, along with greater autonomy 

came the need for greater accountability, and productivity in junior colleges.  

MOE adopted a new policy linking its administrative and financial support to 

institutional evaluation results for the purpose of enhancing the quality of their 

programs through competition among all junior colleges. 

PCER proposed that faculty professional development is crucial in 

producing students with cognitive knowledge and skills to meet the demands of 

students, business, and industry.  In order to establish excellence in education, the 

proposals suggested that the faculty contract and reward system be transformed to 

recruit and retain highly-qualified faculty members.  In short, PCER raised 
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questions as to the productivity of faculty, which had been the historical practice 

of institutional autonomy.  MOE adopted “faculty performance appraisal” as a 

crucial indicator in determining the amounts of government grant appropriated for 

renovating equipments in each institution.  The junior colleges should answer two 

questions: “Has the junior college implemented faculty performance appraisals?” 

and “How well do they function?”  Further, the legislation that mandated a new 

faculty employment contract system in higher education was passed in 1999.  As 

a part of that new faculty contract system, in 2002 merit pay plans for all faculty 

members in the Korean institutions became effect in the belief that merit pay 

provides faculty members with a strong incentive for improvement of teaching. 

Partly due to these reform policies, a few institutions have already adopted 

faculty performance appraisals before the 2002 implementation of the new pay 

system.  Some institutions linked the results of faculty performance appraisals to 

faculty rewards or promotion.  Most of those institutions commonly implemented 

the ways that research grants were differentiated among faculty according to the 

results of faculty evaluations.  According to MOE (2000) document, 81.7% of 

four-year colleges and universities implemented faculty performance appraisals.  

Among those colleges, 119 linked the results of performance appraisals to faculty 

promotion and 59 linked the results to faculty salary (p. 2).  In addition, the 
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document revealed that 25.2% of 147 private junior colleges implemented merit 

pay plans. 

Since the 1990s, merit pay has been a panacea to cure the ineffectiveness 

of all types of organizations in Korea.  Merit pay has been recognized and used as 

an effective management tool in Korea’s private sector.  According to the 2002 

survey of the Ministry of Labor in Korea, 32.3 percent of Korean companies 

implement merit pay plans based on employees’ annual performances.  The 

number of Korean companies with merit pay plan has grown up—15.1% in 1999; 

23% in 2000; and 27.1% in 2001 (Moonhwa Daily News, April 8, 2002). 

With the trend of Korean private sector, an increased awareness of what it 

takes to be competitive in a global economy has forced the Korean government to 

rethink its compensation system.  The philosophy of OECD countries also 

influenced a shift to performance management in Korean public organizations. 

Performance-related pay is one of a range of reforms that were introduced 
in the 1980s in an attempt to develop a performance culture in the OECD 
public organizations.  These reforms were strongly influenced by the 
“logic of the rational economic policies” that were in the ascendancy 
throughout the 1980s (OECD, 1993, p. 7, cited by Eisenberg and 
Ingraham). 

Since the late 1990s, the Korean government has implemented a merit pay plan 

categorized into two types: “one-time annual cash bonuses” for employees in 

lower or middle level and “base-salary increases” for employees in higher level. 

 4



 

The Korean government’s first trial on merit pay system in the educational 

arena took place in the K-12 system.  With the aim of attracting competent and 

talented teachers in the K-12 system and helping them to become excellent 

teachers with strong self-esteem, teachers were rewarded by differentiated merit 

bonuses on the basis of performance appraisals in 2001.  Surprisingly, however, 

most teachers rejected the merit bonuses citing inadequateness in the criteria for 

performance appraisals and distrust of administration concerning merit decisions.  

Even those teachers whose evaluations reflected the highest performance returned 

their awards to the government.  The teachers’ union played a key role in 

protesting the new reward plan.  The teachers’ union contended that the new pay 

plan must be deferred until adequate performance appraisal criteria could be 

established.  Finally, MOE determined that the merit pay plan in K-12 would be 

implemented after its full review. 

The faculty reward system in Korean public higher education has been 

largely based on teaching experiences and professional rank—full professor, 

associate professor, assistant professor, and instructor—according to the 

Educational Public Officer Law.  On the other hand, faculty salaries at private 

institutions are autonomously determined by each institution.  In practice, 

however, most private colleges have followed the faculty salary system of 

national and public institutions because of its complexity and politics.  Finally, 
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faculty reward systems in the Korean higher education have been largely 

dependent upon seniority regardless of performance.  According to a 1990 survey 

published in Donga Daily News, the position of professor was ranked first on the 

list of Korean job preferences, due to its stability and high reputation (Weidman 

and Park, p. 118).  Severe controversies over the merit pay system have arisen 

among faculty in higher education since 1999 when the Educational Public 

Officer Law was revised.  Advocators of merit pay contended, “There should be a 

bigger salary differential according to faculty performance, and criteria for 

promotion should be strengthened” (Weidman & Park, p. 127).  However, most 

faculty members have argued new reward plans.  Up to the present, MOE does 

not provide a detailed guideline on the merit pay system at higher educational 

institutions. 

Current Korean junior colleges face tremendous challenges on how to 

compensate their faculty members effectively, thus motivating them to enhance 

quality of teaching.  Monumental changes in the faculty reward system are 

expected in the Korean junior college system.  This study is to explore the 

strengths and weaknesses of merit pay plans with regard to theories and practices 

and to suggest strategies for a successful merit pay system in Korean junior 

colleges. 
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2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM  

Merit pay plans have just dawned upon Korean junior colleges.  The 

mandated new pay system will stimulate institutions to introduce or develop merit 

pay plans for their faculty compensation.  Korean junior colleges are expected to 

operate various types of faculty reward system according to their organizational 

context. 

The major rationale for merit pay is based on the assumptions that it 

provides faculty members with a strong incentive for improvement of teaching.  

However, there are severe arguments over the effectiveness of merit pay system 

in education arena.  Despite theoretical supports for merit pay and its successful 

practices in private sector, the merit pay system in education has been marked by 

“constant and continuous rounds of spirited debate” (Taylor et al., 1991, p. 53).  

So far, there is no consensus as to its worth or effectiveness. 

Numerous studies emphasize that employee acceptance of a merit pay plan 

is an essential condition for its effective implementation (Lawler, 1971; Kossek, 

1989).  Barber and Simmering (2002) contended that a systematic analysis of the 

perceptions of merit pay can reduce risks associated with merit pay plans (pp. 26-

27).  Although questions about the effectiveness of merit pay plans cannot be 

resolved without empirical data on the perceptions of administrators and faculty, 

little research about merit pay in Korean junior colleges has been conducted. 
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3. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of administrators 

and faculty members toward merit pay plans in Korean junior colleges.  More 

specifically, the study (1) investigated what were the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty members concerning merit pay for faculty; (2) 

identified differences between administrators and faculty members in perceptions 

of merit pay for faculty; and (3) examined whether the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty members toward merit pay for faculty were affected by 

personal and institutional characteristics. 

4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This study was conducted for comparative analysis between the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty members.  Thus, this study attempted to 

answer the following primary research questions: 

(1) Research question one: What are the perceptions of administrators and 

faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

(2) Research question two: Do personal and institutional characteristics 

affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty toward merit pay for 

faculty? 
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Concerning research question two, this study investigated four personal 

characteristics (faculty professional rank, gender, age, and educational level) and 

two institutional characteristics (type of institutional pay plan and method of 

president selection). 

5. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

As mentioned earlier, employee acceptance of a merit pay plan is an 

essential condition for its effective implementation.  For instance, Eskew and 

Heneman (1996) contended that the success of a merit pay plan rests on 

employees’ perceptions of the link between pay and performance and on their 

perceived fairness of the procedures for merit decisions.  From this perspective, 

effectiveness of a merit pay plan at a college is largely dependent upon the 

attitudes of stakeholders—administrators and faculty members—toward such a 

plan.  It is essential to investigate their perceptions in order to implement the 

merit pay plan successfully. 

In addition, a majority of studies concerning merit pay practices in higher 

education are limited to the analysis of faculty perceptions.  In the studies of 

Siblani (1997) and Kong (2000) on merit pay for faculty at the American higher 

education, they recommended that an examination on differences in perceptions 
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between faculty and administrator regarding merit pay should be conducted in 

order to implement such a plan successfully. 

This study investigates the perceptions of administrators and faculty 

toward merit pay so that it lays the foundation to discuss such plans in Korean 

junior colleges.  Therefore, the findings from this study can not only increase the 

understanding of theories on merit pay, but also provide practical information 

about its implementation in Korean junior colleges. 

6. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS 

The following definitions are provided for clarification of the terms used 

in the study.  

(1) Merit pay, Pay for performance, or Performance-based pay: “Any 

device that adjusts salaries to reward higher levels of performance” (The 

American Association of School Administrators, 1983, p. 8).  These terms are 

used interchangeably to describe an incentive pay system in which employees are 

given salary increases based on the level of their performance. 

(2) Junior college: A postsecondary institution that provides students with 

associate degree courses.  The purpose of junior college education is “ to produce 

mid-level technician who can devote themselves to national development through 
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teaching and researching technical knowledge in every field of society and 

cultivating student’s talents” under the Education Law in Korea. 

(3) Administrators: Presidents and chief-managers of the institutions such 

as the dean of academic affairs, the dean of student affairs, the director of 

planning and management, and the director of general administration and finance 

management. 

(4) Faculty members: Full-time faculty members who are classified into 

full professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and instructor under the 

Education Law. 

(5) Merit recognition: Non-monetary incentives that are given for extra 

efforts and outstanding work. 

(6) Group-based pay: A pay system that merit pay increases are given to 

all members in a group according to the degree to which its goals are performed. 

(7) Traditional pay: A pay system that annual pay increases are only based 

on seniority regardless of an individual’s performance.  In a traditional pay plan, 

an employee’s pay increases is automatically determined according to single 

salary schedule. 
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7. ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The accuracy of this study depended on the following assumptions: (1) all 

participants responded honestly and accurately; (2) the sample was representative 

of the populations; and (3) the survey instrument provided the necessary data to 

support the purpose of the study.  

At the same time, the following limitations should be considered when 

interpreting the results: (1) the study was conducted through examining American 

literature because prior studies on merit pay could be rarely found in the Korean 

educational system; (2) the study was limited to full-time faculty and chief-

administrators at junior colleges in Korea; (3) the study was limited to the 

investigation of some personal and institutional characteristics; and (4) the 

perceptions of respondents regarding merit pay for faculty might vary according 

to conditions such as time, place, and specific situations. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

1. OVERVIEW OF JUNIOR COLLEGES IN KOREA 

The history of Korean junior colleges reflects a collection of various 

influences sparked by social, economic, and political events.  The development of 

the junior college was an evolutionary process spanning many years.  Even 

though the origin of junior college in Korea is debatable, there is a consensus that 

it evolved from the “vocational higher school” established in 1963 when the First 

Five-Year Project for Economic Development was formulated (KCJCE, 1996). 

Vocational higher schools were established to produce technical workers 

needed for the national plan.  The graduates were eligible to transfer to four-year 

colleges and universities.  The length of study in vocational higher schools was 

five years and was divided into high school courses during three years and college 

courses during two years.  Vocational higher schools developed rapidly due to 

government support.  In 1971, there were 34 vocational higher schools with 

27,864 students and 1,436 faculty members; in 1965, there were 14 schools with 

7,623 students and 436 faculty members.  However, the length of study was 

considered too long to make timely supply of technical experts.  In addition, 
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vocational higher schools experienced several weaknesses, such as a high level of 

dropout rate and difficulties in student guidance (Lee, 1992). 

Because of new needs of short-term institutions, MOE introduced 

“professional schools” as two-year institutions for high school graduates in 1970.  

In 1978, there were 112 professional schools (public 36 and private 76) with 

4,290 faculty members and 107,199 students.  However, the professional schools 

had not successfully displayed their function as short-term higher education 

institutions.  Their failure was due to the curriculum not meeting the industrial 

needs and not attaining social recognition because students who failed the 

preliminary college entrance exam were admitted to the professional schools 

(Lee, 1985). 

To solve the problems associated with the vocational higher schools and 

the professional schools, new types of short–term institutions were needed.  In 

1979, finally, two types of institutions were uniformly redesigned as “junior 

colleges.”  The Education Law mandated the purpose of junior college education 

as follows: 

Junior college is to produce mid-level technician who can devote 
themselves to national development through teaching and researching 
technical knowledge in every field of society and cultivating student’s 
talents. 
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In other words, junior colleges were aimed at integrating short-term institutions, 

increasing the quality of education, and cultivating middle-class workers. 

Junior college applicants were high school graduates or those with 

equivalent qualifications.  All applicants must take the college entrance exam; 

therefore, the scores were a crucial admission criterion.  In fact, a majority of 

applicants with high scores in the college entrance exam had entered four-year 

colleges and universities.  As a result, junior college education had the reputation 

of being a "second class" education, chosen only by those who have failed to 

enter four-year colleges and universities (Lee, 1985).  Discrimination between 

junior colleges and four-year colleges was a critical problem in Korean education.  

From a cultural perspective, this phenomenon was partly due to Korean culture 

being influenced by Confucianism, which put higher values on liberal education 

rather than vocational education. 

On the other hand, academia argued that government’s strict regulation 

resulted in these problems by undermining the autonomy of institutions.  Before 

the mid-1990s, in fact, MOE totally controlled academic affairs and operations of 

institutions through qualifications of faculty, establishment of program and 

curricula, establishment of institutions, inspection of fiscal operations, and 

arrangement of student quota.  Even private institutions were controlled through 

such regulations. 
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Korean junior college education has been largely dependent on private 

systems.  More than 95% of total students in junior colleges were enrolled in 

private institutions in 2000.  According to the Private School Law, a private 

institution is operated as non-profit organization, while a public institution is 

directly managed by the government.  Each private college is primarily 

administered by the board of trustees, which is compromised of a minimum of 

seven members.  Trustees are appointed by the chair of the board with MOE’s 

approval.  The board is totally responsible for ensuring the effective and efficient 

management of its college.  For instance, the board has decisive power for the 

appointment of the president and employment of the faculty.  Although private 

institutions were under the authority of the boards, MOE actually regulated their 

administration through control of their academic affairs and fiscal operations. 

The era of information and globalization brought a consensus in public 

opinions that those regulations made it impossible for institutions to provide the 

diverse educational programs needed to foster creativity and to meet the 

individual needs of the students.  MOE also recognized the necessity of 

developing an education system that could generate human resources of 

competitive quality.  Since 1995, MOE has fundamentally implemented a national 

policy for education reform of the whole education system through the adoption 

of a consumer-oriented approach.  MOE abandoned regulatory laws and 
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provisions related to junior college administration so that junior colleges could 

have autonomy in decision-making, including academic affairs and fiscal 

management.  The role of government was redefined as the facilitator instead of 

the supervisor.  A focus in educational policies on junior colleges was shifted to 

establish guidelines for distributing public funds, evaluating college performance, 

and providing consumers with relevant educational information. 

As a result, remarkable changes have occurred in junior college education 

since the mid-1990s.  First, associate degrees are awarded to the graduates of 

junior colleges.  In addition, junior colleges can establish collaboration with 

vocational high school and universities.  Secondly, junior colleges are now 

allowed to select their students with full autonomy.  Most institutions adopt new 

admission policy that graduates of vocational high schools and workers in 

industry can enter junior colleges as full-time students without entrance exams.  

Thirdly, expansion programs to those who lost opportunities studying at higher 

education institutions, and non-degree courses for adult life-long education are 

actively operated in junior colleges.  Next, junior colleges have developed and 

operated practical curricula such as “college-industry cooperative programs” and 

“customized programs.”  These curricula include a joint development of the 

curriculum, joint use of facilities and equipment, and faculty exchanges between 

college and industry.  Further, junior colleges foster local industries and small 
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businesses in their community through instituting “technology guidance centers 

for small industry,” “venture incubators” and “college enterprises” (PCER, 1996).  

Lastly, as junior college education takes a larger share of tertiary education in 

Korea, their programs have become diversified and specialized to meet industrial 

needs.  This results in the length of study varying from two to three years.  This 

extension has been instituted according to program characteristics since 2001.  

About one fifth of total programs in Korean junior colleges require three years of 

schooling. 

Due to this new reform policy, junior colleges in Korea have experienced 

tremendous growth.  Junior colleges have gradually gained popularity among high 

school graduates who desire higher education.  Subsequently, total enrollment has 

grown from 165,051 students in 1980 to 913,273 students in 2000.  In 2000, there 

were 875,942 students with 10,967 faculty members at 142 private colleges, and 

37,331 students with 740 faculty members at 16 public colleges (MOE & KEDI, 

2000).  In an effort to match the high quality of junior college education with its 

quantitative growth, the government continues to intensify its support for junior 

colleges (MOE, 1999). 
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Figure 1. Changes of Enrollment Students in Korean Junior Colleges 

 

2. REVIEW ON THEORIES REGARDING MERIT PAY 

A. Concept of Merit Pay 

The purpose of merit pay is to attract and retain the caliber of employees 

necessary to accomplish an organization’s mission.  It is used to motivate and 

reward performance on the job and to result in differentiated salary levels, based 

on relative performance and contribution (Cook, 1991).  Merit pay enables the 
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organization to indicate to its employees what its priorities are, by weighing 

rewards for achievement in those areas.  From individuals’ point of view, merit 

pay creates a direct link between their daily labors and the rewards they receive 

(Tomlinson, 1992, p. 12). 

However, merit pay means different things to different people.  In the 

private sector, it has become common to distinguish between “merit pay” and 

“pay for performance.”  Milkovich & Wigdor (1991) indicated that “pay for 

performance” can be clustered into two general categories: “merit pay” and 

“variable pay.”  An important distinction between merit pay and variable pay is 

that (1) the former is based on an individual’s performance, whereas the latter is 

based on the whole organization’s success; and (2) the former is added to the 

salary base, whereas the latter is added as a one-time bonuses (Lawler, 2000). 

In the public sector, “merit pay” and “pay for performance” tend to be 

used synonymously. The American Association of School Administrators (1983) 

defined merit pay as “any device that adjusts salaries to reward higher levels of 

performance” (p. 8).  Heneman (1992) identified “a key characteristic of merit 

pay is that compensation is provided for performance” (p. 6), noting that merit 

pay plans are not always in the form of base-salary increases.  This study also 

used “merit pay” synonymously with “performance-based pay,” or “pay for 

performance.”  Viewed narrowly, merit pay in this study refers to an incentive 
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pay system that has two features: (1) annual appraisal of employee performance; 

and (2) linking pay increases to performance appraisals. 

B. Framework of Merit Pay 

Lawler (1990) emphasized that the effectiveness of compensation strategy 

depends on the fit between environment, organization, and strategy.  More 

specifically, Lawler (1971) suggested six primary conditions in which merit pay 

may influence employees’ motivation: (1) Employees perceive that merit pay and 

job performance are linked; (2) Merit pay increases are large enough to have an 

effect on employees’ motivations; (3) Employees believe that performance must 

be validly and inclusively measured; (4) Information about merit rewards are 

clearly disclosed; (5) There is a high level of trust between superiors and 

subordinates; and (6) Employees accept merit pay plans.  He put emphasis on 

these conditions as follows: 

If these conditions do not exist, it is usually better not to attempt to use 
pay as a motivator of performance… It can lead to individual’s 
performance in ways that are dysfunctional for the overall goals of the 
organizations. (1971, p. 100) 

Heneman (1984) also noted that an individual’s performance and 

satisfaction in an organization are determined by environment, organization, 

performance evaluator, and pay recipient.  Based on the studies of Heneman and 
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Lawler, this study used the following figure as a conceptual framework for merit 

pay. 

Pay Recipient 
Characteristics 

Perceptions on 
Merit Pay Motivation 

Organizational 
Characteristics 

Environmental 
Conditions 

Pay Allocator 
Characteristics 

Performance 

Figure 2. Merit Pay Framework 

This framework portrays the merit pay system as a process which can be 

viewed from both an individual and an organizational perspective.  Merit pay 

system relates to four factors—“pay recipient characteristics,” “pay allocator 

characteristics,” “organizational characteristics,” and “environmental conditions.” 

Pay Recipient Characteristics  

Pay recipient characteristics include the recipient’s background 

characteristics, such as gender, age, education level, professional position, and 

personality.  In a review of empirical studies on merit pay plans, for instance, 

Heneman and Cohen (1988) found that individual ages have significant effects on 

the attitudes toward merit pay.  With regard to gender, some researchers found 

 22



 

that women are more inclined toward “egalitarian distributions” and prefer 

“seniority,” and place greater weight on “non-monetary rewards” because they 

attach more importance to interpersonal relationship than do men (Dornstein, 

1991; James, 1993).  Despite those findings on the effects of gender and age on 

merit pay, some studies revealed that personal characteristics including gender 

and age do not have significant effects on the attitudes regarding merit pay plans 

(Dorsey, 1997; Grant, 1998; Mirabella, 1999; Tam, 1998). 

An individual’s personality significantly influences attitudes regarding 

their reward system.  For instance, Witting and Jones (1981) contended that an 

individual with an “internal locus of control” would prefer performance-based 

pay, while an individual with an “external locus of control” would prefer team-

based pay. 

Heneman (1990) called the variables such as an individual’s tenure, length 

of training time, and education level as “human capital.”  Heneman indicated that 

human capital variables have differential effects on the perceptions of merit pay, 

depending on organizational pay policies.  Heneman’s findings are supported by 

numerous studies.  For instance, untenured faculty members have more positive 

attitudes than tenured faculty regarding merit pay (Shoppemyer, 1993; Siblani, 

1997).  In an empirical study on faculty perceptions of the merit pay system at a 

research university, Siblani (1997) found that faculty members who had been with 
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the university for longer periods of time had more positive attitudes than those 

who had a shorter career with the university.  Pila (1999) contended that faculty 

professional rank significantly influences perceptions of faculty toward merit pay, 

citing that full professors seem to be most dissatisfied with merit pay systems. 

Overall, pay recipient characteristics such as gender, educational level, 

age, and professional rank may have significant effects on perceptions regarding 

merit pay. 

Pay Allocator Characteristics 

Dyer and Schwab (1976) contended that managers were more influenced 

by their own individual preferences than by the selected criteria in determining 

subordinates’ pay increases.  Heneman and Cohen (1988) indicated that pay 

allocator characteristics account for 11% of the variances in merit pay decisions.  

In their study on managerial motivation, Condrey and Brudney (1992) put 

emphasis on managerial understanding and attitudes toward merit pay plans.  In 

addition, they indicated that a manager’s working experience, tenure, and prior 

experience with merit pay has a great effect on merit decisions. 
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Organizational Characteristics 

Recent research suggests that a reward system is greatly influenced by 

organizational characteristics such as organizational culture, leadership, 

organizational trust and commitment, decision-making structure, and pay policies 

of the organization.  For instance, Heneman et al. (2001) claimed that 

organizational reward systems work most effectively when they align with 

organizational culture and structure.  Ettorre (1999) also contended that a pay plan 

can be a demotivator if it is linked to outcomes that do not align with the 

organizational characteristics of an institution. 

Organizational culture is defined as “basic assumptions and beliefs that are 

shared by members of an organization” (Schein, 1992).  A strong organizational 

culture implicitly controls employees’ organizational behaviors with “the unseen 

and unobservable force that is always behind the organizational activities that can 

be seen and observed” (Shafritz & Ott, 1992, p. 481).  Heneman (1992) indicates 

that “merit pay would work better in organizations in which there is a shared 

belief that pay increases should be granted on the basis of performance” (p. 78).  

In an institution with a culture of involvement, faculty members have strongly 

shared values and beliefs in performance-based management and, consequently, 

the merit pay practice will enhance their productivity and satisfaction (Cameron 

and Sarah, 1991).  Miles (1997) found that the degree of congruity between the 
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cultural values of the college and the values individually perceived to be 

associated with merit pay would strongly influence the acceptance of merit pay 

plans.  Wise et al. (1983) also put emphasis on compatibility between the faculty 

evaluation system and the college culture. 

In particular, merit pay is more controversial in Asia than Western 

countries.  Proponents of merit pay in Korea argue that it would be inappropriate 

for the Korean education system because it is based predominantly on Western 

assumptions.  This argument is supported by Hofstede (1991), a distinguished 

cross-culture researcher, who indicated that Asian cultures are distinctively 

“collectivism.”  Due to these cultural characteristics, Asian people try to avoid 

conflict and competition in organizational life, putting emphasis on good 

relationships and interpersonal and organizational harmony (Westwood & 

Kirkbride, 1998).  Walker and Dimmok’s (2000) study pointed out negative 

effects of merit pay on individuals in Asian culture, noting that a performance 

appraisal system based on the judgment of individuals—impersonality, objective 

measures, and personal achievement—appears incongruent with collectivism. 

Organizational structure and the decision-making process are closely 

related to a reward system.  A case analysis of Lincoln Electric (Milgrom & 

Roberts, 1995), which has a long history of incentive pay, found that its success 

results from both the open-door policy of its top executives and from direct 
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communication.  Lawler (1990) also contended that “unilateral management 

practice” is harmful for a merit pay plan.  Similarly, Heneman (2001) claimed that 

reward systems work most effectively in “organic structure” rather than 

“mechanistic structure.” 

Prior research reveals that “organizational trust” has a great impact on the 

attitudes toward merit pay plans (Lawler, 1990).  Condrey (1995) asserted that a 

high level of organizational trust strengthens the link between pay and 

performance and engenders positive attitudes on merit pay (pp. 352-353).  

According to Negro (1981), the higher the level of organizational trust among 

employees, the more likely they are to accept merit pay plans. 

As another organizational characteristic, the organizational pay policy 

greatly affects employees’ perceptions regarding a reward system (Heneman, 

1990).  According to Heneman, an organizational pay policy includes the 

following: continuance of pay raises, pay secrecy, salary guidelines, and the 

treatment of nonproductive employees.  Obviously, the components of 

organizational pay policy in a merit pay plan are quite different from those of a 

traditional pay schedule.  In a merit pay plan, for instance, continuance of pay 

raises cannot be guaranteed for an employee whereas a traditional pay schedule 

raises his or her salary yearly.  Thus, there might be significant differences in 
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perceptions of merit pay between the faculty with a merit pay plan and those with 

a traditional pay schedule. 

A host of studies puts emphasis on the role of leadership in order to 

successfully implement merit pay plans (Wise et al., 1983).  For the success of a 

merit pay plan, Lawler (2000) put importance on the role of “competent 

leadership,” which helps to integrate individual goals into organizational 

objectives (p. 261).  With respect to leadership, junior colleges in Korea have a 

unique way of selecting a president.  Historically, the method of president 

selection has been consolidated into three categories: (1) selection among faculty 

members; (2) selection from outside the college; and (3) selection of the 

establisher.  According to MOE (2000), nearly 60% of Korean junior college 

presidents were selected among faculty members. The differences in the method 

of selecting a president might be due in great part to the unique organizational 

structure and culture of each college.  At the same time, the method of selecting a 

president might affect the organizational characteristics of structure and culture.  

Despite its potential effects on an institution, no study has been conducted 

regarding the method of selecting a president in Korean junior colleges. 

A few studies on the method for selecting department chairs in the 

American higher education system help to examine the method of selecting a 

president at junior colleges in Korea.  Fife (1982) indicated that the method for 
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selecting department chairs is closely related to the decision making power in a 

college.  The method of selection may affect whether the chair has either a faculty 

or administrative orientation (Carroll, 1990).  Ditchen (1997) revealed that there 

is a positive relationship between the method of selection and faculty support. 

A few researchers pointed out the negative effects of department chairs 

who are elected by faculty members.  Seargen (1993) identified that the method of 

selection can lead to role ambiguity about whether the chair owes primary 

allegiance to the faculty or to the college administration.  According to Gmeich 

and Houchen (1994), the faculty’s degree of participation in the selection process 

may intensify conflict between the faculty and the administration.  Blackwell 

(1966) also addressed that the method of selection can easily become an issue of 

dissension between the faculty and the administration because chairs elected by 

the faculty “may find it difficult to make discriminating recommendations about 

promotion and salary” (p. 37). 

These findings implied that the method of president selection might affect 

the degree to which faculty support a reward plan and result in disagreement 

between administrations and faculty concerning such a plan.  From these 

perspectives, the method of president selection at Korean junior colleges might 

have an influence on the attitudes of administrators and faculty regarding merit 

pay. 
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Environment Conditions 

Environment conditions include the role of governments, unions, and 

labor and product markets.  As mentioned earlier, government proposals and 

recent legislation have advocated merit pay plans to spur faculty productivity and 

accountability. 

Labor market position is crucial to retain high performance people. Those 

who are rewarded at less than their market value tend to leave; those who are 

rewarded at or above their market value tend to stay.  Budman (1997) contended 

that merit pay should serve as a cost of living increase.  Lawler (2000) proposed 

that an effective organization has enough “variable pay” available so that high 

performers can be paid at or above market. 

Research on unions reveals that most unions are opposed to the 

implementation of merit pay plans (Milkovich & Newman, 1999).  In his study on 

the influence of teachers’ unions on the survival of merit pay plans, Ballou (2001) 

concluded that teacher’s unions had greatly influenced merit pay plans, noting 

that the survival rates of merit pay plans were only 40% in districts with collective 

bargaining but exceeded 70% in districts without collective bargaining. 
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C. Review on Motivation Theories  

Merit pay plans are grounded in several theories of human behavior.  In 

particular, merit pay strategies stem from the fields of motivation theory in 

organizational psychology. 

Needs Theory 

Maslow (1954) arranged human needs into five sequential categories: (1) 

physiological needs, (2) safety needs, (3) acceptance needs, (4) esteem needs, and 

(5) self-actualization needs.  According to Maslow, the next higher level needs 

becomes the strongest motivator once a lower level needs is met.  He indicated 

that the lower needs are inherently more “prepotent” than the higher level needs.  

Thus, the ability of a given amount of money as a motivator diminishes as one 

moves from physiological and safety needs to the other needs higher up on 

Maslow’s hierarchy scale.  Alderfer (1969) developed Maslow’s theory, arguing 

for three levels of needs: existence, relatedness, and growth.  Alderfer suggested 

that (1) “all needs can be simultaneously active”; and (2) “prepotency does not 

play a major role in needs hierarchy” (Lawler, 1994, p. 37). 

Needs theory implies that as individuals’ lower-level needs are satisfied, 

they will become concerned with self-actualization and growth.  Further, it 
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suggests that non-monetary incentives should be recognized as important means 

for enhancing performance. 

Two- Factor Theory 

Herzberg et al. (1959) suggested that worker behavior is influenced by two 

categories of rewards: “motivators” and “hygiene factors.”  Hygiene factors are 

rewards extrinsic to the content of work, and not as a “curative,” but rather as a 

“preventive.”  In other words, improving hygiene factors only helps to reduce job 

dissatisfaction, because hygiene factors cannot promote motivation.  Herzberg 

indicated that money is a hygiene factor, but not a motivator.  Then, while pay 

incentives may prevent job dissatisfaction, they cannot be used to improve 

performance. 

Numerous current studies of the effects of extrinsic rewards on motivation 

support Herzberg’s two-factor theory.  Deci (1976) suggested that pay incentives 

can even undermine performance if money becomes more important than the 

work itself.  In summary, the two-factor theory maintains that pay is not a factor 

of worker motivation; instead, many intrinsic factors such as responsibility and 

autonomy motivate workers. 
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Expectancy Theory 

Expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) suggests that an individual’s 

motivational force depends upon three perceptions: expectancy, instrumentality, 

and valence.  Expectancy refers to the employee’s belief that a certain level of 

effort at a task will lead to a certain level of performance.  Instrumentality is the 

strength of an individual’s assumption that a certain level of performance will 

produce certain outcomes.  Valance is the affective orientation toward an outcome 

(Heneman, 1992). 

Expectancy theory implies that performance can be influenced positively 

by monetary incentives only if the following conditions exist: 

(1) Employees have a high expectancy that meritorious performance can 
be achieved through increased effort; 

(2) Employees believe that a high instrumentality exists between 
meritorious performance and the likelihood of reward;  

(3) Employees find monetary rewards attractive (Lawler, 1994, p. 62). 

 

Reinforcement Theory 

The development of reinforcement theory can be attributed to the work of 

Skinner (1953).  Skinner contended that behavior is a combined function of its 
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consequences. In essence, reinforcement theory postulates that performance will 

be promoted when the employee recognizes a direct relationship between 

performance and rewards.  To strengthen the relationship, rewards should be 

distributed close in time to demonstration of the desired performance behavior. 

From another perspective, reinforcement theory suggests that managers 

need to use punishment for enhancing productivity due to its effects on producing 

an individual’s behavioral change.  However, numerous studies indicated that 

punishment results in a decline in the employee’s performance.  For instance, 

George and Hopkins (1989) contended that contingent supervisory rewards lower 

performance and non-contingent supervisory punishment increases performance, 

whereas contingent punishment and non-contingent reward have no effect.  Thus, 

reinforcement theory suggests that supervisors should provide contingent rewards 

and positive feedback in order for their followers to enhance their performance. 

Equity and Justice Theory  

Adams (1965) proposed equity theory as a way of understanding how 

employees respond to situations in which they are treated more or less favorably 

in comparison to others.  When an individual is under-rewarded he becomes 

dissatisfied and tends to lower his performance; conversely, when he is over-

rewarded, he tends to compensate for this “discrepancy” by increasing 
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performance (Adam, 1965; Greenberg, 1982).  In short, the success of a pay plan 

may be largely dependent upon individuals’ perceptions toward compensation 

equity or fairness, which leads to organizational productivity (Tyler & Bies, 

1990). 

The premise of equity or fairness is explained by the principle of 

“distributive justice,” and “procedure justice.”  Distributive justice is achieved 

when all parties in an exchange relationship have equal ratios of inputs to outputs 

(Markovsky, 1991).  In short, distributive justice is related to what a person is 

paid.  Procedural justice examines the influence of variations in procedures on 

judgments about the fairness of outcomes and procedures.  Procedural justice 

relates to the means used to achieve the ends such as performance appraisals in 

the merit pay system.  In other words, procedural justice is related to how a 

person is paid. Advocators of procedural justice theory maintained that 

communication and “voice” might be a significant predictor of employee 

acceptance of pay plans (Thibaut & Walker, 1975).  Since any decision regarding 

merit pay allocation includes value judgments as to the criteria upon which the 

raise should be given, as well as the procedure for distribution, employee 

perceptions of these two justices in a merit pay plan may be critical determinants 

of its acceptance and survival. 
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Goal Setting Theory  

Goal setting theory complements expectancy theory predictions about the 

links between pay and performance by describing the conditions under which 

employees see performance goals as “doable” (Locke, 1968).  Once an employee 

realizes that a given level of performance will lead to additional pay, he or she can 

understand the goal-setting and appraisal process and work toward meeting their 

goals (Sink & Sahl, 1995). 

According to Locke et al. (1981), the goal setting process is most likely to 

improve employee performance when goals are specific, moderately challenging, 

and accepted by employees.  Thus, objective performance measures are better 

motivators than subjective measures, as employees assign them higher credibility 

and typically accept their validity (Lawler, 1994).  In summary, goal setting 

theory supports that pay incentives help individuals to increase the likelihood of 

goal achievement. 

D. Review on Performance Appraisals  

Performance appraisals are "the most crucial aspect of organizational life" 

(Lawrie, 1990).  Performance appraisals are used for two kinds of objectives—

“evaluative” and “developmental.”  The evaluative function focuses on the use of 

performance appraisals for personal decisions on salary, promotion, and layoffs.  
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In terms of the evaluative function, performance appraisals are used for 

“administrative purpose” (Ostroff, 1993).  The developmental function includes 

the identification of individual strengths, weaknesses, and training needs.  

Previous studies found that employees accept performance appraisals when the 

results are used for developmental purposes, whereas they don’t accept appraisal 

systems when the results are used for evaluative purposes (Antonioni, 1996; 

McEvoy, 1990). 

Research on Miller et al. (2000) identified objectives for faculty 

performance appraisal as follows: 

(1) To establish an evaluation process that can be used to identify faculty 
strengths and weaknesses as a fundamental step toward improving 
professional effectiveness; 

(2) To develop a framework within which professional growth and 
development is encouraged; 

(3) To create a process within which the quality of instruction may be 
improved in the interest of student success and the enhancement of 
student retention; 

(4) To make personnel decisions on promotion, continuing selection, and 
merit based upon professionally sound evaluation systems (p. 46). 

Despite benefits of performance appraisal, many researchers have 

expressed doubts about its validity and reliability.  Some researchers have 

suggested that the process is inherently flawed (Derven, 1990).  Even some 
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advocates of performance appraisal disagree with any attempt to link its results to 

reward outcomes, such as pay increases and promotions. 

In particular, numerous studies revealed that performance appraisal 

practices in the education system are more problematic than those in the private 

arena.  Lawler (1990) contended that it is more difficult to evaluate an educator 

because he or she cannot be held directly accountable for the number of items 

produced or units sold.  Loup et al. (1996) found that there is little evidence of 

using high quality evaluation procedures on teaching and learning through a 

survey of the largest 100 school districts.  Bridges (1992) also asserted that 

schools throughout the country continue to lack systematic approaches and strong 

commitments to teacher evaluation.  In a study of faculty performance appraisals 

in community colleges, Arreola (1995) raised five stages as common faculty 

resistances to changes in faculty evaluations: “stage 1, disdainful denial; stage 2, 

hostile resistance; stage 3, apparent acquiescence; stage 4, attempt to scuttle; stage 

5, grudging acceptance” (p. 6).  Arreola emphasized that evaluators should be 

qualified to evaluate faculty in order to overcome those faculty resistances in 

evaluation. 

Despite difficulties in performance appraisals, recent research reports that 

employees seem to have greater acceptance of the appraisal process when the 

process is directly linked to rewards (Bannister and Balkin, 1990) and when 
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employee development and performance improvement are more emphasized 

(Dipboye &de Pontbriand, 1981).  Instead of arguing its negative effects, current 

studies have a great concern over the percentages that are applied to each of the 

areas of performance and what procedures are used to measure them (Magnusen, 

1987; Milkovich & Widgor, 1991; Diamond & Adam, 1998). 

 

3. REVIEW ON PRACTICES OF MERIT PAY 

A. Merit Pay at Private Sector 

Lissy and Morgenstern (1995) reported that 90% of Fortune 1000 

companies would continue to use merit pay plans.  In their long-term study of 

merit pay practices in Fortune 1000 corporations, Lawler et al. (1995) presented 

that 93% of the companies were successful in their pay for performance systems.  

However, the private sector research literature does not show a consistent pattern 

of either negative or positive correlations between merit pay and performance.  

Campbell et al. (1998) pointed out that although a large proportion of firms use 

merit pay plans, such plans have not been proven for motivating employees 

effectively to enhance their performance.  George and Hopkins (1989) found 

“limited and mixed evidence for the relationship among performance-dependent 

pay, productivity, and worker and company benefits” (p. 131). 
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The decade of the 1990s has been one of change in American 

compensation practices.  There is a shift to more flexible “group-based” 

orientation such as “profit sharing,” “gain sharing,” and “team-based performance 

pay” from an “individual-based” focus (Bridges, 1994; Hansen, 1998).  

Proponents of group-based pay found that it has positive effects on cooperation 

and collective motivation (Shamir, 1990), and ‘smooth functioning’ of the group 

(DeMatteo et al., 1998, p. 144).  Some empirical research on group-based pay 

found that it is more effective in motivating employees than individual-based pay 

(Kennedy et al. 1983; Welboume & Mejia, 1995). 

Currently, another alternative being examined by scholars is based on the 

expansion of a person-based approach.  Spencer and Spencer (1993) emphasized 

that individuals should be rewarded for the development of “competencies.”  

Some researchers (Lawler, 2000; Conley & Odden, 1995) also contended that 

“knowledge and skills” should be the most useful basis for setting an individual’s 

pay, emphasizing the concept of the “strategic reward system” based on the belief 

that a reward system should strategically develop organizational competencies 

and capabilities. 
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B. Merit Pay in Government Sector  

Performance-based pay practices in the private sector had a great impact 

on the compensation system for employees in the American public sector.  The 

movement of merit pay in government began with the federal “Civil Service 

Reform Act of 1978” for selected federal managers.  As a result of widespread 

complaints about the size and inequity of merit awards, however, the Performance 

Management and Recognition system replaced the 1978 pay programs in 1984.  A 

single government-wide formula was created for linking performance to annual 

bonuses (Condrey & Kellough, 1993). 

Merit pay plans in government sector had met criticism from academia 

and researchers.  The 1983 study published by the Merit Systems Protection 

Board and the General Accounting Office found that 17% of the managers were 

encouraged by the merit pay plan.  Their 1984 survey revealed that 14 

percentages responded the same answers (Brudney & Condrey, 1992).  Milkovich 

and Widgor (1991) asserted that merit pay fails to link pay to performance in the 

public sector and do not provide any specific remedy for what ails the federal 

system.  In their review of 14 studies from 1982 to 1991 on merit pay practices in 

public organizations, Kellough and Lu (1993) reported that 11 studies 

documented negative perceptions of the relationship between merit pay and 

performance.  In a cross-country review on merit pay experience in the United 
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States, Canada, Australia, Sweden, the Netherlands, and New Zealand, Eisenberg 

and Ingraham (1993) argued, “There is no model of a successful public sector 

pay-for-performance compensation system.” 

C. Merit Pay in K-12 Education  

Merit pay for K-12 teachers in America first appeared in 1908 in Newton, 

Massachusetts (Desander, 2000).  The use of merit pay plans in public education 

peaked during the early 1920s.  About half of the school districts implemented 

merit pay plans in the 1920s.  In the 1930s, however, most school districts used 

uniform salary schedules.  The Soviet Union’s Sputnik launching in 1957 

renewed public interest in rewarding teachers on the basis of their performance.  

As a result, 11.3% of U.S. school districts had a merit pay system by 1968 

(Tomlinson, 1992).  In most cases, merit pay was delivered in the form of annual 

bonuses, not incorporated into the teacher’s base pay (Darling-Hammond, 1985).  

During the 1970s, once again, merit pay gave way to the fixed salary scheme.  

According to Porwoll (1979), in 1978 only 4% still had merit pay plans.  In sum, 

most merit pay systems were extremely short-lived, lasting an average of only 

three to four years (Murane et al., 1991). 

In the early 1980s, merit pay issues were rekindled by “A Nation at Risk 

(1983),” which called for educational reform for excellence (Brandt, 1990).  In 
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1983, no state had mandated measures calling for merit pay, but by late 1986 all 

but eleven states had considered one of several types of performance-based 

compensation systems (Darling-Hammond, 1988). Presently, merit pay plans 

seem to be receiving renewed interest as a useful tool to address accountability 

and anti-tax movements. 

Merit pay plans, despite their success in business and industry, have been 

plagued with a range of difficulties in both planning and implementation in 

educational settings.  Numerous studies found that the record of merit pay in 

American public education is far from good (Murane, 1991).  Murane and Cohen 

(1986) argued that the nature of teachers’ work is responsible for the failure of 

merit pay plans, noting that teachers’ output is hard to measure and teachers’ 

work is based on collaboration.  In practice, a number of school districts cannot 

implement or abandoned their merit pay plans due to teachers’ union opposition.  

Through the analysis of the four national surveys, Ballou (2001) concluded that 

teachers unions play a key role in obstructing the spread of merit pay plans in the 

public education sector. 

Despite their negative effects, some researchers revealed successful stories 

of merit pay plans.  For instance, Malen’s (1999) study on the Brevard County 

Program introduced a successful merit pay plan as follows:  
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The program is entirely voluntary.  To participate, teachers must propose a 
plan for their professional development or the student achievement 
improvement.  415 teachers received the full award and 468 teachers 
received the half award.  The program is successfully ongoing. (pp. 141-
142).  

Currently, there have been significant changes related to performance-

based pay in American public education.  “School-based incentives,” “career 

ladder programs,” and “master teacher” have been instituted in several states.  The 

1990 nation-wide survey conducted by the U.S. Department of Education 

revealed: (1) 2% of public school teachers received merit pay increases; (2) 3% 

received group awards for school-based performance improvement; (3) 9% were 

rewarded for serving as a master teacher; and (4) 16% received a career ladder 

salary increase in 1987-88. 

D. Merit Pay in Four-Year Colleges and Universities  

Merit pay plans have been adopted in the higher education because of the 

following internal and external needs: 

(1) Merit pay helps institutions to attract and retain high quality faculty so 
that they win in growing competitions among institutions (Barnett et 
al, 1988; Miller, 1988; Moore & Amey, 1993); 

(2) Merit pay attempts to satisfy demands from state legislatures and 
governing boards that faculty be held accountable for their 
performance (Blum, 1989). 
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Nevertheless, many studies revealed that merit pay systems in higher 

education diminish intrinsic motivation and cause conflicts within academic 

departments (Harris et al., 1998).  According to Ehli’s (1986) study of faculty pay 

plans at South Dakota’s six public colleges and universities, the merit pay plans 

had a negative effect on collaboration between faculty and administrators because 

faculty were not involved in the procedure of determining merit pay and 

administrators did not understand the guidelines and criteria of merit pay plans.  

Kong (2000) also asserted that the merit pay system does not bring about positive 

effects on faculty motivation, productivity, and satisfaction with salary levels 

through the survey of 361 full-time faculty members at a public doctoral 

institution.  

On the other hand, there are much debate on merit pay practices such as 

the size of merit pay increases and the type of merit pay allocation.  As Lawler 

(1971) indicated, merit pay increases are large enough to have an effect on 

employees’ motivations.  Kanter (1987) suggested that a range from a 10% to a 

15% increment appear meaningful to recipients as an extra reward for their 

contributions.  In most institutions, however, merit pay increases are between 2% 

and 5% of total pay increases (Sammer, 1996; Mitra et al., 1997; Harris et al., 

1998).  Similar to those findings, the 1990 NCPGF survey showed that at over 

70% of the institutions, 5% or less of the total increase in compensation was set 
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aside for merit pay.  The survey addressed that the average merit increases in 

1989-1990 was between 2% and 4% of base-salary and two-thirds of the faculty 

received some level of merit pay.  In addition, merit pay increases in American 

higher education are usually added to a faculty member’s base-salary (Miller, 

1992).  However, Lawler (2000) suggested that merit pay increases should not be 

attached to the base pay unless there is a willingness to remove it in periods when 

it has not been earned.  

Current literature on merit pay focused on the issues related to 

performance measurement rather than the effects of merit pay on faculty 

motivation and performance.  There are two types of studies on merit pay plans.  

One is about “how fairly performance can be measured,” while another is about 

“what variables contribute to the amount of merit pay increases.” 

Numerous studies show that the major categories of faculty performance 

appraisal at universities are “teaching,” “scholarship,” and “service.”  In their 

study of “merit pay allocation model,” Weistroffer et al. (2001) identified that 

merit pay can be derived by a specific formula: “Teaching rating × Teaching 

coefficient + Scholarship rating × Scholarship coefficient + Service rating × 

Service coefficient.”  Each coefficient is determined by institutional 

characteristics.  A host of studies examined which is more important, 

“scholarship” or “teaching.”  Most studies found that scholarship is more tightly 
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linked to faculty rewards rather than teaching and service (Tuckman, 1979).  In 

their study of 11 research and doctoral institutions, Diamond and Adam (1998) 

discovered that the research faculty were significantly rewarded.  Kasten (1984) 

identified two reasons why teaching was marginally connected to faculty rewards 

as follows:  

(1) Judgments about faculty performance are based on more than standard 
measures, such as student evaluations, credit hours, and student 
achievement; 

(2) Departments within a university are not consistent in the types of 
measures used in regard to faculty evaluation. 

There are still critical controversies related to the issues of teaching and 

scholarship. 

 

E. Merit Pay in Community Colleges  

In contrast to the growing literature surrounding merit pay, the studies 

about the merit pay movement on community colleges are too rare.  There was 

relatively little attention paid to the issues of faculty performance in community 

colleges.  Only a few discussions of merit pay plans at community colleges were 

found in the literature of the 1970s.  Most of those studies were not described in 

detail, and some studies explained merit recognition awards (Dargen, 1987). 
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During the 1980s, considerable documents on merit pay at community 

colleges were found.  McMillen (1984) suggested that merit pay plans should be 

implemented with deliberate planning, individual values and needs, and faculty 

participation through exploring successful merit pay plans at three community 

colleges.  Donnelly’s survey of 930 two-year colleges in 1984-1985 found that 

151 colleges (16%) reported using some form of a merit pay approach to faculty 

compensation.  A large portion of those colleges were small or rural community 

colleges that had implemented merit pay plans in less than three years.  Donnelly 

revealed that 113 colleges (12%) once used a merit pay system but had dropped it 

because of poor design and lack of communication and support.   

Andrew’s (1986) national survey in 1984-1985 found that 18% of the two-

year colleges in the United States had merit pay plans or formal recognition for 

outstanding faculty performance.  Andrew indicated that two-year colleges in 36 

states had a merit pay system.  The inclusion of “formal recognition for 

outstanding performance” perhaps caused the slightly higher percentage 

compared to Donnelly’s findings. 

Dargen (1987) surveyed 47 state directors of community colleges and 123 

community colleges and conducted case studies of the merit pay plans at six 

community colleges.  The findings revealed that (1) one-third of the 47 state 

directors stated a trend toward merit pay plan in their states; (2) nine states 
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mandated merit pay plans; and (3) 55 of the 123 community colleges had a merit 

pay plan.  In addition, through in-depth visits at six community colleges, Dargen 

concluded that even the administrators did not know the purposes, procedures, 

and criteria of merit pay plans, noting that faculty dissatisfaction with the merit 

pay plan was the major reason for abandoning a plan. 

From 1990 to 1991, Andrew (1993) surveyed the 353 community colleges 

in the North Central Association (NCA) regarding using faculty merit recognition 

plans.  Andrew found that 60% of the 278 community colleges responding had 

faculty merit recognition plans compared with 18% in the 1984-1985 survey.  

Seventeen of the 19 NCA states had adopted a merit recognition system at 

community colleges.  Andrew noted that the number one response toward merit 

recognition plans was the “desire to recognize extra efforts and excellence.” 

On the other hand, some studies disclosed different findings.  Stevens et 

al. (1991) found that 80% of the faculty surveyed in three colleges stated that their 

colleges did not reward good teaching or did not provide incentives to support 

good teaching (pp. 75-76).  Surprisingly, the 1992 Higher Education Research 

Institute survey of 35,000 faculty members found that only 8% of community 

college respondents agreed that faculty were rewarded for being good teachers 

(O’Banion, 1995).  Thus, there is little evidence that community colleges are 

inclined to use merit pay or recognition award programs for faculty. 
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However, recent pressure from external stakeholders calls on community 

colleges to demonstrate more accountability.  Rising cost and shrinking funds 

have continued to scrutinize institutional effectiveness (Roueche et al., 1997, p. 

6).  Despite faculty dissatisfaction with merit pay plans, the trend at institutions is 

in the direction of greater use of merit pay plans for faculty compensation due to 

external pressures (Camp et al., 1988).  Some states mandate merit pay plans in 

order to enhance faculty performance and to meet accountability.  For instance, 

Colorado proclaimed new performance-based pay for faculty at its community 

colleges in 1994. 

Pay for any individual faculty is based on educational level and years of 
service… It assumes a goal of “equal pay for equal work,” without regard 
to the current market place or demand. In addition, longevity and 
advanced degrees are rewarded with only limited consideration of 
teaching effectiveness or other professional contributions and 
accomplishments… There would no longer be automatic increases due to 
an additional year of service or additional degrees (the Colorado State 
Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Education, 1994, p. 5, 
cited in Miles, 1997). 

In an explanatory case study about performance-based pay at the 

Community College of Denver, Miles (1997) addressed that the merit pay plan 

encourages faculty members to pay careful attention to shared values regarding 

teaching and to enhance organizational commitment to accountability while it 

requires tremendous investments of time, energy, and money and engender 

widespread anxiety and controversy. 
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Since the mid-1990s, little research of merit pay plans has been found in 

community college literature.  Instead, current studies focus on the issues related 

to faculty performance appraisals.  In a comprehensive national survey of faculty 

at 333 technical and community colleges, Ziltow (1988) identified the seven 

overall criteria of faculty evaluations—classroom teaching, chair evaluation, 

college service, dean evaluation, personal attributes, professional development, 

and student academics and advising. 

Most community colleges report that teaching carries the most weight in 

faculty evaluations, whereas research and publications are given the least 

considered.  This finding is supported in the belief that the spirit of community 

college is teaching and learning.  Lord (1988) indicated that the mission 

statements of two-year institutions typically include a commitment to excellence 

in teaching, and scholarship activities are rarely practiced by faculty members.  

Vaughan (1989) also noted that research in the traditional sense is “not important 

at all for 95% of faculty members, but it is important to be scholars” (p. 9). 

Currently, some literature put emphasis on faculty scholarship activity in 

community colleges.  For instance, the Commission on the Future of Community 

Colleges stressed the necessity of encouraging scholarship within community 

college faculty.  AACJC (The American Association of Community College and 

Junior College) also suggested that faculty at community college should recognize 
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the scholarship of integrating and applying knowledge through curriculum 

development (1988, pp. 26-34). 

Andrew contended that decisions about salary, tenure, and promotion of 

faculty should be tied to results of faculty performance appraisal, emphasizing 

that a faculty performance appraisal system at a community college should 

provide a compelling strategy for meeting public demands for accountability 

(1987).  Although a number of community colleges use numerous approaches for 

faculty performance appraisal, there is little consideration on how closely these 

results are linked to faculty reward (Rifkin, 1995). 

4. SUMMARY 

Motivation theories greatly support the assumption that merit pay should 

enhance faculty motivation, satisfaction, and performance.  In addition, there are a 

number of empirical studies demonstrating the effectiveness of merit pay systems.  

Advocates of merit pay believe that it can be used to encourage faculty excellence 

and to improve faculty morale, resulting in effective organizations (Taylor et al., 

1991). 

In summary, pro arguments are as follows:  

(1) More money will provide a strong incentive for improvement of 
teaching and will encourage better- qualified people to enter the 
profession; 
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(2) The public is more willing to support higher salary schedules and pay 
when they know that effective faculty are paid commensurate with 
their performance;  

(3) The salary schedules presently used in most institutions tend to give 
security to poor performing faculty, while instilling dissatisfaction in 
high performers; 

(4) Merit pay is an excellent source of performance feedback to faculty. 
(Heneman, 1984; Educational Research Service, 1979; Tomlinson, 
1992).  

Numerous studies on merit pay systems in education, however, reveal that 

merit pay has not worked well.  Despite theoretical support for merit pay and its 

success story in the private sector, there is still a considerable amount of 

controversy surrounding merit pay in the educational system. 

Major con arguments from findings in the previous studies are as follows: 

(1) Attitudes toward competition may hamper merit good teaching, which 
is dependent upon cooperative relationships with other educators; 

(2) External rewards are not the primary motivators of teachers; 

(3) Performance appraisal systems are inherently problematic; 

(4) Merit pay does not reward the solid or middle of the scale performers. 
(Heneman, 1984; Educational Research Service, 1979; Tomlinson, 
1992). 
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Despite their weaknesses, merit pay plans were emerged from an array of 

external pressures and public interest in institutional effectiveness and 

productivity.  Miller (1988) indicated that the flow and ebb of public concerns 

about merit pay in the United States are closely related to “economic situations” 

or “political values,” noting that a low rate of inflation allowed institutions to 

adopt merit pay plans and conservative political philosophy was more closely 

aligned with merit.  Historically, in short, merit pay plans in American education 

have been abandoned or fueled according to social, political, and economic 

contexts. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

1. RESEARCH DESIGN 

The purpose of this study is to explore the perceptions that administrators 

and faculty members in Korean junior colleges have regarding merit pay plans.  

For this purpose, a descriptive and a relational study were utilized.  According to 

Trochim (2001), a descriptive study is primarily designed to describe what is 

going on or what exists (p. 5).  This study was employed to identify the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty members toward merit pay for faculty.  

On the other hand, a relational study attempts to look at the relationships between 

variables.  This study was used to determine the extent to which perceptions of 

administrators and faculty members were influenced by demographic variables.  

In addition, the researcher employed survey research methodology to accomplish 

the purpose of the study. 

2. POPULATION AND SAMPLE 

There are two populations in this study.  The first population is faculty 

members in 158 Korean junior colleges in 2002.  The population of faculty 
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members in this study was defined as full-time faculty.  The number of faculty 

members was approximately 11,707 (8,943 male and 2,764 female) in 2000.  The 

second population is administrators.  The number of administrators was about 

6,093 in 2000 (MOE, 2001).  In this study, the population of administrators was 

defined as chief-managers and presidents.  Unfortunately, the number of chief-

managers was not statistically identified.  In practice, however, a junior college 

had at least four chief-managers—the dean of academic affairs, the dean of 

student affairs, the dean of collaboration with business and industry, and the 

director of general administration and finance management.  

A total sample of 3,082 subjects (552 administrators and 2,530 faculty 

members) was selected using a stratified random sampling technique.  In order to 

enhance the validity of this research, faculty members and administrators at small 

colleges with less than 1,000 students and private colleges regulated by the 

government because of operational problems were not selected as the sample.  

Subsequently, among the 158 junior colleges in Korea, 138 colleges were 

included in the sample.  The sample size of faculty members at each college was 

related to institutional size.  Ten faculty members from a small college (1,999 

students or less), 20 from a middle college (from 2,000 students to 3,999), and 30 

from a large college (4,000 students or more) were selected through a stratified 

random sampling.  For administrators, however, four subjects were evenly 
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selected as the sample at each college without regard to institutional size, because 

the population of administrators was very small compared to that of faculty 

members.  Therefore, the total sample of 3,082 subjects from 138 junior colleges 

could be considered representative of all administrators and faculty members at 

158 junior colleges in Korea. 

3. INSTRUMENTATION  

The data collection instrument was a survey questionnaire with 32 

questions—seven demographic questions and 25 survey questions administered to 

the national sample of faculty members and administrators.  The questionnaire 

was composed of three sections.  Section one was composed of information on 

personal characteristics of the respondents and institutional characteristics of the 

colleges that the respondents served.  Section two consisted of 19 questions which 

requested data on perceptions of administrators and faculty members regarding 

the general concept of merit pay for faculty according to a five point Likert-type 

scale (1= strongly disagree, 2 = slightly disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = slightly agree, 5 

= strongly agree).  A mean score higher than 3.00 indicates a positive perception 

of the respondents.  Section three was composed of six questions in which 

participants of the survey were asked to respond to a specific opinion regarding 

merit pay for faculty. 
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The questionnaire was developed after a thorough review of previous 

research that investigates the theory and practices of merit pay and performance 

appraisals for merit decisions.  Among 25 questions in section two and three, 11 

were adopted from Siblani (1997), who researched faculty perceptions of the 

merit pay system at a research university.  Six questions were taken from Pila 

(1999), who studied faculty attitudes toward a merit pay plan at the California 

state university system.  In addition, nine questions were adopted from Kong 

(2000), who studied whether a merit pay plan might be operated as a motivator of 

faculty performance at a public university.  However, some of the questions were 

duplicated.  In total, 17 questions were taken from the survey questionnaires of 

Siblani (1997), Pila (1999), and Kong (2000).  Then, the questions were modified 

according to Korean educational situations.  Other questions in the questionnaire 

were developed by the researcher. 

A preliminary version of the questionnaire was presented to a panel of 

nine judges for evaluation.  The group consisted of five Korean faculty members 

with doctoral degrees and four research assistants in the College of Education at 

the University of Texas at Austin.  These participants were asked to review and 

comment on the instructions, content and format of the questionnaire.  The 

participants were almost unanimous in agreeing that the survey was too long.  

They suggested combining some questions and eliminating others.  All 
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suggestions were carefully reviewed and the questionnaire was revised.  Finally, 

the length of the questionnaire was lessened from 39 to 32 questions (Appendix 

B). 

4. VARIABLES  

A. Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables in this study were produced in order to measure 

the level of perceptions of administrators and faculty members regarding merit 

pay for faculty.  Totally, nine dependent variables―three variables from section 

two (Questions 1 to 19) and six variables from section three (Questions 20 to 

25)―were examined.  

A principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation on section 

two was conducted to determine the possible dependent variables in the survey 

(Appendix E).  The results of the factor analysis showed that three of the factors 

explained 52.9% of the variation in perceptions of merit pay for faculty.  The 

eigenvalues for each of the factors were greater than 1.00, indicating the amount 

of variance that was explained by each of the factors was statistically significant.  

Questions 8 and 11 were excluded from the analysis since they reported a low 

level of communalities, .263 and .231 respectively. 
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A Cronbach’s alpha reliability procedure was used to determine the 

internal consistency of the questions in section two (Appendix F).  The overall 

alpha coefficient of .8988 reflects a high degree of internal consistency in section 

two.  Even though the questions were not individually explored, full analysis of 

each question was provided in Appendix D in order to help understanding this 

study. 

The three dependent variables which were produced from section two are 

as follows. 

 

(1) Acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 1)  

As demonstrated in Table 1, Factor 1 emerged from 7 questions (questions 

1, 2, 9, 13, 16, 18, and 19).  Questions 18 and 19 were recoded because those 

were negatively stated.  Factor 1 represents perceptions on the acceptance of merit 

pay as faculty compensation.  This variable measures the extent to which the 

respondents accept merit pay as a faculty reward system.  A mean score higher 

than 3.00 on this variable indicates a positive attitude toward implementation and 

development of merit pay for faculty.  Factor 1 explained 38.90% of the variation 

of perceptions on merit pay for faculty with an eigenvalue of 6.613.  A 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .8472 on Factor 1 indicates a high degree of 

reliability. 
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Table 1. Description of Factor 1 

Factor 1. Acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation 

1. Recipients for merit pay increases can be objectively identified.  

2. Competition for merit pay increases encourages faculty members to improve 

the quality of instruction. 

9. The college administration can implement procedures for merit pay in a fair 

manner. 

13. Merit pay can improve institutional effectiveness and competitiveness.  

16. Administrators in my college are well qualified for performance appraisals 

for faculty. 

18. Merit pay cannot be appropriate for my college culture and organizational 

structure.   

19. Merit pay has no effect on the amount of time and effort dedicated by 

faculty members. 

 
N of Items = 7 

Eigenvalue = 6.613 

Percent of explained variation = 38.90 

Reliability coefficient = .8472 

 

(2) Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2) 

Table 2 indicates the seven questions (questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 14, and 17) 

that represent Factor 2.  All questions were positively stated.  Factor 2 accounts 

for 7.78% of the variation of perceptions on merit pay for faculty with an 

eigenvalue of 1.322.  A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .8144 on Factor 2 reflects 
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a high degree of internal consistency.  This variable refers to the effects of merit 

pay on faculty motivation.  A mean score higher than 3.00 on this variable 

indicates an agreement to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty. 

Table 2. Description of Factor 2 

Factor 2. Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 

3. When a faculty member is honored for an accomplishment, he/she should be 

given a merit pay increase. 

4. Merit pay can be considered a method to reward faculty members for 

exceptional teaching, research, or service.  

5. If one-time cash bonuses are allocated to merit pay, a few large bonuses for 

outstanding performance are better rather than many small ones.  

6. When a faculty member receives a merit pay increase, the other faculty 

members are motivated to qualify for it.  

7. Merit pay can attract highly qualified people to the institution. 

14. There should be a notable difference in merit pay increases among faculty 

members. 

17. As a merit pay increase is higher, a faculty member is more motivated. 

 

N of Items = 7 

Eigenvalue = 1.322 

Percent of explained variation = 7.78 

Reliability coefficient = .8144 
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(3) Negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3) 

As displayed in Table 3, Factor 3 emerges from three questions (questions 

10, 12, and 15).  All questions were recoded because they were negatively stated.  

Factor 3 explains 6.22% of the variation of perceptions on merit pay for faculty 

with an eigenvalue of 1.057.  A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .6309 on Factor 3 

indicates a moderate degree of reliability.  This variable refers to perceptions 

towards the negative effects of merit pay.  A mean score lower than 3.00 on this 

variable indicates an agreement of the negative effects of merit pay on faculty 

behavior. 

Table 3. Description of Factor 3 

Factor 3. Negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior  

10. The other faculty members react negatively when a faculty member 

receives a merit pay increase. 

12. Merit pay increases for research and other scholarship activities can 

negatively affect attitudes toward teaching. 

15. Merit pay cannot foster cooperation among faculty members. 

 

N of Items = 3 

Eigenvalue = 1.057 

Percent of explained variation = 6.22 

Reliability coefficient = .6309 
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Secondly, as represented in Table 4, the following six dependent variables 

were produced from section three (questions 20 to 25). 

(1) Criteria for merit decisions (Question 20) 

As displayed in Table 4, this variable refers to the criterion that should 

weigh most heavily in merit decisions among three criteria―“teaching,” 

“scholarship,” or “service.”  A respondent was asked to fill out the percentage that 

he or she thought would be appropriate for each criterion. 

(2) Evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21) 

This variable refers to whose evaluation should weigh most heavily in 

merit decisions.  A respondent was asked to select one of five 

categories―“president,” “peer faculty,” “dean,” “department chair,” or “student.” 

(3) Type of merit pay allocation (Question 22) 

This variable can be defined as which type is more appropriate to allocate 

merit pay raises.  Two types―“one-time cash bonuses” or “base-salary increases” 

were given to the respondents. 

(4) Size of merit pay increases (Question 23) 

This variable refers to what proportion should be allocated for merit pay 

increases among total salary increases.  Respondents were asked to select one of 

five categories―“under 10%,” “10 to 24%,” “25 to 49%,” “50 to 74%,” or “75% 

or more.” 
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(5) Merit recognition (Question 24) 

This variable refers to perceptions toward merit recognition and was 

measured according to a five-point Likert scale. A mean score higher than 3.00 on 

this variable indicates agreement to the idea that non-monetary incentives more 

effectively motivate faculty than merit pay. 

(6) Group-based pay (Question 25) 

This variable refers to perceptions toward group-based pay as an 

alternative to merit pay.  This variable was measured according to a five-point 

Likert scale.  A mean score higher than 3.00 on this variable indicates a positive 

attitude on group-based pay. 

Table 4.  Description of Dependent variables from Section three  

Criteria for merit decisions (Question 20) 

20. If your salary were determined by performance appraisals, what percentage 

would you assign to the following categories?  (Please allocate a total of 

100 percentage points) 

a. Teaching and Primary Academic Assignment              (         %) 
b. Research and other scholarly activities                         (         %) 
c. Department, Institution, and Community Services       (         %) 

Evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21)     

21. Whose opinion should be given the greatest weight in deciding merit pay 

increases?   

a. President   b. Peer faculty   c. Department Chair   d. Dean   e. Student 
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Type of merit pay allocation (Question 22)  

22. What type of merit pay increases should be given for outstanding work? 

a. One-time cash bonuses            b. Base-salary increases 

Size of merit pay increases (Question 23) 

23. The proportion of merit pay increases of total salary increases should be  

a. under 10%    b. 10-24%    c. 25-49 %    d. 50-74%   e. 75 % or more 

Merit recognition (Question 24) 

24. Merit recognitions (e.g. opportunities for professional growth, travel 

grants, and public recognition) for outstanding work are better motivators 

than merit pay increases.    

a. strongly disagree    b. slightly disagree    c. neutral    d. slightly agree     

e. strongly agree 

Group-based pay (Question 25) 

25. All faculty members in the department should be awarded merit pay 

increases when its goals are met.   

a. strongly disagree    b. slightly disagree    c. neutral    d. slightly agree   

e. strongly agree 

 

B. Independent Variables 

The following six independent variables were examined for this study. 

(1) Faculty professional rank 

This variable is classified as (a) full professor; (b) associate professor; (c) 

assistant professor; and (d) instructor. 
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(2) Gender 

This variable is categorized as (a) female; and (b) male. 

(3) Age 

This variable is coded as (a) 40 years or less; (b) 41-50 years; and (c) over 

50 years.  

(4) Educational level 

This variable is classified as (a) master’s degree or less; and (b) doctoral 

degree. 

(5)Type of institutional pay plan 

This variable is categorized as (a) merit pay plan; and (b) traditional pay 

plan. 

(6) Method of president selection  

This variable is categorized: (a) selection among faculty members; (b) 

selection from outside the college; and (c) selection of establisher. 

5. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE  

The questionnaires were distributed and collected with the help of a 

coordinator―a staff member who has worked for MOE in Korea.  The researcher 

sent the coordinator the questionnaire and cover letter that provided a brief 

description of the study, the research objective, a request to participate, an 
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explanation of what was required of participants, and a statement of appreciation 

for their cooperation (Appendix C).  The director of general administration at 

each college was designated as the contact person for the study.  This individual 

helped to identify a stratified random sample of faculty members and 

administrators who fit the parameters of the study and coordinated the distribution 

and collection of questionnaires. 

After completing the instrument, each respondent returned it to the 

director of general administration, who then sent it to the coordinator.  Three 

weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter was sent to the directors who had 

not responded.  Finally, the collected questionnaires were sent to the researcher by 

the coordinator. 

Totally, 1,879 participants (61%) returned the questionnaire.  In order to 

enhance the validity, however, the researcher decided to exclude 143 

questionnaires which were missing demographical data.  The final usable 

response rate was 73.0% (n=403) of administrators and 52.7% (n=1,333) of 

faculty members. 

6. DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 

The data collected from the surveys were analyzed by the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 11.0.  In order to enhance the 
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content validity of the instrument, factor analysis was conducted to “examine 

empirically the interrelationships among the items and to identify clusters of items 

that share sufficient variation to justify their existence as a factor or construct to 

be measured by the instrument” (Gable, 1986, p. 85). 

The descriptive analysis, such as frequency distributions, was utilized to 

provide a profile of the participants relating to their demographical characteristics.  

In addition, mean and standard deviation were initially produced to investigate 

overall perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding each dependent 

variable. 

A series of tests such as t-Test, Chi-square test, and One-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) were also utilized for the relational study.  Three dependent 

variables (Factors 1 to 3) obtained from section two and three dependent variables 

(Questions 20, 24, and 25) produced from section three were analyzed through t-

Test and ANOVA.  The other dependent variables (Questions 21, 22, and 23) 

from section three were analyzed by Chi-square test.  A statistically significant 

difference was determined at the p value of .05.  Where a significant difference 

was found, a Scheffe’s Post-Hoc test was used to determine which groups were 

contributing to the significance of findings. 

 



 

CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA ANALYSIS  

 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the analysis of the collected 

data and to report the statistical findings of the study.  The data were analyzed 

according to the research questions stated in Chapter One. 

1. DESCRIPTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA  

Section one of the questionnaire was designed to gather information about 

the respondents.  Personal and institutional information was obtained from this 

part.  Table 5 displays the demographical characteristics of the respondents in 

regard to faculty professional rank, gender, age, educational level, type of 

institutional pay plan, and method of president selection. 

The largest group of faculty professional rank was assistant professor 

(36.6%).  Others reported their rank as full professor (18.4%), associate professor 

(29.2%), and instructor (15.8%). 

A majority of the respondents were male.  Nearly 90% of the 

administrators were male while more than 70% of the faculty were male.  

Although it appears that a higher proportion of males were represented in the 
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participants, the proportions approximately mirrored the actual percentage (80%) 

of male faculty members at Korean junior colleges. 

Regarding age of the administrators, only 16.9% were under 40 years of 

age.  Nearly 40% were within the age range of 41 to 50 years.  More than 40% 

were over 50 years of age.  About half of the faculty respondents were within the 

age range of 41 to 50 years.  Nearly a third were under 40 years of age.  In 

contrast, only 17.8% of the faculty participants were over 50 years of age. 

About 55% of the administrators and 60% of the faculty reported a 

doctoral degree as their educational level.  Less than 5% of the respondents had 

bachelor’s degrees. 

A majority of the respondents reported that their institutions did not 

implement a merit pay plan.  Approximately one-third of the respondents reported 

that their institutions adopted merit pay system for faculty reward. 

Lastly, the respondents were asked to report the method of president 

selection.  The administrators showed a similar level of frequencies at each 

category.  About 40% of the surveyed faculty worked at the colleges with a 

president as the establisher.  Less than 30% of the faculty served a president who 

was selected from outside the college.  Approximately one-third of the faculty 

worked for a president who was selected among peer faculty members. 
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Table 5. Presentation of Demographic data (Administrator =403, Faculty = 1,333)  

Faculty professional rank Faculty 

 Full Professor 245 (18.4%) 

 Associate Professor 389 (29.2%) 

 Assistant Professor 488 (36.6%) 

 Instructor 211 (15.8%) 

    

Gender Administrator  Faculty 

 Male 364 (90.3%) 978 (73.4%) 

 Female  39 (9.7%) 355 (26.6%) 

    

Age Administrator  Faculty 

 Under 40 68 (16.9%) 424 (31.8%) 

 41-50 165 (40.9%) 672 (50.4%) 

 Over 50 170 (42.2%) 237 (17.8%) 

    

Educational level    Administrator Faculty 

 B. A. 74 (18.4%) 8 (0.6%) 

 M. A. 106 (26.3%) 491 (36.8%) 

 Doctor 223 (55.3%) 834 (62.6%) 

    

Type of institutional pay plan   Administrator  Faculty 

 Merit Pay 129 (32.0%) 449 (33.7%) 

 Traditional Pay 274 (68.0%) 884 (66.3%) 

    

Method of president selection Administrator  Faculty 

 Selection among faculty 128 (31.8%) 415 (31.1%) 

 Selection from outside the college 124 (30.8%) 371 (27.8%) 

 Selection of establisher 151 (37.5%) 547 (41.0%) 
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2. THE RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

A. Analysis on Research Question One 

Research question one was asked as follows:  

What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty toward merit 

pay for faculty? 

The following nine sub-questions were formulated according to the nine 

dependent variables. 

R.1.a. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding 
acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 1)? 

R.1.b. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty with respect 
to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2)? 

R.1.c. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the 
negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3)? 

R.1.d. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the 
criteria for merit decisions (Question 20)? 

R.1.e. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the 
evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21)? 

R.1.f. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty according to 
the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22)? 
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R.1.g. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty according to 
the size of merit pay increases (Question 23)? 

R.1.h. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding 
merit recognition (Question 24)? 

R.1.i. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty with respect 
to group-based pay (Question 25)? 

In each sub-question, the researcher investigated the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty members through the analysis of frequency, mean 

score, and standard deviation of the responses.  Next, the researcher explored 

whether significant differences existed in perceptions between administrators and 

faculty according to each sub-question by utilizing a t-Test or a Chi-square test. 

R.1.a. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
regarding acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation? 

Possible scores greater than 3.00 were considered positive, with scores 

lower than 3.00 indicating negative perceptions on acceptance of merit pay as 

faculty compensation (Factor 1).  As shown in Table 6, the administrators 

reported the mean score of 3.20, indicating agreement to implementation of merit 

pay as faculty rewards.  In contrast, the faculty showed the mean score of 2.75, 

suggesting that they had a negative perception toward acceptance of merit pay as 



 

 75

their salary plan.  The standard deviation of .66 for the administrators and .69 for 

the faculty showed little spread in their perception levels on Factor 1. 

A t-Test revealed a p value of .000, which indicates that a significant 

difference existed between the administrators and the faculty regarding their 

perceptions on acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation. 

Table 6. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation 

Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 396 3.20 .66 11.388 .000 

Faculty 1306 2.75 .69   

 

R.1.b. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty with 
respect to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty? 

Table 7 represents the mean score of 3.47 with a standard deviation of .57 

for the administrators regarding the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 

(Factor 2).  The faculty showed the mean score of 3.18 with a standard deviation 

of .62.  Thus, both groups felt that a merit pay plan motivated faculty members to 

do better work.  Specifically, the administrators more strongly agreed with the 

motivational effects of merit pay than the faculty.  The levels of standard 
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deviation relative to the means showed little variation of perceptions among the 

respondents. 

A t-Test on the mean difference between the administrators and the faculty 

denoted a significance of .000.  Hence, there was a statistically meaningful 

difference in perceptions between the administrators and the faculty regarding the 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty. 

Table 7. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 

Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 398 3.47 .57 8.726 .000 

Faculty 1298 3.18 .62   
 

R.1.c. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
regarding the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior? 

As demonstrated in Table 8, the mean score of administrators was 2.73 

with a standard deviation of .69 while that of faculty was 2.63 with a standard 

deviation of .72.  A mean score under 3.00 indicates an agreement to the negative 

effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3), since the responses regarding 

this variable were all recoded.  Thus, both groups were concerned about the 

negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior.   
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The result of a t-Test revealed that there was a significant difference in 

perceptions between the administrators and the faculty at the .05 level (p=.013).  

Specifically, faculty members were more concerned about the negative effects of 

merit pay on their behavior than administrators did. 

Table 8. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior 

Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 403 2.73 .69 2.493 .013 

Faculty 1319 2.63 .72   
 

R.1.d. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
regarding the criteria for merit decisions? 

The criteria for merit decisions (Question 20) were addressed through 

three sub-criteria: teaching, scholarship, and service.  Table 9 shows that a mean 

score of the teaching criterion was 43.58% for the administrators and 43.48% for 

the faculty.  The mean scores in the teaching were almost equal between two 

groups.  A t-Test identified that there was no significant difference between the 

administrators and the faculty on their perceptions of the teaching (p=.894). 

The scholarship as the second rank and the service as the third rank were 

selected by both groups.  However, the faculty put more weight on the scholarship 

(34.02%) than did the administrators (31.76%), while the administrators put more 
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emphasis on the service (24.16%) than did the faculty (22.43%).  A series of t-

Tests revealed that p values of the scholarship and the service were .000 and .001, 

respectively.  The differences in the perceptions between administrators and 

faculty on the scholarship and the service were thus found statistically significant. 

Table 9. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Criteria for merit decisions 

Criteria Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 396 43.58 12.57 .133 .894 
TEACHING 

Faculty 1309 43.48 13.57   

Administrator 396 31.76 11.00 -3.463 .000 
SCHOLARSHIP 

Faculty 1308 34.02 11.50   

Administrator 396 24.16 8.87 3.311 .001 
SERVICE 

Faculty 1306 22.43 9.19   
       

 

R.1.e. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
regarding the evaluator for merit decisions? 

As demonstrated in Table 10, the administrators selected peer faculty as 

the most important evaluator for merit decisions with the frequencies of 31.6%, 

followed in decreasing order of importance by president (29.3%), student 

(19.0%), department chair (12.6%), and, least important, dean (7.5%).  On the 

other hand, the faculty presented 42.8% for peer faculty, 20.9% for student, 



 

19.1% for president, 13.9% for department chair, and 3.3% for dean.  Both the 

administrators and the faculty commonly selected peer faculty as the primary 

evaluator for merit decisions.  Next were president for the administrators and 

student for the faculty.  In addition, both groups reported that dean and 

department chair should play a weak role in merit decisions than the other 

evaluators.  Specifically, the faculty put more emphasis on peer and student 

evaluation while the administrators placed more weight on president evaluation in 

merit decisions.  A Chi-square test revealed a p value of .0004.  Thus, a 

significant difference existed between the administrators and the faculty regarding 

perceptions of the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21). 

Table 10. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Evaluator for merit decisions 

Evaluator Administrator Faculty 

N 114 239 President 
%  29.3% 19.1% 
N 123 535 Peer 
%  31.6% 42.8% 
N 49 174 Chair 
%  12.6% 13.9% 
N 29 41 Dean 
%  7.5% 3.3% 
N 74 261 Student 
%  19.0% 20.9% 
N 389 1250 Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=4,  χ²=36.520,  p=.0004) 
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R.1.f. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
according to the type of merit pay allocation? 

Both the administrators and the faculty showed a similar attitude on the 

type of merit pay allocation (Question 22).  An overwhelming majority of the 

respondents reported that one-time cash bonuses should be more appropriate for 

allocating merit pay raises than base-salary increases.  Nearly 80% of the 

respondents reported that merit pay raises should be distributed as one-time cash 

bonuses.  Only 20% of each group agreed that merit pay raises should be added to 

base-salary.  A Chi-square test identified that there was no statistically significant 

difference between the administrators and the faculty regarding the type of merit 

pay allocation (p=.582). 

Table 11. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Type of merit pay allocation 

Type of Merit pay Administrator Faculty 

N 312 1000 
Bonuses 

%  79.8% 78.5% 

N 79 274 Base-Salary 
Increases %  20.2% 21.5% 

N 391 1274 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=1,  χ²=.304,  p=.582) 
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R.1.g. What are the perceptions between administrators and faculty 
relative to the size of merit pay increases? 

With regard to the size of merit pay increases (Question 23), as 

demonstrated in Table 12, 49.9% of the administrators and 42.8% of the faculty 

selected the “10 to 24%” category as the highest rank.  Next, 30.6% of the 

administrators and 39.4% of the faculty selected the “less than 10%” category as 

the second highest rank.  In other words, more than 80% of the respondents 

suggested that less than 25% of total salary increases should be allocated for merit 

pay.   

In addition, about 13 % of the respondents suggested that “25 to 49%” of 

total salary increases should be allocated for merit pay.  Only 6.2% of the 

administrators and 3.9% of the faculty reported that more than half of total salary 

increases should be allocated for merit pay. 

Specifically, the faculty showed higher frequencies in the “less than 10%” 

category than did the administrators while the administrators displayed higher 

frequencies in the “10 to 24%” category than did the faculty.  A Chi-square test 

revealed that these differences between the administrators and the faculty 

regarding the perceptions on the size of merit pay increases were statistically 

significant at the p value of .05 (p=.010). 

 

 



 

Table 12. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of Size 
of merit pay increases 

   Size of Merit pay Administrator Faculty 

N 119 501 
Less than 10% 

%  30.6% 39.4% 
N 194 544 

10 to 24% 
%  49.9% 42.8% 
N 52 175 

25 to 49% 
%  13.4% 13.8% 
N 19 37 

50 to 75% 
%  4.9% 2.9% 
N 5 13 

75% or more 
%  1.3% 1.0% 
N 389 1270 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=4,  χ²=13.218,  p=.010) 

 

R.1.h. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
regarding merit recognition? 

With regard to merit recognition (Question 24), as demonstrated in Table 

13, the administrators had the mean score of 3.79 with a standard deviation of .83 

while the faculty had the mean score of 3.88 with a standard deviation of .88.  

Thus, both groups commonly agreed that a merit recognition plan would more 

effectively motivate faculty than would a merit pay plan.  A t-Test showed that 

 82



 

 83

there was no significant difference between the administrators and the faculty 

with regard to attitude on merit recognition (p=.078). 

Table 13. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Perceptions of 
Merit recognition 

Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 400 3.79 .83 1.762 .078 

Faculty 1321 3.88 .82   

 

R.1.i. What are the perceptions of administrators and faculty with 
respect to group-based pay? 

In regard to perceptions of group-based pay (Question 25), as displayed in 

Table 14, the administrators showed the mean score of 3.13 with a standard 

deviation of .96 while the faculty revealed the mean score of 3.24 with a standard 

deviation of .98.  Thus, both groups were in favor of group-based pay.  A t-Test 

indicated that no statistical significance existed in the mean difference between 

the administrators and the faculty regarding group-based pay (p=.060). 

Table 14. Comparison between Administrators and Faculty on Group-based pay 

Position N Mean SD t p 

Administrator 401 3.13 .96 1.880 .060 

Faculty 1321 3.24 .98   
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B. Analysis on Research Question Two 

Research question two was asked as follows:  

Do personal and institutional characteristics affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

This research question investigated whether there might be any significant 

association between an independent and a dependent variable.  Independent 

variables were (1) faculty professional rank; (2) gender; (3) age; (4) educational 

level; (5) type of institutional pay plan; and (6) method of president selection. 

Subsequently, the following six sub-research questions were drawn: 

R.2.a. Does faculty professional rank affect the perceptions of faculty 

toward merit pay for faculty? 

R.2.b. Does gender affect the perceptions of faculty toward merit pay for 

faculty? 

R.2.c. Does age affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty toward 

merit pay for faculty? 

R.2.d. Does educational level affect the perceptions of administrators and 

faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 
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R.2.e. Does the type of institutional pay plan affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

R.2.f. Does the method of president selection affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

Faculty professional rank was tested only for faculty members.  Gender 

was also excluded from the analysis of administrators because the sample size of 

female administrators (n=39, 9.7%) was very small.  Additionally, the educational 

level of the respondents were analyzed by two categories—“master’s degree or 

less” and “doctoral degree,” because the percentage of the respondents with 

bachelor’s degree was only 4.7% of total sample size. 

As previously mentioned, the perceptions of administrators and faculty 

were analyzed on the basis of the following dependent variables: (1) Acceptance 

of merit pay as faculty compensation; (2) Motivational effects of merit pay for 

faculty; (3) Negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior; (4) Criteria for 

merit decisions; (5) Evaluator for merit decisions; (6) Type of merit pay 

allocation; (7) Size of merit pay increases; (8) Merit recognition; and (9) Group-

based pay. 

A series of tests—t-Test, ANOVA, Sheffe’s Post-Hoc test, and Chi-square 

test were utilized to explore those sub-research questions.  A statistical 

significance of difference was determined to be at the p value of .05. 
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R.2.a. Does faculty professional rank affect the perceptions of faculty 
toward merit pay for faculty? 

Regardless of different faculty professional ranks, as shown in Table 15, 

the faculty had a negative perception toward acceptance of merit pay as faculty 

compensation (Factor 1).  The mean score of 2.88 for the instructors was higher 

than the mean scores of 2.77 for the assistant professors, 2.73 for the associate 

professors, and 2.64 for the full professors.   

ANOVA revealed that these mean differences were statistically significant 

(p=.004).  Thus, faculty professional rank significantly affected the faculty 

perceptions on acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation.  A Scheffe’s 

Post-Hoc test determined that a meaningful difference existed between the full 

professors and the instructors. 

Table15. ANOVA on Perceptions of Acceptance of Merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Faculty professional rank 

Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof. 238  2.64a .70 4.501 .004 

Associate Prof. 377 2.73 .71   

Assistant Prof. 484 2.77 .67   

Instructor 207  2.88 
a .66   

a. Difference between the means is significant at the .05 level. 
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Regardless of their professional rank, as shown in Table 16, the faculty 

agreed with the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2).  A group 

of the highest mean score was the instructors (3.30). Next were the assistant 

professors (3.21), the associate professors (3.14), and the full professors (3.08) in 

order of the mean scores. 

The mean difference among each faculty professional rank was analyzed 

by ANOVA.  A significance of .001 denoted that there was a significant 

difference among each faculty professional rank.  Subsequently, faculty 

professional rank significantly affected the faculty perceptions regarding the 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty.  A Scheffe’s Post-Hoc test indicated 

that perceptions of the instructors were quite different from those of the full 

professors and the associate professors.  The instructors more positively felt the 

motivational effects of merit pay than did the associate or the full professors. 

Table 16. ANOVA on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 
by Faculty professional rank 

Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof. 239 3.08 
a .68 5.924 .001 

Associate Prof. 376 3.14 
b .64   

Assistant Prof. 475 3.21 .59   

Instructor 208 3.30 a, b .55   

a, b. Difference between the means with the same subscript is significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 17 demonstrated that each faculty rank group had a mean score 

under 3.00 on the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3).  In 

short, all faculty rank groups felt commonly about the negative effects of merit 

pay on faculty behavior.  More specifically, the instructors rated a higher mean 

score (2.75) than the assistant professors (2.68), the associate professors (2.61), 

and the full professors (2.46).  ANOVA denoted a significance of .000, which 

indicated that faculty professional rank significantly affected the faculty 

perceptions on the negative effects of merit pay.  A Post-Hoc test indicated that 

the full professors and the associate professors were more concerned about the 

negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior than were the instructors. 

Table 17. ANOVA on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Faculty professional rank 

Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof. 240 2.46 
a .75 7.634 .000 

Associate Prof. 383 2.61 
b .73   

Assistant Prof. 485 2.68 .68   

Instructor 211 2.75 
a, b .71   

a, b. Difference between the means is significant at the .05 level. 
 

With regard to the teaching criterion among the criteria of merit decisions 

(Question 20), as displayed in Table 18, the full professors presented a higher 

rating (47.18%) than the associate professors (44.44%), the assistant professors 
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(41.85%), and the instructors (41.26%).  In contrast, for the scholarship, the 

instructors reported the highest rating (36.78%). Next were the assistant 

professors (34.75%), the associate professors (33.53%), and the full professors 

(30.88%) in order of the ratings.  Concerning the service, the assistant professors 

showed the highest rating (23.35%), whereas the full professors showed the 

lowest (21.64%). 

Those differences across the three criteria were tested by a series of 

ANOVAs to obtain information on whether faculty professional rank significantly 

affected the faculty perceptions regarding the criteria for merit decisions.  The test 

on the teaching and the scholarship revealed a significance of .000, which 

indicated that there was a statistically significant difference across each faculty 

rank group.  A meaningful association was also found in the service criterion 

(p=.046).  Thus, faculty professional rank significantly affected the faculty 

perceptions regarding the criteria for merit decisions. 

A Post-Hoc test indicated that significant differences in the teaching 

criterion occurred between the full professors and the assistant professors, 

between the full professors and the instructors, and between the associate 

professors and the assistant professors.  In the scholarship criterion, the full 

professors were quite different from the other faculty groups.  A significant 

difference was also found between the associate professors and the instructors.  
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Overall, the full professors put more weight on the teaching criterion than the 

associate professors or the instructors did, while the instructors more strongly 

weighted the scholarship criterion than the full professors or the associate 

professors did.   

Table 18. ANOVA on Perceptions of Criteria for merit decisions by Faculty 
professional rank 

Criteria Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof. 238 47.18 a, c 13.65 10.976 .000 

Associate Prof. 382 44.44 b  13.38   

Assistant Prof. 480 41.85 a, b 13.26   
TEACHING 

Instructor 209 41.26 c 13. 55   

Full Prof. 238 30.88 a, b, c 9.82  11.062 .000 

Associate Prof. 382 33.53 a, d 11.45   

Assistant Prof. 479 34.75 b 11.49   
SCHOLARSHIP 

Instructor 209 36.78 c, d  12.49   

Full Prof. 238 21.64 10.25 2.674 .046 

Associate Prof. 381 21.92 8.58   

Assistant Prof. 478 23.35 9.27   SERVICE 

Instructor 209 22.14 8.68   

a, b, c, d.  Difference between the means with the same subscript within each criterion is 
significant at .05 level. 

 

Table 19 demonstrates that the full professors showed the highest 

frequencies (47.3%) while the instructors showed the lowest (38.8%) in the peer 



 

category regarding the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21).  Conversely, 

the instructors reported the highest frequencies in the president category (23.3%).   

However, a Chi-square test revealed the p value of .676.  Thus, faculty 

professional rank did not significantly affect the perceptions of faculty regarding 

the evaluator for merit decisions.  

Table 19. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Evaluator for merit decisions by 
Faculty professional rank 

   Evaluator Full Prof. Associate Prof. Assistant Prof. Instructor 

N 42 67 82 48 
President 

% 18.8% 18.5% 17.9% 23.3% 
N 106 154 195 80 

Peer 
% 47.3% 42.5% 42.6% 38.8% 
N 32 56 58 28 

Chair 
% 14.3% 15.5% 12.7% 13.6% 
N 7 10 18 6 

Dean 
% 3.1% 2.8% 3.9% 2.9% 
N 37 75 105 44 

Student 
% 16.5% 20.7% 22.9% 21.4% 
N 224 362 458 206 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=12,  χ²=9.317,  p=.676) 

 

With regard to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22), as presented 

in Table 20, a majority of the faculty selected the “bonuses” category.  The full 

professors reported higher frequencies (85.7%) than the associate professors 
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(79.0%), the assistant professors (78.6%), and the instructors (69.6%) in the 

“bonuses” category.  Conversely, the instructors showed higher frequencies 

(30.4%) for the “base-salary increases” category than did the assistant professors 

(21.4%), the associate professors (21.0%), and the full professors (14.3%). 

A Chi-square test determined that these differences in perceptions on the 

type of merit pay allocation were statistically significant (p=.001).  Thus, faculty 

professional rank significantly affected the faculty perceptions on the type of 

merit pay allocation. 

Table 20. Chi-square test on Type of merit pay allocation by Faculty professional 
rank 

Type of Merit pay Full Prof. Associate Prof. Assistant Prof. Instructor 

N 192 294 370 144 
Bonuses 

% 85.7% 79.0% 78.6% 69.6% 
N 32 78 101 63 Base-salary 

increases % 14.3% 21.0% 21.4% 30.4% 
N 224 372 471 207 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=3,  χ²=16.758,  p=.001) 

 

With respect to the size of merit pay increases (Question 23), as 

demonstrated in Table 21, the full professors showed higher frequencies (52.0%) 

in the “less than 10%” category than did the associate professors (42.8%), the 

assistant professors (36.5%), and the instructors (26.4%).  In contrast, a large 
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number of the instructors (48.6%) selected the “10 to 24%” category while the 

assistant professors (46.2%), the associate professors (40.7%), and the full 

professors (34.2%) did.  In the “25 to 49%” category, the instructors showed the 

highest frequencies (20.2%) whereas the full professors did the lowest (10.2%). 

A Chi-square test indicated that the differences in perceptions of the size 

of merit pay increases were statistically significant (p=.000).  Therefore, faculty 

professional rank significantly affected the faculty perceptions on the size of merit 

pay increases. 

Table 21. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by Faculty 
professional rank 

Size of Merit pay Full Prof. Associate Prof. Assistant Prof. Instructor 

N 117 158 171 55 Less than 
10% % 52.0% 42.8% 36.5% 26.4% 

N 77 150 216 101 
10 to 24 % 

% 34.2% 40.7% 46.2% 48.6% 
N 23 45 65 42 

25 to 49 % 
% 10.2% 12.2% 13.9% 20.2% 
N 5 13 11 8 

50 to 74 % 
% 2.2% 3.5% 2.4% 3.8% 
N 3 3 5 2 75 % or 

more  % 1.3% .8% 1.1% 1.0% 
N 225 369 468 208 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=12,  χ²=38.381,  p=.000) 
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Table 22 shows that the mean scores on perceptions of merit recognition 

(Question 24) across all faculty rank groups were in excess of 3.00.  This 

indicates that the faculty held positive attitude toward merit recognition across all 

faculty professional rank groups.  The associate professors rated a higher mean 

score (3.92) than did the full professors (3.79), the instructors (3.81), and the 

assistant professors (3.90). 

However, ANOVA revealed that no statistical significance existed among 

those differences (p=.140).  Thus, faculty professional rank did not significantly 

affect the faculty perceptions on merit recognition. 

Table 22. ANOVA on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Faculty professional 
rank 

Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof.  243 3.79 .85 1.829 .140 

Associate Prof.  382 3.92 .86   

Assistant Prof.  486 3.90 .78   

Instructor 210 3.81 .79   

 

Table 23 demonstrates that the mean scores on group-based pay (Question 

25) across all faculty rank groups ranged from 3.23 to 3.24.  ANOVA identified 

that there was no significant difference among each rank group (p=.998).  Thus, 

faculty professional rank did not significantly affect the faculty perceptions on 

group-based pay. 
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Table 23. ANOVA on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Faculty professional 
rank 

Rank N Mean SD F p 

Full Prof.  241 3.23 1.07 .013 .998 

Associate  Prof. 383 3.24 1.00   

Assistant Prof. 487 3.23 .95   

Instructor 210 3.24 .95   
 

 

 

R.2.b. Does gender affect the perceptions of faculty toward merit pay 
for faculty? 

As demonstrated in Table 24, the mean scores on acceptance of merit pay 

as faculty compensation (Factor 1) were 2.74 for male faculty and 2.78 for female 

faculty.  However, a t-Test revealed that the mean difference between male and 

female faculty was not statistically significant (p=.323).  Thus, gender did not 

significantly affect the faculty perceptions of Factor 1.  

Table 24. t-Test on Perceptions of Acceptance of merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Gender 

Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 963 2.74 .70 -.989 .323 

Female 343 2.78 .65   
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As demonstrated in Table 25, female and male faculty commonly 

supported the idea of the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2).  

The mean difference between female and male faculty was only .01.  A t-Test 

identified that no statistically significant difference existed between male and 

female faculty (p=.866).  Thus, gender did not significantly affect the faculty 

perceptions on the motivational effects of merit pay.  

Table 25. t-Test on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty by 
Gender 

Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 954 3.18 .64 -.168 .866 

Female 344 3.19 .55   

 

 

With regard to the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior 

(Factor 3), as demonstrated in Table 26, female faculty rated a slightly higher 

mean score (2.67) than did male faculty (2.61).  A t-Test revealed that no 

statistically significant difference was existed between the two groups. (p=.201).  

Thus, gender did not significantly affect the faculty perceptions toward the 

negative effects of merit pay on their behavior.  
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Table 26. t-Test on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Gender 

Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 969 2.61 .73 -1.322 .201 

Female 350 2.67 .68   

 

As demonstrated in Table 27, female (43.12%) and male faculty (43.61%) 

showed a similar level of frequencies in the teaching criterion.  In the scholarship, 

female faculty reported a higher rating (35.04%) than male faculty (33.64%).  In 

the service, conversely, male faculty showed a higher rating (22.65%) than female 

faculty (21.82%).  However, a series of t-Tests revealed that gender did not 

significantly affect the faculty perceptions on the criteria for merit decisions 

(Question 20).   

Table 27. t-Test on Perceptions of Criteria for merit decisions by Gender 

Criteria Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 958 43.61 13.71 .593 .553 
TEACHING 

Female 351 43.12 13.18   

Male 958 33.64 11.56 -1.957 .051 
SCHOLARSHIP 

Female 350 35.04 11.28   

Male 957 22.65 9.47 1.533 .126 
SERVICE 

Female 349 21.82 8.35   
       



 

With respect to the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21), as 

presented in Table 28, male faculty showed higher frequencies (45.3%) in the 

peer category than did female faculty (35.8%).  For comparison, female faculty 

showed much higher frequencies (26.8%) in the student category than did male 

faculty (18.7%).   

A Chi-square test determined that a statistically significant difference 

existed between male and female faculty (p=.002).  Thus, gender significantly 

affected the faculty perceptions regarding the evaluator for merit decisions. 

Table 28. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Evaluator for merit decisions by 
Gender 

         Evaluator Male Female 

N 182 57 
President 

%  19.8% 17.2% 

N 416 119 
Peer 

%  45.3% 35.8% 

N 122 52 
Chair 

%  13.3% 15.7% 

N 26 15 
Dean 

%  2.8% 4.5% 

N 172 89 
Student 

%  18.7% 26.8% 

N 918 332 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=4,  χ²=16.717,  p=.002) 
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In regard to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22), as 

demonstrated in Table 29, the mean difference between male and female faculty 

was least found.  Nearly 80% of each gender group agreed with the idea that merit 

pay raises should be distributed through one-time cash bonuses.  A Chi-square 

test identified that there was no significant difference between female and male 

faculty (p=.798).  Thus, gender did not significantly affect the faculty perceptions 

of the type of merit pay allocation. 

Table 29. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Type of merit pay allocation by 
Gender 

   Type of Merit pay Male Female 

N 734 266 
Bonuses 

%  78.7% 78.0% 

N 199 75 Base-salary 
increases %  21.3% 22.0% 

N 933 341 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=1,  χ²=0.065,  p=.798) 

 

With respect to the size of merit pay increases (Question 23), as presented 

in Table 30, female faculty showed slightly higher frequencies than male faculty 

in both the “less than 10%” and “10 to 24%” categories.  A Chi-square test 

determined that the differences between female and male faculty were not 
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statistically significant (p=.239).  Therefore, gender did not significantly affect the 

perceptions of faculty regarding the size of merit pay increases.  

Table 30. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by Gender 

   Size of Merit pay Male Female 

N 364 137 
Less than 10% 

%  39.1% 40.3% 
N 393 151 

10 to 24 % 
%  42.3% 44.4% 
N 131 44 

25 to 49 % 
%  14.1% 12.9% 
N 33 4 

50 to 74 % 
%  3.5% 1.2% 
N 9 4 

75 % or more 
%  1.0% 1.2% 
N 930 340 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 

(df=4,  χ²=5.504,  p=.239) 
 

When compared with the faculty perceptions on merit recognition 

(Question 24) by gender, as shown in Table 31, female faculty were more willing 

to accept merit recognition (3.92) than male faculty (3.86).  A t-Test indicated, 

however, that this difference was not statistically significant (p=.672).  Thus, 

gender did not significantly affect the faculty perceptions toward merit 

recognition. 
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Table 31. t-Test on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Gender 

Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 970 3.86 .83 -.424 .672 

Female 351 3.92 .78   
 

With regard to group-based pay (Question 25), as presented in Table 32, 

female faculty showed a higher mean score (3.30) than male faculty (3.22).  

However, a t-Test revealed that no significant difference existed in the mean 

difference between the two groups (p=.187).  Therefore, gender did not 

significantly affect the perceptions of faculty on group-based pay. 

Table 32. t-Test on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Gender 

Gender N Mean SD t p 

Male 970 3.22 .99 -1.321 .187 

Female 351 3.30 .95   

 

R.2.c. Does age affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty 
toward merit pay? 

When acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor1) was 

compared by the age level of the administrators, as presented in Table 33, the 

administrators in the age of “50 years or over” rated a higher mean score (3.27) 

than those in the “under 40 years” (3.21) or “41 to 50 years” (3.12).  In contrast, 
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the faculty in the “50 years or over” showed the lowest score (2.70), whereas 

those in “under 40 years” rated the highest (2.79).  A series of ANOVAs 

indicated, however, that there was no significant difference in either the 

administrators (p=.116) or the faculty (p=.269).  Thus, age did not significantly 

affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding acceptance of merit 

pay as faculty compensation.  

Table 33. ANOVA on Perceptions of Acceptance of merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 66 3.21 .71 2.167 .116 

40-49 years 164 3.12 .64   Administrator 

50 years or over 166 3.27 .65   

Under 40 years 418 2.79 .68 1.315 .269 

40-49 years 660 2.75 .69   Faculty 

50 years or over 228 2.70 .72   
 

    
  

 

With respect to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), 

as shown in Table 34, the administrators in the “under 40 years” category rated a 

higher mean score (3.55) than those in the “40 to 49 years”(3.47) and those in the 

“50 years or over” (3.45).  ANOVA revealed, however, that these mean 

differences had no statistical significance (p=.496). 
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For the faculty, the highest mean score (3.25) was presented in the age of 

“under 40 years” while the lowest score (3.09) was reported in the “50 years or 

over.”  ANOVA indicated there were statistically significant differences for the 

faculty (p=.008).  A Scheffe’s Post-Hoc test identified that perceptions of the 

faculty in the “under 40 years” were quite different from those in the “50 years or 

over.”  In short, age significantly affected the faculty perceptions toward the 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty. 

Table 34. ANOVA on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 
by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 67 3.55 .54 .702 .496 

40-49 years 163 3.47 .55   Administrator 

50 years or over 168 3.45 .60   

Under 40 years 414   3.25 a .57 4.831 .008 

40-49 years 653 3.17 .63   Faculty 

50 years or over 231   3.09 
a  .67   

a. Difference between the means is significant at the .05 level. 
 

In analysis of the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 

3), as demonstrated in Table 35, the administrators in the “under 40 years” 

category rated the highest score (2.83) whereas those in the “50 years or over” did 

the lowest (2.70).  Similarly, the faculty in the former category rated the highest 
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score (2.74), while those in the latter rated the lowest (2.52).  A series of 

ANOVAs revealed that a statistically significant difference existed within the 

faculty (p=.000), whereas no significant difference existed within the 

administrators (p=.409).  A Post-Hoc test identified that the faculty perceptions 

were quite different across each age level.  In sum, age significantly influenced 

the faculty perceptions regarding the negative effects of merit pay on faculty 

behavior. 

Table 35.ANOVA on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 68 2.83 .79 .897 .409 

40-49 years 165 2.73 .65   Administrator 

50 years or over 170 2.70 .69   

Under 40 years 422 2.74 
a, b .69 7.829 .000 

40-49 years 664 2.60 
a, c .72   Faculty 

50 years or over 233 2.52 
b, c .74   

a, b, c. Difference between the means with the same subscript is significant at the .05 level. 
 

Regarding the teaching criterion among the criteria for merit decisions 

(Question 20), as shown in Table 36, the administrators in the “under 40 years” 

category reported a lower rating (39.92%) than those in the “41 to 50 years” 

(43.21%) and those in the “50 years or over” (45.38%).  ANOVA revealed that 

those differences between each age group were statistically significant (p=.010).  
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More specifically, a significant difference occurred between the administrators in 

the “under 40 years” and those in the“50 years or over.” 

Similarly, the faculty in the “under 40 years” category reported the lowest 

rating (40.75%), whereas those in the “50 years or over” reported the highest 

(46.30%).  ANOVA indicated that a significant difference was found in the 

faculty perceptions on the teaching criterion (p=.000).  A Post-Hoc test revealed 

that the faculty in the “under 40 years” were quite different from those in the 

other age groups.  Overall, age significantly affected the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty on the teaching as the criteria for merit decisions. 

Table 36. ANOVA on Perceptions of Teaching as Criteria for merit decisions by 
Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 66 39.92a 12.07 4.654 .010 

40-49 years 163 43.21 12.64   Administrator 

50 years or over 167 45.38 
a 12.41   

Under 40 years 420 40.75 
a, b 12.77 14.799 .000 

40-49 years 659 44.23 
a 13.72   Faculty 

50 years or over 230 46.30 
b 13.70   

a, b. Difference between the means with the same subscript within each group is significant 
at the .05 level. 
 

With regard to the scholarship criterion, as demonstrated in Table 37, the 

administrators in the “under 40 years” category showed the highest rating 
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(34.77%), whereas those in the “50 years or over” showed the lowest (30.66%).  

ANOVA indicated that these differences were statistically significant (p=.036).  A 

Post-Hoc test identified that a significant difference occurred between the 

administrators in the “under 40 years” and those in the “50 years or over.” 

Similarly, the faculty in the “under 40 years” category showed higher 

rating (36.04%) than those in the “40 to 49 years” (33.84%) or those in the “50 

years or over” (30.83%).  These differences were found to be significant (p=.000).  

A Post-Hoc test indicated that the faculty in the “50 years or over” were quite 

different from those in the other age groups.  Thus, age significantly affected the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty on the scholarship as the criteria for 

merit decisions. 

Table 37. ANOVA on Perceptions of Scholarship as Criteria for merit decisions 
by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 66 34.77a 10.90 3.364 .036 

40-49 years 163 31.66 11.07   Administrator 

50 years or over 167 30.66 
a 10.80   

Under 40 years 419 36.04 
a 11.49 15.806 .000 

40-49 years 659 33.84 
b 11.83   Faculty 

50 years or over 230 30.83 
a, b 9.64   

a, b. Difference between the means with the same subscript within each group is significant 
at the .05 level. 
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ANOVA on the service criterion as a dependent variable by age indicated, 

as shown in Table 38, that age did not significantly affect perceptions of the 

administrators (p=.379) and the faculty (p=.228) regarding the service as the 

criteria for merit decisions.  

Table 38. ANOVA on Perceptions of Service as Criteria for merit decisions by 
Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 66 24.70 8.08 .973 .379 

40-49 years 163 24.69 9.37   Administrator 

50 years or over 167 23.43 8.66   

Under 40 years 419 22.97 8.63 1.479 .228 

40-49 years 657 22.01 9.48   Faculty 

50 years or over 230 22.63 9.30   
 

    
  

 

As represented in Table 39, the administrators in the age of “under 40 

years” showed the highest frequencies (31.3%) in the student category while those 

in the “50 years or over” showed the lowest (11.7%).  Conversely, the 

administrators in the “50 years or over” reported the highest frequencies (35.8%) 

in the president category whereas those in the “under 40 years” reported the 

lowest (14.9%).  In addition, the administrators in the “50 years or over” showed 

the lowest frequencies on the peer category (28.4%).  A Chi-square test revealed 

that those differences in the administrators were statistically significant (p=.004).  



 

In short, age had a significant influence on the administrators’ perceptions on the 

evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21).   

For the faculty, however, there was no significant difference in their 

perceptions on the evaluator for merit decisions as related to age (p=.865).  Thus, 

age did not significantly influence the perceptions of faculty with regard to the 

evaluator for merit decisions. 

Table 39. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Evaluator for merit decisions by Age 

Administrator Faculty 
Evaluator Under 

40 years 
40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

Under 
40 years 

40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

N 10 46 58 79 115 45 
President 

%  14.9% 28.8% 35.8% 19.3% 18.5% 20.6% 

N 21 56 46 173 269 93 
Peer 

%  31.3% 35.0% 28.4% 42.3% 43.2% 42.7% 

N 9 14 26 53 86 35 
Chair 

%  13.4% 8.8% 16.0% 13.0% 13.8% 16.1% 

N 6 10 13 16 21 4 
Dean 

%  9.0% 6.3% 8.0% 3.9% 3.4% 1.8% 

N 21 34 19 88 132 41 
Student 

%  31.3% 21.3% 11.7% 21.5% 21.2% 18.8% 

N 67 160 162 409 623 218 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=8,  χ²=22.519,  p=.004) (df=8,  χ²=3.910,  p=.865) 
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With regard to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22), as 

demonstrated in Table 40, the administrators and the faculty in the age of “50 

years or over” showed the highest frequencies in the “bonuses” category whereas 

those in the “under 40 years” showed the lowest.  However, a series of Chi-square 

test revealed a significance of .430 for the administrators and .375 for the faculty.  

This indicated that age did not significantly affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty on the type of merit pay allocation. 

Table 40. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Type of merit pay allocation by Age 

Administrator Faculty Type of 
Merit pay Under 

40 years 
40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

Under 
40 years 

40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

N 50 128 134 317 505 178 
Bonuses 

%  75.8% 78.5% 82.7% 76.4% 79.0% 80.9% 
N 16 35 28 98 134 42 Base-

salary 
increases %  24.2% 21.5% 17.3% 23.6% 21.0% 19.1% 

N 66 163 162 415 639 220 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

(df=2  χ²=1.687,  p=.430) 
 

(df=2,  χ²=1.962,  p=.375) 

 

With respect to the size of merit pay increases (Question 23), as shown in 

Table 41, the administrators in the age of “50 years or over” rated the highest 

frequencies (34.6%) among those who selected the “less than 10%” category, 

while those in the “under 40 years” reported the lowest (19.4%).  In the “10 to 
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24%” category, the administrators in the “under 40 years” rated the highest 

frequencies (50.7%), whereas those in the “40 to 49 years” showed the lowest 

(48.8%).  A Chi-square test revealed that age significantly affected the 

administrators’ perceptions regarding the size of merit pay increases (p=.030).  In 

contrast, no statistical significant difference was found for the faculty concerning 

perceptions toward the size of merit pay increases (p=.215). 

Table 41. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by Age 

Administrator Faculty 
 Size of 
 Merit pay Under 40 

years 
40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

Under 40 
years 

40-49 
years 

50 years 
or over 

N 13 50 56 140 267 94 Less than 
10% %  19.4% 31.3% 34.6% 34.2% 41.8% 42.3% 

N 34 78 82 185 263 96 
10 to 24 % 

%  50.7% 48.8% 50.6% 45.2% 41.2% 43.2% 

N 10 23 19 66 85 24 
25 to 49 % 

%  14.9% 14.4% 11.7% 16.1% 13.3% 10.8% 

N 7 7 5 12 20 5 
50 to 74 % 

%  10.4% 4.4% 3.1% 2.9% 3.1% 2.3% 

N 3 2 0 6 4 3 75 % or 
more %  4.5% 1.3% 0% 1.5% 0.6% 1.4% 

N 67 160 162 409 639 222 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

(df=8,  χ²=17.038,  p=.030) 
 

(df=8,  χ²= 10.772,  p=.215) 
 



 

Table 42 shows that a range of the mean scores on merit recognition 

(Question 24) was from 3.78 to 3.80 for the administrators and from 3.83 to 3.89 

for the faculty.  This result indicated that the respondents were in agreement with 

merit recognition regardless of their age level.  ANOVA on age with merit 

recognition as the dependent variable identified that no statistical significance 

existed in the mean differences among each age level (p>.05).  Subsequently, age 

did not significantly affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding 

merit recognition.  

Table 42. ANOVA on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 68 3.78 .88 .013 .987 

40-49 years 163 3.79 .81   Administrator 

50 years or over 169 3.80 .84   

Under 40 years 421 3.88 .80 .474 .623 

40-49 years 665 3.89 .84   Faculty 

50 years or over 235 3.83 .81   
 

      

 

Table 43 indicates that both the administrators and the faculty held 

positive attitudes toward group-based pay (Question 25) across their age level.  

The youngest administrator group showed the highest rating (3.31) on perceptions 

of group-based pay while the oldest faculty reported the highest rating (3.30).  
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However, ANOVA showed a significance of .151 for the administrators and .390 

for the faculty.  Subsequently, age did not have a significant influence on the 

perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding group-based pay. 

Table 43. ANOVA on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Age 

Position Age N Mean SD F p 

Under 40 years 68 3.31 1.11 1.898 .151 

40-49 years 164 3.04 .96   Administrator 

50 years or over 169 3.15 .88   

Under 40 years 422 3.19 .95 .942 .390 

40-49 years 666 3.24 .98   Faculty 

50 years or over 233 3.30 1.05   
 

    
  

 

R.2.d. Does educational level affect the perceptions of administrators 
and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

With respect to acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 

1), as demonstrated in Table 44, the administrators and the faculty with “doctoral 

degree” showed a higher mean score than those with “master’s degree or less.”  

However, a series of t-Tests revealed that a level of significance was .470 for the 

administrators and .349 for the faculty. Thus, educational level did not 

significantly affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding 

acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation. 
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Table 44. t-Test on Perceptions of Acceptance of merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Educational level 

Position Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 174 3.23 .61 .724 .470 
Administrator 

Doctor 222 3.18 .69   

M.A or less 488 2.78 .68 .937 .349 
Faculty 

Doctor 818 2.74 .70   
    

  
 

 

With regard to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), 

as demonstrated in Table 45, the administrators and the faculty with “doctoral 

degree” showed a higher mean score than those with “master’s degree or less.”  

However, a series of t-Tests revealed that education level did not significantly 

affect the perceptions of administrators (p=.362) and faculty (p=.343) regarding 

the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty. 

Table 45. t-Test on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty by  
Educational level 

Position Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 178 3.50 .52 .912 .362 
Administrator 

Doctor 220 3.45 .61   

M.A or less 488 3.20 .60 .949 .343 
Faculty 

Doctor 810 3.17 .63   
     

  

 113



 

With respect to the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior 

(Factor 3), as demonstrated in Table 46, the administrators with “doctoral degree” 

reported a lower mean than those with “master’s degree or less.”  Conversely, the 

faculty with “doctoral degree” reported a higher mean than those with “master’s 

degree or less.”  However, a series of t-Tests revealed a p value of .217 for the 

administrators and .727 for the faculty.  Thus, education level did not significantly 

affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the negative effects 

of merit pay on faculty behavior. 

Table 46. t-Test on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Educational level 

Position Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 180 2.78 .67 1.238 .217 
Administrator 

Doctor 223 2.70 .71   

M.A or less 497 2.62 .71 -.349 .727 
Faculty 

Doctor 822 2.63 .72   
     

  

 

With regard to the criteria for merit decisions (Question 20), as 

demonstrated in Table 47, a series of t-Tests showed that no significant difference 

was found within either the administrators or the faculty at the level of .05.  

Therefore, educational level did not significantly affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty toward the criteria for merit decisions.  
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Table 47. t-Test on Perceptions of Criteria for merit decisions by Educational 
Level 

Position Criteria  Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 178 42.92 12.24 -.940 .348 
TEACHING 

Doctor 218 44.11 12.83   

M.A or less 178 32.70 11.18 1.543 .124 
SCHOLARSHIP

Doctor 218 30.99 10.80   

M.A or less 178 24.38 7.98 .452 .652 

Administrator 

SERVICE 
Doctor 218 23.98 9.54   

M.A or less 487 42.83 13.87 -1.345 .179 
TEACHING 

Doctor 822 43.87 13.38   

M.A or less 487 33.97 12.21 -.117 .907 
SCHOLARSHIP

Doctor 821 34.04 11.06   

M.A or less 487 23.06 9.40 1.924 .055 

Faculty 

SERVICE 
Doctor 819 22.05 9.05   

        

 

With regard to the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21), as shown 

in Table 48, both the administrators and the faculty with “master’s degree or less” 

less favored peer category than those with “doctoral degree”.  However, a series 

of Chi-square tests revealed that no significant difference among each educational 

level existed in perceptions of the administrators (p=.065) and the faculty 

(p=.056).  Subsequently, the educational level of the respondents did not 

significantly influence their perceptions of the evaluator for merit decisions. 
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Table 48. Chi-square test on Evaluator for merit decisions by Educational level 

Administrator Faculty 
Evaluator 

M.A or less Doctor  M.A or less Doctor  
N 46 68 95 144 

President 
%  26.4% 31.6% 20.2% 18.5% 
N 50 73 177 358 

Peer 
%  28.7% 34.0% 37.7% 45.9% 
N 23 26 77 97 

Chair 
%  13.2% 12.1% 16.4% 12.4% 
N 11 18 16 25 

Dean 
%  6.3% 8.4% 3.4% 3.2% 
N 44 30 105 156 

Student 
%  25.3% 14.0% 22.3% 20.0% 
N 174 215 470 780 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=4,  χ²=8.845,  p=.065) (df=4,  χ²=9.208,  p=.056) 
 

With respect to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22), as 

demonstrated in the Table 49, the administrators with “doctoral degree” reported 

higher frequencies (83.7%) in the “bonuses” category than did those with 

“master’s degree or less” (75.0%).  In contrast, the administrators with “a master 

degree or less” showed higher frequencies in the “base-salary increases” category 

(25.0%) than did those with “doctoral degree” (16.3%).  A Chi-square test 

revealed that educational level significantly affected the perceptions of 

administrators regarding the type of merit pay allocation (p=.033). 
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However, another test for the faculty indicated that educational level did 

not significantly affect the faculty perceptions regarding the type of merit pay 

allocation relative to their educational level (p=.962). 

Table 49. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Type of merit pay allocation by 
Educational level 

Administrator Faculty Type of  
Merit pay M.A or less Doctor  M.A or less Doctor  

N 132 180 378 622 
Bonuses 

%  75.0% 83.7% 78.4% 78.5% 
N 44 35 104 170 Base-salary 

increases %  25.0% 16.3% 21.6% 21.5% 
N 176 215 482 792 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=1,  χ² = 4.565,  p=.033) (df=1,  χ² = .002,  p=.962) 
 

Table 50 presents the perceptions of administrators and faculty on the size 

of merit pay increases (Question 23) according to their educational level.  Both 

the administrators and the faculty with “master’s degree or less” rated lower 

frequencies in the “less than 10%” category than those with “doctoral degree.”  

Conversely, those with “doctoral degree” showed lower frequencies in the “10 to 

24%” category than those with “master’s degree or less.”  A series of Chi-square 

tests showed that educational level significantly affected the perceptions of 

administrators (p=.002) and faculty (p=.027) regarding the size of merit pay 

increases. 
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Table 50.Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by 
Educational level 

Administrator Faculty Size of 
Merit pay M.A or less Doctor  M.A or less Doctor  

N 42 77 161 340 Less 
than 
10% %  23.7% 36.3% 34.0% 42.7% 

N 93 101 218 326 10 to 
24 % %  52.5% 47.6% 46.0% 41.0% 

N 24 28 77 98 25 to 
49 % %  13.6% 13.2% 16.2% 12.3% 

N 16 3 13 24 50 to 
74 % %  9.0% 1.4% 2.7% 3.0% 

N 2 3 5 8 75 % or 
more %  1.1% 1.4% 1.1% 1.0% 

N 177 212 474 796 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 (df=4,  χ² = 17.015,  p=.002) (df=4,  χ²= 10.94,  p=.027) 

 

With respect to merit recognition (Question 24), Table 51 demonstrates 

that the administrators with “master degree or less” rated a lower mean score 

(3.68) than those with “doctoral degree” (3.88).  This indicates that the latter 

group more strongly agreed with merit recognition than the former group.  A t-

Test identified that there was a significant relationship between the perceptions of 

administrators on merit recognition and their educational level (p=.015).  Thus, 

educational level significantly affected the perceptions of administrators on merit 



 

recognition.  However, educational level did not significantly affect the faculty 

perceptions toward merit recognition (p=.296). 

Table 51. t-Test on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Educational level 

Position Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 178 3.68 .82 -2.443 .015 
Administrator 

Doctor 222 3.88 .83   

M.A or less 496 3.84 .79 -1.045 .296 
Faculty 

Doctor 825 3.89 .83   
       

 

With respect to group-based pay (Question 24), as demonstrated in Table 

52, the administrators and the faculty with “master degree or less” rated a lower 

mean score than those with “doctoral degree”.  However, a series of t-Tests 

revealed that the educational level of administrators (p=.360) and faculty (p=.083) 

did not significantly influence their perceptions on group-based pay. 

Table 52. t-Test on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Educational level 

Position Educational Level N Mean SD t p 

M.A or less 179 3.08 .91 -.916 .360 
Administrator 

Doctor 222 3.17 1.00   

M.A or less 494 3.30 .98 1.734 .083 
Faculty 

Doctor 825 3.89 .83   
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R.2.e. Does the type of institutional pay plan affect the perceptions of 
administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

When acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 1) was 

compared by the type of institutional pay plan, as shown in Table 53, the 

administrators with a merit pay plan showed a higher rating (3.35) than those with 

a traditional pay plan (3.13).  The administrators with a merit pay plan more 

strongly agreed with merit pay as faculty rewards than did those with a traditional 

pay plan.  A t-Test revealed that these differences were significant (p=.001). 

Similarly, the faculty with a merit pay plan showed a higher rating (2.86) 

than those with a traditional pay plan (2.70).  A t-Test indicated that there was a 

meaningful relationship between the type of institutional pay plan and the faculty 

perceptions (p=.000).  Thus, the type of institutional pay plan significantly 

affected the perceptions of administrators and faculty on acceptance of merit pay 

as faculty compensation.  

Table 53. t-Test on Perceptions of Acceptance of merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Type of institutional pay plan 

Position Type of Pay  N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 127 3.35 .70 3.227 .001 
Administrator 

Traditional pay  269 3.13 .63   

Merit pay 442 2.86 .70 4.120 .000 
Faculty 

Traditional pay  864 2.70 .68   
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With respect to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), 

as presented in Table 54, the administrators (3.57) and the faculty (3.25) with a 

merit pay plan showed higher ratings than the administrators (3.43) and the 

faculty (3.14) with a traditional pay plan, respectively.  This indicated that the 

administrators and the faculty with a merit pay plan more strongly believed that 

such a plan could more effectively motivate faculty members than could a 

traditional pay plan. 

A series of t-Tests determined a p value of .026 for the administrators 

and .003 for the faculty.  Subsequently, the type of institutional pay plan 

significantly affected the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty. 

Table 54. t-Test on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty by 
Type of institutional pay plan 

Position Type of Pay  N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 126 3.57 .59 2.241 .026 
Administrator 

Traditional pay  272 3.43 .56   

Merit pay 439 3.25 .59 2.985 .003 
Faculty 

Traditional pay  859 3.14 .63   
       

 

Table 55 demonstrates that the perceptions of administrators toward the 

negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3) had no statistical 
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significance regarding the type of institutional pay plan (p=.131), while a 

statistically significant difference was found on the faculty perceptions (p=.000).   

The faculty in the traditional pay category showed a lower rating (2.57) 

than those in the merit pay (2.75).  In short, the faculty with a traditional pay plan 

were more concerned about the negative effects of merit pay on their behavior 

than were those with a merit pay plan.  Thus, the type of institutional pay plan 

significantly influenced the faculty perceptions regarding the negative effects of 

merit pay on faculty behavior. 

Table 55. t- Test on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Type of institutional pay plan 

Position Type of Pay N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 129 2.81 .75 1.513 .131 
Administrator 

Traditional pay  274 2.70 .66   

Merit pay 444 2.75 .74 4.430 .000 
Faculty 

Traditional pay  875 2.57 .70   
       

 

A series of t-Tests showed, as presented in Table 56, that the mean 

differences within the administrators and the faculty on the criteria of merit 

decisions (Question 20) were not statistically significant (p>.05).  Thus, the type 

of institutional pay plan did not significantly affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty regarding the criteria of merit decisions.  

 122



 

Table 56. t-Test on Perceptions of Criteria for merit decisions by Type of 
institutional pay plan  

Position Criteria Type of Pay N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 128 44.28 12.14 .769 .442 
TEACHING 

Traditional pay 268 43.24 12.77   

Merit pay 128 31.30 10.75 -.573 .567 
SCHOLARSHIP

Traditional pay 268 31.97 11.12   

Merit pay 128 24.27 9.29 .165 .869 

Administrator 

SERVICE 
Traditional pay 268 24.11 8.67   

Merit pay 447 43.50 13.17 .031 .975 
TEACHING 

Traditional pay 862 43.47 13.77   

Merit pay 446 34.25 10.99 .534 .594 
SCHOLARSHIP

Traditional pay 862 33.89 11.75   

Merit pay 445 22.14 8.65 -.810 .418 

Faculty 

SERVICE 
Traditional pay 861 22.58 9.46   

      
  

 

With respect to the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21), as shown 

in Table 57, the administrators with a merit pay plan selected the president 

category as the highest rank (32.5%) and the student category as the second 

highest rank (26.2%).  In contrast, those with a traditional pay plan indicated the 

peer category as the highest rank (36.1%) and the president category as the second 

highest rank (27.8%). 

On the other hand, the peer category was the highest rank (38.7%) for the 

faculty regardless of the type of institutional pay plan.  The second highest rank 
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was the president category (24.3%) for the faculty with a merit pay plan and the 

student category (21.6%) for those with a traditional pay plan.  A series of Chi-

square tests revealed that those differences were statistically significant (p<.05).  

In short, the type of institutional pay plan significantly affected the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty on the evaluator for merit decisions. 

Table 57. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Evaluator for merit decisions by Type 
of institutional pay plan 

Administrator Faculty 
  Evaluator 

Merit pay Traditional pay Merit pay Traditional pay
N 41 73 105 134 

President 
%  32.5% 27.8% 24.3% 16.4% 
N 28 95 167 368 

Peer 
%  22.2% 36.1% 38.7% 45.0% 
N 12 37 60 114 

Chair 
%  9.5% 14.1% 13.9% 13.9% 
N 12 17 16 25 

Dean 
%  9.5% 6.5% 3.7% 3.1% 
N 33 41 84 177 

Student 
%  26.2% 15.6% 19.4% 21.6% 
N 126 263 432 818 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=4,  χ²=13.369,  p=.010) (df=4,  χ²= 12.944,  p=.012) 
 

As represented in Table 58, both the administrators and the faculty with a 

merit pay plan presented higher ratings in the “bonuses” category than those with 

a traditional pay plan in regard to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22).  
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A series of Chi-square tests indicated, however, that those differences had no 

statistical significance (p>.05).  Therefore, the type of institutional pay plan did 

not significantly affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding the 

type of merit pay allocation.  

Table 58. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Type of merit pay allocation by Type 
of institutional pay plan 

Administrator Faculty Type of 
Merit pay Merit pay Traditional pay Merit pay Traditional pay

N 108 204 357 643 
Bonuses 

%  84.4% 77.6% 81.5% 76.9% 

N 20 59 81 193 Base-salary 
increases %  15.6% 22.4% 18.5% 23.1% 

N 128 263 438 836 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=1,  χ²=2.475,  p=.116) (df=1,  χ²=3.592,  p=.058) 

 

When the size of merit pay increases (Question 23) was compared by the 

type of institutional pay plan, as presented in Table 59, a series of Chi-square tests 

revealed that the differences among each group had no statistical significance 

(p=.125).  Therefore, the type of institutional pay plan did not significantly affect 

the perceptions of administrators and faculty toward the size of merit pay 

increases. 
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Table 59. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by Type of 
institutional pay plan 

Administrator Faculty  Size of 
 Merit pay Merit pay Traditional pay Merit pay Traditional pay

N 38 81 179 322 Less than 
10% %  30.2% 30.8% 41.0% 38.7% 

N 57 137 175 369 
10 to 24 % 

%  45.2% 52.1% 40.0% 44.3% 
N 19 33 58 117 

25 to 49 % 
%  15.1% 12.5% 13.3% 14.0% 
N 11 8 18 19 

50 to 74 % 
%  8.7% 3.0% 4.1% 2.3% 
N 1 4 7 6 75 % or 

more %  .8% 1.5% 1.6% .7% 
N 126 263 437 833 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=4,  χ²=7.216,  p=.125) (df=4,  χ²=7.220,  p=.125) 

 

With regard to merit recognition (Question 24), as demonstrated in Table 

60, the administrators with a merit pay plan showed a lower mean score (3.76) 

than those with a traditional pay plan (3.81).  However, a t-Test indicated that this 

difference had no statistical significance (p=.638).   

On the other hand, the faculty with a traditional pay plan reported a higher 

mean score (3.93) than those with a merit pay plan (3.76).  In short, the faculty 

with a traditional pay plan more strongly agreed with merit recognition than those 

with a merit pay plan.   



 

A t-Test indicated that a statistical significance existed in the faculty 

perceptions (p=.000).  Therefore, the type of institutional pay plan significantly 

affected the faculty perceptions toward merit recognition. 

Table 60. t-Test on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Type of institutional pay 
plan 

Position Type of Pay N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 127 3.76 .79 -.471 .638 
Administrator 

Traditional pay  273 3.81 .85   

Merit pay 445 3.76 .83 -3.705 .000 
Faculty 

Traditional pay  876 3.93 .81   
     

  

 

With regard to group-based pay (Question 25), as displayed in Table 61, 

the administrators with a merit pay plan rated a lower mean score (3.03) than 

those with a traditional pay plan (3.18).  In contrast, the faculty with a merit pay 

plan rated a higher mean score (3.28) than those with a traditional pay plan (3.22).   

A t-Test indicated, however, that no statistical significance was found in 

perceptions of the administrators (p=.149) and the faculty (p=.265).  Therefore, 

the type of institutional pay plan did not significantly influence the perceptions of 

both groups. 
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Table 61. t-Test on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Type of institutional pay 
plan 

Position Type of Pay N Mean SD t p 

Merit pay 128 3.03 .98 -1.445 .149 
Administrator 

Traditional pay 273 3.18 .95   

Merit pay 448 3.28 .97 1.125 .265 
Faculty 

Traditional pay 873 3.22 .99   
     

  

 

R.2.f. Does the method of president selection affect the perceptions of 
administrators and faculty toward merit pay for faculty? 

As shown in Table 62, the administrators in the “selection from outside” 

category rated the highest mean score (3.27) on acceptance of merit pay as faculty 

compensation (Factor 1) while those in the “selection of establisher” category did 

the lowest (3.15).  However, ANOVA with Factor 1 as a dependent variable by 

the method of president selection revealed that those differences in the 

perceptions of administrators had no statistical significance (p=.351). 

Conversely, the faculty in the “selection from outside” category showed 

the lowest mean score (2.63) while those in the “selection among faculty” 

category did the highest (2.81).  This indicated that the faculty with a president 

who was selected from outside the college most strongly disagreed with the idea 

of implementing merit pay as their rewards.  ANOVA for the faculty indicated 
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that significant differences existed in their perceptions regarding the method of 

president selection (p=.000).  Thus, the method of president selection significantly 

affected the faculty perceptions on acceptance of merit pay as faculty 

compensation.  A Post-Hoc test indicated that the perceptions of faculty in the 

“selection from outside” category were quite different from those in the other 

categories. 

Table 62. ANOVA on Perceptions of Acceptance of merit pay as faculty 
compensation by Method of president selection 

Position Method of  
President selection N Mean SD F p 

Selection among Faculty 126 3.18 .59 1.051 .351 

Selection from Outside 122 3.27 .70   Administrator 

Selection of Establisher 148 3.15 .68   

Selection among Faculty 410 2.81a .64 8.166 .000 

Selection from Outside 361 2.63a, b .73   Faculty 

Selection of Establisher 535 2.79b .68   

a, b. Difference between the means with the same subscript is significant at the .05 level. 
 

With respect to the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), 

as demonstrated in Table 63, the administrators in the “selection among faculty” 

category showed a lower mean score (3.44) than those in the other categories 

(3.49).  ANOVA revealed, however, that this difference had no statistical 

significance (p=.650). 
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For faculty, those in the “selection from outside” category showed a lower 

mean score (3.10) than both those in the “selection among faculty” (3.21) and 

those in the “selection of establisher” (3.21).  ANOVA revealed that the 

difference in the faculty perceptions was statistically significant (p=.013).  Thus, 

the method of president selection significantly affected the faculty perceptions 

regarding the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty.  More specifically, a 

Post-Hoc test indicated that the perceptions of faculty in the “selection from 

outside” category were significantly different from those in the other categories. 

Table 63. ANOVA on Perceptions of Motivational effects of merit pay for faculty 
by Method of president selection 

Position Method of  
President selection N Mean SD F p 

Selection among Faculty 127 3.44 .52 .431 .650 

Selection from Outside 121 3.49 .63   Administrator 

Selection of Establisher 150 3.49 .56   

Selection among Faculty 405 3.21a .59 4.337 .013 

Selection from Outside 365 3.10a,  b .64   Faculty 

Selection of Establisher 528 3.21b .62   

a, b. Difference between the means with the same subscript is significant at the .05 level. 
 

With regard to the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior 

(Factor 3), as presented in Table 64, the administrators in the “selection of 

establisher” showed the highest rating (2.76) while those in the “selection from 
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outside” showed the lowest (2.70).  In contrast, the faculty in the “selection 

among faculty” reported the highest score (2.66), whereas those in the “selection 

from outside” reported the lowest (2.60).  A series of ANOVAs revealed that 

there was no significant difference in both groups (p>.05).  Thus, the method of 

president selection did not significantly affect the perceptions of administrators 

and faculty regarding the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior. 

Table 64. ANOVA on Perceptions of Negative effects of merit pay on faculty 
behavior by Method of president selection 

Position Method of  
President selection N Mean SD F p 

Selection among Faculty 128 2.73 .63 .241 .786 

Selection from Outside 124 2.70 .72   Administrator 

Selection of Establisher 151 2.76 .71   

Selection among Faculty 408 2.66 .70 .639 .528 

Selection from Outside 366 2.60 .75   Faculty 

Selection of Establisher 545 2.63 .71   
 

    
  

 

Table 65 demonstrates that a series of ANOVAs on the criteria for merit 

decisions (Question 20) by the method of president selection indicated that both 

the administrators and the faculty showed no significant difference in the sub-

criteria―teaching, scholarship, and service (p>.05).  Thus, the method of 

president selection did not significantly affect the perceptions of administrators 

and faculty on the criteria for merit decisions. 
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Table 65. ANOVA on Perceptions of Criteria for merit decisions by Method of 
president selection 

Position Criteria 
Method of 
President 
selection 

N Mean SD F p 

Selection among 
Faculty 125 43.76 11.87 .046 .955 

Selection from 
Outside 121 43.69 13.26   TEACHING 

Selection of 
Establisher 150 43.33 12.63   

Selection among 
Faculty 125 33.40 10.64 2.056 .129 

Selection from 
Outside 121 31.01 11.51   SCHOLARSHIP

Selection of 
Establisher 150 30.99 10.78   

Selection 
among Faculty 125 22.96 8.26 2.036 .132 

Selection from 
Outside 121 24.21 9.16   

Administrator 

SERVICE 

Selection of 
Establisher 150 25.12 9.06   

Selection among 
Faculty 409 43.46 14.06 .987 .373 

Selection from 
Outside 359 42.71 12.80   TEACHING 

Selection of 
Establisher 541 44.01 13.69   

Selection among 
Faculty 409 34.39 11.87 .836 .433 

Selection from 
Outside 358 34.32 11.22   SCHOLARSHIP

Selection of 
Establisher 541 33.53 11.38   

Selection 
among Faculty 408 21.90 8.86 1.932 .145 

Selection from 
Outside 357 23.19 9.93   

Faculty 

SERVICE 

Selection of 
Establisher 541 22.33 8.91   
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Table 66 shows the analysis on the perceptions of administrators and 

faculty with regard to the evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21).  A Chi-

square test for administrators reported that a statistically significant finding did 

not exist in the perceptions of administrators at the level of .05 (p=.968).  Thus, 

gender did not significantly affect the administrators’ perceptions toward the 

evaluator for merit decisions.  

Conversely, another test for faculty revealed that there was a significant 

difference among the faculty group of each category (p=.001).  Among the faculty 

who selected president as the most important evaluator, those in the “selection of 

establisher” category showed the highest frequencies (22.2%), whereas those in 

the “selection among faculty” showed the lowest (15.3%).  Among the faculty 

who selected peer faculty as the most important evaluator, those in the “selection 

among faculty” category showed the highest frequencies (49.7%), whereas those 

in the “selection of establisher” showed the lowest (35.8%).  Among the faculty 

who selected student as the most important evaluator, those in the “selection from 

outside” category reported the highest frequencies (22.4%), whereas those in the 

“selection among faculty” reported the lowest (19.6%).  Overall, the method of 

president selection significantly affected the perceptions of faculty on the 

evaluator for merit decisions. 
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Table 66. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Evaluator for merit decisions by 
Method of president selection 

Administrator Faculty 

   Evaluator Selection 
Among 
Faculty 

Selection 
From 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher

Selection 
Among 
Faculty 

Selection 
From 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher

N 33 35 46 60 64 115 
President 

%  27.0% 29.2% 31.3% 15.3% 18.9% 22.2% 
N 37 39 47 195 154 186 

Peer 
%  30.3% 32.5% 32.0% 49.7% 45.4% 35.8% 
N 16 14 19 50 36 88 

Chair 
%  13.1% 11.7% 12.9% 12.8% 10.6% 17.0% 
N 11 7 11 10 9 22 

Dean 
%  9.0% 5.8% 7.5% 2.6% 2.7% 4.2% 
N 25 25 24 77 76 108 

Student 
%  20.5% 20.8% 16.3% 19.6% 22.4% 20.8% 
N 122 120 147 392 339 519 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df=8,  χ²=2.361,  p=.968) (df=8,  χ²=25.977,  p=.001) 
 

As presented in Table 67, the administrators in the “selection of 

establisher” category showed the highest frequencies (82.7%) for the “bonuses” 

with respect to the type of merit pay allocation (Question 22), while those in the 

“selection among faculty” showed the lowest (71.9%).  In contrast, the faculty in 

the “selection among faculty” showed the highest frequencies (80.7%) for the 

“bonuses,” while those in the “selection from outside” showed the lowest 

(76.4%). 
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A Chi-square test revealed that there was a significant difference in the 

perceptions of administrators (p=.025).  However, there was no significant 

difference in the faculty perceptions (p=.349).  In short, the method of president 

selection significantly affected the perceptions of administrators toward the type 

of merit pay allocation.   

Table 67. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Type of merit pay allocation by 
Method of president selection 

Administrator Faculty 
 Type of  
 Merit pay Selection 

among 
Faculty 

Selection 
from 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher

Selection 
among 
Faculty 

Selection 
from 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher
N 87 120 134 322 265 413 

Bonuses 
%  71.9% 81.6% 82.7% 80.7% 76.4% 78.2% 

N 34 27 28 77 82 115 Base-
salary 

increases %  28.1% 18.4% 17.3% 19.3% 23.6% 21.8% 

N 121 147 162 399 347 528 
Total 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df= 2,  χ²=7.353,  p=.025) (df= 2,  χ²=2.104,  p=.349) 
 

A Chi-square test revealed, as demonstrated in Table 68, that there was no 

significant difference in the administrators with respect to the size of merit pay 

increases (Question 23) (p=.193).  In contrast, statistically meaningful findings 

were found in the faculty perceptions (p=.031).  Nearly half of the faculty with a 

president who was appointed from outside the college most frequently selected 
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the “less than 10%” category as the size of merit pay increases, whereas only 13% 

selected the “more than 25%” category.  In sum, the method of president selection 

significantly affected the faculty perceptions regarding the size of merit pay 

increases. 

Table 68. Chi-square test on Perceptions of Size of merit pay increases by Method 
of president selection 

Administrator Faculty 
 Size of 
 Merit pay Selection 

among 
Faculty 

Selection 
from 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher

Selection 
among 
Faculty 

Selection 
from 

Outside 

Selection 
of 

Establisher
N 41 38 40 147 159 195 Less than 

10% %  33.3% 31.9% 27.2% 37.1% 46.0% 36.9% 
N 59 60 75 169 144 231 

10 to 24 % 
%  48.0% 50.4% 51.0% 42.7% 41.6% 43.8% 
N 17 10 25 63 32 80 

25 to 49 % 
%  13.8% 8.4% 17.0% 15.9% 9.2% 15.2% 
N 6 7 6 10 10 17 

50 to 74 % 
%  4.9% 5.9% 4.1% 2.5% 2.9% 3.2% 
N  4 1 7 1 5 75 % or 

more %   3.4% .7% 1.8% .3% .9% 
N 123 119 147 396 346 528 

Total 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 (df= 8,  χ²=11.152,  p=.193) (df= 8,  χ²=16.879,  p=.031) 
 

Table 69 demonstrates that the administrators in the “selection among 

faculty” category showed the highest mean score (3.92), whereas those in the 

“selection from outside” presented the lowest (3.64) regarding merit recognition 



 

(Question 24).  In contrast, the faculty in the “selection from outside” category 

showed the highest mean score (3.99), whereas those in the “selection of 

establisher” showed the lowest (3.82).  A series of ANOVAs indicated that there 

were significant differences among each category in the administrators (p=.026) 

and in the faculty (p=.004).  Therefore, the method of president selection 

significantly affected the perceptions of administrators and faculty on merit 

recognition.  More specifically, a Scheffe’s Post-Hoc test revealed that there was 

a significant difference in perceptions between the administrators in the “selection 

among faculty” category and those in the “selection from outside”.  In addition, 

the perceptions of faculty in the “selection from outside” category were quite 

different from those in the other categories.  

Table 69. ANOVA on Perceptions of Merit recognition by Method of president 
selection 

Position Method of president selection N Mean SD F p 

Selection among Faculty 128 3.92a .74 3.691 .026 

Selection from Outside 122 3.64a .87   Administrator 

Selection of Establisher 150 3.81 .87   

Selection among Faculty 412 3.83a .83 5.467 .004 

Selection from Outside 367 3.99 a, b .78   Faculty 

Selection of Establisher 542 3.82b .83   

a, b. Difference between the mean with the same subscript is significant at the .05 level. 
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With respect to group-based pay (Question 25), as demonstrated in Table 

70, the administrators in the “selection from outside” category rated the lowest 

mean score (3.06), whereas those in the “selection of establisher” rated the highest 

(3.17).  In contrast, faculty showed the highest mean score in this category (3.28) 

and the lowest in the “selection among faculty” (3.17).  However, a series of 

ANOVAs revealed that there was no significant difference among each category 

in the administrators (p=.574) and in the faculty (p=.227).  Subsequently, the 

method of president selection did not significantly affect the perceptions of 

administrators and faculty regarding group-based pay.   

Table 70. ANOVA on Perceptions of Group-based pay by Method of president 
selection. 

Position Method of president selection N Mean SD F p 

Selection among Faculty 128 3.16 .98 .556 .574 

Selection from Outside 123 3.06 .97   Administrator 

Selection of Establisher 150 3.17 .94   

Selection among Faculty 412 3.17 .94 1.484 .227 

Selection from Outside 366 3.28 1.05   Faculty 

Selection of Establisher 543 3.26 .97   
 

    
  

 

 



 

CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSION 

 

1. SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to provide an analytical understanding of 

merit pay in the context of Korean junior colleges.  Little is known about merit 

pay in Korean two-year colleges; thus this study was designed as a quantitative 

study to provide insights into introduction and development of merit pay for 

faculty. 

Two primary research questions framed this study: 

(1) Research question one: What are the perceptions of administrators and 

faculty toward merit pay for faculty?  

(2) Research question two: Do personal and institutional characteristics 

affect the perceptions of administrators and faculty toward merit pay for 

faculty?  

For this study, 552 administrators and 2,530 faculty members at junior 

colleges in Korea were selected through a stratified random sampling.  The final 
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usable response rate was 73.0% (n=403) for administrators and 52.7% (n=1,333) 

for faculty members. 

The data collection instrument was a questionnaire with 32 question items 

―seven demographic question items and 25 survey question items.  Totally, the 

nine dependent variables were employed as follows: (1) Acceptance of merit pay 

as faculty compensation (Factor 1); (2) Motivational effects of merit pay for 

faculty (Factor 2); (3) Negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 

3); (4) Criteria for merit decisions (Question 20); (5) Evaluator for merit decisions 

(Question 21); (6) Type of merit pay allocation (Question 22); (7) Size of merit 

pay increases (Question 23); (8) Merit recognition (Question 24); and (9) Group-

based pay (Question 25). 

Factors 1 to 3 were produced to explore an individual’s perception level 

on merit pay for faculty from a principal components factor analysis on questions 

1 to 19.  Questions 20 to 25 were asked to investigate an individual’s opinions 

related to the practices of merit pay for faculty.  Whether significant differences 

existed between administrators and faculty was determined at the p value of .05 

by t-Test.  

The findings on research question one were summarized as follows. 
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(1) Administrators showed positive perceptions, whereas faculty showed 

negative perceptions toward acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation 

(Factor 1). 

(2) Administrators had more positive perceptions than faculty regarding 

the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2). 

(3) Faculty were more concerned about the negative effects of merit pay 

on faculty behavior than administrators (Factor 3). 

(4) Administrators and faculty commonly reported that teaching 

performance should account for approximately 43.5% of total criteria for merit 

decisions.  Administrators put a weight of 31.8% on scholarship and 24.2% on 

service, while faculty put 34.0% on scholarship and 22.4% on service (Question 

20). 

(5) Administrators showed frequencies of 31.6% on peer faculty, 29.3% 

on president, 19.0% on student, 12.6% on department chair, and 7.5% on dean, 

while faculty showed 42.8% on peer faculty, 20.9% on student, 19.1% on 

president, 13.9% on department chair, and 3.3% on dean as the evaluator for merit 

decisions (Question 21). 

(6) Administrators and faculty showed similar attitudes on the type of 

merit pay allocation (Question 22).  Nearly fourth-fifths of each group agreed 

with the idea that merit pay raises should be allocated as one-time cash bonuses. 
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(7) In regard to the size of merit pay increases (Question 23), 

administrators presented frequencies of 49.9% on “10 to 24%,” 30.6% on “less 

than 10%,” 13.4% on “25 to 49%,” 4.9% on “50 to 74%,” and 1.3% on “75% or 

more;” while faculty presented 42.8% on “10 to 24%,” 39.4% on “less than 10%,” 

13.8% on “25 to 49%,” 2.9% on “50 to 74%,” and 1.0% on “75% or more.” 

(8) Administrators and faculty showed a similar level of positive 

perceptions toward merit recognition (Question 24) and group-based pay 

(Question 25). 

 
Concerning research question two, this study investigated four personal 

characteristics (faculty professional rank, gender, age, and educational level) and 

two institutional characteristics (type of institutional pay plan and method of 

president selection) as the independent variables.  The analysis on faculty 

professional rank and gender were only utilized for the faculty.  Research 

question two was analyzed through t-Test, One-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA), Chi-square test, and Scheffe’s Post-Hoc test.  Statistically significant 

differences were determined at the p value of .05. 

The findings on research question two were summarized as follows. 

(1) Faculty professional rank significantly affected the perceptions of 

faculty regarding acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 1), 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), negative effects of merit 
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pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3), criteria for merit decisions (Question 20), type 

of merit pay allocation (Question 22), and size of merit pay increases (Question 

23). 

(2) Gender did not significantly affect the perceptions of faculty and 

administrators on Factors 1 through 3.  Gender only influenced the perceptions of 

faculty regarding evaluator for merit decisions (Question 21). 

(3) Age did not significantly affect the perceptions of administrators on 

Factors 1 through 3.  Age had a significant influence on opinions of 

administrators regarding criteria for merit decisions (Question 20), evaluator for 

merit decisions (Question 21), and size of merit pay increases (Question 23).  On 

the other hand, age significantly affected the perceptions of faculty regarding 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), negative effects of merit 

pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3), and criteria for merit decisions (Question 20). 

(4) Educational level did not significantly affect the perceptions of faculty 

and administrators on Factors 1 through 3.  Educational level only affected the 

perceptions of administrators regarding type of merit pay allocation (Question 

22), size of merit pay increases (Question 23), and merit recognition (Question 

24) and the perceptions of faculty toward size of merit pay increases (Question 

23). 
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(5) The type of institutional pay plan significantly affected the perceptions 

of administrators regarding acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation 

(Factor 1), motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), and evaluator 

for merit decisions (Question 21).  This variable also significantly influenced the 

perceptions of faculty regarding acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation 

(Factor 1), motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), negative 

effects of merit pay on faculty behavior (Factor 3), evaluator for merit decisions 

(Question 21), and merit recognition (Question 24). 

(6) The method of president selection did not have a significant influence 

on the perceptions of administrators except for type of merit pay allocation 

(Question 22) and merit recognition (Question 24).  On the other hand, the 

method of president selection significantly affected the perceptions of faculty 

regarding acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation (Factor 1), 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty (Factor 2), evaluator for merit 

decisions (Question 21), size of merit pay increases (Question 23), and merit 

recognition (Question 24). 

2. DISCUSSION 

The comparative analysis on perceptions regarding merit pay for faculty 

revealed that significant differences existed between administrators and faculty at 
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junior colleges in Korea.  The researcher could not obtain adequate implications 

related to the findings on the perceptions of administrators toward merit pay for 

faculty from prior studies, since there was rare research on the administrator 

perceptions.  Instead, the findings on the perceptions of faculty were confirmed by 

numerous studies on the practices of merit pay for faculty at American 

institutions. 

This study found that administrators considered merit pay for faculty to be 

relatively acceptable at junior colleges in Korea, whereas faculty members were 

opposed to merit pay as their reward system.  Faculty at Korean junior colleges 

questioned the value of merit pay and how a merit pay program was implemented.  

This finding is substantiated by prior research (Ehli, 1986; Miller, 1992; Siblani, 

1997; Harris, 1998; Pila, 1999; Kong, 2000), which cites concerns about the 

absence of a clear link between performance and rewards, the lack of objectivity 

in the criteria of merit pay increases, and distrust of the administration in merit 

decisions. 

It is noteworthy that despite myriad criticisms about merit pay most 

administrators and faculty in the Korean junior college agreed with the idea that 

merit pay could motivate faculty to do better work.  Administrators more strongly 

believed that a merit pay plan could highly motivate faculty members.  Even 

though faculty members disagreed with the implementation of merit pay as their 
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rewards, they generally acknowledged its motivational function.  From a 

theoretical perspective, this finding does not correspond with the two-factor 

theory of Herzberg (1959) that extrinsic rewards such as monetary incentives 

cannot motivate employees.  Instead, this finding is confirmed by the studies of 

Deci (1972) and Lawler (1994), who contended that intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards are interrelated to motivate individuals. 

Despite their positive perceptions of motivational function of merit pay, 

the perceptions of faculty members on effects of merit pay on their behavior such 

as peer collaboration and teaching activities were negative.  Even administrators 

who were more willing to accept merit pay as faculty compensation pointed out 

negative effects of merit pay.  Faculty members were more concerned about 

negative effects of merit pay than were administrators.  This finding supports 

prior research that merit pay hampers cooperation and causes unproductive 

conflict among faculty members (Ehli, 1986; Siblani, 1997; Harris, 1998; Pila, 

1999; Kong, 2000). 

In regard to the criteria for merit decisions, administrators and faculty 

suggested that the faculty’s teaching performance should most largely account for 

merit pay increases.  In addition, the two groups all selected “scholarship” as the 

second highest rank and “service” as the lowest rank in the criteria for merit 

decisions for faculty.  When Weistroffer’s (2001) “merit pay allocation model” 
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was applied to the Korean junior college from the standpoint of faculty, merit pay 

increases could be individually derived by a specific formula: “Teaching rating × 

0.435 (Teaching coefficient) + Scholarship rating × 0.340 (Scholarship 

coefficient) + Service rating × 0.224 (Service coefficient).”  It is notable that 

faculty and administrators at Korean junior colleges put emphasis on research 

activities as the criteria for merit pay increases.  This result does not correspond 

with the findings of Lord (1988) and Vaughan (1989), who indicated that 

scholarship activities are rarely considered in faculty performance appraisals at 

American community colleges. 

With respect to the evaluator for merit decisions, faculty selected peer 

faculty and student as the most influential evaluator for merit decisions.  This 

finding is inconsistent with Ziltow’s (1988) conclusion that department chairs and 

deans play a crucial role in faculty performance appraisals at American 

community colleges.  It is interesting that even administrators at junior colleges in 

Korea put peer faculty as the most influential evaluator.  Faculty at Korean junior 

colleges believed that peer faculty and students were likely to evaluate faculty 

performance in a fairer manner than administrators such as dean or department 

chair.  In short, faculty did not feel a sense of justice and trust from the 

administration concerning faculty performance appraisals.  This finding is 
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substantiated by the study of Miller (1992) and Arreola (1995) that faculty distrust 

the administration concerning the evaluation process. 

In regard to the type of merit pay allocation, a vast majority of 

administrators and faculty were in favor of one-time cash bonuses.  This finding 

supports Lawler’s (2000) study that annual one-time cash bonuses are more 

effective to motivate employees than base-salary increases.  This finding gives 

implications to leaders of Korean junior colleges who are exploring new 

institutional pay policy to motivate faculty effectively. 

Concerning the size of merit pay increases, nearly half of administrators 

and faculty agreed that merit increments should be between 10% and 24% of total 

salary increases.  This finding is consistent with Kanter’s (1987) study that the 

size of merit increases should be between 10% and 15% in order to be meaningful 

to recipients as an extra reward for their contributions. 

Both administrators and faculty strongly agreed that merit recognition 

would be a much stronger motivator for faculty than merit pay.  This finding is 

confirmed by prior research that faculty members tend to be highly responsive to 

intrinsic motivation (Andrew, 1993; Kong, 2000).  As previously analyzed in the 

motivational effects of merit pay for faculty, however, extrinsic rewards can also 

be a motivator for faculty at junior colleges in Korea.  In this regard, merit 

recognition can work for higher-order needs such as “growth” or “self-
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actualization” in Maslow’s theory, while extrinsic rewards might be a motivator 

of lower-order needs.  As Lawler (1994) indicated, faculty members at Korean 

junior colleges were motivated by both extrinsic rewards such as merit pay, and 

intrinsic rewards such as growth and achievement.  Regardless of implementation 

of merit pay, thus a merit recognition program is needed to enhance faculty’s 

extra efforts and excellence at Korean junior colleges.  Further, leaders in Korean 

junior colleges should consider the notion of Deci (1972) that focusing on 

extrinsic rewards actually decreases intrinsic interest in the task itself. 

Both administrators and faculty were in favor of group-based pay as the 

alternatives to merit pay.  Interestingly, administrators showed a mixed attitude 

towards faculty compensation system.  As discussed earlier, administrators were 

in agreement that faculty compensation should be conceptually based on 

individual performance.  At the same time, administrators at Korean junior 

colleges were likely to believe that group-based pay attributed to faculty 

cooperation and “smooth functioning” of faculty group, as indicated in the 

findings of DeMatteo (1998).  Contrary to their negative attitudes on merit pay, 

faculty members at Korean junior colleges strongly agreed with the idea of group-

based pay.  Faculty members were of the belief that people were likely to work 

together as a team.  This finding supports many studies that group performance 

rewards are effective tools for motivating employees (Kennedy et al., 1983; 
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Welboume & Mejia, 1995).  From a cross-cultural perspective, in addition, the 

finding regarding the group-based pay is substantiated by Westwood and 

Kirkbride’s (1998) study that employees in Asia put more emphasis on 

organizational harmony than interpersonal competition.  Interestingly, this study 

is inconsistent with Pila’s (1999) findings that faculty members feel negatively 

toward group awards for group performance because they are apt to work alone.  

Further research needs to be conducted in order to examine those differences in 

the faculty perceptions of group-based pay. 

Through research question two, this study investigated how administrators 

and faculty members perceived merit pay according to individual characteristics 

(faculty professional rank, gender, age, and educational level) and institutional 

characteristics (type of institutional pay plan and method of president selection). 

This study found that faculty professional rank closely associated with the 

perceptions of faculty on merit pay.  Especially, full professors more strongly 

disagreed with the idea that merit pay could be an effective faculty reward system 

than did instructors.  In contrast, instructors more strongly perceived motivational 

functions of merit pay and were less concerned about its negative effects than full 

professors and associate professors.  Full professors put more emphasis on the 

teaching performance for merit decisions than assistant professors and instructors, 

whereas instructors put more importance on scholarship than associate professors 
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and full professors.  One-third of instructors suggested that merit pay raises 

should be added to base-salary increases, whereas only 15% of full professors did.  

Nearly half of full professors reported that the size of merit pay should be “less 

than 10%” among total pay increases, while a similar percent of instructors were 

in agreement with the “10 to 24%.”  Further, one-fourth of instructors suggested 

that merit pay increases should be more than 25% of total pay increases.  In short, 

instructors were in favor of the larger size of merit pay increases than full 

professors.  This finding supports previous studies (Shoppemyer, 1993; Siblani, 

1997; Pila, 1999) that full professors are most dissatisfied with merit pay systems, 

while instructors are less dissatisfied. 

This study found that gender did not significantly affect the perceptions of 

merit pay for faculty.  This finding is inconsistent with prior studies (Dornstein, 

1991; James, 1993) that female employees were in favor of seniority-based pay 

rather than performance-based pay.  In this study, gender only affected the 

opinions of faculty on evaluator for merit decisions.  When compared with male 

faculty, female faculty placed more importance on student evaluation.  This 

finding implies that female faculty were likely to believe that students could 

evaluate faculty performance more fairly.  In this regard, female faculty seemed to 

be more concerned about justice and fairness in faculty evaluation process than 

did male faculty.  
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This study supports the findings of Heneman and Cohen (1988) that age 

affected the perceptions of faculty on merit pay.  The junior faculty group more 

strongly accepted the motivational effects of merit pay for faculty than did the 

senior faculty group.  Additionally, the senior faculty were more concerned about 

the negative effects of merit pay on faculty behavior and institutional relationship 

than were the junior faculty.  In regard to the criteria for merit decisions, 

administrators and faculty commonly showed that the junior group put more 

emphasis on scholarship; the senior group put more importance on teaching. 

This study found that the educational level of the respondents did not 

significantly affect their perceptions toward merit pay for faculty.  This study 

does not consist with Heneman’s (1990) finding that educational level has a 

significant influence on attitudes toward merit pay.  In this study, educational 

level only affected perceptions on type of merit pay allocation, size of merit pay 

increases, and merit recognition.  With regard to type of merit pay allocation, 

administrators with a doctoral degree favored one-time cash bonuses.  

Administrators and faculty with a doctoral degree more strongly disagreed with 

the large size of merit pay increases.  In addition, administrators with a doctoral 

degree more strongly agreed with the idea of merit recognition.  Even though not 

statistically significant, it is notable that administrators and faculty with a doctoral 

 152



 

degree more strongly disagreed with merit pay for faculty than did those with a 

master’s or a bachelor’s degree. 

Next, this study found that the type of institutional pay plan was closely 

related to the perceptions of administrators and faculty on merit pay for faculty.  

Administrators at junior colleges with a merit pay plan agreed with the idea that 

such a plan could more effectively motivate faculty members than a traditional 

pay plan.  Similar to administrators, faculty with a merit pay plan disagreed less 

with acceptance of merit pay as faculty compensation than those with a traditional 

pay plan.  In short, administrators and faculty with a merit pay plan held more 

positive views toward merit pay for faculty than those with a traditional pay plan. 

In addition, the type of institutional pay plan had a significant influence on 

opinions regarding merit pay.  Concerning the evaluator for merit decisions, 

administrators and faculty with a merit pay plan put more importance on the 

president evaluation than did those with a traditional pay plan.  Conversely, 

administrators and faculty with a traditional pay plan put more importance on the 

peer evaluation than did those with a merit pay plan.  In addition, faculty with a 

traditional pay plan more strongly agreed with the idea that merit recognition 

more effectively motivates faculty than does merit pay.  Overall, these findings 

concerning the type of institutional pay plan support Heneman’s (1990) study that 

an institutional pay policy largely affects the perceptions on merit pay. 
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Lastly, this study explored relationships between the method of president 

selection and the perceptions of administrators and faculty regarding merit pay for 

faculty.  Junior colleges in Korea have a unique characteristic regarding the 

method of president selection which can be categorized into three types of 

selection―selection among faculty; selection from outside the college; and 

selection of the establisher. 

This study found that a meaningful relationship existed between the 

method of president selection and the faculty perceptions on merit pay practices at 

junior colleges in Korea.  The faculty with a president who was selected among 

peer faculty showed the highest level of positive perceptions of merit pay, 

whereas those with a president who was selected from outside the college showed 

the lowest level.  This finding is substantiated by Ditchen (1997)’s study that 

there is a close relationship between the method of selection and faculty support.  

As mentioned in Chapter Two, the method of president selection revealed 

specific organizational characteristics of an institution.  An analysis of faculty 

perceptions regarding the evaluator for merit decisions showed that the faculty 

with a president who was selected among peer faculty put more importance on 

peer evaluation; those with a president as the establisher put more importance on 

president, department chair, and dean evaluation.  This indicates that the college 

with a president as the establisher has administration-oriented culture and 

 154



 

structure; the college with a president who was selected among faculty has 

faculty-oriented culture and structure.  These findings are substantiated by Fife’s 

(1982) study that method of selection is determined by organizational culture and 

decision-making structure and power.  Even though this study did not explore 

effects of organizational culture and structure on perceptions of merit pay for 

faculty, the findings imply that these organizational characteristics largely affect 

the attitudes of administrators and faculty regarding merit pay (Cameron and 

Sarah, 1991; Heneman, 1992; Miles, 1997). 

On the other hand, it is notable that although not statistically significant, 

the perceptions of administrators were just opposite to those of faculty.  The 

highest level of incongruity between administrators and faculty existed in colleges 

with a president who was selected from outside the college.  For instance, the 

administrators most strongly agreed with acceptance of merit pay for faculty, 

while the faculty most strongly disagreed.  This finding is confirmed by prior 

research (Blackwell 1966; Gmeich and Houchen, 1994) that the method of 

selection causes a strong incongruity between administrators and faculty.  In order 

to eliminate such disagreement between administration and faculty, open 

communication channels should be built as to how faculty rewards are given 

(Lawler, 1990; Milgrom & Roberts, 1995; Heneman, 2001).  In this regard, 

college administration with a president who was selected from outside the college 
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needs to be more willing to explain the goal and process of a reward plan to 

faculty members.  This suggestion is supported by procedural justice theorists 

who contend that faculty should be allowed to give “voices” in the process of a 

merit pay plan because faculty support is a significant predictor of its success 

(Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Schay, 1988). 

Overall, the perceptual differences on merit pay for faculty were 

significantly found between administrators and faculty; between full professor 

and instructor; and between junior and senior faculty.  In addition, this study 

found that the perceptions regarding merit pay for faculty was significantly 

affected by institutional characteristics such as institutional pay practices and 

method of president selection. 

3. CONCLUSION 

This study found that a clear parallel existed in the perceptions between 

administrators and faculty at junior colleges in Korea in the area of merit pay for 

faculty.  Administrators at junior colleges in Korea agreed with the introduction 

and development of merit pay for faculty, while faculty members were opposed to 

merit pay as their rewards.  The major barriers perceived to challenge merit pay 

for faculty at Korean junior colleges were anxiety on the fairness and trust around 

merit decisions and threats to teaching activities and faculty collaboration.  Due to 
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those concerns about merit pay for faculty, most faculty members at Korean 

junior colleges disagreed with merit pay as their compensation.  

This study helps to understand the current issue of merit pay for faculty at 

junior colleges in Korea from the perspectives of administrators and faculty 

members.  Furthermore, the study provides practical information about merit pay 

for leaders at Korean junior colleges who seek to use faculty compensation in 

ways that will motivate faculty members effectively to improve their 

performance.  Finally, the study gives implications for institutional leaders to 

implement a faculty reward plan successfully at junior colleges in Korea as 

follows. 

(1) An incongruity between administrators and faculty concerning a merit 

pay plan for faculty must be eliminated prior to its implementation.  For this 

purpose, such a plan should be explained in ways that make faculty members feel 

a sense of justice, fairness, and trust because it might survive and flourish with 

their full support. 

(2) A faculty pay plan should encourage faculty members to commit 

themselves to improving student performance.  It is essential for administrators 

and faculty to cooperate in establishing goals and developing guidelines for merit 

pay for faculty through open communication. 
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(3) Teaching performance should weigh more heavily on merit decisions 

than scholarship and service.  At the same time, faculty performance in the 

criteria of scholarship and service needs to be appropriately reflected in merit 

decisions. 

(4) Administration needs to look for ways that the results of evaluation of 

peer faculty and student can meaningfully account for an individual’s merit pay 

increases. 

(5) Apart from a merit pay program, other intrinsic rewards such as merit 

recognition should be considered to motivate faculty members effectively to 

improve their performances. 

(6) Administration should consistently explore which type of faculty 

reward program might be appropriate for the organizational culture and structure 

of an institution.  Next, the administration and faculty should reach a consensus 

on the faculty reward system as to what objectives and goals are to be attained. 

Finally, based on the findings and conclusions, the following 

recommendations are made for improving merit pay policy and for further 

research. 

(1) A qualitative study with interviews of faculty and administrators helps 

to provide information about why they are not satisfied with merit pay systems 

and what might be done to improve perceptions of merit pay for faculty. 
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(2) A long-term study should be conducted in order to examine the effects 

of merit pay for faculty on institutional productivity. 

(3) A relational study between organizational culture and decision-making 

structure and the perceptions of administrators and faculty on merit pay for 

faculty can provide information about how those organizational characteristics 

affected their perceptions. 

(4) A further study of organizational justice and organizational trust helps 

to understand the perceived fairness in the process of merit decisions. 

(5) A comparative study on alternatives to merit pay for faculty can 

provide information about what type of salary plan is appropriate for faculty at 

junior colleges in Korea. 
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Appendix A 
Cover Letter 

 

Young Joon Kim  
3517 North Hills Dr. Apt # T104 Austin, TX  78731, U. S. A. 
Email: young1136@hotmail.com 
 
 
I am a doctoral candidacy at the University of Texas at Austin.  In order to 

complete my degree requirements, I respectfully request your participation in my 

dissertation study.  

The topic of my research for my dissertation is “A Study of the 

Perceptions of Administrators and Faculty Members toward Merit Pay for Faculty 

at Junior Colleges in Korea.”  The purpose of this study is to provide an analytical 

understanding of merit pay for faculty in the context of Korean junior colleges 

through examining perceptions of administrators and faculty members toward 

merit pay.  The findings from this study can not only increase the understanding 

of theories and administrative practices on merit pay, but also contribute to its 

success in Korean junior colleges. 

This survey takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.  The data is 

being collected in an anonymous manner.  If you have any questions regarding the 

research, please feel free to contact me.  Thank you for your support and 

participation in this research.  
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Appendix B 
Survey Questionnaire 

 

In this questionnaire, merit pay is defined as all type of monetary rewards 

based on individual’s performance. It includes one-time bonuses or base-salary 

increases.  

 

Section I.  Demographics  

1. Position  

1) Administrator    2) Faculty    

 
2. Faculty Professional Rank (Please answer if you are a faculty member) 

1) Full Professor   2) Associate Professor   3) Assistant Professor   4) Instructor  

 
3. Gender      1) Male     2) Female 

 
4. Age:     (             ) years 

 
5. Educational level:       1) Bachelor   2) Master   3) Doctor 

 
6. Type of faculty pay plan:       1) Merit pay     2) Traditional pay 

 
7. Method of president selection:   

1) Selected among faculty  2) Selected from outside the college 

3) Selected of establisher 

 

Section II. 
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Question 
○1  

strongly 
disagree

○2

slightly 
disagree

○3  
neutral 

○4

slightly 
agree 

○5

strongly 
agree 

1. Recipients for merit pay increases can be 
objectively identified. ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
2. Competition for merit pay increases 
encourages faculty members to improve the 
quality of instruction. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

3. When a faculty member is honored for 
an accomplishment, he/she should be given 
a merit pay increase.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

4. Merit pay can be considered a method to 
reward faculty members for exceptional 
teaching, research, or service. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

5. If one-time cash bonuses are allocated to 
merit pay, a few large bonuses for 
outstanding performance are better rather 
than many small ones.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

6. When a faculty member receives a merit 
pay increase, the other faculty members are 
motivated to qualify for it. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

7.  Merit pay can attract highly qualified 
people to the institution. ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
8. A faculty member with low-level 
performance cannot be eligible for a merit 
pay increase.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

9. The college administration can 
implement procedures for merit pay in a 
fair manner. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

10. The other faculty members react 
negatively when a faculty member receives 
a merit pay increase.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

11. Merit pay can be used as a tool to save 
personnel expenditures rather than to 
motivate faculty members in the long run. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

12. Merit pay increases for research and 
other scholarship activities can negatively 
affect attitudes toward teaching.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

13. Merit pay can improve institutional 
effectiveness and competitiveness.  ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
14. There should be a notable difference in 
merit pay increases among faculty ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
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members. 
15. Merit pay cannot foster cooperation 
among faculty members.  ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
16. Administrators in my college are well 
qualified for performance appraisals for 
faculty. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

17. As a merit pay increase is higher, a 
faculty member is more motivated.   ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
18. Merit pay cannot be appropriate for my 
college culture and organizational 
structure.  

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

19. Merit pay has no effect on the amount 
of time and effort dedicated by faculty 
members. 

○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

 

Section III.  

20. If your salary were determined by performance appraisals, what percentage 

would you assign to the following categories?  (Please allocate a total of 100 

percentage points) 

a. Teaching and Primary Academic Assignment              (         %) 

b. Research and other scholarly activities                         (         %) 

c. Department, Institution, and Community Services       (         %) 

 

21. Whose opinion should be given the heaviest weight in deciding merit pay 

increases? 

a. President    

b. Peer faculty 

c. Department Chair   

d. Dean   

e. Student 

22. What type of merit pay increases should be given for outstanding work? 
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a. One-time cash bonuses            b. Base-salary increases 
 

23. The proportion of merit pay increases of total pay increases should be 

a. less than 10%   

b. 10-24%    

c. 25-49%     

d. 50-74%    

e. 75% or more 

 

24. Merit recognitions (e.g. opportunities for professional growth and public 

recognition) for outstanding work are better motivators than merit pay increases. 

a. strongly disagree 

b. slightly disagree     

c. neutral      

d. slightly agree    

e. strongly agree    

 

25.  All faculty members in the department should be awarded merit pay increases 

when its goals are met.   

a. strongly disagree 

b. slightly disagree     

c. neutral      

d. slightly agree    

e. strongly agree    
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Appendix C 
Survey Questionnaire (Korean Version) 

전문대학 교수∙행정가의 교수 성과급에 대한 인식에 관한 연구 

   주소: 3517 North Hills Dr. Apt # T104, Austin, TX, 78731, U. S. A. 

    Email: young1136@hotmail.com 
 

안녕하십니까. 

저는 미국 택사스 오스틴 대학에서 교육행정을 공부하는 박사과정의 

학생입니다. 선생님의 귀중한  의견을 저의 논문에 활용하고자 하오니, 

설문에 응해 주시길 정중히 부탁드립니다.  

저의 논문은 우리나라 전문대학 현장에서 교육 및 행정을 담당하고 

계시는 선생님의 성과급에 대한 태도 및 인식을 조사 하는데 목적이 

있습니다.  본 연구 결과는 향후 한국 전문대학 교원 성과급에 대한 이론 

및 실제에 대한 이해를 높히고, 그 발전방안을 모색하는 데에 조금의 

도움이 될 수 있으리라 기대합니다. 

선생님께서 작성하시는 이 설문지는 약 10분 정도 소요될 것이며, 

익명으로 처리될 것을 약속드립니다. 본 설문지나 연구내용에 질문이 

있으면 제게 연락을 주시면 성심껏 답변해 드리겠습니다. 

설문에 참여하여 주심에 감사드립니다.  

 

 

연구조사자  김 영 준 올림 
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이 설문지에서의 성과급은 개인의 업적평가 결과에 따라 차등 지급되는 

모든 수당 또는 상여금 형태의 성과급(예: 차등지급되는 연구수당)과 

업적평가 결과를 다음연도 봉급인상에 차등 반영하는 연봉성격의 

성과급을 포함하는 개념입니다. 
 
 
 

가. 설문 기초 자료 
   

1. 지위 

1) 행정가         2) 교원  

 

2. 교원구분 (교원이신 경우만 답변) 

       1) 정교수      2) 부교수      3) 조교수      4) 전임강사  

 

3. 성별  

       1) 남        2) 여 

 

4. 연령  

(         ) 세 

 

5. 학력  

       1)  학사       2) 석사       3) 박사  

 

6. 교원 급여 형태  

       1) 성과급 일부 또는 전부 적용     2) 호봉제만 적용  

  

7. 학장임용형태  

       1) 교원중에서 임용     2) 외부인사 임용     3) 설립자(친인척 포함) 
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나. 성과급에 대한 인식 조사  
 

문          항 매우 

아니다
아니다 보통 그렇다

매우 

그렇다

1. 성과급을 받을 수 있는 대상자를 객관적으로 

선정할 수 있다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

2. 성과급을 받기 위한 경쟁은 강의의 질을 향상시킬 

것이다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

3. 동료 교수가 업무와 관련하여 뛰어난 성과를 

거두었을 경우, 당연히 그에 상응한 성과급을 

받아야 한다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

4. 성과급은 교수의 뛰어난 강의, 연구, 또는 봉사 

활동에 대한 보상 수단으로서 고려될 수 있다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

5. 수당 또는 상여금 형태로 지급되는 경우 소수 

교수에게 많은 금액을 지급하는 것이 바람직하다.   
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

6. 동료 교수가 보다 많은 성과급을 받게 되면, 그렇지 

못한 다른 교수들은 이를 받기 위해 보다 분발할 

것이다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

7. 성과급은 우수한 자질을 가진 자를 전문대학 

교수직으로 채용하는데 도움이 될 것이다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

8. 낮은 수준의 업적 또는 성과를 거둔 교수는 성과 

상여금 또는 연봉인상의 대상이 될 수 없다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

9. 성과급이 도입될 경우, 교수들의 업적을 공정하게 

평가하여 성과급에 반영할 수 있는 절차가 수립될 

것이라 생각한다.     
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

10. 동료 교수가 보다 많은 성과급을 받으면, 그렇지 

못한 다른교수들은 부정적으로 반응할 것이다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
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문          항 ○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

11. 성과급은 장기적으로 교수 인건비를 절약하는 

수단이 될 것이다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

12. 연구활동에 대한 성과급 지급은 강의활동에 

부정적인 영향을 끼칠 것이다.   
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

13. 성과급은 전문대학 교육의 효과성 및 경쟁력을 

높이는데 기여할 것이다.   
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

14. 성과급 지급액은 교수들 간에 뚜렷한 차이가 

있어야 한다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

15. 성과급은 동료교수들과의 협력을 통한 활동을   

저해할 것이다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

16. 교수 업적평가 담당자들은 대체적으로 

평가자로서의 필요한 자질을 갖추고 있다고 

생각한다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

17. 성과급을 많이 받는 교수일수록, 사기가 높을 

것이다.  
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

18. 성과급은 우리나라 전문대학 조직 문화 및 조직 

구조에 맞지 않는다. 
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  

19. 성과급을 시행한다고 하여도, 교수의 업무와 

관련한 시간투자 또는 노력의 양에 별 영향을 

미치지 못할 것이다.    
○1  ○2  ○3  ○4  ○5  
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다. 성과급 관련 의견 조사 
 

20. 교수 평가 영역을 강의 및 기본 학사 활동 (학생상담 등) 영역, 연구 활동 

영역, 그리고 학과∙또는 대학 및 지역사회 봉사영역으로 나눈다면 이들 

영역을 성과급 산정에 각기 몇 퍼센트씩 반영하면 타당하다고 

생각하십니까. 

(100%를 배분하여 주시기 바람 - 예를 들면, 강의 및 기본 학사활동 

20%, 연구 50%, 봉사 30%) 

1) 강의 및 기본 학사 활동 영역                (         ) % 

2) 연구 활동 영역                                  (         ) % 

3) 학과, 대학 및 지역사회 봉사 활동 영역  (         ) % 

 

21. 성과 결정에 있어 다음 중 누구의 평가가 가장 높은 비중을 차지해야 

된다고 생각하십니까?   

1) 학장   2) 동료 교수   3) 학과장 (계열, 학부)장   4) 처장   5) 학생 

 

22. 성과급은 어떠한 형식으로 지급되는 것이 바람직하다고 생각하십니까? 

1) 보너스 형태로 지급       2) 기본급에 가산    

 

23. 급여 인상액 결정시 업적평가결과가 반영될 때, 급여인상총액의 몇 

퍼센트 정도가 평가결과에 의해 결정되면 바람직하다고 생각되십니까?  

1) 10%미만    2) 10%- 25%미만  3) 25% - 50%미만    

4) 50%-75%미만   5) 75%이상 

  

24. 업적이 뛰어난 교수에 대한 포상 및 연수기회 부여 등이 성과급 지급보다 

바람직하다고 생각한다 

1)  매우 아니다    2) 아니다   3) 보통    4)  그렇다   5) 매우 그렇다  

 

25. 개인성과를 기준으로 한 성과급보다는 학과 (계열) 별로 일정수준 이상의 

목표 달성하였을 때 학과내 모든 교원에게 성과급을 배분하는 것이 보다 

바람직하다고 생각된다.       

1)  매우 아니다    2) 아니다   3) 보통    4)  그렇다   5) 매우 그렇다 
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Appendix D 
Analysis of Responses on Question Items 

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

9 92 127 158 12 
Administrator 398 

2.3% 23.1% 31.9% 39.7% 3.0% 
3.18 .899

122 429 438 311 21 
Q. 1 

Faculty 1321 
9.2% 32.5% 33.2% 23.5% 1.6% 

2.76 .967

          

 
 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

11 82 97 190 21 
Administrator 401 

2.7% 20.4% 24.2% 47.4% 5.2% 
3.32 .948

116 455 399 330 25 
Q. 2 

Faculty 1325 
8.8% 34.3% 30.1% 24.9% 1.9% 

2.77 .982

          

 
 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

2 11 42 252 94 
Administrator 401 

.5% 2.7% 10.5% 62.8% 23.4% 
4.06 .701

9 88 209 800 217 
Q.3 

Faculty 1323 
.7% 6.7% 15.8% 60.5% 16.4% 

3.85 .792
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 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

4 26 74 258 39 
Administrator 401 

1.0% 6.5% 18.5% 64.3% 9.7% 
3.75 .756

41 170 322 698 88 
Q. 4 

Faculty 1319 
3.1% 12.9% 24.4% 52.9% 6.7% 

3.47 .910

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

13 155 141 77 15 
Administrator 401 

3.2% 38.7% 35.2% 19.2% 3.7% 
2.82 .909

108 573 391 225 23 
Q. 5 

Faculty 1320 
8.2% 43.4% 29.6% 17.0% 1.7% 

2.61 .921

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

10 64 148 160 17 
Administrator 399 

2.5% 16.0% 37.1% 40.1% 4.3% 
3.28 .871

69 366 500 361 27 
Q. 6 

Faculty 1323 
5.2% 27.7% 37.8% 27.3% 2.0% 

2.93 .914

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

8 53 120 187 33 
Administrator 401 

2.0% 13.2% 29.9% 46.6% 8.2% 
3.46 .894

64 303 452 426 78 
Q. 7 

Faculty 1323 
4.8% 22.9% 34.2% 32.2% 5.9% 

3.11 .984
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 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

9 97 138 130 26 
Administrator 400 

2.3% 24.3% 34.5% 32.5% 6.5% 
3.17 .944

82 440 472 281 42 
Q. 8 

Faculty 1317 
6.2% 33.4% 35.8% 21.3% 3.2% 

2.82 .944

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

10 66 120 186 20 
Administrator 402 

2.5% 16.4% 29.9% 46.3% 5.0% 
3.35 .898

105 369 440 346 65 
Q. 9 

Faculty 1325 
7.9% 27.8% 33.2% 26.1% 4.9% 

2.92 1.024

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

35 203 105 57 3 
Administrator 403 

8.7% 50.4% 26.1% 14.1% .7% 
2.48 .868

109 574 454 172 17 
Q. 10 

Faculty 1326 
8.2% 43.3% 34.2% 13.0% 1.3% 

2.56 .865

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

8 61 104 202 28 
Administrator 403 

2.0% 15.1% 25.8% 50.1% 6.9% 
3.45 .900

105 302 369 455 91 
Q. 11 

Faculty 1322 
7.9% 22.8% 27.9% 34.4% 6.9% 

3.09 1.076
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 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

19 117 124 127 16 
Administrator 403 

4.7% 29.0% 30.8% 31.5% 4.0% 
3.01 .977

111 431 411 322 50 
Q. 12 

Faculty 1325 
8.4% 32.5% 31.0% 24.3% 3.8% 

2.83 1.012

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

9 54 137 176 27 
Administrator 403 

2.2% 13.4% 34.0% 43.7% 6.7% 
3.39 .881

80 352 498 352 44 
Q. 13 

Faculty 1326 
6.0% 26.5% 37.6% 26.5% 3.3% 

2.95 .950

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

6 70 138 164 25 
Administrator 403 

1.5% 17.4% 34.2% 40.7% 6.2% 
3.33 .885

75 376 481 346 48 
Q. 14 

Faculty 1326 
5.7% 28.4% 36.3% 26.1% 3.6% 

2.94 .955

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

26 156 139 76 6 
Administrator 403 

6.5% 38.7% 34.5% 18.9% 1.5% 
2.70 .898

180 539 386 201 19 
Q. 15 

Faculty 1325 
13.6% 40.7% 29.1% 15.2% 1.4% 

2.50 .955
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 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

10 75 191 113 13 
Administrator 402 

2.5% 18.7% 47.5% 28.1% 3.2% 
3.11 .828

139 425 523 208 29 
Q. 16 

Faculty 1324 
10.5% 32.1% 39.5% 15.7% 2.2% 

2.67 .937

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

7 39 89 219 48 
Administrator 402 

1.7% 9.7% 22.1% 54.5% 11.9% 
3.65 .875

31 216 406 597 75 
Q. 17 

Faculty 1325 
2.3% 16.3% 30.6% 45.1% 5.7% 

3.35 .899

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

41 104 147 95 16 
Administrator 403 

10.2% 25.8% 36.5% 23.6% 4.0% 
2.85 1.020

275 459 407 165 23 
Q. 18 

Faculty 1329 
20.7% 34.5% 30.6% 12.4% 1.7% 

2.40 1.003

          

 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

11 97 137 141 17 
Administrator 403 

2.7% 24.1% 34.0% 35.0% 4.2% 
3.14 .923

101 434 465 294 34 
Q. 19 

Faculty 1328 
7.6% 32.7% 35.0% 22.1% 2.6% 

2.79 .955
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Q. 20 (TEACHING) 
Position Valid/Missing Weight(%) Frequency Percent Valid Percent

0 1 .2 .3 
4 1 .2 .3 
5 1 .2 .3 

10 2 .5 .5 
15 1 .2 .3 
20 21 5.2 5.3 
25 2 .5 .5 
30 57 14.1 14.4 
33 1 .2 .3 
35 4 1.0 1.0 
40 109 27.0 27.5 
45 1 .2 .3 
50 145 36.0 36.6 
55 1 .2 .3 
60 34 8.4 8.6 
70 9 2.2 2.3 
75 2 .5 .5 
80 3 .7 .8 
90 1 .2 .3 

Valid 

Total 396 98.3 100.0 
Missing  7 1.7  

Administrator 

Total  403 100.0  
5 2 .2 .2 

10 9 .7 .7 
15 2 .2 .2 
20 84 6.3 6.4 
25 16 1.2 1.2 
30 235 17.6 18.0 
33 2 .2 .2 
35 23 1.7 1.8 
40 305 22.9 23.3 
45 8 .6 .6 
50 428 32.1 32.7 
60 110 8.3 8.4 
65 2 .2 .2 
70 57 4.3 4.4 
80 23 1.7 1.8 
85 1 .1 .1 
90 2 .2 .2 

Valid 

Total 1309 98.2 100.0 
Missing  24 1.8  

Faculty 

Total  1333 100.0  
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Q. 20 (SCHOLARSHIP) 
Position Valid/Missing Weight(%) Frequency Percent Valid Percent

0 1 .2 .3 
1 1 .2 .3 
3 1 .2 .3 
5 1 .2 .3 

10 5 1.2 1.3 
15 7 1.7 1.8 
20 83 20.6 21.0 
25 8 2.0 2.0 
27 1 .2 .3 
30 159 39.5 40.2 
34 1 .2 .3 
35 2 .5 .5 
40 77 19.1 19.4 
50 39 9.7 9.8 
60 8 2.0 2.0 
70 2 .5 .5 

Valid 

Total 396 98.3 100.0 
Missing  7 1.7  

Administrator 

Total  403 100.0  
3 1 .1 .1 
5 3 .2 .2 

10 38 2.9 2.9 
15 4 .3 .3 
20 181 13.6 13.8 
25 41 3.1 3.1 
30 497 37.3 38.0 
33 2 .2 .2 
35 22 1.7 1.7 
40 288 21.6 22.0 
43 1 .1 .1 
45 7 .5 .5 
50 179 13.4 13.7 
55 2 .2 .2 
60 29 2.2 2.2 
70 8 .6 .6 
80 4 .3 .3 
85 1 .1 .1 

Valid 

Total 1308 98.1 100.0 
Missing  25 1.9  

Faculty 

Total  1333 100.0  
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Q. 20 (SERVICE) 
Position Valid/Missing Weight(%) Frequency Percent Valid Percent

0 1 .2 .3 
1 1 .2 .3 
5 3 .7 .8 

10 38 9.4 9.6 
15 8 2.0 2.0 
18 1 .2 .3 
20 175 43.4 44.2 
25 8 2.0 2.0 
30 114 28.3 28.8 
33 1 .2 .3 
35 4 1.0 1.0 
40 36 8.9 9.1 
50 6 1.5 1.5 

Valid 

Total 396 98.3 100.0 
Missing  7 1.7  

Administrator 

Total  403 100.0  
0 4 .3 .3 
5 15 1.1 1.1 

10 211 15.8 16.2 
15 20 1.5 1.5 
20 595 44.6 45.6 
25 47 3.5 3.6 
30 308 23.1 23.6 
33 2 .2 .2 
35 7 .5 .5 
40 76 5.7 5.8 
50 17 1.3 1.3 
60 2 .2 .2 
80 1 .1 .1 
90 1 .1 .1 

Valid 

Total 1306 98.0 100.0 

Faculty 

Missing  27 2.0  
 Total  1333 100.0  
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Q. 21  
Position Valid/Missing Evaluator Frequency Percent Valid Percent

President 114 28.3 29.3 
Peer 123 30.5 31.6 
Chair 49 12.2 12.6 
Dean 29 7.2 7.5 

Student 74 18.4 19.0 

Valid 

Total 389 96.5 100.0 
Missing  14 3.5  

Administrator

Total  403 100.0  
President 239 17.9 19.1 

Peer 535 40.1 42.8 
Chair 174 13.1 13.9 
Dean 41 3.1 3.3 

Student 261 19.6 20.9 

Valid 

Total 1250 93.8 100.0 

Faculty 

Missing  83 6.2  
 Total  1333 100.0  

 
 

Q. 22  
Position Valid/Missing Type Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Valid Bonuses 312 77.4 79.8 
Salary increase 79 19.6 20.2 

 
Total 391 97.0 100.0 

Missing  12 3.0  
Administrator

Total  403 100.0  
Valid Bonuses 1000 75.0 78.5 

Salary increase 274 20.6 21.5 
 

Total 1274 95.6 100.0 
Missing  59 4.4  

Faculty 

Total  1333 100.0  
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Q. 23 
Position Valid/Missing Size Frequency Percent Valid Percent

< 10% 119 29.5 30.6 
10-24% 194 48.1 49.9 
25-49% 52 12.9 13.4 
50-74% 19 4.7 4.9 
> 75% 5 1.2 1.3 

Valid 

Total 389 96.5 100.0 
Missing  14 3.5  

Administrator 

Total  403 100.0  
< 10% 501 37.6 39.4 

10-24% 544 40.8 42.8 
25-49% 175 13.1 13.8 
50-74% 37 2.8 2.9 
> 75% 13 1.0 1.0 

Valid 

Total 1270 95.3 100.0 
Missing  63 4.7  

Faculty 

Total  1333 100.0  
 
 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

3 28 86 215 68 
Administrator 400 

.8% 7.0% 21.5% 53.8% 17.0% 
3.79 .831

7 75 268 697 274 
Q. 24 

Faculty 1321 
.5% 5.7% 20.3% 52.8% 20.7% 

3.88 .819

 
 

 Position N Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean SD 

18 87 140 136 20 
Administrator 401 

4.5% 21.7% 34.9% 33.9% 5.0% 
3.13 .959

50 265 431 472 103 
Q. 25 

Faculty 1321 
3.8% 20.1% 32.6% 35.7% 7.8% 

3.24 .983
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Appendix E 

Factor Analysis  
 
 
Communalities 
 

Item Initial Extraction

ITEM1 1.000 .512 

ITEM2 1.000 .535 

ITEM3 1.000 .476 

ITEM4 1.000 .531 

ITEM5 1.000 .375 

ITEM6 1.000 .534 

ITEM7 1.000 .537 

ITEM8 1.000 .259 

ITEM9 1.000 .535 

ITEM10 1.000 .461 

ITEM11 1.000 .230 

ITEM12 1.000 .469 

ITEM13 1.000 .647 

ITEM14 1.000 .529 

ITEM15 1.000 .616 

ITEM16 1.000 .535 

ITEM17 1.000 .422 

ITEM18 1.000 .622 

ITEM19 1.000 .429 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Total Variance Explained 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of 
Squared Loadings 

Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings Component 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative

 % Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative
 % 

1 6.600 38.826 38.826 6.600 38.826 38.826 3.539 20.816 20.816 

2 1.319 7.761 46.588 1.319 7.761 46.588 3.292 19.363 40.179 

3 1.060 6.236 52.824 1.060 6.236 52.824 2.150 12.645 52.824 

4 .860 5.059 57.883       

5 .839 4.937 62.821       

6 .739 4.349 67.170       

7 .696 4.094 71.264       

8 .659 3.875 75.139       

9 .605 3.559 78.698       

10 .554 3.258 81.956       

11 .524 3.084 85.040       

12 .496 2.917 87.957       

13 .470 2.765 90.722       

14 .443 2.606 93.328       

15 .411 2.421 95.749       

16 .384 2.259 98.008       

17 .339 1.992 100.000       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrix 
 

Component  
Item 

1 2 3 

ITEM16 .725 6.608E-03 5.935E-02 

ITEM9 .684 .244 .114 

ITEM2 .623 .332 .187 

ITEM13 .619 .431 .280 

ITEM1 .614 .323 .165 

ITEM18 .584 .266 .463 

ITEM19 .520 .186 .354 

ITEM3 3.056E-02 .720 .102 

ITEM4 .248 .693 .146 

ITEM14 .157 .672 .204 

ITEM17 .335 .566 3.537E-02 

ITEM5 .202 .555 .137 

ITEM6 .467 .546 .135 

ITEM7 .488 .532 .113 

ITEM15 .247 .158 .759 

ITEM10 8.410E-02 4.915E-02 .733 

ITEM12 .142 .206 .644 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Appendix F 
Reliability Analysis 

 
R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 
 
  1.     ITEM1 
  2.     ITEM2 
  3.     ITEM9 
  4.     ITEM13 
  5.     ITEM16 
  6.     ITEM18 
  7.     ITEM19 
 
                             Mean        Std Dev       Cases 
 
  1.     ITEM1             2.8572          .9675      1702.0 
  2.     ITEM2             2.8984         1.0036      1702.0 
  3.     ITEM9             3.0247         1.0146      1702.0 
  4.     ITEM13            3.0505          .9551      1702.0 
  5.     ITEM16            2.7726          .9331      1702.0 
  6.     ITEM18            2.5106         1.0256      1702.0 
  7.     ITEM19            2.8807          .9616      1702.0 
 
                                                   N of 
Statistics for       Mean   Variance    Std Dev Variables 
      SCALE       19.9947    24.5873     4.9586          7 
 
 
Item-total Statistics 
 
               Scale          Scale      Corrected 
               Mean         Variance       Item-            Alpha 
              if Item        if Item       Total           if Item 
              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation        Deleted 
 
ITEM1         17.1375        18.5408        .6133           .8249 
ITEM2         17.0964        18.2870        .6166           .8243 
ITEM9         16.9700        18.3618        .5976           .8273 
ITEM13        16.9442        17.9657        .7052           .8113 
ITEM16        17.2221        19.6943        .4857           .8429 
ITEM18        17.4841        17.6561        .6821           .8139 
ITEM19        17.1140        19.1628        .5345           .8363 
 
 
 
Reliability Coefficients 
 
N of Cases =   1702.0                    N of Items =  7 
 
Alpha =    .8472 
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R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 
 
  1.     ITEM3 
  2.     ITEM4 
  3.     ITEM5 
  4.     ITEM6 
  5.     ITEM7 
  6.     ITEM14 
  7.     ITEM17 
 
                             Mean        Std Dev       Cases 
 
  1.     ITEM3             3.9033          .7773      1696.0 
  2.     ITEM4             3.5395          .8823      1696.0 
  3.     ITEM5             2.6574          .9223      1696.0 
  4.     ITEM6             3.0153          .9145      1696.0 
  5.     ITEM7             3.1934          .9742      1696.0 
  6.     ITEM14            3.0265          .9537      1696.0 
  7.     ITEM17            3.4204          .9034      1696.0 
 
                                                   N of 
Statistics for       Mean   Variance    Std Dev  Variables 
      SCALE       22.7559    18.9728     4.3558          7 
 
 
Item-total Statistics 
 
               Scale          Scale      Corrected 
               Mean         Variance       Item-            Alpha 
              if Item        if Item       Total           if Item 
              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation        Deleted 
 
ITEM3         18.8526        15.4272        .4817           .8002 
ITEM4         19.2164        14.2003        .6007           .7803 
ITEM5         20.0985        14.7284        .4794           .8013 
ITEM6         19.7406        13.9315        .6160           .7772 
ITEM7         19.5625        13.7306        .5947           .7809 
ITEM14        19.7294        14.0713        .5579           .7877 
ITEM17        19.3355        14.5192        .5284           .7927 
 
 
 
Reliability Coefficients 
 
N of Cases =   1696.0                    N of Items =  7 
 
Alpha =    .8134 
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R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 
 
  1.     ITEM10 
  2.     ITEM12 
  3.     ITEM15 
 
                             Mean        Std Dev       Cases 
 
  1.     ITEM10            2.5389          .8651      1722.0 
  2.     ITEM12            2.8705         1.0067      1722.0 
  3.     ITEM15            2.5494          .9467      1722.0 
 
                                                   N of 
Statistics for       Mean   Variance    Std Dev  Variables 
      SCALE        7.9588     4.5834     2.1409          3 
 
 
Item-total Statistics 
 
               Scale          Scale      Corrected 
               Mean         Variance       Item-            Alpha 
              if Item        if Item       Total           if Item 
              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation        Deleted 
 
ITEM10         5.4199         2.6958        .4011           .5833 
ITEM12         5.0883         2.3164        .4091           .5801 
ITEM15         5.4094         2.2292        .5158           .4193 
 
 
 
Reliability Coefficients 
 
N of Cases =   1722.0                    N of Items =  3 
 
Alpha =    .6301 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 
 
 
 
Reliability Coefficients 
 
N of Cases =   1669.0                    N of Items = 17 
 
Alpha =    .8985 
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