


Table 18

Summary - Frequencies and Percentages of Importance Ratings for the 22 Service Items

Department Administrators Principal Investigators

Very Less Than Very Less Than
Service Important  Important  Important Important  Important  Important
Item N % N % N % N % N % N %
1) Fund Notice
to Dept (3, 4) 64 28.2 66 291 97 42.7 111 26.0 126 295 190 445
2) Training —New
PI/DA (2, 3) 189 804 38 16.2 8 34 164 38.3 74 407 90 21.0
3) Billings &
Collections (3, 4) 97 441 65 295 58 26.4 140 36.1 134 345 114 294
4) Personal
Fund Notice (3,4) 77 33.9 66 291 84 370 148 347 158 371 120 28.2
5) Flexible
Negotiations (3,4) 82 37.1 83 376 56 253 154 385 180 450 66 16.5
6) Web List
of Funding (3,4) 73 317 92 400 65 283 137 319 157 365 136 316
7) Same Person
Pre/Post (3) 54 237 49 215 125 548 129 304 119 28.1 176 415
8) Confidential
Hotline (3, 4) 69 30.1 81 354 79 345 72 17.6 144 351 194 47.3
9) One Pre/
One Post (4) 59 26.6 71 320 92 414 67 16.9 91 229 239 60.2
10) Certified
Res. Admin. 20 9.9 51 252 131 64.9 36 11.3 81 254 202 63.3
11) Phone
Messages (1, 2) 184 78.6 44 188 6 2.6 274 639 122 284 33 7.7
12) Training —
Updates (2, 3) 164 69.8 61 260 10 4.3 103 246 191 457 124 297
13) EZ Forms
Access (1, 2) 191 820 41 17.6 1 0.4 306 71.0 113 26.2 12 2.8
14) Internal
Acct. Set-up (1,2) 187 80.6 43 185 2 0.9 282 675 108 258 28 6.7
15) End Date
Notices (3, 4) 103 440 82 35.0 49 20.9 191 44.7 165 38.6 71 16.6
16) Friendly
Phone Tone (3,4) 113 48.3 78 333 43 18.4 147 345 170 39.9 109 25.6
17) Flexible
Hours 25 109 42 183 163 709 59 139 112 265 252 59.6
18) Team
Effort (2, 3) 141 60.0 78 332 16 6.8 176 41.6 184 435 63 149
19) Email
Messages (1, 2) 180 76.9 48 20.5 6 2.6 312 72.4 105 24.4 14 3.2
20) EZ Policy
Access (2, 3) 182 781 44 18.9 7 3.0 198 46.0 163 37.9 69 16.0
21) Technical
Assistance (3,4) 126 54.1 68 29.2 39 16.7 214 49.8 152 35.3 64 14.9
22) Equal
Treatment (2, 3) 154  66.7 63 273 14 6.1 219 51.5 154 36.2 52 12.2

Note.  (1)>90% by PI group
(2)>90% by DA group
(3)>50% by PI group
(4)>50% by DA group
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The data in Table 18 showed that >50% or more of the principal investigators and
department administrators showed agreement in identifying 18 of the 22 service items as
“Important” or “Very Important.” The attributes of the designation of the Certified
Research Administrator (CRA) and the extended hours of operation failed to achieve a
50% majority by both the department administrator group and the principal investigator
group. The department administrators and principal investigators disagreed on the
preference of the organizational structure of the Office of Research Administration.
Department administrators showed a preference (58.6%, N = 130) for dealing with a
different pre-award and post-award individual. Conversely, principal investigators
indicated a (58.5%, N = 248) preference for dealing with the same pre-award and post-
award person. These items are mutually exclusive so it is interesting that the two groups
indicated opposite preferences.

Priority Items — Principal Investigators

To determine a priority-type ranking order of the 22 items, the frequency
threshold was increase to >90%. Table 19 illustrated the attributes that attained a score of
“Important” and “Very Important” for >90% of the principal investigator group along
with the comparable frequency distribution of the department administrators. Using this
threshold, only four of the 18 items were rated by >90% of both the principal

investigators and department administrators as being “Important” or “Very Important.”
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Table 19
Attributes Perceived as “Important” or “Very Important” by >90% of Principal

Investigators and Department Administrators

Principal Investigators Department Administrators

Attribute Very Very

(N= Principal Investigators) Important  Important Total Important  Important ~ Total
EZ Access Forms (N=431) 71.0% 26.2% 97.2% 82.0% 17.6% 99.6%
Email Messages (N=431) 72.4% 24.4% 96.8% 76.9% 20.5% 97.4%
Internal Account Set-up

(N=418) 67.5% 25.8% 93.3% 80.6% 18.5% 99.1%
Phone Messages (N=429) 63.9% 28.4% 92.3% 78.6% 18.8% 97.4%

Priority Iltems—Department Administrators

Applying the same >90% criterion to the department administrators yielded nine
items, five more than the number of items listed by the principal investigators as
“Important” or “Very Important.” Table 20 lists the information of the attributes stated
as either “Important” or “Very Important” by >90% of the department administrators
along with the comparable frequency distribution for the principal investigators for the
same items.

Department administrators shared four of the nine items with the principal
investigators. The four service items that both groups had in common were: (a) Phone
messages are returned within 24-48 hours; (b) Easy access to forms; (c) Set-up time for
the internal account; and (d) Email messages are returned within 24-48 hours.

Additionally, at least 90% of the respondents in the group of department administrators
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perceived the following five attributes: (a) Training of new personnel; (b) Updated
trainings for all personnel; (c) Team effort attitude; (d) Equal treatment for all
departments by the Office of Research Administration; and (e) Easy access to policies, as
being “Important” or “Very Important.” It is interesting to note that 418 out of 431
principal investigators (97.0%) felt strongly about the ease of access to forms but not as
strongly about the ability to access the policies or procedures of the institution where only
361 out of the 430 respondents (84.0%) chose either the “Important” or “Very Important”
category.

Table 20

Attributes Perceived as “Important” or “Very Important” by >90% of Department

Administrators Compared to Principal Investigators

Department Administrators Principal Investigators

Attribute Very Very

(N= Dept. Administrators) Important  Important Total Important  Important  Total
EZ Access Forms (N=233) 82.0% 17.6% 99.6% 71.0% 26.2% 97.2%
Internal Acct Set-up (N=232)  80.6% 18.5% 99.1% 67.5% 25.8% 93.3%
Email Messages (N=235) 76.9% 20.5% 97.4% 72.4% 24.4% 96.8%
New Trainings (N=235) 80.4% 16.2% 96.6% 38.3% 40.7% 79.0%
Training Updates (N=235) 69.8% 26.0% 95.8% 24.6% 45.7% 70.3%
Phone Messages (N=234) 78.6% 18.8% 97.4% 63.9% 28.4% 92.3%
Team Effort (N=235) 60.0% 33.2% 93.2% 41.6% 43.5% 85.1%
Equal Treatment (N=231) 66.7% 27.3% 94.0% 51.5% 36.2% 87.7%
EZ Access Policies (N=233) 78.1% 18.9% 97.0% 46.0% 37.9% 83.9%
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Only two of the 22 items failed to reach a majority in the importance ratings to
both department administrators and principal investigators. Only 71 out of 202 (35.1%)
department administrators felt that the designation of Certified Research Administrator
was an important factor for a successful Office of Research Administration. Principal
investigators shared this viewpoint with only 117 out of 319 (36.7%) indicating this
designation as being “Important” or “Very Important”. The second of the 22 attributes
that failed to garner a majority in the combined categories of “Important” and “Very
Important” of either the department administrator group or the principal investigator
group was the availability of extended hours of operation offered by the Office of
Research Administration. Department administrators were less likely to indicate a
preference of importance to this item since only 67 out of 230 (29.1%) selected either
“Important” or “Very Important”. Principal investigators did demonstrate a stronger need
for operating hours of the Office of Research Administration to extend past the normal
working day with 171 of the 423 (40.4%) but still fell significantly below the 50%
majority used in this research study to determine important factors for a successful Office
of Research Administration for the institution.

Correlation Analysis

The Pearson coefficient correlation was used to establish the presence of a direct
relationship between two variables, not a causality relationship. In other words, one
attribute may have a direct relationship with another attribute but the Pearson correlation
coefficient analysis should not be interpreted to mean that one variable is a result of or
cause of the other variable. The closer to an absolute value of 1.0 the Pearson correlation

coefficient is, the stronger the relationship between the variables. Conversely, the closer
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the Pearson correlation coefficient is to zero, the weaker the relationship is between the
two attributes.

Not surprisingly, the highest Pearson correlation coefficient was found to be the
correlation of responding to email messages and phone messages within a 24-48
timeframe for both survey groups. The department administrators showed a stronger
direct relationship with r = .797 over the principal investigators that exhibited r = .625
for these two variables. Significant direct relationships for the department administrators
also occurred between the new trainings for employees and the training updates for
existing employees (r =.484), between easy access to policies and easy access to forms (r
= .444), and between easy access to forms and the training updates for existing
employees (r = .410). For the principal investigator group, the next strongest direct
relationships were recorded between easy access to forms and response to email
messages within 24-48 hours (r = .437, between easy access to forms and response to
phone messages within 24-48 hours (r = .414), and between easy access to forms and the
timely setup of the internal account (r = .404).

Conversely, no significant inverse direct relationships were shown to exist within
the department administrator and the principal investigator groups. For the department
administrator group, personal funding notice appeared to lack any direct relationship with
updated trainings (r=.005). Within the principal investigator group, setting up the
internal account displayed an absence of relationship with both funding notice to
departments (r = -.001) and with personalized funding notice (r = -.003).

Statistically significant relationships were present within the department

administrator and principal investigator groups at the .01 and .05 levels. Within the
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department administrator group, the lowest Pearson correlation coefficient at the .05 level
was .130, representing the relationship between providing end date notices and providing
technical assistance. Within the principal investigator group, the lowest Pearson
correlation coefficient at the comparable .05 level was the relationship between training
for new personnel and dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award (r =
.100, p <.05). The lowest Pearson correlation coefficient at the .01 level for the
department administrator group was the relationship between providing end date notices
and providing personalized funding notices (r =.172, p <.01). The lowest Pearson
correlation coefficient at the .01 level for the principal investigator group was returning
phone messages within 24-48 hours at .130 to the availability of a confidential hotline.
Results of correlation analyses conducted within both the department
administrator and the principal investigator groups are presented in Table 21 and Table
22. Table 21 represents the findings for the department administrator group; the findings

for the principal investigator group are listed within Table 22.
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Table 21 Pearson Correlation Coefficients Inter-correlations—Department Administrators

Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
SILD)::tnding Notice to 1 176 .012 377 102 337 .066 .178 112 .156 .021 .098 .036 .102 .177 .220 157 .085 .070 -.077 .189 .133
2)New PI/DA Training 176 1 191 153 .094 .180 -.058 .268 .120 .234 162 484 282 145 150 .206 .090 190 195 198 205 271
3)Bill Collecting 012 191 1 -015 .190 .017 -059 .235 .098 .046 .096 .176 .131 .136 .241 .083 .168 .080 .080 .181 .140 .096
il);(ie;seonal Funding 377 153 -.015 1 143 198 172 .104 114 109 -065 .005 .071 -061 .172 .105 .023 -070 -016 -050 .171 .148
5)Flex in Negotiating 102 .094 190 .143 1 .180 .140 .065 .156 .128 .241 .091 .130 .254 .238 .237 131 180 .188 .177 .181 .214
6)Web List of Funding 337 180 .017 .198 .180 1 .080 .275 .091 .167 .138 .178 .244 128 .220 .307 144 244 158 133 251 131
7)Same Person -

Pre/Post .066 -.058 -059 .172 .140 .080 1 .170 .017 .194 .026 -034 .051 -077 .141 .109 ..064 -077 .052 .012 .014 .034
8)Confidential Hotline 178 268 235 .104 .065 .275 .170 1 199 195 146 .268 .209 143 214 291 .145 223 223 300 .303 .270
9)One Pre- One Post 112 120 .098  .114 156 .091 .017 .199 1 .091 .109 .104 .057 .101 .052 .153 .013 .077 .0563 .037 .152 .186
10)Cert Res Admin. 156 234 046 .109 .128 .167 .194 195 .091 1 172 108 .074 .035 .214 .287 274 144 148 056 .166 .136
11)Phone Message 24-48

hrs. 162 .096 -065 .241 138 .026 .146 .109 .172 1 .188 .304 350 .135 .306 192 218 797 291 .082 .135
12)Update Trainings .098 484 176 .005 .091 .178 -034 .268 .104 .108 .188 1 410 219 183 294 .084 259 221 336 .213 .360
13)EZ Access Forms 036 .282 .131 .071 .130 .244 051 .209 .057 .074 .304 410 1 372 191 .306 .150 264 365 444 304 .263
14)Setup Inter Acct 102 145 136 -.061 254 128 -077 .143 101 .035 350 .219 .372 1 .238 .313 .198 228 389 262 123 .273
15)End Date Notices A77 150 241 172 238 220 141 214 052 214 135 183 191 .238 1 .240 219 .075 .086 .204 .130 .167
16)Friendly Phone Tone 220 206 .083 .105 .237 .307 .109 .291 .153 .287 .306 .294 306 .313 .240 1 .263 313 353 .208 .265 .309
17)Flexible Hours 157 .090 .068 .023 .131 .144 064 145 013 274 192 .084 .150 .198 .219 .263 1 192 183 .078 126 132
18)Team Effort .085 190 .080 -.070 .180 .244 -077 .233 .077 .144 218 259 264 .228 .075 .313 192 1 319 349 .268 .315
19)Email Message 24 -

48 hrs. .070 195 080 -.016 .188 .158 .052 .223 .053 .148 .797 221 .365 .389 .086 .33 183 .319 1 374 153 .209
20)EZ Policy Access -077 198 181 -050 .177 .133 .012 .300 .037 .056 .291 .336 .444 262 .204 .208 .078 349 374 1 .234 .310
21)Technical Assistance 189 205 140 171 181 251 014 303 .152 .166 .082 .213 .304 .123 .130 .265 126 268 153 234 1 .358
22)Equal Treatment 133 271 096 .148 214 131 .034 270 .186 .136 .135 .360 .263 .273 .167 .309 132 315 209 .310 .358 1
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Table 22 Pearson Correlation Coefficients Inter-correlations—Principal Investigators

Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
g:;nding Notice to 1 212 053 244 191 331 157 .184 .040 .098 .070 .182 .054 -001 .185 .096 177 .094 045 .166 .025 .183
2)New PI/DA Training 212 1 .046 102 077 .228 .100 .315 .062 .104 .084 400 .18 .027 .090 .081 .081 197 072 285 204 211
3)Bill Collecting .053 .046 1 .024 .15 .011 .058 .013 -006 .157 .083 .035 .030 .107 .079 .080 131 .084 113 .048 -.006 .006
il);(-iz‘r:seonal Funding 244 102 .024 1 137 251 -026 .092 .037 .004 -064 .073 .012 -003 .043 .034 .005 .040 -038 .068 .102 .131
5)Flex in Negotiating 191 077 156 137 1 .18 .166 .093 .080 .176 .159 .143 155 217 .217 .192 .233 217 187 .208  .094 .140
6)Web List of Funding 331 228 .011 251 .188 1 170 259 128 .095 .093 .230 .183 .105 .186 .178 .105 166 152 313 .153 .180
7)Same Pers - Pre/Post 157 100 .058 -.026 .166 .170 1 .323 154 318 142 123 .093 140 .205 .155 222 123 105 111 .014 115
8)Confidential .Hotline 184 315 .013 .092 .093 .259 .323 1 129 .23 130 .354 .181 .090 .191 .242 181 219 062 252 172 182
9)One Pre One Post .040 .062 -.006 .037 .080 .128 .154 .129 1 307 .157 .180 .050 .062 .070 .078 .098 .083 .047 .132 123 .106
10)Cert Res
Administrator .098 .104 .157 .004 .176 .095 .318 .236 .307 1 178 203 .091 .036 .160 .168 .198  .115 .054 .088 .005 .062
:jPhone Message 24-48 .070 .084 .083 -064 .159 .093 .142 .130 .157 .178 1 275 414 351 228 .324 .235 264 625 344 212 228
12)Update Trainings 182 400 .035 .073 143 .230 .123 .354 .180 .203 .275 1 305 .138 .261 .190 .169 320 239 422 267 271
13)EZ Access Forms .054 .18 .030 .012 .155 .183 .093 .181 .050 .091 .414 .305 1 404 260 .395 142 312 437 403 244 258
14)Setup Inter Acct -001 .027 .107 -003 .217 .105 .140 .090 .062 .036 .351 .138 .404 1 359 .268 .162 263 401 299 145 239
15)End Date Notices 185 .090 .079 .043 217 .18 .205 .191 .070 .160 .228 .261 .260 .359 1 .329 .259 207 254 345 217 254
16)Friendly Phone Tone .096 .081 .080 .034 192 .178 155 242 078 .168 .324 190 .395 .268 .329 1 .324 334 368 365 175 .281
17)Flexible Hours JA77 081 131 .005 .233 .105 222 .181 .098 .198 .235 .169 .142 .162 .259 .324 1 336 250 .229 136 .178
18)Team Effort .094 197 .084 .040 217 .166 .123 .219 .083 .115 .264 320 .312 .263 .207 .334 .336 1 321 .338 241 .326
;?:Email Message 24-43 .045 072 113 -038 .187 .152 105 .062 .047 .054 .625 239 437 401 .254 .368 .250 321 1 428 261 .227
20)EZ Policy Access 166 .285 .048 .068 .208 .313 111 252 132 .088 .344 422 403 299 .345 .365 .229 338 428 1 328 415
21)Technical Assist 025 204 -.006 .102 .094 .153 .014 172 123 .005 .212 267 .244 145 217 175 .136 241 261 328 1 .370
22)Equal Treatment 183 211 .006 .131 .140 .180 .115 .182 .106 .062 .228 271 .258 239 .254 281 178 326 227 415 370 1
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Chi-Square Analysis of Importance Ratings

After researching the direct relationships of the variables within the two groups,
the chi-square analyses were computed to compare the frequencies of different ratings of
the degrees of importance of the 22 variables between the two groups. From the
frequency tables of the 22 items, it would appear that department administrators and
principal investigators were generally in accordance with what constitutes important
services provided by a successful Office of Research Administration. To determine
significant differences in the percentage of respondents who rated these items with
different degrees of importance between the department administrators and the principal
investigators, linear-by-linear associations or Mantel Haenszel chi-square tests were
conducted. These analyses revealed several items that were significantly different
between the two groups. Of the 22 variables, 12 variables were found to show
statistically significant differences in the importance ratings between the department
administrators and the principal investigators. Determining the significance in the
percentage of respondents giving different importance ratings of each item establishes a
ranking order of priority for Offices of Research Administration to consider when
establishing strategic goals and service offerings.

Trainings offered to new personnel by the Office of Research Administration was
one service offering where significant differences between the groups were noted
regarding the difference in importance ratings. A Mantel Haenszel chi-square analysis
indicated that department administrators perceived this with more importance than did
principal investigators, x2(1,N = 663) = 101.528, p = .000. Table 23 illustrates the high

percentage of department administrators (80.4%, N = 189) that perceived this service as
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“Very Important.” Principal investigators were almost equally split between the
“Important” (40.7%, N = 174) and “Very Important” (38.3%, N = 164) designations for
this same service. While both department administrators and principal investigators
indicated training for new personnel as an important service for a successful Office of
Research Administration, the two groups demonstrated a statistically significant
difference in the importance rating. A notable trend in Table 23 is the substantially larger
percentage of the department administrators (80.4%, N = 189) whom rated this service
offering as in the “Very Important” rating as opposed to the principal investigators
(38.3%, N = 164).

Table 23

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Training New Employees

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
New Training N % N % N %
Less Than Important 8 34 90 21.0 98 14.8
Important 38 16.2 174 40.7 212 32.0
Very Important 189 80.4% 164 38.3 353 53.2

Closely related to training of new employees, the variable pertaining to the
offering of updated trainings by the Office of Research Administration, demonstrated a
statistically significant difference in the importance ratings between the two groups, y2
(1, N =653) =129.098, p = .000. Clearly more department administrators perceived this
item as being of a higher importance than did the principal investigators. Seven out of 10

department administrators viewed updated trainings as “Very Important” as opposed to
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the principal investigators, most of whom rated this service to be “Important” ( 45.7%, N
= 191) rather than “Very Important”(24.6%, N = 103). Moreover, nearly three out of 10
principal investigators perceived training updates as “Less than Important” whereas only
10 out of total 191 department administrator respondents indicated this service as “Less
Than Important”. Table 24 lists the results.

Table 24

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Trainings Updates

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Update Training N % N % N %
Less Than Important 10 4.3 124 29.6 134 204
Important 61 26.0 191 45.7 252 38.6
Very Important 164 69.8 103 24.6 267 41.0

Two other related variables, easy access to policies and easy access to forms
demonstrated significant differences between department administrators and principal
investigators. The Mantel Haenzsel chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant
difference between the department administrators and the principal investigators in the
importance ratings when dealing with easy access to policies, y2 (1, N = 663) = 64.289,
p =.000. The trend of department administrators to treat variables as “Very Important”
rather than “Important” versus the principal investigators continued as shown in Table
25. Clearly, department administrators indicated the importance of ease of access to
policies as only seven out of 233 respondents chose this service to be “Less Than
Important”.  While principal investigators did view this service as an important

performance metric for a successful Offices of Research Administration, easy access to
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policies was not as high a priority for this group as it was for the department
administrators.
Table 25

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Easy Access to Policies

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
EZ Policy Access N % N % N %
Less Than Important 7 3.0 69 16.0 76 11.5
Important 44 18.9 163 37.9 207 31.2
Very Important 182 78.1 198 46.0 380 57.3

Easy access to forms also displayed a statistically significant difference when
analyzing the percentage of respondents giving different importance ratings between the
two groups x2(1, N = 653) = 11.919, p = .001. A higher percentage of the department
administrators (82.0%, N = 191) perceived yet another service of the Office of Research
Administration as being “Very Important” for successful Office of Research
Administration as opposed to the respondents in the principal investigator group (71.0%,
N = 306). Table 26 lists the distribution between the department administrators and the

principal investigators.
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Table 26

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Easy Access to Forms

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
EZ Forms Access N % N % N %
Less Than Important 1 4 12 3.0 13 2.1
Important 41 17.6 113 26.2 154 23.2
Very Important 191 82.0 306 71.0 497 74.7

A statistically significant difference was noted among the multiple service
offerings associated with phone items. The returning of phone calls within 24-48 hours,
x2 (1, N =663) = 17.1698, p = .000, and answering the phone with a friendly tone, y2 (1,
N = 660) = 11.125, p = .001, each displayed a significant difference in the percentage of
respondents giving the different importance ratings between the two groups. The
findings in Table 27 indicates a somewhat higher percentage of department
administrators (78.6%, N = 184) over the principal investigators (63.9%, N = 274)
perceived the returning of phone calls to be a “Very Important” component associated
with a successful Office of Research Administration. Interestingly, only six of the 234
department administrator respondents indicated that timely return of phone messages was

“Less Than Important.”
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Table 27

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Phone Messages Returned Within 24-48 Hrs.

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Phone Messages N % N % N %
Less Than Important 6 2.6 33 1.7 39 6.0
Important 44 18.8 122 28.4 166 25.0
Very Important 184 78.6 274 63.9 458 68.9

Similar to the return of phone messages, answering the phone with a friendly tone
showed a significant difference in the percentages of respondents giving different
importance ratings between department administrators and the principal investigators.
Table 28 presents the distribution of importance ratings between the department
administrators and the principal investigators associated with answering the phone with a
friendly phone tone. The trend continued for a higher percentage (48.3%, N = 113) of
the department administrator group as opposed to the principal investigator group
(34.5%, N = 147) to rate a service in the “Very Important” category. Nearly a one out of
every two of the department administrators viewed this factor as being highly important
for a successful Office of Research Administration. On the other hand, principal
investigators did not attach quite the same level of importance to answering the phone

with a friendly tone.
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Table 28

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Friendly Phone Tone

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Friendly Phone Tone N % N % N %
Less Than Important 43 18.4 109 25.6 152 23.0
Important 78 33.3 170 39.9 248 37.6
Very Important 113 48.3 147 34.5 260 394

Team Effort was another item that displayed a significant difference in the

importance ratings between department administrators and principal investigators, y2 (1,

N = 658) = 22.896, p = .000. The information, as shown in Table 29, indicated the

continuing trend of the high concentration of the department administrators (60.0%, N =

141) in the “Very Important” category. Similar to the significant difference in the

importance ratings for the training of new employees (Table 22), principal investigators

were almost equally split between the categories of “Important” (43.5% N = 184) and

“Very Important” (41.6%, N = 176). Clearly, the department administrator group placed

more emphasis on a team effort approach than did the principal investigator group.
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Table 29

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Team Effort

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Friendly Phone Tone N % N % N %
Less Than Important 16 6.8 63 14.9 79 12.0
Important 78 33.2 184 43.5 262 40.0
Very Important 141 60.0 176 41.6 317 48.0

Following team effort, the equal treatment of departments by the Office of
Research Administration exhibited a significant difference from the Mantel Haenszel chi-
square analysis, 2 (1, N = 656) = 15.076, p = .000. Table 23 provides the data for this
attribute. Again, the trend of a larger proportion of the department administrators
(66.7%, N = 154) perceiving this service as “Very Important” exceeded the proportion of
principal investigators (51.5%, N = 219) that viewed this same attribute in the “Very
Important” category. Moreover, this item also followed a similar trend of a larger
proportion of principal investigators (12.2%, N = 52) than department administrators
(6.1%, N = 14) to rate a variable as being “Less Than Important” for a successful Office

of Research Administration.
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Table 30

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Equal Treatment

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Equal Treatment N % N % N %
Less Than Important 14 6.1 52 12.2 66 10.1
Important 63 27.3 154 36.2 217 33.1
Very Important 154 66.7 219 51.5 373 56.9

A significant difference in the percentage of respondents giving different importance
ratings was found in the variable dealing with the availability of a confidential hotline, y2
(1, N = 639) = 15.625, p = .000. Continuing with the trend of the previous attributes, the
availability of a confidential hotline was rated in the “Very Important: category by 30.1%
(N = 69) of the department administrators as opposed to 17.6% (N = 72) of the principal
investigators. Table 31 shows that slightly less than half (47.3%, N = 194) of the
principal investigators perceived the availability of a confidential hotline to be an

attribute associate with a successful Office of Research Administration.
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Table 31

Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Confidential Hotline

Department Administrators ~ Principal Investigators Total Group
Confidential Hotline N % N % N %
Less Than Important 79 34.5 194 47.3 273 42.7
Important 81 354 144 35.1 225 35.2
Very Important 69 30.1 72 17.6 141 22.1

Chi-square analysis demonstrated a significant difference in the importance
ratings for the two attributes pertaining to the organizational structure of the Office of
Research Administration, that of dealing with the one person for pre-award and a
different person for post-award and dealing, y2 (1,N = 619) = 18.317, p = .001 and that
of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award, x2 (1, N = 652) = 8.64, p
=.003. These two items are mutually exclusive and neither failed to gain a majority
from both groups in the “Important” and “Very Important” categories.

In addition to exhibiting a significant difference in the importance ratings between
the two groups, these two items broke with the trend where more department
administrators than principal investigators continually rated a service as “Very
Important”. The distributions showed a reversal trend in that a larger percentage of
department administrators (32.0%, N = 71) rated the attribute of one person for pre-
award and one person for post-award as “Important” versus those department
administrator whom rated this item as “Very Important” (26.6%, N = 59).

Moreover, the attribute of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-
award showed a significant difference with more principal investigators (30.4%, N =
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demographic variable. Since an ordinal variable is cross-tabulated with a binary variable,
the Mantel Haenszel linear-by-linear chi-square test was appropriate. Separate chi-square
testing for each of the two groups was completed for all of the variables. Only those few
variables where significant chi-squares appeared are discussed in this section.
Type of Institutions—Principal Investigators

Analyses of the perceptions of the principal investigator group as influenced by
the type of institution produced significant chi-square results for only one of the 22
attributes, the importance of training updates, x2 (1, N = 429) = 4.20, p = .040. Table 36
illustrates the results of the importance of training updates as reported in the different
importance ratings by the type of institution for the principal investigator group.
Principal investigators from both public and private institutions had the largest
percentage of ratings in the “Very Important” category, but a significant differenced was
noted. The principal investigators doing research at public institutions (69.2%, N = 99)
exceeded the percentage of the researchers dealing with private institutions (61.2%, N =
175). In general, almost the identical percentage of principal investigators from public
institutions (26.6%, N = 38) and principal investigators from private institutions (29.4%,

N = 84) rated this variable in the “Important” range.
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Table 36

Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for

Principal Investigators—Training Updates

Public Private Total Group
Training Updates N % N % N %
Less Than Important 6 42 27 9.4 33 7.7
Important 38 26.6 84 29.4 122 28.4
Very Important 99 69.3 175 61.2 274 63.9

Type of Institutions — Department Administrators

The importance of flexibility in negotiations, x2 (1, N = 221) = 4.51, p = .020 and

the importance of technical assistance, y2 (1, N = 233) = 5.45, p = .020, displayed a

significant relationship in the chi-square results within the department administrator

group when related to public and private institutions.. Department administrators

(43.1%, N = 50) located at public institutions rated the importance of flexibility in

negotiations higher than their counterparts (30.5%, N = 32) in the private universities and

colleges. Table 37 displays the results of the cross-tabulation of the type of institution

and the distribution of the importance ratings for flexibility in negotiations.
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Table 37

Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for

Department Administrators—Flexibility in Negotiations

Public Private Total Group
Flexibility in Negotiations N % N % N %
Less Than Important 24 20.7 32 30.5 56 25.3
Important 42 36.2 41 39.0 83 37.6
Very Important 50 43.1 32 30.5 82 37.1

Department administrators in both types of institutions rated the importance of technical
assistance to be “Very Important,” but a larger percentage of department administrators
in public institutions (62.3%, N = 76) gave this highest rating as compared to their
counterparts (45.0%, N = 50) operating within the private institutional sector. Table 38
contains the results of the distributions for this cross-tabulation.

Table 38

Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for Department
Administrators — Technical Assistance

Public Private Total Group
Technical Assistance N % N % N %
Less Than Important 17 13.9 22 19.8 39 16.7
Important 29 23.8 39 35.1 68 29.2
Very Important 76 62.3 50 45.0 126 54.1
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Amount of Research Funding—Principal Investigators

The principal investigator group presented a challenge for chi-square testing since
there were small numbers of responses in several of the funding categories. Thus, for this
analysis, the funding data were reorganized into two different groups: less than $1 million
and $1+ million. Significant chi-square tests appeared for two of the 22 attributes,
flexibility in negotiations %2 (1, N = 409) = 5.77, p = .016, and the same person pre-
award and post-award, y2 (1, N = 412) =5.30, p = .021. One would tend to believe that
the larger the amount of research dollars, the more important flexibility in negotiations
would be to the principal investigator. However, linear-by-linear chi-square tests
indicated significance between these two variables but not in the manner as expected.
The lower the amount of the research dollars funding, the more the principal investigator
rated this attribute as being “Very Important” (37.8%, N = 111 versus 27%, N = 31).
Table 39 contains the results for the cross-tabulation between research dollars of the
individual principal investigators and the importance of flexibility in negotiations.
Table 39

Cross Tabulation of Amount of Research Funding and Importance of

Ratings for Principal Investigators—Flexibility in Negotiations

<$ 1 Million $1+ Million Total Group
Flexibility in Negotiations N % N % N %
Less Than Important 75 255 41 35.7 116 284
Important 108 36.7 43 374 151 36.9
Very Important 111 37.8 31 27.0 142 34.7
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Table 40 displays results of the significant chi-squares for the cross-tabulation of
between research dollars amounts and the importance of using the same person for both
pre-award and post-award for the principal investigators, y2 (1, N =412) =5.30, p =
.021. The most notable data within this table suggested that the more the amount of
research dollars, the less important dealing with the same person becomes for the
principal investigators. While overall principal investigators demonstrated a slight
preference for the same person for both pre-award and post award, the larger the amount
of research dollars secured by the individual principal investigator, the tendency to rate
this item as “Less Than Important” increases within among the principal investigators.
Principal investigators that have secured over $1 million in research funds (43.5%, N =
50) gave this survey item a “Less Than Important” rating versus those principal
investigators with <$1 million dollars, 27.3% (N = 81) of whom rated this survey item as
“Less Than Important”.

Table 40

Cross Tabulation of Amount of Research Funding and Importance of Ratings for
Principal Investigators—Same Person Pre-Award/Post Award

<$ 1 Million $1+ Million Total Group
Flexibility in Negotiations N % N % N %
Less Than Important 81 27.3 50 43.5 131 31.8
Important 116 39.1 31 27.0 147 35.7
Very Important 100 33.7 34 29.6 134 325
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Amount of Research Funding—Department Administrators

Using the demographic variable of amount of funding handled by department
administrators, yielded only one service item with a significant chi-square. Working with
the same person for pre-award and post-award, y2 (1, N = 195) = 5.71, p = .017, was the
one attribute that gave an indication of influence by the demographic variable of amount
of research funds handled. This survey item was one of the three items that lacked >50%
of the group to rate this as “Very Important” or “Important.” An interesting trend noted
in this table is that for department administrators handling less than $10 million dollars
the “Very Important” rating is at its highest of 40% (N = 8), nearly double the
percentages in the next two categories of $10-49 Mil (20.4%, N = 11) and $50-99 Mil
(21.7%, N = 18). The last range of $100+ Mil has only 13.2% (N = 5) giving this item a
rating of “Very Important.” Table 41 displays the results of the cross-tabulation between
research dollars handled and the importance of the same person pre-award and post-

award for the department administrator group.
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Table 41

Cross Tabulation of Amount of Funding and Importance of Ratings for Department

Administrators—Same Person Pre-Award/Post Award

<$10 Mil  $10-49Mil  $50-99 Mil $100 + Mil Total
Same Person
Pre /Post N % N % N % N % N %
Less Than Important 7 35.0 27 50.0 51 61.4 24 63.2 109 55.9
Important 5 25.0 16 29.6 14 16.9 9 23.7 44 22.6
Very Important 8 40.0 11 204 18 21.7 5 13.2 42 215

Job Position — Principal Investigators

Due to the majority of department administrators listing the category of “Other”
as their job position, job position as a demographic influenced was analyzed using linear-
by-linear chi-square tests for the principal investigator group solely. To find out if a
direct relationship existed between different levels of faculty and any of the 22 attributes,
this researcher only includes responses received from Assistant Professor, Associate
Professor, and Professor. The reasoning behind this decision was twofold. First, the
limitation of responses received from the two categories of Deans/Directors and “Other”
were very limited. Second, the job position of Dean/Director typically contains a heavily
weighted administrative portion of the job duties versus the traditional split duties

between research and teaching associated with the professoriate.
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Only the attribute of using the same person for pre-award and post award
demonstrated a significant chi-square, 2 (1, N = 383) = 6.91, p = .009. The most
notable differences arose in the “Less Than Important” ratings between the Assistant
Professors (27.2%, N = 68) and Associate Professors (42.7%, N = 32) and in the “Very
Important” rating where Assistant Professors displayed a greater preference (35.6%, N =
89) than Associate Professors (21.3%, N = 16). Interestingly, Professors were in the
middle for both of these ratings. Table 42 lists the results of the significant chi-square
cross-tabulation between job ranking and the importance of using the same person for
pre-award and post award.

Table 42
Cross-Tabulation of Amount of Job Ranking and Importance of Ratings for Principal

Investigators — Same Person Pre-award — Post-award

Assistant Associate Full Total

Professor Professor Professor Group
Same Person Pre / Post N % N % N % N %
Less Than Important 68 27.2 32 427 23 397 123 321
Important 93 37.2 27 36.0 20 345 140 36.6
Very Important 89 356 16 21.3 15 259 120 313

Perceptions of Services at Current Institutions
The last research question investigated the perceptions of the department
administrators and principal investigators to determine how often these 22 attributes were

present at their respective Offices of Research Administration of their current institutions.
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The research question was not designed to analyze the frequencies within the group of
service offerings but rather, to compare the frequency rate of the current service level to
each of the 22 service items, especially to those 18 service items designated as
“Important” or “Very Important” by both groups. In other words, this study did not
address whether less important services, as identified by the two user groups, were being
provided with greater frequencies by their current institutions than those services
identified as “Important” or “Very Important.” This study was addressed the level of
frequency for which each service item not the fact that one service item was being
provided on a more frequent basis than another service item. Additionally this question
served to provide an analysis of the perceptions of each group.

Frequencies distributions were computed for each group. Frequency distributions
were segregated into the following categories: “Consistently,” “Usually,”
“Occasionally,” and “Never.” The selection of “Not Sure,” listed in the original survey
was included as a missing response in the analysis. Ideally, the Office of Research
Administration should achieve the “Consistently” rating from the department
administrators and principal investigators, especially for the 18 attributes identified as
“Important” or “Very Important” by >50% of the both the department administrators and
principal investigators. Table 43 displays the frequency distributions reported by the
department administrators. Table 44 illustrates the frequency distributions reported by
the principal investigators.

The perceptions of current services received by department administrators and
principal investigators demonstrated diverse perceptions between the groups. Of the 18

shared items of importance (designated by at least 50% of the group as “Important” or
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“Very Important”), current institutions fared better in their performance among the
principal investigators than with the department administrators. Only three items—
flexibility in negotiations (28.6%, N = 85), a personalized list of funding opportunities
(32.2%, N = 123), and a web listing of funding opportunities (43.6%, N = 136), failed to
garner >50% in the combined scores of “Usually” and “Consistently” within the principal
investigator group versus the six service items that failed to reach that same >50%
performance level from the department administrator group.

Within the department administrator group, the lowest ranking was received by
the service item dealing with end notices of the grants (39.6%, N = 70). In addition,
setting up the internal account (43.2%, N = 79), training updates (44.4, N = 83), return of
phone messages in 24-48 hours (45.9%, N = 83), return of email messages in 24-48 hours
(46.9%, N = 91), and friendly phone tone (49.3%, N = 99), comprise the remaining six
service items failed to score more than 50% in the combined categories of “Usually” and
“Consistently” by the department administrator group.

Of the priority factors that were rated as “Important” and “Very Important” by
>90% or more from both groups, these service items fared much better in the eyes of the
principal investigators over the department administrator group. Priority factors should
warrant the performance level of “Consistently” due to the critical nature as perceived by
the respondents from both groups. The return of phone messages within 24-48 hours,
the easy access to forms, the internal account set-up, and the response to email messages
within 24-4 hours (Table 18), all received the rating in the “Consistently” category at a
higher percentage rate from the principal investigator respondents over the department

administrator respondents. One out of three principal investigators (33.2%, N = 129)
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stated that their phone messages were “Consistently” returned within 24-48 hours
whereas as less than one out of five department administrators (17.8%, N = 33) reported
at the same level of service. Similarly, only 20.6% (N = 40) of the department
administrators rated the service of responding to email messages within 24-48 hours by
the Office of Research Administration under the “Consistently” category versus the
36.8% (N = 150) of the principal investigators. Likewise, for the easy access to forms
and the internal account set-up received the “Consistently” rating from a higher
percentage of the principal investigator group (34.3%, N = 130 and 25.1%, N = 85,
respectively) than from the department administrator group (25.0%, N = 48 and 19.7%, N
= 36, respectively).

The additional five priority items that exhibited >90% or higher percentage in the
“Important” and “Very Important” categories only among the department administrator
group (Table 18), the new trainings (51.0%, N =105), the training updates (44.4%, N
=83), the team effort attitude (51.5%, N = 104), equal treatment (56.8%, N = 113), and
the easy access to policies (54.0%, N = 109), were reported in the > 50% performance
level for the combined frequencies of “Consistently” and “Usually” with the exception of
the training updates. All of these five attributes were rated below the 25% level in the
“Consistently” category by the department administrator respondents that felt these
attributes to be important performance metrics for a successful Office of Research
Administration. Moreover, a significantly larger percentage of the principal investigator
respondents (29.2%, N = 100) reported “Consistently” ratings for new trainings provided
by the Office of Research Administration than did the department administrator

respondents (20.9%, N = 43); yet, it was the department administrators group that had
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stressed the importance of this particular service. Approximately only one out of every
five of the respondents in the department administrator group perceived that their Office
of Research Administration provides any of these five priority items on a consistent basis.
It is interesting to note, the principal investigators reported that their preference of
working with the same person pre-award and post-award was only present at a
“Consistently” and “Usually” level for 42.2% (N = 154) of the time. Whereas, the
department administrators reported that their preference for the opposite of working with
one person for pre-award and one person for post-award was present at a “Consistently”
or “Usually” level in slightly over half (51.5%, N = 105) of the cases. It appears that
principal investigators are not receiving their choice for organizational structure as

frequently as do the department administrators.
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Table 43

Frequencies and Percentages of Performance Levels of 22 Service Items Available at

Current Institutions — Department Administrators

Department Administrators

Consistently Usually Occasionally Never

Attribute N % N % N % N %

Funding Notice to Department 52 26.1 73 36.7 45 22.6 29 14.6
New Training 43 20.9 62 30.1 68 33.0 33 16.0
Billings & Collections 51 25.1 73 36.0 55 27.1 24 11.8
Personal Funding Notice 50 25.3 76 384 50 25.3 22 111
Flexible in Negotiations 49 25.3 63 325 54 27.8 28 144
Web Listing of Funding 58 29.0 52 26.0 56 28.0 34 17.0
Same Person Pre/Post 40 20.7 65 33.7 62 321 26 135
Confidential Hotline 45 234 61 318 53 27.6 33 17.2
One Pre / One Post 49 240 56 275 67 32.8 32 15.7
Certified Research Administrator 51 26.0 66 33.7 54 27.6 25 10.6
Phone Messages 33 17.8 52 28.1 54 23.0 46 24.9
Training Updates 40 214 43 23.0 58 31.0 46 24.6
EZ Forms Access 48 25.0 48 25.0 56 29.2 40 20.8
Internal Account Set-up 36 19.7 43 235 52 28.4 52 284
End Date Notices 32 18.1 38 215 63 35.6 44 249
Friendly Phone Tone 44 21.9 55 274 51 254 51 254
Flexible Hours 26 145 49 274 58 324 46 25.7
Team Effort 45 223 59 29.2 60 29.7 38 18.8
Email Messages 40 20.6 51 26.3 62 32.0 41 211
EZ Policy Access 48 23.8 61 30.2 56 217 37 18.3
Technical Assistance 40 20.5 76 39.0 53 27.2 26 13.3
Equal Treatment 47 23.6 66 33.2 60 30.2 26 131

113



Table 44
Frequencies and Percentages of Performance Levels of 22 Service Items Available at

Current Institutions — Principal Investigators

Principal Investigators

Consistently Usually Occasionally Never

Attribute N % N % N % N %

Funding Notice to Department 106 26.9 108  27.7 109 27.7 71 18.0
New Training 100 29.2 102 29.7 92 21.2 49 14.3
Billings & Collections 100 35.6 82 29.2 29 10.3 70 249
Personal Funding Notice 45 11.8 78 204 114 29.8 145 38.0
Flexible in Negotiations 16 54 69 23.2 135 45.3 78 26.2
Web Listing of Funding 65 20.8 71 22.8 78 25.0 98 314
Same Person Pre/Post 65 17.8 89 24.4 99 27.1 112 30.7
Confidential Hotline 50 26.5 57 30.2 42 22.2 40 21.2
One Pre / One Post 61 18.2 93 215 97 29.0 84 251
Certified Research Administrator 34 32.7 33 317 27 26.0 10 9.6
Phone Messages 129 33.2 172 442 75 19.3 13 3.3
Training Updates 66 20.4 123 380 100 30.9 35 10.8
EZ Forms Access 130 34.3 144 38.0 75 19.8 30 7.9
Internal Account Set-up 85 25.1 116 343 104 30.8 33 9.8
End Date Notices 99 27.0 122 332 84 22.9 62 14.3
Friendly Phone Tone 121 315 192 50.0 65 16.9 6 1.6
Flexible Hours 16 5.0 32 9.9 66 204 209 64.7
Team Effort 84 20.9 174 433 117 29.1 27 6.7
Email Messages 150 36.8 173 424 77 18.9 8 2.0
EZ Policy Access 92 26.6 148 428 82 23.7 24 6.9
Technical Assistance 90 26.9 125 374 82 24.6 37 111
Equal Treatment 84 34.7 90 37.2 48 19.8 20 8.3

Responses to Open-ended Question
The third page of the survey listed only one open-ended question that invited

respondents to list other important aspects that in their opinion would add value to an
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Office of Research Administration. A significant result of this research study was the
amount of comments received in response to the open-end question. Respondents in both
groups were provided the opportunity to “Please list any other important aspects that in
your opinion would add value to an Office of Research Administration” on the third page
of the survey. Nearly half of the department administrators (45%), 106 of the 235
respondents provided some comment. Equally surprising is that 28%, or 121 of the 433
respondents in the principal investigator group took time to submit text comments to this
open question area. These figures were uncharacteristically high and represent large
portion of the respondents who actually took the time to type in additional thoughts and
comments.

Four emerging themes surfaced from the review of the comments received from
both groups. For analysis and reporting purposes, the four themes were categorized as
staffing related comments, communications related comments, online-related comments,
and comments specifically related to one or more of the 22 survey attributes. Quotes
from actual surveys are used throughout this section to maintain the authentic
characteristics of the comments.

Staffing Related Comments

Staffing related comments received from both groups highlighted the importance
of adequate and competent staffing for a successful Office of Research Administration.
A common thread shared by both groups was the amount of adequate staff assigned to the
Office of Research Administration. Multiple comments referenced “adequate staff” as an
important component to success. In particular, one department administrator commented,

“Enough personnel for both pre and post award to handle the workload without crisis,”
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and another department administrator referred to the “volume of research.” From the
principal investigator group, one respondent remarked, “The office is often under-staffed
which leads to bottlenecks.”

The knowledge and competence level of the staff of the Office of Research
Administration were the subject of more than 10% of the each of the group’s comments.
Either knowledge or competence was listed in 13 of the department administrators and 25
of the principal administrators. Comments from the principal investigator group
pertaining to this area range from the ability “to answer questions” and “correct
mistakes” to “specialized knowledge of study protocols along with the ability to solve
problems. A principal investigator emphasized that the staff should understand the
research not just the time limits imposed. Comments from the department administrator
group tended to be more critical of the staff competency as seen in the comment,
“Mediocrity should not be tolerated in any form.” Additionally, the department
administrators focused on knowledge and competence levels related to “the ability to
discuss complicated issues related to interputations [sic] of policies,” an expertise in
contract issues, and a “familiarity with funding officers.”

One principal investigator stated that while competence was the most important
aspect, a service mentality was the second most important. Comments regarding a
customer service mentality for the staff of the Office of Research Administration
prevailed equally among the department administrators and principal investigators. The
principal investigator group was more demonstrative when referring to customer service
associated with the Office of Research Administration expressing attitudes that the office

existed only to assist the faculty. Some of the more emphatic comments noted from the
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principal investigator group were: “...sole job is to help investigators”; “...need to
understand that they work for tresearcher [sic] not the other way around!”; “A reminder
that an ORA is primarily there to help a PI. Pls are NOT the enemy. Rather, they are the
reason why the office exists (our research dollars fund them!)”; and “...not treat the
investigators as idiots who are obviously kiniving [sic] and dishonest.”

The department administrator group was not without similar comments but these
comments tended to promote a less hostile attitude towards the Office of Research
Administration. Perhaps the strongest comment noted from the department
administrators was, “Most times the atmosphere between the departments and ORA feels
like “Us” against “Them.” going both ways.” Interestingly, multiple department
administrators referenced service in terms of helping or assisting not themselves, but the
principal investigators. An example of this attitude was noted in a comment registered by
a department administrator who wrote, “Attitude of Office of Research Administration
should be that of providing a “SERVICE” to researchers.”

Department administrators differed in the perspective of the exact customer in
customer service. One department administrator stated that the “investigators are the
customers” yet, another department administrator claimed that the Office of Research
Administration should provide good customer service to the departments as the
departments are the customers.

Communication-Related Comments

The predominant trend that emerged from comments pertaining to

communications focused on the ability for both the department administrators and the

principal investigators to contact the Office of Research Administration. Organization
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charts, designated point of contact, and a “listing of who does what” were all mentioned
as important aspects that would add value to an Office of Research Administration by
respondents from both groups. It would appear that both groups are not always certain of
whom to contact within the Office of Research Administration. One principal
investigator also noted of the importance to update a contact list when there are personnel
changes within the ORA. One principal investigator offered the suggestion that the
Office of Research Administration designate one person just to answer the phones and
direct calls to the correct ORA staff member.

A few department administrators commented about the Office of Research
Administration as a venue to promote communications between other departments at the
institution. Ongoing seminars, networking events, and periodic meetings hosted by the
Office of Research Administration were suggested to increase the knowledge between the
departments for possible future collaborations. Interestingly, no commentary regarding
increased collaborations was evident within the principal investigator group, whom were
primarily concerned with accessing the right contact person and receiving timely
feedback.

Timely communication by the Office of Research Administration was requested
by various respondents in the principal investigator group. Principal investigators
indicated the importance of timely review following the proposal submission. There was
only a single similar comment present in the department administrator group. However,
timely communication was not limited only to proposal submissions, but included

receiving feedback when proposals are not funded and timely turnaround for signatures

118



when needed from the Office of Research Administration. These items were not
mentioned by any of the department administrators.
Online-Related Comments

Online was a popular topic receiving more than a dozen comments from each of
the department administrator group and the principal investigator group. It is evident
from the gist of the comments received that the Office of Research Administration should
utilize an online platform whenever possible. Electronic handling of all forms for
proposal submission was mentioned and more specifically, the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) process was highlighted as a potential area for conversion to an online
environment. Both department administrators and principal investigators suggested for
the Office of Research Administration to post templates with standardized information
that would aid in proposal submission.

Online training and online policy retrieval received comments from both
department administrators and principal investigators. Again, the department
administrators demonstrated concern about the principal investigators in their comments
stating that having these items online would provide flexibility needed by the researchers.
Principal investigators did not express similar concerns for the department administrators.
Online availability for budgetary information and boilerplate templates with standard
subcontract terms were other topics that received multiple comments from both the
department administrator group and the principal investigator group.

Survey Items Related Comments
The research showed that department administrators and principal investigators

used the open question area to comment on one of the 22 attributes previously listed in
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the survey. Comments were received focused primarily on three of the 22 items. The
three survey items receiving comments were flexible negotiations, team effort, and
billings and collections. Flexible negotiations received the most comments from the
principal investigator group. Team effort had more comments from the department
administrator group than the principal investigator group.

Flexibility in negotiations appeared to present somewhat of a paradox especially
to the principal investigators whom valued consistency and equal treatment also desired
flexibility in the negotiation process citing, “Flexibility in dealing with individual
characteristics of varying research protocols.” The remaining comments from the
principal investigator group focused on a rapid timeframe for negotiations. None of the
department administrator comments related to this service attribute.

Department administrators stressed the importance of a team effort approach by
the comments recorded. Team effort was cited by one department administrator who
offered the approach to “teach each other” signifying a true team effort attitude. Two
other department administrators provided the straightforward comments of “willingness
to work as a team player” and “maintaining a team approach.” Two additional
department administrators requested that department administrators have some input in
the implementation of new policies and the ORA should act as a partner with the
departments. Consistency was viewed as a part of a team effort by one department
administrator who advised the Office of Research Administration, “act in unison with
other departments involved in the same proposal/contract”.

Interestingly, multiple comments from the department administrator group

demonstrated a different perspective of the meaning of team effort. Six comments
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centered on the team effort approach between pre-award and post-award sections of the
Office of Research Administration. The strongest of the comments from the department
administrator group was one that stated, “they DO NOT COMMUNICATE with each
other—is a serious problem. Literally the left hand does know what the right hand is
doing.” Other comments were of a milder nature that stated the importance that a team
effort approach be maintained between the pre-award and post-award segments,
especially to provide a clear and consistent message from the Office of Research
Administration to the research community of the institution. There was no reference
made to a team effort for the pre-award and post-award sections of the Office of Research
Administration by the respondents in the principal investigator group.

The three comments pertaining to billings and collections were all located within
the principal investigator group. These comments pertained to the clarification of the
survey item. One respondent called the item “ambiguous” and did not respond since this
individual was uncertain about what was included in the term, billings. The two
remaining comments mentioned that the billing and collection process, to their
knowledge was handled in multiple areas and did not have enough knowledge to
adequate respond to this survey item. These comments are important to mention since
the survey item, billings and collections done by the Office of Research Administration,

did have the second lowest responses (388 out of 433) within the principal investigator

group.
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Summary
Research Question 1: What performance measures are perceived by the principal
investigators and department administrators as important factors of a successful Office
of Research Administration?

Both department administrators and principal investigators identified 19 items
that were viewed by 50% or greater of each group as performance metrics of importance
for an Office of Research Administration. Eighteen of the items were identical, however,
each group demonstrated a different preference for the organizational structure of the
ORA. Four of the 18 items fell into the >90% range for the principal investigators.
Ninety percent of department administrators identified these same four items along with
an additional five service items as being critical performance measures for a successful
Office of Research Administration.

Research Question 2: Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or
unrelated?

Correlation analysis showed that various services were related within both groups
with the strongest direct relationship occurring between the return of phone messages and
email messages within the groups. Chi-square analysis between the groups showed that
although department administrators and principal investigators tend to agree on
performance measures, the degree level of that importance varied. The most significant
variation was related to training of new personnel and updated trainings offered by the
Office of Research Administration. Here more of the department administrators gave a

higher rating of importance than did the principal investigator group.
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Research Question 3: Are the perceptions of importance influenced by demographics?

Demographics played a very limited, to no role at all, in the influence level of the
majority of the performance measures. The demographic variable of the type of
institution, public versus private, exhibited significant relationships in two service items
for department administrators and a single service item for principal investigators.
Department administrators of public colleges and university rated flexibility in
negotiations and technical assistance as “Very Important” at a higher percentage than
their counterparts located at private institutions. Likewise, principal investigators at
public institutions rated training updates more frequently than their colleagues at private
institutions. Amount of funding yielded one service attribute for the department
administrators and two for the principal investigators. The single attribute for the
department administrators was using the same person for pre-award and post-award that
initially was not designated as a performance measurement of importance for this group.
This same attribute did also exhibit a significant relationship for the principal
investigators where dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award became
less important as the amount of funding increased. Flexibility in negotiation
demonstrated a strong relationship for those principal investigators with funding <$1
million dollars. The final demographic variable to indicate a significant relationship
again dealt with the service item of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-
award where Assistant Professors rated this as “Very Important” more often than their
counterparts of Associate Professor or Full Professor.

Research Question 4: What are the perceptions of how frequently these services

are provided by the current institutions of the two user groups?
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Principal investigators rated the current services received at a higher frequency
percentage than did department administrators. Of the 18 shared attributes, principal
investigators found that 15 of these items were provided on a “Consistently” or “Usually”
performance level basis more than 50% of the time. For these same 18 shared items, the
department administrators identified fewer items where their current institutions provided
this service at a “Consistently” or “Usually” level than did the principal investigators.
The same trend emerged when examining the priority factors for each of the groups.
Open-ended Question: Please list any other important aspects that in your opinion
would add value to an Office of Research Administration.

The open-ended question gave further insight into items of importance from both
groups. A significant finding is the amount of comments that was received from both
groups. A theme was included when multiple comments were received from individuals
(Oliver, 2004). Themes from both groups echoed the critical need for adequate and
competent staff for the Office of Research Administration, effective communication on
the part of the Office of Research Administration, increased utilization of the online

environment, and the importance for a service mentality and positive attitude of helping

both principal investigators and department administrators.
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Chapter 5
Summary of Study, Conclusions, Implications for Theory,
Practice, and Research
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine what service attributes should be
designated as performance metrics to provide a successful Office of Research
Administration in the eyes of the internal user groups of the principal investigators as
well as the department administrators. Following determination of those service
attributes, this study sought to ascertain if these attributes held any relationships within
the groups and between the groups. Furthermore, the study also investigated if
demographics played a role in the perceptions of the two groups. Finally, this research
study investigated the relationship between the service items of importance and the
service items currently provided by the respective institutions.

For the purpose of this study, 80 (40 publicly funded and 40 privately funded)
research universities were selected based on the number of faculty recipients of federal
awards from the National Institute of Health and the National Science Foundation. Once
the principal investigators were identified, the website of the various universities was
then searched to locate the corresponding department administrator for inclusion in this

study.
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Method Summary

This researcher developed a four-part survey for distribution to the department
administrators and principal investigators. A pilot study was undertaken and a few minor
changes to the original pilot survey instrument were incorporated. The final survey
began with a listing of 22 items to be considered for performance measurements for
successful Offices of Research Administration. The second part of the instrument was
comprised of one open-end question asking each group for additional input. The initial
22 service items were listed again in the third part where respondents indicated the
frequencies of each service item at their current institutions by their Offices of Research
Administration. The final part of the survey collected demographic information from the
respondent. The survey was identical between the groups with the exception of the two
service items of trainings, as these were customized to the specific group surveyed.

The surveys were distributed through an online survey service known as
SurveyMonkey.com. Respondents clicked on the embedded link contained within the
email invitation and responses were collected by individuals collectors. The usable
response rate for principal investigators was approximately 30% (N = 433) and the usable
response rate for department administrators was approximately 23% (N = 235). The
principal investigator response rate equated to a 95% confidence interval and the
department administrator response rate fell a bit short of the 95% confidence interval but
substantial exceed the 90% confidence interval with an actual computed 94% confidence
interval. The data collected was analyzed using the statistical analysis software, SPSS

17.0 for Windows. To investigate the research questions, this researcher used frequency
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percentages, Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability, Pearson Correlation Coefficients, and chi-
square linear-by-linear analysis.
Summary of Findings

Four research questions were examined within the parameters of this research
study. Each of these research questions is presented below with a narrative summary of
the important findings.

Research Question 1: What performance measures are perceived by the principal
investigators and department administrators as important factors of a successful Office
of Research Administration?

An important finding was that >50% of the principal investigators identified 19
of the 22 service items to be perceived as “Important” or “Very Important” for
performance measurements associated with a successful Office of Research
Administration. Flexible office hours by the Office of Research Administration ( 40.4%),
the designation of Certified Research Administrator for the staff of the Office of
Research Administration (36.7%) , and dealing with one person for pre-award and a
different person for post award (39.8%) were the items that did not receive a majority
interest level from the principal investigators to be considered as important factors. Of
the 19 service items identified by the principal investigators, four items were designated
as priority factors due to the fact that >90% of the respondents perceived these as being
“Very Important” or “Important” for a successful Office of Research Administration.
These four priority factors were: (a) Easy access to forms (97.2%); (b) Email messages
returned in 24-48 hours (96.8%); (c) Setup of the internal account (93.3%); and (d) Phone

messages returned in 24-48 hours (92.3%). Priority factors were identified from both the
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principal investigator group and the department administrator group to assist the Office of
Research Administration in prioritizing strategic performance goals, especially when
presented with limited resources. Table 45 lists the service items in order of importance
based on the cumulative frequency scores for “Important” and “Very Important” from the

principal investigator group of respondents.

128



Table 45

Performance Metrics of Importance — Principal Investigators

Principal Investigators Very Important Important Combined Total
Priority Factors (>90%) N % N % N %
Easy access to forms 306 71.0 113 26.2 419 97.2
Email messages (24-48 hrs) 312 72.4 105 24.4 417 96.8
Setup internal account 282 67.5 108 25.8 390 93.3
Phone messages (24-48 hrs) 274 63.9 122 28.4 296 92.3

Important Factors (>50%)

Equal treatment 219 51.5 154 36.2 373 87.7
Technical assistance 214 49.8 152 35.3 366 85.1
Promoting team effort 176 41.6 184 43.5 360 85.1
Easy access to policies 198 46.0 163 37.9 361 83.9
Flexible negotiations 154 38.5 180 45.0 334 83.5
End date notices 191 44.7 165 38.6 356 83.3
Training new employees 164 38.3 174 40.7 338 79.0
Friendly phone tone 147 34.5 170 39.9 317 74.4
Personalized funding notice 148 34.7 158 37.1 306 71.8
Billings/Collections by ORA 140 36.1 134 34.5 274 70.6
Training updates 103 24.6 191 45.7 294 70.3
Web list of funding 137 31.9 157 36.5 294 68.4
Same person Pre/Post 129 30.4 119 28.1 248 58.5
Funding notice to dept. 111 26.0 126 29.5 237 55.5
Confidential Hotline 72 17.6 144 35.1 216 52.7
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Another important finding was that >50% of the department administrators
identified 19 of the 22 service items to be “Important” or “Very Important” for
performance measurements associated with a successful Office of Research
Administration. Flexible office hours by the Office of Research Administration (29.1%),
the designation of Certified Research Administrator (CRA) for the staff of the Office of
Research Administration (35.1%) , and dealing with the same person for pre-award and
post award (45.2%) were the items that did not receive a majority from the department
administrators to be considered as important factors. Nine items achieved the priority
factor status of being designated as “Important” or “Very Important” by > 90% of the
department administrators as opposed to only four priority factors from the principal
investigators. The nine priority factors listed by the department administrators were as
follows: (a) Easy access to forms (99.6%); (b) Email messages returned in 24-48 hours
(97.4%); (c) Set up internal account (99.1%); (d) Phone messages returned in 24-48
hours (97.4%); (e) Training new employees (96.6%); (f) Easy access to policies (97.0%);
(9) Providing training updates to employees (95.7%); (h) Equal treatment of all
departments by the Office of Research Administration (94.0%); and (i) the Office of
Research Administration promoting a team effort (93.2%). Table 46 lists the service
items in order of importance based on the cumulative frequency scores for “Important”

and “Very Important” from the department administrator group of respondents.
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Table 46

Performance Metrics of Importance - Department Administrators

Department Administrators Very Important Important Combined Total
Priority Factors (>90%) N % N % N %
Easy access to forms 191 82.0 41 17.6 232 99.6
Setup internal account 187 806 43 185 230 99.1
Phone messages (24-48 hrs) 184 78.6 44 18.8 228 97.4
Email messages (24-48 hrs) 180 76.9 48 20.5 228 97.4
Easy access to policies 182 78.1 44 18.9 226 97.0
Training new employees 189 80.4 38 16.2 227 96.6
Training updates 164 69.8 61 26.0 225 95.7
Equal treatment 154 66.7 63 27.3 217 94.0
Promoting team effort 141 60.0 78 33.2 219 93.2

Important Factors (>50%)

Technical assistance 126 54.1 68 29.2 194 83.3
Friendly phone tone 113 48.3 78 33.3 191 81.6
End date notices 103 44.0 82 35.0 185 79.0
Flexible negotiations 82 37.1 83 37.6 165 74.7
Billings/Collections by ORA 97 44.1 65 29.5 162 73.6
Web list of funding 82 31.7 92 40.0 174 71.7
Confidential Hotline 69 30.1 81 35.4 150 65.5
Personalized funding notice 77 33.9 66 29.1 143 63.0
One/Pre — One/Post 59 26.6 71 32.0 130 58.6
Funding notice to dept. 64 28.2 66 29.1 126 57.3
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Research Question 2: Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or
unrelated?

This question was examined using two approaches, one approach dealt with direct
relationships within each of the segmented groups and the other approach examined the
direct relationship between the principal investigator group and the department
administrator group. To determine relationships within the groups, the Pearson
correlation coefficient analysis was performed. The results indicated that direct
relationships did exist within the each of the groups surveyed.

The strongest direct relationship for the department administrators (r .797, p <
.01) and principal investigators (r = .625, p < .01) occurred between the same two
variables of responding to email and phone messages within 24-48 hours. The principal
investigator group exhibited multiple significant relationships between the attribute of
easy access to forms and response to email messages (r = .437), phone messages (r
=.414), and the timely setup of the internal account (r = .404). Easy access to forms also
demonstrated multiple significant direct relationships to ease of access to policies (r =
.444) and to training updates (r = .410) within the department administrator group. An
important finding is also that the second strongest direct relationship between variables
within the department administrator group occurred between providing trainings to new
employees and providing training updates to existing employees (r = .484). Table 47
summarizes the top findings for the correlations within the principal investigator group

and within the department administrator group.
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Table 47

Summary of Findings — Important Correlations within the Groups

Principal Investigators

Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs. / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs.  .625
Easy access to forms / Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs 437
Easy access to forms / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs. 414
Easy access to forms / Setup internal account 404
Department Administrators

Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs. / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs.  .797
Easy access to forms / Easy access to policies 444
Training for new employees / Training updates for existing employees 437
Easy access to forms / Training updates for existing employees 410

When examining the relationship between the two groups, an important finding to

note is that principal investigators and department administrators generally tend to agree

on the service items to be provided by a successful Office of Sponsored Research

Administration. Each group identified 19 service items that should be associated with a

successful Office of Research Administration. Of these 19 attributes, 18 service items

listed in the survey scored a > 50% majority by both groups. Additionally, it is

significant to note that > 90% of both the principal investigators and department

administrators viewed four of the 18 agreed-upon attributes as “Important” or “Very

Important™: (a) Easy access to forms; (b) Email messages returned in 24-48 hours; (c)
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Internal account setup in a timely manner; and (d) Phone messages returned in 24-48
hours.

Another important finding for this research question is the comparison of the
degree of importance between the groups. Department administrators demonstrated a
higher degree of importance on multiple service items as opposed to the principal
investigators. Most interesting is the fact that department administrators, rather than the
academically oriented principal investigators, attribute a higher degree of importance to
the training services offered by the Office of Research Administration. Results from
Mantel Haenzel chi-square analyses showed that department administrators place a
greater emphasis on trainings for new employees, x2 (1, N = 663) = 101.528, p = .000,
and on training updates for existing employees, 2 (1, N = 653) = 129.098, p = .000, than
do principal investigators. Moreover, the department administrator group placed higher
emphasis on several service items including, easy access to policies, y2 (1, N = 663) =
64.289, p = .000, easy access to forms, y2 (1, N = 653) = 11.919, p = .001, responding to
phone messages within 24-48 hours, y2 (1, N = 663) = 17.1698, p = .000, promoting a
team effort, y2 (1, N = 658) = 22.896, p = .000, and the equal treatment to all
departments by the Office of Research Administration, y2 (1, N = 656) = 15.076, p =
.000.

Another important finding resulted in the contrast of organizational structure
preference between the department administrators and the principal investigators.
Principal investigators consistently preferred to deal with the same person for both pre-
award and post award whereas, the department administrators exhibited a preference for a

separate individual for pre-award and a different individual for post award. The
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preference for organizational structure of the Office of Research Administration appears
to be unrelated between the two groups.
Research Question 3: Are the perceptions of importance influenced by demographics?
The most relevant finding to this research question is the fact that the
demographic influence on the survey items is minimal. None of the stated service items
designated as priority (> 90% combined frequency) demonstrated and direct relationship
with any of the demographic variables. Two mentionable findings occurred within the
principal investigator group. Providing training updates, highly valued by the
department administrators, was viewed by principal investigators from public institutions
with greater importance than their counterparts at private universities, y2 (1, N = 429) =
4.20, p =.040. The second mentionable finding pertained to the preference of the
principal investigator group to work with the same person for pre-award and post award.
This variable did demonstrate a significant difference when cross tabulated with both the
amount of personal research funding, 2 (1, N =412) =5.30, p =.021, and the job
position of the principal investigator, y2 (1, N = 383) = 6.91, p = .009. The research
indicated that the less the amount of personal research funding, the more important it was
to the principal investigator to work with the same person for pre-award and post award.
Similarly, the less experienced, Assistant Professor indicated a greater importance for
working with the same individual. It is interesting to note that, while department
administrators failed to rate working with the same individual pre-award and post award
as an important factor (>50% combined frequency), a relationship did occur when the

amount of funding was examined, y2 (1, N = 195) =5.71, p = .017. Moreover, as the
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amount of funding handled by the department administrator grew, the less importance
given to this survey item.

Research Question 4: What are the perceptions of how frequently these services
are provided by the current institutions of the two user groups?

The most important finding for this research question is that a higher percentage
of principal investigators perceived the important service items being provided at a more
frequent performance level at their current institutions than do department administrators.
Principal investigators reported a higher performance level than the department
administrators, especially on their designated four priority service items (Table 45).
Nearly 80% of all of the principal investigators reported that email messages were being
responded to within 24-48 hours at their current institutions on a “Consistently” or
“Usually” basis. Table 47 lists the frequency distributions reported by the principal
investigators regarding their perceptions of the performance level of the important factors
and priority service items provided by the Office of Research Administration at their

current institutions.
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Table 48

Level of Service Performance at Current Institutions - Principal Investigators

Service Item Consistently Usually Cumulative Total
Priority Factors (Table 45) N % N % N %
Easy access to forms 130 34.3 144 38.0 274 72.3
Email messages (24-48 hrs) 150 36.8 173 42.4 323 79.2
Setup internal account 85 25.1 116 34.3 201 59.4
Phone messages (24-48 hrs) 129 33.2 172 44.2 301 77.4

Important Factors (Table 45)

Equal treatment 84 34.7 90 76.2 174 71.9
Technical assistance 90 26.9 125 374 215 64.3
Promoting team effort 84 20.9 174 43.3 258 64.2
Easy access to policies 92 26.6 148 42.8 240 69.4
Flexible negotiations 16 5.4 69 23.2 85 28.6
End date notices 99 27.0 122 33.2 221 60.2
Training new employees 100 29.2 102 29.7 202 58.9
Friendly phone tone 121 315 192 50.0 313 81.5
Personalized funding notice 45 11.8 78 204 123 32.2
Billings/Collections by ORA 100 35.6 82 29.2 182 64.8
Training updates 66 20.4 123 38.0 189 58.4
Web list of funding 65 20.8 71 22.8 136 43.6
Same person Pre/Post 65 17.8 89 24.4 154 42.2
Funding notice to dept. 106 26.9 108 27.7 214 54.6
Confidential Hotline 50 26.5 57 30.2 107 56.7

137



Conversely, for the department administrator group, the highest performance level
achieved among the nine priority items (Table 46) was significantly lower using the same
“Consistently” and “Usually” cumulative basis. The highest performance level achieved
from the nine priority items was the service item pertaining to the equal treatment
exhibited by the Office of Research Administration where 56.8% of the department
administrators indicated that this process was being done on a “Consistently” or
“Usually” basis at their current institutions. While the principal investigators reported
favorably on their four priority items, the department administrators clearly do not
perceive the same performance level for those four priority items along with the five
additional priority items designated by the department administrators (Table 46). Table
48 lists the frequency distributions reported by the department administrators regarding
their perceptions of the performance level of the important factors and priority service

items provided by the Office of Research Administration at their current institutions.
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Table 49

Levels of Service Performance at Current Institutions - Department Administrators

Service Item Consistently Usually Cumulative Total
Priority Factors (Table 46) N % N % N %
Easy access to forms 48 25.0 48 25.0 96 50.0
Setup internal account 36 19.7 43 235 79 43.2
Phone messages (24-48 hrs) 33 17.8 52 28.1 85 45.9
Email messages (24-48 hrs) 40 20.6 51 26.3 91 46.9
Easy access to policies 48 23.8 61 30.2 109 54.0
Training new employees 43 20.9 62 30.1 105 51.0
Training updates 40 21.4 43 23.0 86 44.4
Equal treatment 47 23.6 66 33.2 113 56.8
Promoting team effort 45 22.3 59 29.2 104 51.5

Important Factors (Table 46)

Technical assistance 40 20.5 76 39.0 116 59.5
Friendly phone tone 44 21.9 55 27.4 99 49.3
End date notices 32 18.1 38 215 70 39.6
Flexible negotiations 49 25.3 63 325 112 57.8
Billings/Collections by ORA 51 25.1 73 36.0 124 61.1
Web list of funding 58 29.0 52 26.0 110 55.0
Confidential Hotline 45 23.4 61 31.8 106 55.2
Personalized funding notice 50 25.3 76 38.4 126 63.7
One/Pre — One/Post 49 24.0 56 275 105 51.5
Funding notice to dept. 52 26.1 73 36.7 125 62.8
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Additional Related Findings.

A major significant finding occurred in the large number of responses received
from the open-end question included in the survey instrument. Of the 235 department
administrator responses received, 106 (45%) listed comments pertaining to other
important aspects that would, in their opinion add value to an Office of Research
Administration. In the case of the principal investigators, 121 of the 433 respondents
(28%) included comments to the same question. These figures indicate a high degree of
relevance and interest of the topic to both groups (Michaelidou & Dibb, 2006). An
important finding from these comments stated the concern for adequate and competent
staffing for the Office of Research Administration by both department administrators and
principal investigators. Another important finding from the comments indicated an
attitude of hostility and confrontation between the Office of Research Administration and
the user groups. Both principal investigators and department administrators emphasized
the service component of an Office of Research Administration coupled with a team
effort approach towards research activities.

A final important finding emerged from the demographic data collection that
demonstrated a lack of knowledge of the total amount of research dollars present at the
current institutions of the respondents in both the principal investigator group and the
department administrator group. While 98.6% (N = 414) of the principal investigators
reported their personal research dollar amount, over 30% (N = 128) either, did not know
or incorrectly listed the amount of total annual research dollars for their current
institution. The same trend was found with the department administrators in their lack of

knowledge regarding the annual amount of research dollars. Over 28% (N = 61) of the
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department administrators either did not know or incorrectly listed the amount of total
annual research dollars. This myopic view would seem to indicate the
compartmentalized view across the whole of the institution. As mentioned elsewhere in
the survey, increased communication initiated by the ORA would serve to better educate
these user groups as to the total aspects encompassed by this office. Beyond surprising,
this finding is significant in that awareness of the total volume of research dollars
processed by the Office of Research Administration annually could substantially impact
the perceptions of both the principal investigators and department administrators.
Limitations

This research study contains two limitations. Selection of the principal
investigator group was limited to only two major granting agencies: the National Science
Foundation and the National Institute of Health. Other major research granting entities
such as the Department of Defense, Department of Health and Human Services, the
National Endowment of the Arts, and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, were not utilized as a database to select the principal investigators.
Another factor not included in the selection of the principal investigator participants in
this study, was private foundations that are a major resource for research funds within
academia. Using the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Health as
the selection criteria for the principal investigators resulted in a heavy emphasis on
medical and health science institutions. Since the principal investigator target population
further served as the basis for the department administrator inclusion, the selection

criteria also resulted in further stratification with the department administrator group as
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well. This survey does not reflect the full composite of the myriad of academic areas of
research within the institutions of higher education.

Representation by the various colleges and universities was not on an equal basis.
Responses received varied from a single response to as many as 38 responses from a
specific institution. Although 72 institutions of higher education did participate in this
research study, due to the varying amount of survey received, each institution was not
represented equally in the findings. The unequal representation of institutions was
present in both the principal investigator group as well as within the department
administrator group.

Implications for Theory

The theoretical framework as discussed in chapter two provided the conceptual
understanding and basis for perceptions of services to serve as a basis for performance
metrics of a successful Office of Research Administration. To recap, the Balanced
Scorecard, developed by Kaplan and Norton (1992), and then later, modified for the non-
profit sector by Niven (2003), outlined the three distinct sectors, Internal Business
Perspective, Learning and Growth Perspective, and Financial Perspective, to evaluate
performance for a non-profit organization.

The results of this study validated the perceptions of both of the groups, the
principal investigators and the department administrators, that services provided by the
Office of Research Administration did cover all three aspects. While the 18 shared
service items of importance did cover the three perspectives, none of the designated
priority items (Tables 45 and 46) were listed in the Financial Perspective, indicating that

both principal investigators and department administrators currently place less
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importance on this aspect. Table 49 lists the 18 service items of importance that were
shared by both the principal investigators and the department administrators in relation to
the theoretical framework perspectives of the Balance Scorecard as modified for non-
profit organizations.

Table 50

Performance Metrics of Importance by Perspective

Internal Business Perspective

New trainings provided by the Office of Research Administration.
¢ Confidential hotline operated by the Office of Research Administration.
e Training updates conducted by the Office of Research Administration.
e Easy access to forms maintained by the Office of Research Administration.
e Easy access to policies monitored by the Office of Research Administration.
e Technical assistance supported by the Office of Research Administration.

Employee Learning and Growth Perspective

Phone messages returned within 24-48 hours.
e Process internal account setup paperwork on a timely basis.
e Communicate end date notifications for research awards.
e Answer phone calls with a friendly tone.
e Promote a team effort attitude towards research activities.
e Respond to email messages within 24-48 hours.

Financial Perspective

General funding notices compiled by Office of Research Administration.
e Funding notices personalized towards research expertise.
e Flexibility in negotiations regarding research projects.
e Web listing of available funding opportunities.
¢ Billings and collections done by the Office of Research Administration.
e Equal treatment throughout the institution by the Office of Research
Administration.
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Implications for Practice

The results of this study have several implications for the Office of Research
Administration to better serve their internal community of customers. The results of this
study should serve as a basis in the strategic allocation of the resources of the Office of
Research Administration. Table 49 lists 18 service items that were identified by both
principal investigators and department administrators to be important offerings by the
Office of Research Administration. Where resources are limited, Office of Research
Administration should concentrate on the priority items (four service items from the
principal investigators and department administrators along with the additional five
service items identified only by the department administrators) as these attributes earned
an “Important” or “Very Important” rating from >90% of the respondents.

Based on the results of combined methods of analyses, including the commentary
received from the open-end questions, the Office of Research Administration should
concentrate on increased the awareness of the magnitude of administrative functions
handled by this office. Additionally, the designation of the Certified Research
Administrator (CRA) was not perceived to be of significant importance by >50% of
either the principal investigators nor the department administrators. However, the CRA
designation would address the concerns of competency of the staff as expressed by both
groups.

The results of this study also indicated there is room for improvement in the
performance level standards regarding the services perceived as important by the
principal investigators and most definitely, towards improvement in the perceptions of

the department administrators. There is a pressing need for the Office of Research
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Administration to promote a service oriented, team based mentality to better serve their
internal customers. Despite the similarities in the perceptions of important performance
metrics between the principal investigators and the department administrators, each group
can maintain a different perception in the performance level for any service item listed.

The generic nature of most of the service items lends this Modified Balanced
Scorecard to adaptation to other service areas of support within the institution including
non-academic departments such as Purchasing and Human Resources along with
academic related support functions such as the Library and Media Services. The Office
of Research Administration, while a non-academic, support function is an integral part of
the infrastructure needed for ongoing operation of current research institutions of higher
education. The items proposed for performance metrics by this research study can be
adapted to other support areas as previously noted. Items such as notification of the end
dates of awards and listing of available funding opportunities could be replaced by
procurement information for purchase orders and easy access to a listing of the various
employee benefits available by the Office of Human Resources. Other support service
departments within the colleges and universities will service the two user groups
contained within this research study but may have a somewhat more comprehensive user
group database, especially the Office of Human Resources. However, this does not
negate the adaptability or applicability of data from this study to other service
departments within the institution.

The components identified for the Modified Balanced Scorecard can be
implemented universally at colleges and universities. There were no significant

differences between public or private funded universities. Thus, the Modified Balanced
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Scorecard can be used by various institutions, and could possibly serve as a benchmark
for comparisons between institutions, should the institutions choose to share there annual
results.

One of the criticisms of measuring performance, according to Meyer (2002) is the
arbitrary selection of a certain performance measurement. In the case of this research
study, service items were selected directly by two main user groups, thus negating any
arbitrary or capricious choices for performance metrics. Using these clearly identified
service items as a scorecard basis will enable the institution to clearly communicate
performance objectives to the directors and staff of the Office of Research
Administration. Communication of performance measurements and strategic objectives
will be enhanced when the institution has adopted the balance scorecard approach as
presented herein.

Implications for Research

The results of this research study suggest multiple topical areas for future
research. The first implication is focused on the expansion of the selection basis for
principal investigator to include a wider spectrum of granting agencies should be
considered as the premise for future studies of this nature. Individuals researching non-
medical and non-health related topics were either underrepresented or absent from this
research study.

The second implication for future research occurred when nearly half (47.7%, N =
104) of the department administrators selected “Other” as their job position. This large
quantity in an undefined field such as “Other” restricted the ability of this researcher to

gain meaningful insights into the impact of job position on the group of department
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administrators. Due to the unidentified aspects, additional research should be conducted
to determine the actual composition of the “Other” classification in the job position
variable. Once further identified, the research study could be conducted to determine the
impact of these more clearly defined job positions with regards to the department
administrator group.

Another implication for future research is to investigate how the resources of
Offices of Research Administration are being allocated currently. It would be beneficial
to undertake research to determine if less important services are currently being provided
at a higher level of frequency by the ORA to the two user groups than those services
identified as “Important” or “Very Important” by this research study. Should it be
determined that resources are being expended upon service items, perceived by the user
groups as non-essential, then the Office of Research Administration, may be able to re-
allocate certain resources towards better servicing of their internal constituencies.

This research study reported the frequencies in regards to the presence of certain
service items at the current institution of the survey respondent. By design, no
information was collected regarding the quality of those services. In addition to the
frequencies of services provided, research into the quality level of those services being
offered should be conducted and measured appropriately. Once completed, these
additional insights could aid the Offices of Research Administration with improved
strategic decision making in resource allocation.

The final implication for future research that emerged from this research study
centers on the presence of an underlying internal conflict between the Office of Research

Administration and the two users groups. In particular, further analysis is indicated for
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the lower ratings given by the department administrators regarding the frequencies of the
performance level of those services currently provided by their respective institutions.
Typically, faculty, in this case the principal investigators tend to be more pessimistic
when rating administration (Rawls, 1998) however, this was not evident by this research
study. Research to understand this conflict and tension along with exploration to
determine how these perceptions were formed would add valuable insight to this nascent
field of research administration.

Conclusions

The objective of this research study was to identify key attributes, referred to as
service items perceived by two user groups, principal investigators (faculty) and
department administrators (staff) as important factors for a successful Office of Research
Administration. The attributes designated would serve as performance metrics for a
Modified Balanced Scorecard. Both department administrators and principal
investigators essentially view the same service items as part of the mission of the Office
of Research Administration. When evaluating their performance, Office of Research
Administration should concentrate on the delivery of the 18 service items identified, with
special emphasis on the four priority items identified by both groups as well as the
additional five service items designated by the department administrators.

Overall, the Office of Research Administration is perceived by both the principal
investigators and the department administrators, as the de-facto service arm of the
university, and as such, their existence is based on promoting and supporting, rather than
impeding research activities within the university. In addition to this support function,

department administrators also view the Office of Research Administration as a valuable

148



asset for training purposes. Results indicate that the Office of Research Administration
needs to create more awareness within the internal community towards the importance of
the compliance aspect and workload volume handled on an annual basis.

Over a decade ago, federal research funding was identified by Zusman, (as cited
in Altbach, Berdahl, & Gumport, 1999, p. 112) as a critical area impacting students both
directly and indirectly. As funding from tuition and state revenue sources shrink (Elias,
2009) coupled with decreasing endowments (Levenson, 2009), research awards will play
an ever-increasing role within the collegiate community. Despite challenging economic
times and severe budget shortfalls, President Obama is proposing an increase of 4% in
the federal budget for overall basic research. If approved, the National Institute of Health
would an additional one billion dollars to their current $32.2 billion dollar budget. The
National Science Foundation would receive an 8% increase in their research award
funding (Nelson, 2010). These actions further cement the importance of research
administration within the realms of academia.

The Office of Research Administration will become more visible in the future as
well as more accountable by their internal and external customers. Moreover,
performance measurements of a balanced nature will be continually instrumental in the
strategic planning process (Meyer, 2002, p. 108) as each research season renews itself
through multi-year grants and contract awards. The Modified Balanced Scorecard is seen
as an indispensable tool for the effective administration of research funding in the sector

of higher education.
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Appendix A: Pilot Study Surveys

Your participation in the following study is both valued and critical to its success!!
I am attempting to gather research for my doctoral dissertation.

This is a pilot study for a survey to determine the important aspects of a central
office of sponsored research administration.

If you deal with a Centralized Office of Sponsored Administration, your expertise is
needed! I invite you to take a couple of minutes and complete this survey.

If you have any questions, please contact -
Kim Cole (786) 427-7504 or via email colek@fiu.edu

Thanks for your help!

PERSONAL INFORMATION -

Please circle the number that best describes your choice.
Ie?nmlgrizegtl);n Comm. Primarily Primarily Medical
. p y y College Teaching Research University Other
institution best
described as: 1 2 3 4 5
The annual r rch
P for my ) Mil $10 - $49 Mil Mil $100+ Mil Uncertain
institution fall into the
following 1 2 3 4 5
The annual research
$$ amount that | Under $1 $5 -$25 prefer not
. . Mil 1-$5 Mil Mil 25+ Mil to sa
dealt with falls into $1-% ¥ v
the following 1 2 3 4 5
Departmen Research prefer not
At my (_:urrent t Dean's Office Center Other to say
institution, | currently
work in a 1 2 3 4 5
My
department/college o ) Other /
falls under the Arts & Engineering Medical/Heal Not
. Science / Technology | Business th Sciences Applicable
following
college/school 1 2 3 4 5
. Assistant Director/
My _erent job Adm. Asst. Coordinator Dir/Dean Associate Dean
position can be Dir/Dean
classified as - 1 2 3 4 5
. L Private Public For Profit Foundation N/A
My current institution
is 1 2 3 4 5
| have been at my Yrs Months
current institution for
The time | have
spent in contract and Yrs Months
grant administration
is -
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Appendix A: (Continued)

As a Principal Investigator,
please place an “X” in the box
that indicates your opinion on
the overall importance of the
following items when dealing \/:13Y | Somewhat Not Not
mportant
Important Important Sure

with a centralized office of Important
sponsored research — please

note that these items may not be

present at your current

institution .

Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to Faculty.

11 | Noatification of funding
opportunities only applicable
to your research area of
expertise.

12 | Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.

13 | Dealing with same individual
for both pre-award and post-
award issues.

14 | Dealing with one pre-award
specialist and one post-
award specialist.

15 | My contact person at
Sponsored Research has
the designation of CRA
(Certified Research
Administrator)

16 | Training offered by
Sponsored Research for
new PIs.

17 | Training offered by
Sponsored Research to
cover updates and changes
in policies and procedures.
18 | Billing and collections
handled by Centralized
Sponsored Research
Administration personnel.
19 | Amount of time from award
notification until all Internal
Paperwork is completed.
20 | Notification by Sponsored
Research Administration of
impending end dates of
project.

Phone calls are answered

21 | it a friendly tone.

22 Phone messages are
returned within 24-48 hours.

23 Emails are responded to

within 24-48 hours.
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Appendix A: Continued

24

Policies and Procedures are
published and convenient to
access.

25

Forms are available through
Internet access and are
easy to locate.

26

The Sponsored Research
Admin. Office offers flexible
hours - available before 8
am and after 5 pm or on
weekends

27

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

28

All departments/colleges are
treated equally by the
Sponsored Research.

29

Hotline or some confidential
of reporting irregularities is
available.

30

Other important aspects of Sponsored Research Administration Offices are:

Please indicate how
often the following
aspects are present at

the Office of Sponsored
Research at your
current institution.

Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to faculty or
department.

Consistently Usually  Occasionally Rarely Not sure

32

Notification of only funding
opportunities applicable to
your research area of
expertise sent to
faculty/department.

33

Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.

34

Dealing with same
individual for both pre-
award and post-award
issues.

35

Dealing with one pre-
award specialist and one
post-award specialist.

36

Staff at Sponsored
Research office have
earned the designation of
CRA (Certified Research
Administrator)

37

Training offered by
Sponsored Research for
new Pls/faculty.
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Appendix A: Continued

38

Training offered by
Sponsored Research to
cover updates and
changes in policies and
procedures.

39

Billing and collections
handled by Centralized
Sponsored Research
Administration personnel.

40

Accounts are set up within
two weeks or less from
date of Award Notification.

41

Notification by Sponsored
Research Administration
of impending end dates of
project.

42

Phone calls are answered
with a friendly tone.

43

Phone messages are
returned within 24-48
hours.

44

Emails are responded to
within 24-48 hours.

45

Policies and Procedures
are published and
convenient to access.

46

Forms are available
through Internet access
and are easy to locate.

47

The Sponsored Research
Office offers flexible hours
- available before 8 am
and after 5 pm or on
weekends

48

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

49

All departments/colleges
are treated equally by
Sponsored Research

50

Some method of
confidential reporting is
available and complaints
are investigated in a
timely manner.
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As a Principal Investigator,
please place an “X” in the
box that indicates your
opinion on the overall
importance of the
following items when

dealing with a centralized
office of research
administration — please
note that these items may
not be present at your
current institution .

Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to Faculty.

Appendix B: Final Surveys

\/=18Y Important Somewhat Not Not
Important P Important Important Sure

Training offered by the Office
of Research Administration
for new Pls.

Billing and collections
handled by the Office of
Research Administration
personnel.

Notification of funding
opportunities only applicable
to your research area of
expertise.

The Office of Research
Administration is flexible
when it comes to negotiating
about charges and policies

Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.

Dealing with same individual
for both pre-award and post-
award issues.

Hotline or some confidential
of reporting irregularities is
available.

Dealing with one pre-award
specialist and one post-
award specialist.

My contact person at the
Office of Research
Administration has the
designation of CRA (Certified
Research Administrator)

Phone messages are
returned within 24-48 hours.

Training offered by ORAs to
cover updates and changes
in policies and procedures.

Forms are available through
Internet access and are easy
to locate.

Amount of time from award
notification until all Internal
Paperwork is completed.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

Notification by Sponsored
Research Adm. of
impending end dates of
project.

Phone calls are answered
with a friendly tone.

The Office of Research
Administration offers flexible
hours - available before 8
am and after 5 pm or on
weekends

The Office of Research
Administration acts/ views
research as a team effort.
Emails are responded to
within 24-48 hours.

Policies and Procedures are
published and convenient to
access.

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

All departments/colleges are
treated equally by the Office
of Research Administration.
Other important aspects that add value to the Office of Research Administration are:

Please indicate how often
the following aspects are
present at the Office of Consistently Usually Occasionally Never Not sure

Research Administration
our current institution.
Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to faculty or
department.
Training offered by Office of
Research Administration for
new Pls/faculty.
Billing and collections
handled by Office of
Research Administration
personnel.
Notification of only funding
opportunities applicable to
your research area of
expertise sent to
faculty/department.
The Office of Research
Administration is flexible
when it comes to negotiating
about charges and policies.
Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

Dealing with same individual
for both pre-award and post-
award issues.

Some method of confidential
reporting is available and
complaints are investigated
in a timely manner

Dealing with one pre-award
specialist and one post-
award specialist.

Staff at the Office of
Research Administration
have earned the designation
of CRA (Certified Research
Administrator)

Phone messages are
returned within 24-48 hours.

Training offered by the Office
of Research Administration
to cover updates and
changes in policies and
procedures

Forms are available through
Internet access and are easy
to locate.

Accounts are set up within
two weeks or less from date
of Award Notification.

Notification by Sponsored
Research Administration of
impending end dates of
project.

Phone calls are answered
with a friendly tone.

The Office of Research
Administration offers flexible
hours - available before 8
am and after 5 pm or on
weekends

The Office of Research
Administration acts in
partnership with the
researchers.

Emails are responded to
within 24-48 hours.

Policies and Procedures are
published and convenient to
access.

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

All departments/colleges are
treated equally by Office of
Research Administration.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

The annual
research $3$ for
my current
institution falls
into the following

Under $10
Mil

$10 - $49 Mil

$50 -$99
Mil

$100+ Mil

Uncertain

The annual
research $$
amount that | deal
with falls into the
following

Under $1
Mil

$1 - $5 Mil

$5 -$25 Mil

$25+ Mil

prefer not
to say

At my current
institution, |
currently work in
a

Department

Dean's Office

Research
Center

Other

prefer not
to say

My
department/colleg
e falls under the
following
college/school

Arts &
Science

Engineering
/ Technology

Business

Medical/
Health
Sciences

Other /
Not
Applicable

My current job
position can be
classified as —

Asst.
Professor

Assoc.
Professor

Professor

Director/
Dean

Other
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As a Department
Administrator, please
place an “X” in the box
that indicates your opinion
on the overall importance
of the following items
when dealing with a
centralized office of
research administration —
please note that these
items may not be present

Appendix B: (Continued)

\/:13Y Important Somewhat Not Not
Important P Important Important Sure

at your current institution .

Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to Faculty.

Training offered by the ORA
for new Department
Administrators..

Billing and collections
handled by the Office of
Research Administration
personnel.

Notification of funding
opportunities only applicable
to your research area of
expertise.

The ORA is flexible when it
comes to negotiating about
charges and policies

Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.

Dealing with same individual
for both pre-award and post-
award issues.

Hotline or some confidential
of reporting irregularities is
available.

Dealing with one pre-award
specialist and one post-
award specialist.

My contact person at the
Office of Research
Administration has the
designation of CRA (Certified
Research Administrator)

Phone messages are
returned within 24-48 hours.

Training offered by
Sponsored Research to
cover updates and changes
in policies and procedures.

Forms are available through
Internet access and are easy
to locate.

Amount of time from award
notification until all Internal
Paperwork is completed.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

Notification by Sponsored
Research Administration of
impending end dates of
project.

Phone calls are answered
with a friendly tone.

The Office of Research
Administration offers flexible
hours - available before 8
am and after 5 pm or on
weekends

The Office of Research
Administration acts views
research as a team effort.

Emails are responded to
within 24-48 hours.

Policies and Procedures are
published and convenient to
access.

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

All departments/colleges are
treated equally by the Office
of Research Administration..

Other important aspects that add value to the Office of Research Administration are: :

Please indicate how often
the following aspects are

present at the Office of
Research Administration

Consistently Usually Occasionally Never Not sure

your current institution.
Notification of all available
funding opportunities sent
directly to faculty or
department.

Training offered by Office of
Research Administration for
new Department
Administrators..

Billing and collections
handled by Office of
Research Administration
personnel.

Notification of only funding
opportunities applicable to
your research area of
expertise sent to
faculty/department.

The Office of Research
Administration is flexible
when it comes to negotiating
about charges and policies.

Listing of funding
opportunities in a central
location such as a website
that | can view on my time
schedule.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

Dealing with same individual
for both pre-award and post-
award issues.

Some method of confidential
reporting is available and
complaints are investigated
in a timely manner

Dealing with one pre-award
specialist and one post-
award specialist.

Staff at the Office of
Research Administration
have earned the designation
of CRA (Certified Research
Administrator)

Phone messages are
returned within 24-48 hours.

Training offered by the Office
of Research Administration
to cover updates and
changes in policies and
procedures

Forms are available through
Internet access and are easy
to locate.

Accounts are set up within
two weeks or less from date
of Award Notification.

Notification by Sponsored
Research Administration of
impending end dates of
project.

Phone calls are answered
with a friendly tone.

The Office of Research
Administration offers flexible
hours - available before 8
am and after 5 pm or on
weekends

The Office of Research
Administration acts in
partnership with the
researchers.

Emails are responded to
within 24-48 hours.

Policies and Procedures are
published and convenient to
access.

Technical assistance
provided for Internet sites
including Grants.gov.

All departments/colleges are
treated equally by Office of
Research Administration.
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Appendix B: (Continued)

The annual

research $$ for Under $10 - $49 $50 -$99

my current $10 Mil Mil Mil $100+ Mil Uncertain

institution fall into

the following 1 2 3 4 5

The annual

research $$ Under $1 $5 -$25 Prefer not to

amount that | dealt Mil $1 - $5 Mil Mil $25+ Mil say

with falls into the

following 1 2 3 4 5
Depart- Dean's Research Prefer not to

At my current ment Office Center Other say

institution, |

currently work in a 1 2 3 4 5

My Engineering Medical/

department/colleg Arts & / Health Other / Not

e falls under the Science Technology Business Sciences Applicable

following

college/school 1 2 3 4 5

My current job Adm. Coordinator | Assistant Associate Director/

position can be Asst. Dir/Dean Dir/Dean Dean

classified as - 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix C: Solicitation Lists of Colleges and Universities

Public Universities — Very High Research Designation (Alphabetically)

CoNoOR~wNE

Arizona State University

Colorado State University

Florida State University

Indiana University (Bloomington)
Ohio State University

Pennsylvania State University
Rutgers University (New Brunswick)
SUNY at Stony Brook

University of Alabama at Birmingham

. University of California — Los Angeles

. University of Connecticut

. University of Florida

. University of Georgia

. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
. University of Maryland — College Park

. University of Massachusetts (Amhurst)

. University of Michigan

. University of North Carolina (Chapel Hill)
. University of Tennessee

. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

Private Universities — Very High Research Designation (Alphabetically)

©CoNo~wWNE

Boston University

Brown University

Case Western Reserve University
Columbia University

Duke University

Emory University

Georgetown University

Harvard University

Johns Hopkins University

. Northwestern University

. Princeton University

. Tulane University

. University of Chicago

. University of Miami

. University of Notre Dame

. University of Pennsylvania

. University of Rochester

. University of Southern California
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Appendix C: (Continued)

19. Vanderbilt University
20. Yale University

Public Universities — High Research Designation (Alphabetically)
1. Auburn University
2. Clemson University
3. Colorado School of Mines
4. Michigan Technological University
5. New Mexico State University
6. Northern Arizona University
7. San Diego State University
8. South Dakota State University
9. SUNY at Birmingham
10. Temple University
11. Texas Tech University
12. University of Louisville
13. University of Maryland-Baltimore County
14. University of Montana-Missoula
15. University of North Texas
16. University of Oregon
17. University of Vermont and State Agricultural College
18. University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee
19. Virginia Commonwealth University
20. West Virginia University

Private Universities — High Research Designation (Alphabetically)
1. Baylor University

2. Boston College

3. Brigham Young University

4. Catholic University of America
5. Clarkson University
6
7
8
9

Drexel University
Florida Institute of Technology
. Fordham University
. George Washington University
10. Howard University
11. linois Institute of Technology
12. Loyola University — Chicago
13. Marquette University
14. Northeastern University
15. Rice University
16. Saint Louis University
17. Stevens Institute of Technology
18. Syracuse University
19. University of Denver
20. Wake Forest University
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Appendix D: Final Survey Documents

Informed Consent

1. The purpose of this study is to determine what aspects are viewed as important by
faculty and department staff that should be offered by a centralized office of
research administration. You will be asked to first indicate the importance of
certain aspects associated with a centralized Office of Research Administration.
Then you will be asked to indicate the presence of these aspects at your current
institution. This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation.

If you take part in this study, you will be asked to spend between 10-15 minutes
completing an online survey.

Benefits have not been specifically identified for participants. This research is
considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study
are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to
those who take part in this study. We will not pay you for the time you volunteer
while being in this study.

Confidentiality - Response will be tracked for follow-up purposes and to avoid
multiple participation from individuals. We must keep your study records as
confidential as possible. The records will be stored on a password-secured laptop.
Any physical records will be contained in a locked cabinet. However, certain people
may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must
keep them completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these
records are the research team, including the Principal Investigator and faculty
advisors, along with certain government and university people who need to know
more about the study. For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study
may need to look at your responses. To insure that we are protecting your rights
and your safety, The University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB)
and the staff that works for the IRB along with other individuals who work for USF
that provide other kinds of oversight may also need to look at your records. We may
publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your
name. We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are.

If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, general
guestions, or have complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone
outside the research team, call the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of
the University of South Florida at (813) 974-9343.

If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about this study, or should you
experience any technical problems, please call Kim Cole at 786-427-7504 or 561-324-
9177.

You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. There will be no
penalty if you decide not to participate in this study

Yes, | agree to participate and understand the terms. i No, | do not wish to participate

172



Appendix D (Continued)
Fmail Solicitation - Department Administrator Survey
Dear Colleague:

I am a doctoral student at the University of South
Florida and a Department Administrator at Florida
International University. I am conducting research as
part of my dissertation. My research entails surveying
department administrators and applicable staff members
whom interact with Offices of Sponsored Research
Administration to determine their perceptions of these
centralized offices. This study has received approval
by my institutional review board.

Would you please help me complete my research by taking
10-15 minutes, click on the link below and complete the
survey? Your support is crucial to the success of my
study. You will be asked first to rate the importance
of certain attributes regarding Offices of Sponsored
Research Administration in general. Then, you will be
asked how often certain attributes are present at your
current institution’s Office of Sponsored Research
Administration.

Here is a link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

Thanks for your participation!
Very truly yours,

Kim Cole

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further
emails from us, please click the link below, and you
will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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Appendix D (Continued)
Email Solicitation - Principal Investigator Survey
Dear Dr. [LastName]

I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South
Florida conducting research as part of my dissertation.
My research entails surveying faculty to determine their
perceptions pertaining to Offices of Sponsored Research
Administration. This study has received approval by my
institutional review board.

You have been identified as a significant contributor in
the field of federal research grants and, therefore
crucial to my study. If you have 10-15 minutes, would
you be so kind as to click on the hyperlink below to
complete an online survey? You will be asked first to
rate the importance of certain attributes regarding
Offices of Sponsored Research Administration in general.

Then, you will be asked how often certain attributes are
present at your current institution’s Office of Sponsored
Research Administration.

Here is a link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

If you do not wish to participate please click on the
link below to avoid receiving follow-up reminders.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx

Thank you for your time and support.
Gratefully yours,

Kim Cole, MBA, CPA, Phd/ABD
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Appendix D (Continued)

Follow-up Email sent to non-respondents

Recently you were sent an invitation to participate in a
research study pertaining to perceptions of faculty
toward Offices of Research Administration. I am a
doctoral student at the University of South Florida and
am conducting this survey as part of a dissertation which
has been approved by the University’s Internal Review
Board.

While, I have received quite a few responses, yours is
not one of them. I am wondering if you could please take
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete this survey.

Your support is genuinely appreciated.

Here is a link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

Thanks for your participation!
Very truly yours,

Kim Cole
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