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Abstract

This research has examined differences between factors affecting productivity of
faculty of universities and higher education centers of the Ardabil based on three
groups involved means faculty, staff of educational and research units and students,
and are considered as basis of rankings. Based on components of NASIRI POUR
model (2011) and using ANOVA test unanimity of different aspects affecting
efficiency in terms of the three groups studied. Due to significant differences in
means, LSD post hoc test was used and it was determined that in organizational
culture, the mean of student than the other two groups, in empowering, the mean of
employees than other groups, in the motivational factors, the mean of student than
another groups and in the way of managing, the mean of employees than other two
groups are different. Finally, using the technique of TOPSIS, factors affecting
productivity of faculty were ranked. The results showed that the components of
empowerment, environmental conditions, organizational culture, leadership method
(management) and motivational factors are most important in enhancing the
productivity of faculty members of Ardebil universities, respectively.
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Introduction

The concept of productivity in production and service units has been studied by
many, but whether educational institutions and especially faculty can be assessed
with common criteria or not? Productivity not only is considered as a benchmark for
measuring the performance, but also its improvement is the prerequisite for socio -
economic development of countries (BARANDAK, Mohammad 1997). Therefore,
improvement in labor productivity in universities as centers of specialized manpower
training and empowerment is important. VAKILI according to his research stated that
due to limited human capacity, numerous factors has affected on labor productivity,
the most important ones are: motivation, training, Labor relations with management
and workplace (VAKILI, BAHMAN. 1991). In researches of GHANEI RAD and
GHAZI POUR, the effect of factors such as academic rank and employment on
Knowledge production is examined (GHANEI RAD, MOHAMMAD AMIN and
GHAZI POUR, FARIDEH. 2002). Another study proposed a comprehensive model
and from demographic characteristics (Alvani, M., Ahmadi, P. 2001) to leadership
method (Ellis, S., Dick, P. 2003) has been investigated in this study. Wright and his
colleagues in their study in China, the role of element of organizational culture on

increasing employee motivation and also improving effective productivity evaluated
(Wright, R.E 2006).

Faculty productivity

About definition of the concept of "faculty productivity"”, there is no consensus
(Weiss, D. 1998). The reason for this is lack of agreement on definitions, standards
and suitable indicators for the productivity of the faculty members (Doellefeld, s.
1998). On the one hand, because of the lack of agreement on duties of faculty over a
week, and difficult to measure and quantify what they are doing, on the other hand,
the complexity of the issue has increased. The nature of Faculty productivity
commensurate with the job stages (career) of faculty is different (Weiss, D. 1998).
"BAR & TAG" believe that for productivity there are two definitions. The first
definition is based on the paradigm of education according to it productivity is
defined as the cost per hour teaching for each student. In the learning paradigm,
productivity is defined as the cost per learning unit for each student (Barr, R. B.,
Tagg, J. 2008). GUNS and colleagues have found that in 2006, if more services in
terms of quantity or quality in education are produced or same amount of resources
because of productivity or effectiveness is improved, productivity has been achieved
in this case. Also, the Teaching productivity can be defined in terms of taught units,
average class size, training costs, etc (Poole, W. 2005). If the quality of student
learning is increased more than their education costs, productivity will increase. Here,
the quality of student learning is skills that students have acquired. Some scholars,
Number of courses, the time allocated to the teaching and research activities or
courses that will be taught by the faculty member consider as a measure of
productivity (productivity at the individual level). While another group of researchers
have analyzed faculty member productivity through data collected at the school level,
group or field, not in individual level (Porter, S., Umbach, P. 2001). Activities of an
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organization are influenced by a range of factors that understanding and studying
these can help to improve activities and realization of organizational goals.

Factors affecting the productivity of faculty members

1- Organizational Culture

Organizations, like people, are the characters that this organization personality
format is called culture of that organization (MOGHIMI ZADEH, SM. 2006). Morris
knows organizational culture as values or shared perceptions that members of the
organization keep them (Morris, M. 1992). Strong culture leads to creating better
feeling for employees and do better things. Also, a strong organizational culture
increases commitment of employees to the organization and creating align between
employee goals and objectives, and this factor is an important factor for increasing
productivity (Hersey, P., Blanchard, K. 1983).

Hypothesis 1: Organizational culture is effective on productivity of faculty
members.

2-Environmental conditions

A good environment can influence the development of personal values,
increasing of their ability and their productivity. Environmental factors affecting the
productivity of human resources can include observe workplace health and safety
principles, precise in placement and arrangement of equipment, providing minimum
physical standards for the design of the environment and different sectors, use of
appropriate technology and facilities to do things better, accuracy and effort to
sequence the parts related to each other in terms of working (ALLAH VERDI,
Mustafa, Farah ABADI, SEYYED MOHAMMAD EHSAN and SAJADI,
HANIYEH. 2010).

Hypothesis 2: Environmental conditions are effective on productivity of
faculty members.

3-Empowerment

Empowerment of human resources is the psychological concept that is related to
emotions and beliefs to their job and organization and is defined as the process of
increasing intrinsic motivation that 5 dimensions including sense of competence
(self-efficacy), sense of autonomy (having choice right), feel the effectiveness
(impact), the sense of being meaningful (useful) and trust (security) (ABDOLLAHI
BIJAN, B. and grandson of Abraham, ABDORRAHIM. 2006). In a research,
empowerment is defined as works done by organizations to share power and decision
making. (Chang, L., Liu, C. 2008). Scott, in his studies introduced empowering
employees as major factor to improve productivity. (Scott, P. 2000).

Hypothesis 3: Empowering is effective on productivity of faculty members.

4- Motivational Factors

The motives are behavior grazing that led to beginning and continue of activity.
SADEGHI in his research entitled evaluation of factors affecting labor productivity
of Welfare Organization headquarters, has proposed motivational factors as the third
component affecting labor productivity. From the perspective of faculty members and

educational experts of schools of Medical Sciences university of GUILAN,
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motivational factors are most important and have most predictive power to improve
labor productivity. (NASIRI POUR, AMIR ASHKAN, MEHRABIAN, FARDIN,
MOHAMADIAN, SAKINEH, 2011). Motivational factors may include the
following:

1) Extrinsic rewards (financial) 2) intrinsic reward of 3) extrinsic rewards
(nonfinancial) 4) Compensation of services 5) Salary and Benefits

Hypothesis 4: motivational factors are effective on productivity of faculty
members.

5-Leadership Method (management)

Leadership is defined as one of the principal tasks of manager, the process of
influencing and directing the activities related to the working of group members
(Stooner and Vankle. 1985). Research conducted by Chuang Fong has shown that
leadership style of managers is related to effectiveness, efficiency and productivity of
organizations and use of most important relationship style lead to increasing
effectiveness and efficiency and ultimately will improve labor productivity (Loke, C.
2001).

Hypothesis 5: The style of leadership is effective on productivity of faculty
members.

Research methodology

Faculty members, staff and students of educational units and students of Islamic
Azad university of Ardabil and ARDABILI MOHAGHEGHE University constitute
the population of this research. The number of faculty members is 482 persons, staff
of training units is 50 persons and students are 15,000 persons. Cochran's formula is
used to determine sample size and based on it the sample size for three groups has
been 210, 44 and 370 respectively. The questionnaire was distributed among the three
groups. The first part of the faculty questionnaire is related to the demographic
characteristics of respondents that included Personal Information and background of
people (age, sex, academic field, academic rank and university name). The second
part which consists of 29 questions, 5 questions to the organizational culture, 5
questions to the environmental conditions, 6 questions to Empowerment, 7 questions
to motivational factors and 6 questions to management method are related. The first
part of the staff and students questionnaire is related to the demographic
characteristics of respondents that included Personal Information and background of
people (age, sex, academic field, academic rank and university name). The second
part which consists of 26 questions, 5 questions to the organizational culture, 5
questions to the environmental conditions, 6 questions to Empowerment, 4 questions
to motivational factors and 6 questions to management method are related. Results
based on a LIKERT RANGE, from totally agree to totally disagree are adjusted
which are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1.

Demographic characteristics (N=620

Sex Female: 42.5
Male: 57.5
Under 20 years: 9.9
Age group Over 50 years: 1.1
University Islamic Azad University: 24.4

University of Mohagheghe Ardabili: 75.6

Humanities: 8.7

Science: 32.1
Engineering:23.2
Agricultural Sciences:2.4

Lesson group

Associate: 4.5
Academic Assistant: 19.2
Coach: 9.9

Hypotheses Test

The first hypothesis test:

The initial hypothesis (Hy): The organizational culture has no impact on
productivity of faculty members.

Research hypothesis (H;): The organizational culture has impact on productivity
of faculty members.

Based on the results of the SPSS, given that the significance level calculated is
less than five percent (sig <0.05), the null hypothesis is rejected. This means that
there 1s a positive relationship between organizational culture and productivity. So
with 95% probability, the first sub-hypothesis of research is confirmed. Furthermore,
the results of other hypothesis tests of research are presented in Table 2.

Table 2.
Calculations of hypotheses test
Hypothesis Variables Al\ingA Significant level Decision
Hypothesis .Orgamzatlonal culture ha.s an 21.607 0.000 Reject HO
1 impact on faculty productivity.
Hypothesis | Environmental conditions have
2 impact on faculty productivity. 2.039 0.131 Accept HO
Hypothesis | Empowerment has an impact on .
3 faculty productivity. 8.433 0.000 Reject HO
Hypothesis . Motivational Factors ha.vc.: 75510 0.000 Reject HO
4 impact on faculty productivity.
Hypothesis Management method has an 10.820 0.000 Reiect HO
5 impact on faculty productivity. ' ' ]

Cronbach's alpha was used for reliability testing. Based on these test, the value
calculated for the questionnaire was 0.9/0 and for each group and any dimension of
factors is given in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Cronbach's alpha
- = = E 2 5 A £
gd | = 7 | Sz5|Ez8| £ |EoE| 8.F
=2 e g < SEE | S| 2g | €88 | £5%
b 17) 1) S = > =) & =]
= & & £ 2 0 | B °E§ g S &k | & E
A S H 3 = = =
0.910 0.913 0.897 0.906 0.848 0.768 0.866 0.684 0.835

When the test of variance analysis (ANOVA) was performed, which revealed a
significant level for environmental conditions is 0.131, and the F - 2.039, the null
hypothesis is accepted, that means there is no significant relationship between faculty
productivity and environmental conditions. However, a significant level for
organizational culture, empowerment, motivational factors and management method
1s equal to 0.000, so the null hypothesis is rejected for these factors, that means the
average of these variables are significant. To see the difference between which
factors 1s a significant, LSD post hoc test was used and the results are shown in Table
4. In organizational culture, the mean of student than the other two groups, in
empowering, the mean of employees than other groups, in the motivational factors,
the mean of student than another groups and in the way of managing and the mean of

employees than other groups are different.

Table 4.
LSD post hoc test
The mean Standard Significant | Confidence interval 95%
Dependent variable D Job | (J) Job difference ::mir Level Lower U bound
a-J bound pper boun
Student 0.45295 ° 0.13224 .001 0.1932 0.7126
Employee
Professor 0.01061 0.13749 0.939 -0.2594 0.2806
L Employee | - 0.45295 *10.13224 .001 -0.7126 -0.1932
Organizational Culture —Student 15 T 044234~ 0.07165| 000 | -0.5830 | -03016
Employee - 0.01061 0.13749 0.939 - 0.2806 0.2594
Professor =
Student 0.44234 0.07165 .000 0.3016 0.5830
Student 0.21700 0.13029 0.096 -0.0389 0.4729
Employee
Professor 0.11489 0.13546 0.397 -0.1511 0.3809
Environmental conditions  IStudent Employee -0.21700 0.13029 0.096 -0.4729 0.0389
v H . Professor | -0.10211 | 0.07059| 0.149 | -0.2407 |  0.0365
Employee -0.11489 0.13546 0.397 - 0.3809 0.1511
Professor
Student 0.10211 0.07059 0.149 -0.0365 0.2407
Student 0.53043 ° 0.13280 .000 0.2696 0.7912
Employee e
Professor 0.40664 0.13808 .003 0.1355 0.6778
Empowerment Student Employee | -0.53043 " | 0.13280 .000 -0.7912 - 0.2696
W u
P Professor -0.12379 0.07195 .086 -0.2651 0.0175
Employee | -0.40664 " | 0.13808 .003 -0.6778 -0.1355
Professor
Student 0.12379 0.07195 .086 -0.0175 0.2651
Student 0.40018 * 0.10835 .000 0.1874 0.6130
Employee
Professor 0.00459 0.11275 0.968 -0.2168 0.2260
Motivational Factors Student Employee | -0.40018 " | 0.10835 .000 -0.6130 -0.1874
UM Iprofessor | - 039560 | 0.05888 | 000 | -05112 | -0.2800
Professor |[Employee - 0.00459 0.11275 0.968 - 0.2260 0.2168
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Student 0.39560 © | 0.05888 .000 0.2800 0.5112
Employee Student 0.39306 ° | 0.12489 .002 0.1478 0.6383
Professor 0.12399 0.12985 0.340 -0.1310 0.3790
Management practices Student Employee | - 0.39306 : 0.12489 .002 -0.6383 -0.1478
Professor | -0.26907 0.06767 .000 - 0.4020 -0.1362
Employee | -0.12399 | 0.12985 0.340 -0.3790 0.1310
Professor -
Student 0.26907 0.06767 .000 0.1362 0.4020
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The results of LSD test show that there is disagreement difference between the
staff and faculty in the field of organizational culture. Staff and faculty about
management practices and motivational factors also have had disagreements.
Interestingly, there are differences between students and faculty about the
effectiveness of empowerment factors on their effectiveness. Perhaps, the lack of
sufficient knowledge of the students about capabilities of teachers, also student
assessment based on output of teachers activities cause these differences or adequate
understanding of the teachers about students considered criteria has created these
differences. But all parties involved in the investigation of the influence of
environmental factors, have been unanimous. Teachers and staff disagreements in
three dimensions of the dimensions proposed in the research indicate the gap between
executive body and support of academic units investigated.

TOPSIS technique

In this study, to rank the factors affecting the productivity of faculty members,
among methods of MCDM, TOPSIS technique has been chosen, the results are given
in Table 5. As can be seen, Empowerment factor has most impact and management
method has the least impact on faculty productivity of Ardabil.

Table 5.
Ranking of factors affecting on productivity of faculty members

Factors affecting on productivity of Distance from the LRI fl:om
DA the negative CL | Rank
faculty members positive ideal ideal
Empowerment 0.003 0.018 0.86 1
Environmental conditions 0.014 0.014 0.50 2
Organizational Culture 0.012 0.0098 0.44 3
Motivational Factors 0.012 0.0092 0.43 4
Leadership style 0.017 0.01 0.37 5

Discussion and conclusions

Productivity model of faculty members at the University of Islamic Azad
University and Mohagheghe Ardebili University has five components, among these
factors, the empowerment with CL=0.86 has most impact and management method
with CL=0.37 has least impact on productivity of faculty members in terms of three
groups. In this regard, a research which is conducted by NASIRI POUR and his
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colleagues entitled "the evaluation of the relationship between organizational culture
and human resources in Education hospital of Iran university of Medical Sciences,
found that there is positive and significant relationship between organizational culture
and human resource productivity (Nasiri Pour, Amir Ashkan, Mehrabian, Fardin,
Mohamadian, Sakineh, 2011). In the present study, the second hypothesis was
rejected, But Spence studies in 2002 showed that improving the work environment
conditions has a positive impact on staff and they will commit to making a greater
effort to perform tasks in an organization. (Spence, K. 2002). Scott, in his studies has
been introduced empowering employees as a major factor to improve productivity
(Scott, P. 2000). According the perspective of faculty members and Training experts
of University of Medical Sciences of GILAN, motivational factor after organizational
culture is most important for improving the productivity of labor (Nasiri Pour, Amir
Ashkan, Mehrabian, Fardin, Mohamadian, Sakineh, 2011). The findings of Roger's
research also imply that leadership and communications manager with team members
improve the productivity significantly (Roger, M. 1996). Therefore, managers should
attempt to promote productivity culture and strengthen it and by providing field of
creativity and innovation, they can create the moral and material incentives in faculty
members. Also they can create appropriate field for improving productivity of
university by using the appropriate style according to university status and
environmental conditions, providing the appropriate conditions for open discussion
and exchange between employees, allocate sufficient funds for the grant award to the
research findings, holding conferences, adequate funding for research, make
connections with other scientific organizations, creating networks of decentralized
decision-making.

Although this research is somewhat similar to model of Nasiri Pour and
colleagues, but this research includes the perspective of three groups and their
comments have been incorporated, not just a comment of a group is used. Although
the results of TOPSIS method show prioritization of the elements, but look at the LSD
test results show that, despite the position taken by environmental factors, due to no
disagreements between the parties involved, this criteria can leads to faster
effectiveness than other criteria. On the other hand, disagreement between employees
and professors illustrates the importance of more coordination, and perhaps can be
considered as one of the factors affecting possible defects of empowerment policies
performing which the schools are run. Lack of proper implementation of the
management activities can be observed with perspective difference these two groups
regarding the impact of management activities. Furthermore, according to the
correlation between leadership style and organizational climate are known the next
works (Koene, Bas. A. S.; Vogelaar. Ad. L. W. & Soeters. Joseph. L. 2002). The
impact of perspective difference of staff and faculty will be more obvious. Because
one of the factors shaping organizational climate is leadership style (Implementation
of management policies). The results indicate that to eliminate the gap between the
three groups, and the importance of empowering professors as output of the system,
the university management structures and operating methods of university policies
have to change and patterns of decision-making and management mechanisms should

be specified.
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NCITOJIB3OBAHUE MYJIBbTUKPUTEPUAJIBHOI'O METOJIA
PEIIEHUN O OCHOBHBIX ®AKTOPAX, BJIUSIOIINX HA
HPOU3BOAUTEJIBHOCTDb COTPYJJHUKOB ®AKYJIbTETA U UX
PEUTUHI (HA IPUMEPE YHUBEPCUTETOB U BBICIINX
OBPA3OBATEJIbBHBIX HEHTPOB APJAEBHNJIA)

[Tupun enman Hamun'

Ilaxpam Mup3aeu Japuanu’
®dap3an Carrapu ApraGumm’

Ucnamckuit yauBepcutet Azazn, Hayuno-uccienoBarenbekuii punman Ap,Z[CGI/I.H}II
Ucnamckuii yauBepcutet Asaz, Grmmal B ropoge ApaeGuip
(Upan)

AnHoTanus. [IpeacraBieHHOe HccleOBaHUE HANPABJICHO HA WM3YYEHUE Pa3IudMid
Mexay (dakTopaMu, BIMSIONMMHA Ha  MNPOU3BOJUTEIBHOCTH  COTPYJIHUKOB
(aKyIbTETOB YHUBEPCUTETOB M BBICIIMX YYE€OHBIX IEHTPOB ApaeOussi Ha OCHOBE
TpexX TpyMNI, YYacTBYIOIIMX B HCCIEAOBAHUU: TMPENOAABATENIN, COTPYIHUKH
00pa30BaTeNbHBIX M HAYyYHO-UCCIENIOBATEIbCKUX MOJpa3AeNeHUul U CTYICHTHI, a
TaK)K€ pacCMaTPUBAIOTCA OCHOBBI peHTUHTOBaHUs. Ha 0CHOBE KOMIIOHEHTOB MOJIEH
Hacepu Ilyp (2011) m ¢ DOMOLIBIO JHUCIEPCHOHHOIO AaHAINW3a MCCIEI0BAHO
CAMHOAYIINE IO PA3NUYHBIM acCleKTaM, BIMSIOMMM Ha 3()(PEKTUBHOCTH C TOYKU
3peHusl TpeX TPYMI HCCIEAyeMbIX. B CBSI3M CO 3HAYUTENBHBIMU PA3IUYUSIMHU B
3HAUYEHHUSIX, UCIIOJIH30BAJICS METOJ IPYNIUPOBAHUS BHIOOPOK C HAMMEHEE 3HAYUMOM
pa3HMIIe W ObLIO ONpENEereHO, YTO OpraHu3alMOHHAs KyJbTypa 3HauuMee JIsl
CTYJICHTOB, pPAcCIIUPEHHUE BO3MOKHOCTEH Ba)KHEE COTPYAHHKAM, MOTHBALIUOHHBIC
(bakTophl — CTyZIeHTaM, CrocoObl YIpaBieHus: — cOTpyAHuKaM. HakoHner, ucnonbs3ys
TEXHUKY OIpEACNICHUs TMOPSAKOBOrO HOMepa (paHra) OJM30CThIO K HUACATbHOMY
pelIeHnto, ObUIM paHXUPOBAaHbI (DAKTOPHI, BIUSIOIMIMNE HA TPOU3BOJAUTEIHLHOCThH
¢dakynbrera. Pe3ynmpTaThl mOKa3ajdd, 4YTO KOMIIOHEHTHl pACIIUPEHUS TpaB U
BO3MOXXHOCTEH, SK30T€HHBIX YCJIOBMM, OpraHM3al[MOHHAs KyJIbTypa, METOJIbI
PYKOBOZACTBa (yIpaBlIeHHs) W MOTHBAIIMOHHBIE (AKTOPOB SBISIOTCA HamOojee
BOXHBIMH B TOBBIIIEHUH JS(OPEKTUBHOCTH MPOGECCOPCKO-MPENOIaBATEIIHCKOTO
COCTaBa YHUBEPCUTETOB ApaeOuris.

KialoueBble cji0Ba: MPOM3BOAUTENHHOCTh (DAKyJIbTETa; PA3BUTHE YEIOBEUECKUX
PECYpPCOB; paclIMpEeHUe MpaB U BO3MOXKHOCTEH; MOTUBALIMOHHBIE (pakTOpbl; MeTos
onpeNeeHusl TMOPSAKOBOrO HoMmepa (WiM paHra) OJU30CTBIO K HJI€aJTbHOMY
PELICHUIO.
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