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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study is to understand factors that motivate and demotivate a construction
academic based on existing literature. An extensive examination of published literature failed to reveal
any studies on motivation or demotivation of construction academics but for a few studies on
motivation of academics in general. These studies revealed over 25 intrinsic and extrinsic factors which
were differentiated between factors cited in conceptual and empirical studies. A further distinction was
made between factors cited in studies focussed directly on motivation of academics, and factors cited in
studies investigating a different topic. Factors so identified, provide a broad base for understanding
‘what’ factors affect motivation and demotivation of academics However, these studies have not taken
into account discipline specific, job level, and other contextual issues or prioritised factors based on
importance. Moreover, ‘how’ these factors could be used for improving organisational performance
focussing on different disciplines and roles within these disciplines have not been studied either.
Nevertheless, an examination of these factors revealed that most fall within the control of the university
management. As such, there is a need for understanding what management styles could be used for
increasing motivation and minimising demotivation, and this is an area that needs investigation
focussing on construction specific issues vis-a-vis context and job roles.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of construction as an academic discipline can be evidenced by the birth of number of
undergraduate and postgraduate courses in universities and associated professional bodies that accredit
these programs of study. Some have raised questions on whether such programs should be located within
civil engineering schools as in the United States (Chinowsky and Diekmann, 2004). Others have housed
such programs in faculties other than engineering particularly in commonwealth countries. Some others
have raised questions on whether existing knowledge is of high quality (Ofori, 1994). Whilst the practices
are heterogeneous in nature with a rapidly growing body of knowledge in the area of construction
management, construction economics, construction project and production management, sustainable
construction, construction business management, and so on all of which could be classed broadly brought
under the umbrella of construction education. Those who primarily teach and research in these areas
whilst employed in a university may be broadly classified as a ‘construction academic’ — at least for the
purpose of this study.

2. CHALLENGESFACING CONSTRUCTION ACADEMICS

Challenges could be both motivating and demotivating. Before these topics are explored, it is useful to
understand the context within which construction academics operate.

The university is one of the longest surviving organisational forms in the world with a history of over two
millennia (Wernick, 2005, p.20). However, the first universities which offered organised education
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resembling the contemporary university were set up in the 11" century (Haskins, 2001). Universities did
not change much till the 19" century. Then, with the industrial and scientific revolution that was taking
place in the western world, the university focussed on research as an integral part of learning and became
an institution which was devoted to the pursuit of knowledge and solution of problems as well as training
students at a higher level (Bowden and Marton, 1999). Thereafter, in the latter half of the 20" century,
when government funding was made available to the universities, the universities were expected to
perform a third task, service to the community. Thus, the contemporary university regards teaching,
research and service to the community as their primary responsibilities.

The late 20" century universities expanded rapidly and became even more diverse and a lot more complex.
The governments started to monitor and to some extent control university activities (Wernick, 2005), even
though their funding reduced and universities were asked to be more self-reliant. University management
changed from the ‘collegial model’ to a ‘managearilistic model” (Ylijoki, 2003) and universities adopted
corporate management principles modelled on the private sector (Wernick 2005). The new model
emphasised on ‘accountability, efficiency, cost effectiveness, marketisation, and quality assessment in
academic work’ (Ylijoki, 2003, p.2). Corporate reforms such as performance appraisal and financial
reporting were introduced (Winter and Sarros, 2002) and key performance indicators, explicit targets,
outputs and income became common concepts in the contemporary university (Winter and Sarros 2002;
Bellamy et al., 2003).

In this business-like environment, where change is the norm, not the exception, university academics are
increasingly exposed to changes in their work practices. For some academics, e.g. construction academics,
this appears to be a greater challenge than to others, as they have to at times challenge popularly held
beliefs about various disciplines (for example, as to whether engineering is part of construction or whether
construction is part of engineering), promote change according to their expertise and experience in
environments where others may have little understanding of the discipline and the profession, and to
engage with practitioners who have qualifications different to ‘construction’ or have no related formal
academic qualifications given that ‘construction’ is a relatively new field of study though spanning at least
three decades.

Academics are known as a professional group (Bess, 1998; Aronsson et al., 1999) committed to their
profession (Mclnnis, 2000; Houston et al., 2006). However, they do not belong to or seek membership of
an exclusive professional body for academics as a professional such as an architect or an engineer or for
that matter a construction professional. In relation to construction, it is not uncommon for a construction
academic in commonwealth countries to seek membership of multiple organisations such as the Royal
Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) or the Chartered Institute of Building (CIOB) and with
memberships with relevant local and international bodies accrediting construction programs but in doing
so bear membership fees without any financial assistance from the University which could contribute
towards demotivation.

The challenges seem to be far greater when employed in a Faculty where multiple programs are delivered
(say architecture or engineering). Raising the profile and esteem of construction graduates and the
construction profession in general seems harder unless there is empathy and respect for the construction
profession from often powerful academics of the Faculty who belong to other professions. In situations
where new programs have been developed with a greater focus on a business-model (than a content driven
model), it is never an easy task to change the curriculum to differentiate construction programs with other
programs when driven by a desire to deliver discipline specific knowledge and skills. The task of creating
a catalytic environment lies squarely with management which could act as a catalyst for motivation.

As with all academics, construction academics are also involved with teaching, research and also
administration. In newly established programs, they need to seek the support of the senior management to
foster such programs which includes harnessing limited funds to market their programs particularly when
the Faculty or the department name does not carry the name of the degrees offered (i.e. ‘construction’).
Similarly, they need support to eliminate curriculum-waste, when non-discipline specific courses are
included in the core curriculum (such as when core courses are drawn from Business Schools on topics
such as health and safety, law, or project management in preference to ‘construction health and safety’,
‘construction law’ or ‘construction project management’) akin to including non-essential content (at the
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expense of essential content). The appointment of qualified and competent academics to head such
programs may help improve motivation as it will provide opportunities for their voices to be heard.
Moreover, with the growth of new programs, delays in appointing new staff may result in high workloads
with a commensurate delay in developing a critical mass of academics to foster discipline specific
teaching and research, raise esteem of the construction profession as not being second to any other (say
architecture, engineering, or project management), develop a vision and strategy for the future
harmonising with existing values and visions, and in doing so to inform other academics on discipline
specific issues and trends in order to achieve value-adding outcomes for construction students and the
university. No doubt, all these could be quite challenging and indeed motivating, but could also be
demotivating particularly if the management does not understand or appreciate the challenges faced by
construction academics.

Academics are drawn to the university by the passion for their discipline and scholarship (Meyer and
Evans, 2003). The values of academic profession are rooted in autonomy (Del Favero, 2003). They are
committed to the principle of professional autonomy and regard their judgement as authoritative in their
area of specialisation (Goodpastor and Montoya, 1996). They value the right to engage in scholarly
inquiry of their choice without fear of retaliation (Kinser and Fossey, 2001). Academic freedom,
collegiality, flexibility, high trust and high discretion status, are also very important to them (Coaldrake
and Stedman, 1999; Hazelkorn, 2008). They remain in the university because of the flexibility and
autonomy they have in carrying out what they like to do, i.e., teaching, research and service to the
community, and their membership of a community of scholars (Bellamy ef al., 2003). When these are
compromised as when the university hierarchy fails to create a suitable environment, it may be
hypothesised that there is opportunity for demotivation to set in.

Many have noted the commitment of academics towards their primary duties such as teaching and
research (Berman and Skeff, 1988; Currie, 1996; Currie et al., 2000; Bellamy et al., 2003; Chinowsky and
Diekmann, 2004; Houston et al., 2006). Currie (1996) for instance asserts that ““... academics cannot give
enough to their teaching and research. There are always students who need more help. ... more books and
articles to read. ... more research that needs to be published”. Moreover, because of their commitment to
the academic profession, Harman (1988) believes that the academic life should be seen as a calling rather
than a job, although not in a religious sense (Bellamy et al., 2003). Understanding such imperatives would
be useful in creating environments for harnessing the power academics have, to make a substantial and
significant difference to the university, students, industry, and community.

3. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

In managing their employees, management needs to be aware of what motivates and demotivates them.
Motivated academic employees are essential to the survival and development of the university (Rowley,
1996; Ramsden, 1998; Capelleras, 2005; Houston et al., 2006) as motivation is a key determinant of work-
performance (Evans, 1986; Pringle, 1986; Greenberg and Baron, 1993; Sackett ef al., 1998). Academics
play a key role in achieving the goals and objectives of the academic institution (Capelleras, 2005). They
are the fundamental source for the institution to have a quality student interface and to build the quality of
research in the university (Rowley, 1996). Well motivated academic staff will not only build a reputation
for themselves but also will enhance the reputation of the institution and thus attract high calibre students
and also attract research funds. Poor motivation and declining commitment of academics produce negative
results in productivity and profitability of the university (Ramsden, 1998).

In response to the demands in the changing environment as articulated earlier, construction and other
academics are now called upon to do a variety of complex work in an increasingly demanding
environment while responding to traditional academic tasks (Houston et al., 2006). Old ideas of teaching,
research, and faculty administration changed at a rapid speed as new departments, research institutes, and
vast libraries were brought into the university among other things. Academics have to respond to ‘diverse
student expectations, a competitive research environment, community expectations for relevance,
declining public funding, and increased administrative and fiscal accountability’ (Houston et al., 20006,
p-20). These new and sometimes conflicting demands have had marked effects on academics’ motivation
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as there is an obligation for them ‘to perform better in all aspects of academic work, and to do it, of
course, with fewer resources’ (Ramsden, 1998, p.351). In other words they are asked to do more with less
(Meyer and Evans, 2003) which could be demotivating.

Researchers have argued that these changes have deeply affected the core values and basic beliefs of
academic work (Parker and Jary, 1995; Smith and Webster, 1997; Slaughter and Leslie,1997;
Rhodes,1998; cited in Ylijoki, 2003). Literature illustrates that academics are not happy with the new
developments. Rowley (1996) and Ramsden (1998) inform of a growing sense of disillusionment among
academics. They have reported high level of personal stress (Gillespie ef al., 2001), lack of consultation
(Winter et al., 2000), an increased workload (Paewai et al., 2007), and alienation from their organisation
(Mclnnis, 1992 cited in Ramsden, 1998) all of which may lead to demotivation if not given
adequate attention.

Clearly, high performing staff is a key to the development of any organisation and the contemporary
university is no exception. The skills, experience and knowledge employees possess have economic value
to organisations and represent human capital as they enhance productivity (Snell and Dean, 1992).
Emphasising the importance of motivated employees in organisational performance, Osteraker (1999)
states that if an organisation does not motivate its employees, the knowledge within that organisation will
not be used to the fullest.

Researchers note that there are several determinants of job-performance, and motivation is one of these.
Baron and Greenberg (1994, p.90) propose that “motivation together with a person’s skill and abilities,
role perceptions, and opportunities combine to influence job performance”.

The general assumption is that employee motivation is complex. There are no set of guidelines to which
will assure motivated employees, and different employees may need different approaches to be motivated.
However, there is no dispute that having motivated employees is one of the highly worthy goals for any
employer. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to undertake a comprehensive literature review to
investigate the motivational and demotivational factors of academics as an initial step to fostering an
understanding about the motivation and demotivation of construction academics.

4. STATEOFTHE ART: MOTIVATION STUDIES

Prior to undertaking the review of literature on motivational and demotivational factors of the academics,
it is necessary to define work motivation and demotivation. It also interesting note the concept of
amotivation proposed by Deci and Ryan (1985). Amotivation is defined as the lack intention to act. Its
meaning is similar to that of demotivation as it occurs when there is an absence of motivation (Alexandris
and Grouios, 2002; Sharp et al., 2006 Watts, 2008). However, amotivation was not considered in
this study.

4.1. MOTIVATION AND DEMOTIVATION

4.1.1. MOTIVATION

Motivation in general is an area that is well researched. However, there are numerous researcher
definitions of motivation with overlapping as well as different features (Grubsic and Goic, 2003, p.388).
According to Locke and Latham (2004, p.380) motivation refers to “internal factors that impel action and
to external factors that can act as inducements to action”. It is a “set of processes that arouse, direct, and
maintain human behaviour toward attaining a goal” (Baron and Greenberg, 1994, p.75). Motivation arises
from a need to achieve better standards (Kiziltepe, 2008). There are three aspects of action that motivation
can influence i.e., choice, effort, and persistence of a person (Steers, et al., 2004, p.379).

In an organisational setting, work motivation is the employee keenness to achieve the goals of the
organisation (Grubsic and Goic, 2003). It is their willingness to work at a certain level of effort (Sullivan,
1989). Yan’s (2009, p.110) describes motivation as “to exert high levels of effort towards organisational
goals, conditioned by the effort’s ability to satisfy some individual need”. Yan’s description resonates with
Sullivan’s while taking another step higher i.e. from ‘a certain level of effort” to ‘a high level of effort’.

4



World Construction Conference 2012 — Global Challenges in Construction Industry
28 — 30 June 2012, Colombo, Sri Lanka

Motivation is a “set of internal and external forces that initiate work-related behaviour and determine its
form, direction, intensity, and duration” (Ambrose and Kulik, 1999, p.231). Myers (1964) explains that a
‘challenging job which allows a feeling of achievement, responsibility, growth, advancement, enjoyment
of work itself, and earned recognition’ will motivate employees to work effectively (p.71). For the purpose
of this study, based on the above explanations, motivation is defined as a force that persistently drives
employees to achieve personal and organisational goals (in a complimentary manner, influenced by both
intrinsic and extrinsic factors which determine the nature of the effort invested.

4.1.2. DEMOTIVATION

As with ‘motivation’, an agreed definition of demotivation does not exist (Kupers, 2001), and there are
only a few studies that have examined demotivation (Grubsic and Goic, 2003; Keblawi, 2005; Yan, 2009)
compared to research on motivation.

Kupers (2001) claims that demotivation is a ‘reduced force for thinking, feeling, or acting” (p.3).
Demotives are negative counterpart of motives; motives increase an action tendency while demotives
decrease it (Kiziltepe, 2008; Yan, 2009). Dornyei (2001) too suggests that demotivation is the flip side of
motivation (Keblawi, 2005), which consists of “specific external forces that reduce or diminish the
motivational basis of a behavioural intention or an ongoing action” (Yan, 2009, p.110). Grubsic and Goic
(2003) agree stating that it is a “condition of damaged or destroyed motivation” (p.155). However, Kupers
(2001) believes that demotivation is just not a reversal of motivation; it may result not in just non-acting or
unmotivated behaviour but also in counter-productive behaviour.

Furthermore, Smith (2004) claims that an employee’s unfulfilled needs may lead to demotivation. Meyer
proposes that demotivation has six stages starting with the employee feeling confused, leading to
becoming uncooperative, and finally departing the organisation (Meyer, 1977; Meyer, 1978). Grubsic and
Goic (2003) describes areas of influences on demotivation and Spitzer (1995) explains several workplace
demotivators. Demotivation is reflected in dysfunctional behaviour (de Treville and Antonakis, 2002).
Though most employees arrive at work already motivated to carry out their tasks well, usually due to some
external reasons they get demotivated and lose interest of continuing the task with the same force (Meyer,
1977; Keblawi, 2005; Yan, 2009).

Based on the above explanations, for purposes of this study demotivation is defined as an internal or
external force that diminishes or eliminates the willingness of an employee to perform tasks to achieve
complimentary personal and organisational goals, which can also be termed as the reversal of motivation.

4.2. MOTIVATIONAL AND DEMOTIVATIONAL FACTORS OF THE UNIVERSITY ACADEMIC

It should be noted that there were only a handful of studies that have investigated the motivational and
demotivational factors that affect academics, as the primary focus of the investigation (see Section 4.2.1),
though several researchers have noted the importance of a motivated faculty to the growth and
sustainability of the university. This drew on the need for a further review of literature to ascertain
whether there are studies that have come across motivating or demotivating factors of academics while
investigating another subject (see Section 4.2.2).

4.2.1. MOTIVATIONAL AND DEMOTIVATIONAL FACTORS OF ACADEMICSAS THE PRIMARY FOCUS

Rowley (1996) is one of the first researchers on academic motivation. The recommendations in Rowley’s
conceptual study are based on a discussion of motivation theories such as Taylor’s (1947) rational
economic model, Mayo’s (1975) social model, Maslow’s (1970) self-actualising model, and Herzberg’s
(1959) two factor theory. Rowley (1996) suggests that financial rewards may not motivate all staff as
different staff are motivated by different factors. Appropriate appraisal and development schemes, proper
acknowledgement, and autonomy, are other issues impacting motivation of the academics positively.
Rowley (1996) does not specifically discuss demotivators, but recommends that managers must eliminate
or reduce dissatisfiers such as lack of resources, and insufficient communication. Perhaps, it is worthwhile
to note that Herzberg’s (1959) study also uses satisfaction and motivation as interchangeables.
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Winter and Sarros’s (2002) empirical study spanning across four universities was aimed at identifying
motivating and demotivating sources of academics. Their study found positive job characteristics such as
role clarity or low levels of role ambiguity, and supportive supervisory leadership as motivating factors for
academics. Academics are motivated by clear and achievable roles, by “knowing exactly what is expected
of them” (p.250). It is established that role ambiguity, which is the flip side of role clarity, leads to job
stress (O'Driscoll and Beehr, 1994) and also has been noted as a characteristic of job dissatisfaction
(Glisson and Durick, 1988). Winter and Sarros’s (2002) also note challenging job tasks are a key source of
motivation for the academics. Indeed, according to Fried and Ferris (1987), challenging roles provide
opportunities for recognition, responsibility and personal growth at work (Fried and Ferris, 1987 cited in
Winter and Sarros, 2002). Considerate and supportive supervisors are also a motivating factor for the
academics (Winter and Sarros, 2002); supportive leadership has been established as a strong work
motivator in other studies as well (Ramsden, 1988; Brown, 1996).

The demotivating factors for the academics determined by the above named authors, i.e. Winter and
Sarros (2002) are role overload, low job feedback, and low levels of participation in decision making.
Academic research participants state that “massive teaching and admin responsibilities threaten to
overtake their research” (p.251), and they find work overload exhausts them and feel that their “job has
taken over their life” (p.252). The academics are also demotivated by low feedback as they do not know
“how well they were doing their jobs”, and as a result they do not always know “when and how to change
their work performance to increase desired outcomes” (Winter and Sarros, 2002, p. 252). Other studies
also have noted that when academics do not receive sufficient feedback, it lowers their commitment to the
university (Martin, 1999; Taylor, 1999; Trowler, 1998 cited in Winter and Sarros, 2002). Additionally,
academics resent and are demotivated by the lack of opportunities available to them to participate in
decision making, as they wish to be consulted when the university hierarchy makes decisions, especially,
when these have an impact on their work (Winter and Sarros, 2002).

Winter and Sarros’s (2002) research is one of the few studies that clearly identifies both motivating and
demotivating factors of academics. However, the authors mainly derived the motivating and demotivating
factors from a close ended questionnaire. Even though, there was an open ended question which asked the
respondents to comment on their feelings towards their current job environment, there was no opportunity
for the academics to freely discuss the factors that motivates and demotivates them. Their research
identified the motivators and demotivators by different academic staff levels such as professor, senior
lecturer etc. and the survey questionnaires were administered to five academic of disciplines areas.
However, construction academics were not included in this survey. Further, the findings were generic to
all academics. In other words, results were not categorised by discipline areas.

The conceptual study of Meyer and Evans (2003) proposes that the academics can be motivated with
intrinsic rewards (Hertzberg et al., 1959), as they desire to advance in their field, value peer recognition,
and feel proud when they see their name in print. In order to achieve these, Meyer and Evan’s (2003)
suggest that institutional incentives such as good technical support, study leave, increased lab space or
computer facilities, collegial exchange, international conference attendance etc. be given to the academics.
Demotivating factors of academics are not discussed by Meyer and Evan (2003) and the main objective of
the study was to examine approaches to motivating the professoriate.

Kiziltepe’s (2008) research aimed to examine the sources of motivation and demotivation of academic
staff in a Turkish university: the author carried out an empirical survey requesting the respondents to rank
three factors that motivated and demotivated them most. The respondents identified enthusiastic students,
social status, and prestige from research publications as motivating factors. The demotivating factors were
lack of interest shown by students, low salaries, and lack of opportunity to do research. Unlike the study of
Winter and Sarros (2002), Kiziltepe (2008) provided the academics the freedom to put forward the factors
as they perceive as motivators or demotivators without being prompted by the researcher. However,
Kiziltepe’s (2008) study does not analyse or explain how and why these factors motivate or demotivate the
academics, nor did it differentiate between various disciplines or academic staff levels.

Summarised below in Table 1 are the motivational and demotivational factors of the above mentioned
studies. For the purpose of this study an ‘empirical’ study is termed as a research where the conclusions or
the research ends are based on evidence and not just on theory, while a conceptual study is a research
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based only on theory.

Table 1: Motivational and Demotivational Factors of Academics as the Primary Focus

Author Motivation Factors Demotivation Factors Empirical Study (E)/
Conceptual study (C)
Kiziltepe (2008) enthusiastic students, lack of interest shown by E
social status, prestige students, low salaries,
from research lack of opportunities to
publications do research
Winter and Sarros role clarity, challenging role overload, low job E
(2002) tasks, supportive feedback, lack of
leadership participation in decision
making, Administrative
tasks
Myer and Evans peer recognition, pride in C
(2003) seeing their name in print,

opportunity to advance in
their field, study leave,
provision of resources,
conference attendance

Rowley (1996) financial rewards, lack of resources. C
appropriate appraisal and | insufficient
development schemes, communication
proper acknowledgement,
autonomy

4.2.2. MOTIVATIONAL AND DEMOTIVATIONAL FACTORS OF ACADEMICS AS A SECONDARY FOCUS

The study of Tipples et al. (2007) reviewing the Australasian academics’ psychological contracts and how
they are changing, examined the potential of the psychological contract as a means of understanding and
managing contemporary academic workplace relations and performance. These authors found that
commitment to teaching and the desire to contribute to the society are powerful motivators for the
academics to be attracted to academia.

The study of Winter et al. (2000), examined the quality of academic work-life (QAWL) issues in an
Australian university. These authors invited the academic from across five disciplines and five academic
levels to comment on their job environment and large scale changes taken place in the higher education
sector. Though the study was not primarily focused on discovering motivational or demotivational factors
for the academics, it revealed some positive aspects of QAWL such as high level of task identity,
autonomy, skill variety, and job challenge, which are established to be motivating job characteristics
(Hackman and Oldham, 1980 cited in Winter et al., 2000).

Literature reveals that researchers fall into two categories when considering the roles of intrinsic rewards
and extrinsic rewards (Hertzberg ef al., 1959) play in motivating the academics. One group claims that the
academics are motivated intrinsically. Coaldrake and Stedman’s (1999) report considered the implications
of changing policies and practices in higher education governing university staff and mentions that
academics remain intrinsically motivated by their work. Berman and Skeff (1988) while assessing the
academics attitudes towards teaching and teaching improvement, state that at a time when universities are
facing financial constraints, intrinsic motivation may play an important role. While investigating on how
to manage an effective university, one study states that the academics who have a high level of intrinsic
motivation are twice as productive as the least intrinsically motivated (Ramsden,1998). The academics can
be intrinsically motivated by several factors, i.e., flexibility and autonomy (Bellamy et al., 2003; Houston
et al., 2006), a co-operatively-managed environment (Ramsden, 1998) and the membership of a
community of scholars (Bellamy et al., 2003). Another study also reported that when dissatisfied
academics decide to leave the university, they do not put much weight on extrinsic factors such as income,
to affect their decision (Lacy and Sheehan, 1997).
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The other group of researchers feel that extrinsic rewards are also important as these too help to motivate
the academics. The extrinsic motivators include expressions of appreciation by students and peer
recognition (Houston et al., 2006), transparent pay-for-performance appraisal systems (Turk, 2008), and
financial rewards (Berman and Skeff, 1988; Matier, 1990). The proposition that academics are motivated
by extrinsic awards such as financial rewards contradicts the conclusions of some researchers who have
noted that the academics are not motivated by such rewards (Bellamy et al., 2003; Houston ef al., 2006).
In fact, McKeachie (1982) argued that extrinsic rewards such as salary increments “are likely to have
undesirable long-term effects on motivation” (Moses, 1986).

Exploring the inconsistencies for access and equity to perform research in higher education, Massey and
Milsom (2000) discovered that motivating factors for academics to do research include advancement of
knowledge, peer recognition and prestige, personal and professional development, success in grant rounds,
acknowledgement of research performance, and the opportunity to do team work. While investigating
impacts of changing funding patterns have on university research, Ylijoki (2003) also found that
recognition and prestige within the scientific community as an important motivational force for academics.
Demotivating factors for research performance include teaching load, lack of appropriate resources,
challenge of finding industry or other research partners (Massey and Milsom, 2000).

In a research study to academic staff attitude to promotion procedures, Moses (1986) found that equal
recognition for both teaching and research is necessary for motivation of academics, as they are
dissatisfied when promotion systems undervalue teaching excellence and mostly rewards excellence in
research. They were motivated by promotion decisions which recognise teaching as well. Ramsden and
Martin (1996) also state that there is a perception in the academia that universities in general recognise
good research but not good teaching. A sense of achievement, autonomy, advancement, growth
opportunities and status of being a university staff are also factors that motivate academics (Moses, 1986).

Table 2 illustrates the motivational demotivational factors mentioned in studies where the main purpose
was to investigate another issue.

Table 2: Motivational and Demotivational Factors of Academics as a Secondary Focus

Author Mativational Factors Demotivational
Factors
Bellamy et al. (2003) | flexibility, autonomy, community of scholars’ membership
Berman and Skeff financial rewards
(1988)
Bess (1998) peer approbation, clear avenue, to higher status and respect,

opportunity to shift intellectual directions on occasion without
penalty, trust and good will
Houston et al. (2006) | flexibility and autonomy, student appreciation, peer

recognition
Massey and Milsom | advancement of knowledge, peer recognition, personal and teaching load, lack
(2000) professional development, success in grant grounds, of appropriate
acknowledgement of research performance, opportunity to do | resources,
team work challenge of finding
research partners
M oses (1986) equal recognition for research and teaching, autonomy,

advancement, growth opportunities and status of being a
university staff

Ramsden (1988) cooperatively management environment
Tippleset al. (2007) commitment to teaching, contribution to society
Turk (2008) pay-for-performance appraisal system

Winter et al, (2000) growth opportunities, status, task identity, autonomy, skill
variety, job challenge

Ylijoki (2003) recognition and prestige within the scientific community lack of opportunity
to do academic
research
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5. REFLECTING ON MOTIVATIONAL AND DEMOTIVATIONAL FACTORS

It was surprising to note that there are only a very few studies that investigated the motivating and
demotivating factors of academics as the primary focus when many have stressed the importance of
motivated academic staff to the growth and sustainability of the contemporary university. Moreover, there
are only two empirical studies that ascertained the motivational and demotivational factors of academics.
Additionally, the empirical investigations are limited by the lack of opportunity given to the academics to
freely express their perceptions about the motivational and demotivational factors that affect their work-
life. Further, there is only one study which considered various job levels and discipline areas of academics,
however, none of the studies included construction academics. This brings out the need for an in-depth
empirical study to ascertain the motivational and demotivational factors affecting construction academics,
also taking into consideration different academic levels and contextual factors (such as whether
construction taught in a separate school or not, development stage of program, strength of discipline
specific staff, etc.).

As noted before, the lack studies investigating the motivating and demotivating factors of academics as the
primary focus prompted a review of indirect studies on this topic (i.e. studies that listed
motivational/demotivational factors while investigating another topic). Once again, it was seen that there
were only a few more. It is seen that some of the factors listed in Table 1 are identified as motivational and
demotivational factors in Table 2 as well. All factors given in Tables 1 and 2 are summarised in Table 3 (a
total of 19 factors) and Table 4 (a total of 8 factors).

On further reflection, as illustrated in Tables 3 and 4, it is important and interesting to note that majority of
the factors which motivate university academics are within the control of the university management.
Further, it is also seen that academics are motivated by both intrinsic and extrinsic factors.

Table 3: Motivational Factors

Motivating Factors Within Outside Extrinsic Intrinsic Primary Secondary
Mgmt. Mgmt. Focus Focus
Control Control

Role clarity N
Challenging tasks

Supportive leader ship

Peer recognition/prestige
Autonomy

Flexibility

Trust and goodwill
Opportunity for teamwork
Equal recognition for teaching
and research

Career advancement /
Development schemes

Pay for performance appraisal
Schemes

Financial rewards
Enthusiastic students N
Student appreciation N
Prestige from publications N
Study leave
Conference attendance
Social status N N
Advancement of knowledge/ N J N
Contribution to society

Pl P P P P

<2222

< < |l izl 222

<] 2 < <[22 =2{=] P P P

<=2 2] < < <

<]=2]=2]

<=2
< |

P P P P <l=2] 2 <

As noted earlier, Table 4 provides a list of all demotivating factors. Interestingly, except for one factors,
all others are within the university management control. Additionally, as before, it is seen that academics
are demotivated by both extrinsic and intrinsic factors.
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Table 4: Demotivational Factors

Demotivating Factors Within Outside Extrinsic | Intrinsic | Primary | Secondary
Mgmt. Mgmt. Focus Focus
Control Contral

Lack of interest by

students v v v

Low salaries \ \ \

Lack of opportunity to N \ N N

do resear ch/ resour ces

Role overload N N \ \

L ow job feedback N \

Laclg c_)f dgcision making N N N

participation

Administrative task \ \ V

Insufficient . \ N N

communication

6. CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to investigate the motivational and demotivational factors of construction
academics given the unique challenges such academics are faced with. An extensive literature search
failed to reveal any studies but for a limited number of studies on motivation and demotivation of
academics in general. A review of such literature produced a generic list of factors (over 25) affecting
motivation and demotivation of academics despite a paucity of empirical studies on a topic that many
consider as important for achieving university goals and objectives. Moreover, given that these studies do
not identify which factors are of greater importance depending on discipline and job levels, this study
finds that there is a need to investigate this issue further including whether there are additional factors that
motivate or demotivate academics.

As majority of the factors referred to above was found to be within the control of university management,
it is clear that university senior management has an important role to play in motivating academics. It is
important for them not only to know what factors motivate and demotivate academics but also understand
what strategies could be adopted to improve motivation and prevent any demotivation. In this regard,
understanding how management styles can play a catalytic role vis-a-vis motivating the academics also
becomes an important area for investigation.

This study also highlighted some of the challenges faced by construction academics, briefly, which could
be both motivating and demotivating depending on contextual factors and job levels (and roles) — an area
that also needs to be investigated further taking into consideration the above mentioned facts. A study to
develop a suitable management model is proposed investigating how the construction academics wish to
be motivated, with reference to university management. It is envisaged that the proposed model will assist
the university management to provide a stimulating work environment for such academics.

Academics are a key resource in achieving the goals and objectives of a higher educational institution.
They are independently-minded, and leading them have been compared to herding cats (Spendlove, 2007)
illustrating the difficulty in managing them. Understanding factors that motivate and demotivate them
including management styles that could harness the power within them is fundamental as universities
venture into a more challenging future than in the past.
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