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Foreword

As the cover art for this research report suggests, faculty work-
load can be as difficult to define and measure as the intellectual
pracess itself.  Even the adequacy of such measurable aspects of
faculty workload as time and number of students is debatable since
quantity is often gained at the expense of quality and breadth at the
expense of depth.

This monograph examines methods by which faculty workload stu-
dies can be performed. It includes definitions and discussion of
activities used in workload assessment, such as instructional time,
institutional and public service, personal activities, and research,
scholarship and creative endeavors. "T'he author concludes that there
is a paucity of empirical data about faculty workloads and too much
acceptance of commonplace assumptions that do not stand up to
critical examination. He believes faculty workload formulas will
vary from institution to institution, and that individual institutions
should develop their own faculty workload questionnaries. In this
way, @ basis for adequate empirical data about faculty workload can
be devcloped. The author, Harold E. Yuker, is Director of The
Center for the Study of Higher Education, Hofstra University, Hemp-
stead, New York.

Peter P. Muirhead, Director
ERIC/Higher Education
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Overview

Studies of faculty workload have been conducted for over 50 year-.
Data obtained in these studies have been used to measure academic
cfficiency and to determine academic policies.  Yet questions and
problems have persisted despite the Lurge number of such studies.
Onc ot the most basic questions centers around the definition of
faculty workload. At one exireme workload can be defined in terms
of the number of credit hours taught. At the other extreme it can
be defined in tetms of the number of hours per week devoted to all
acadeniic activities. including some that seem unrelated to university
or classtoom activities. Rather than attempt a broad definition, work-
load is discussed here in terms of the general activity categories that
ca be included as part of individual faculty worklozd,

Mea-. res ol taculty workload can be obtained fi:m institutional
data. such as credit hours, contact hours semester ¢ ~dit hours per
fulltime equivalent faculty member, o {udent-faculty ratios.  Alter-
nativels, Faculty workload measures may be obtaine . from faculty
reports. Although there are problems attendant to the use of faculty
reports, this data tends to be superior to that obtained from institu-
tional records.

While the specific tvpes of activities discussed differ from one study
to another, some citegories appear frequently. Instructional time may
be defined as including time spent in class, preparation time, an-
evaluation time. Time spent interacting with students includes all
aspects of such interaction, both academic and nonacademic. Re:
search. scholarship. and creative activity is used to encompass all ot
the intellectual and scholarly activities engaged in by faculty mem-
Lers that result in a specific scholarly output such as a book, article,
report, painting, or mueical composition. Professiona! development
refers to activities related to individual learning suca as reading o
attending professional meetings.  Institutional ser+ic i a broad cate-
gory including attending; mectings, participating n student service
activities or other organized activities, and performing general admin.
istrative functions. Public service activities include consulting, hold-
ing office in professional orgunizations. editing professional journals,
or giving speeches to groups outside the university. Finally, the
category of personal activities. while usually not included in studies
of faculty workload, should be included to indicate the aiount of
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time clevoted to nonprofessional activities while the faculty member is
on campus. '

Before conducting a study of faculty workload one should prepare a
precise statement of the purposes of the study and the uses to be
made of the data obtained. Then one must decide on the popula-
tion and sample to be studied, the time period to be covered by the
study, and when the data’ will be collected. A specific method of
data collection must be decided tipon and the instruments used must
be develope:l.  Questionnaires appear to be the method of choice, and
manuals developed at the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (e.g.. Manning and Rommney 1973) describe a
standardized system for obtaining faculty workload data. Finally, it
is necessary to obtain the cooperation of the faculty and to ensure that
the data will be both reliable and valid.

The literature contains many discussions of factors that are pre.
sumed to influence faculty workloads. Unfortunately, there is often
a lack of correspondence between the claims that are made and the
conclusions indicated by data. Thus, while class size is often claimed
to be an important influence, this is not justified by the duta. Its
influence on workload varies from course to course and teacher to
teacher. The same iy true for course level. Limited data indicate that
the mode of presentation, e.g., lecture, discussion, laboratory, is an
important influence, although this is seldom reflected in practice. Data
also indicate that the specific subject matter taught is often .- u.
portant influence on teaching load, but this too is seldom reflected in
institutional policies. New preparations require more time than do
courses previously taught; however, the data with respect to the num-
ber of different preparations is equivocal. Although many formulas
for the calculation of faculty workload have been developed, they
should be approached with caution. since they frequently are based
on unproven assumptions, and they ignore individual difference
among faculty and subject matter.

Convergences in the data from many studies lead to the vonclusion
that faculty members claim that they work an average ol 55 hours pet
week if a broad definition of workload is used. There are, however,
large individual differences ias well as differences among diisciplines,
ranks, amd institutions.  While this finding of a .ong work week is
sometimes greeted with skepticism, and convergences in the data are
impressive.

There are differences in the way that faculty work time is dis-
tributed, as well as differences in the total amount of time worked.
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Estitnates of the ¢ ut of time devoted to instruction range from
about 40 perceni 2o - out 7O percent. The pereent of time devoted
to instuction has beews shown to be related to the institution, the
discipline, and the taculty member's vank.  The same thing is true
with respect to the percent ot time devoted to rescarch and schobar-
ship. The stndies reviewed fail to indicate a comsistent relationship
between the amount of time devoted to instruction and the amount
of time devoted to rescarch.  Finally, the importnt role of individual
differences was stressed.

The number of articles devoted to faculty workload indicate con-
tinuing intevest in the opic. Unfortunately, however, there is still
too little dita and too manv theoretical discussions based on mvths
rather than data. The attempt o :levelop i comprehiensive stan-
dardized svstem by the National Center tor Higher Education Manage-
ment Ssstems is an important step toward the provision of meaning-
lal and aconrate data, Once sufhicient datin is obtained, we should
move in the direcion of imdividualized faculty contracts in waich
workload is based on matching the interests and strengths of faculey
wembers with the needs of the university. This should both i vease
productivity and make faculty evitluation more meaningtul.




The Concept of Faculty Workload

Until the last decade or 1wo educational administration has been notably
Laggard in atrtacking its problems by methods approsimating the sdientific,
Tiadition. sentiment. rules ol thinnb, temporizing, commpromise—these have
been. and unfotunatels, still are. the Jominant methads in this important
tield of human entetprise.  One of the latgest of the problems in the ad-
mitstration of educational institutions is that of the proper method of
determination of the working load of the members of the instructional
stafl (Koos 1919, p. 5).

Although the quotation cited above is over 50 vears old. it might
have been made vesterday. Despite the studies conducted over the
intersening vears, there seems to have been little forward movement il
forward movement is defimed as the adoption of standardized “scien-
tific” methods for the detenminadion of facwty workloads,  This can
be ilhistrated by the following guotation trom the New York Times
of September 24, 1973,

The Citizens Budget Commnission. 2 nonpartisan civic group, said resterdas
diat the Citn University of New Yok could save hiom $2G.anillion to $3t
million a vear by increasing the faculty workload without diminishing the
qualits ol education.

These two guotations amply docnment the interest in faculty work-
load thro -¢hout the presceut centurs, .\ briel literature review clearly
illustrates this.

Historical Overview

The first study of faculty workload of major significhace was pub-
lished in 1€ 00 by Koos.  The sistv-page monograph published by the
Bincau of Fducation of the United States Department of the Interior
was an excellent pioucering study.  Koos st out to obtain answers
to questions regarding the influence of varions factors on teiching
loacks.  Tis stidy wins so well done that many of his findings hive been
confirmed vepeatedly.  Some of his findings hive not set been con
firmed becuse 1eseiavdiers have not shined the breadth ol his interests.
Despite our presimed growth in methadological sophistication, Kooy’
study remains a landmark.

From 1920 thiough the 1930°s gquite a few suudies were condncted.
The wost important are probably those by Davis (1921, Kelly (1926),
and Aver (1929 Au important diapter on this topic appeared in a
book by Reeves and Russell (1929), which reported the results of
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studies at the University of Chicago. Durins, the 1940's and 1950°
there were several studies of vacying impo.tance each vear. The
Enevclopedia of Educational Research carried review articles on faculty
workload in 191, 1950, and 1960 (Douglass and Gruhn 1941: Douglass
and Romine 1950; and Lambert and lwamato 1960). Unfortunately,
these reviews are limited because they {Leus Lirgely on elementary an”’
secondary education. In addition, the upslating appears to be minimai
and each review covers many of tne .ame references. The most
recent edition of the encyclopedia does not have an article on this
topic.

In 1959 an important article was published by Ritchey in which he
described a time sampling technique for measuring faculty workloadl.
Also in that vear there was a 2-day conference on this topic held at
Purdue University. The papers presented at that confernce were pub-
lished in a monograph edited by Bunnell (1960), which contains many
excellent papers induding a literature review by Stickler (1960). In
1961 Stecklein published a classic monograph deaiing with methods
for measuring faculty workload.

From the late 1950°s to the present there have been an increasing
number of reports by individual instinttions or by state university
svstems. The vear 1971 saw the publication of important reports by
Lorents and by Romney. The Lorents report contains a compre-
hensive literature review and bibliography. and describes the results
of an extensive study using a time sampling technique. The publi-
cation by Romney alvo contains an extensive bibliography and a
literature review and describes the work being done by a Faculty
Activity Analssis ‘Task Force under the auspices of the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) at the Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE). The manual
by Romuey is the fisst of three designed to comuletely describe the
faculty activity analysis approach (Romuey 1971; Manring and Rom-
ney 1973; Manning 1974).

Uses of Workload Datu

Many of the studies listed in the bibliography contain a discussion
of either the purposes of studying faculty workload, the wses to which
faculty workload data can be put. or both, Some of the discussions
are fairly extensive (Blee 1960: Doi 1961: Stecklein 1961: Henle 1967;
Hauck 1969: Hill 1969; Lorents 1971: and Romney [971).  Although
one or two of the anthors reviewed purposes listed by pirevioas au-
thors, most developed their own list of purposes. Each list thus tends
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to be an individual product. There is some overlap, but since most
of the lists used different language, and did not use operational defi.
nitions, it is hard to determine the extent of the overlap. Combining
the purposes listed by the several authots, a list of approximately 25
seemingly ditferent items was compiled. There undoubtedly was some
convergence among the items, but it was not immediately apparent.

Li~ting the priposes for studving faculty workloads is generally not
helpful. On the other hand, a discussion of questions that can be
amswered in a faculty workload study would be more useful. Also,
lists of questions tend to be more specifically useful than philosophical
discussions of purposes.  Peruvsal of i comprehensive list of the ques-
tions that can be answered by studies of this type could help one de-
cide whether or not a workload study should be performed. One
relatively comprehensive list was presenied by Stecklein (1961). His
list includes:

LWhat is the total tnlltine equisalent staff devoted to instroction. ve:
seatch, administration, student counseling, and public and protessional
seryices?

-

2. \What is the relationship between tsvpe of instruction and the time spent
on unious phases of instruction as well as the total titie desvoted to in-
struction?

-

AWhat is the averaze percentage of time spent by facults membess at each
ratk ot the various levels of instruction and the \arious tipes of ine-
struction?

-—

SWhat proportion of time do faculty merhe: . 2t carh rank devote to in.
stri.ction. research, administrative datties. student sesvices. public setvices®

What ditterences esist betweent dogmmments in the percent of Lacults
time devot~d to the several functions:

.
&

What is the total work week tor facults members by rank and ‘o1 by
department?

What is the fulltime equisalent stalf per student credit Liour?

Q. What is the relationship between credit hour or cliass hour and wnmonunt
of time devoted to instniiction at the various ranks?

Stecklein (1960) pointed out that faculty load analvsis can be im.
portant to the faculiy member, a value of faculty foad studies that is
often neglected. A well thought out study of workload requires each
faculty participaut to analvze how much time is devoted to each type
of activity. Often this is a new experience.  Manv faculty menibers
have never considered lhow their time is spent.  This analysis may
result in a change in the wav a faculty member allocates his time.

Commentators have noted (Durham 1960: Stecklein 1961) that data
obtained in studices of faculty workload are frequently niisused. The
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most common, and possibly the most pernicious misuse, is probably
the use of such data in a mechanical fashion to set institutional norms
with respect to item- like salaries, faculty load, promotions, and ten-
ure. Decisions of this type should not be based on data with such
well known imperfections.  Decisions about individual faculty mem-
bers should be based on qualitative as well as quantitative informa.
tion.

Problems in Workload Studies

A number of problems typically arise in studies of faculty work-
load. One should be aware of these problems both in conducting
studies of workload and in interpreting the results of workload
studies. The way problems are solved will influence the results ob-
tained and the meaningfulness of the results. Three major types of
problems are those of definition, categorization, and methodology.

The most basic problem is that of providing a precise and opera-
tional definition of workload. In what terms should the measure-
ment be taken? Is workload to be defined by the number ol courses
taught, the number of credit hours taught, the number of students
taught, or what? Should one count the number of cotamittee member
ships, or the number of hours spent in committee mectings?  Which
activities should be included and which should be excluded? Should
time devoted to professional reading, to attending meetings with local
officials or businessmen, or to a leisurely friendly lunch with colleagues
be included? Questions sych as these are discussed in Chapter 3.

Next, problems relating to the designation and definition of the
categories used must be resolved.  How many types of activitics
should be specified? Wit types of activities are of little or no interest?
How can the categories be defined in a clear and concise manner that
will be uniformly interpreted by il faculty members? What categorics
and subcategories scem most itportant?  These questions are dis-
cussed in Chapter 1.

Finally, there are questions regarding methodology. How should
the group to be studied be defined?  Should it include teaching as-
sistants, fulltime rescarchers, parttime administrators?  Should one
study the entire population or just a sample of the population? What
time period should be studicd—two weeks, a month, a full year?
should the data be obtained as an estimate before or after the fact, or
should a diary be used?  What are the advantages of diaries compared
o interviews?  Whose cooperation is needed?  These questions ine
discussed in Chapter 5.
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The Measurement of Faculty Workload

Before a meastement nrocedimre can be decided upon, it is neces-
sary to defme what s being measned. Fo measure facnlty workload
we st lus e predise, preferably operational definition of workload.
We need to know which activities are 10 he included and which ex-
clnded. Thus the chepter begins with a diseussion of the definitions
ol faculty workload that have heen ofleved, This will be followed by
a discussion ot the dillerent Kinds o measuring devices that can be
used.

The Meaninzy of Faculty Workload

The central problem in defining tacnley workload is that of inclu-
sion and exclision.  Whidh activities are to he included and which
excluded: A one extreme, workload could be defined as the number
of assigned teaching hours or their equivalent in other activities, At
the other extreme it conld be defined as the ol of all intellectual and
scholarly activities that are in ans way related to work at an institu-
tion of higher education,

Although the lLatter definition is extremely broad. the usual «.efini-
tiott is gvni'rully wearly as broad. s an illustration we may ci ¢ the
frequently quoted definition of Stickler (1960, p. 80):

The term “faculty load” . . . iacludes the sum of all activities whicl . 1ke
the time of a college or university reacher and “which are related  Jher
ditecth or indirectly to his professional  daties, vesponsibilities, and in-
terests” (Douglass and Romine 100, tnduded e e vavied activities
as preparation for wadlung, actnal dassioom instinction, mueking and sor.
ing examinations. veading and grading papers, vesearch ad/on aeative
work, divecting maduate  theses and  dissertations, prolessional serviees,
gridance and counseling activities. administratise duties, professional read-
ing, committee work, estacnticubar activities. and any ov all, or any
combination, of a variets ol other professicual actisities in which a facnlny
member norually engages.

In his major " pioneering attack’ upon the problem of Gienlty work-
load, Koos (1919) distingnished hetween teaching time and time spent
in noninstructional activities. 1t is these Latter activities tluit cause
problems,  Eversone agrees tlan teaching, presentation, prepatation,
and evaluation ave part of the teaching load.  As Sexson (1967, p. 219)
has put it:

8
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The disagreement centers a-ound such functions as vesearch, professional
wiiting. membership in proressonal oganizations, routine conespondence.
committee membership. ads.oser duties, and sponsorship duties,

Sexson has overstated the wse. There is probably little disagreement
that such assigned duties : « committee n-embership, student advise-
ment, and dissertation sponsership could be considered as part of the
totud faculty load. The probiems arise with respect to activities that
appear to he more related to personal professional development than
to assigned iistititional duties.

The probiem can be ‘Hlustrated by an example given by Lorents
(1971). EHe points out that if a data processing manager reads a pro-
fessional magazine at work, it is part of his job. If he reads it at home.
it is proiesstonil development, and not specifically part of his job.
But laculty embers have freedom to spend their professional time
wherever and whenever they wish.  Where or when a professor reads
a journal has no bearing on whether it is part of her job. Thus we
must see up criteria other than time and place to determine whether
or not a specife activity is to be considered part of a faculty mem-
ber’s total workload.

Another aspect of the problem was discussed over 40 ycars ago by
Reeves and others (1939).  In discussing the meaning of fulltime em-
ployment at the University of Chicago they said that theoretically “the
entire time and efforts of fulltime staff members should be given to
the institution”™ (1933, p. 270). They further said that if you assume
faculty members are paid adequate salaries, all outside income re-
sulting from their seivices should be paid to the univensity, since. in
eftect, the university has paid for all ot their activities. Such a policy
would upset the many txealty members who supplement their salaries
through outside teaching, consultantships, and other means.

Where does this leave us?  In view of the varying opinions, it will
be impossible to define total faculty workload in a way that everyone
would find satisfactory. Consequently there will be o attempt to
give a broad definition. Instead we shall discuss workload in terms
of the categories described in Ghapter 4. When categories are used,
one can either include or exclude any specific category. The use of
categorics makes individual definitions possible  If this procedure is
followed, it is important to be aware of the categories included in a
given study.  One abso should realize that studies arc not comparable
unitess they include the same categories.
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Measures Based on institutional Data

In theory, these types of measures seem to be ideal. They are
readily available from institutional records so that there is no need
1o query the facaltv. The definitions have been standardized so that
there are no problems of lack of undenstumding or use ot diflerent
definitions.  Further, most faculty contracts are based on one ot these
me.asutes, namely, number of credit hours taught.

In practice, however, these meisures turn out to be relatively in.
adequate, since their use involves several quoestionable assumptions.
For one thing, noninstructional time is ignored.  This can only be
done if one asumes that noninstructional time is unimportant. that
is it a comparatively minor part of workload, or that the amount of
time spent on these activities is highly correlated with the number of
credit hours taught.  None of these assutaptions is tenable in the light
of data presented later in this monograph. It assumes further that the
time involved in teaching a three credit couse is the same regardless
of the discipline and the course level, an assumption which, as Steck-
lein (1961) has pointed out, is contrary to common sense,

Since measures of this type are based on untenable assumptions, they
are not useful except as supplements to other types of measures.  Yet
thev have been used, and are still used it some institutions, apparently
because of their ready availability as well as their seeming meaning-
fulness. The major measures used are credit hours, class or contact
hours, and student credit hours.

Credit Hours. The workload o’ a faculty member is most often de-
scribed in terms of the number of credit hours taught. Some schools
have a |5-hour load, most have a 12-hour load, some have loads of
9 hours, 6 hours, or even less. As Stickler (1960) has pointed out, it
is usually assumed that there is a constant ratio between credit-hour
load and total load so that credit-hour load gives a reliable index of
total load.

But many studies shew that the ratio of total hours worked (o credit
hours is not constant. In studies by Ayer (1929), Stewart (1934),
Michell (1937), Knowles and White (1939), and Woodburne (1958),
among others, the ratio of total hours to credii hours varied from 2 to
8. Despite this variability. the use of credit hours has continued.
The Ohio study (Ohio, Inter-University . . . 1970, p. 8) put it very
well.

Clearly the conclusion of virtuatly all studies from 1929 to 1959 was that
neither credit hour, contact hour. student credit hours or student contact
hours were by themselves, or togethier, reliable indicators of taculty mem-

10
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ber's workloads. Despite the results of these studies. the convenient de-
scriptive load of filteen credit hours per week (with an avenige of two
hours preparation and grading for cach credit hour taughty, has persisted
throughout higher education. . . . Junior colleges were pleased when thes
could, from registrars’ records. show . fifteen hom load Universitios agned
that twelve was a better mumber when tesearch atid public sovice were
considered.  The American Association of University Professors recentls
recomiended thiat nine be adopted as being mote vealistic. In shot, the
use of the “credit hour™ as a standard ariterion for esaluating an indi-
vidual’s contribution to the work of his univeisits is cven less appropriate
now than it was ten vears ago and it was dlearly inappropriate then.

Contact Hours. According to the National Fducation Association
(1972). contact hours rank secend only to semester hours as & base for
defining load. These are somewhat better than credit hours since they
reflect work time rather than the arbitrary time indicated by credit
hours,  Contact hours include adjustments for laboratories, studios,
and courses that meet more or less than the stated number of credit
hours.  Despite these slight improvements, they shave the faults of
credit hours, ad should not be used as a primary measure of faculty
workload.

Student Credit Hours/Fulltime Equivalent (SCH 'FTE). This meas-
urc has resulted from attempts to immprove on credit or contact hours
as a measure, while still using institutional data. Investigators such as
Durham (1960) and Doi (1961) proposed that faculty workload should
be measured as the number of student credit hours per fulltime
equivalent faculty member (SCH FTE). They consider this the best
single measure of the efficiency of a faculty member.  If this were used
as a standard, it would make possible comparisons among different de-
partments, schools, or universities.  Of course, as Durham (1960) has
pointed out. comparisons «x11 only be made when the data have been
collected using siniilar definitions and sintilar da-1 collection techni-
ques.

SCH/FTE is particularly useful as an item of budgetary inlorma-
tion. One not only can compare ratios between departments and be-
tween institutions; one can calculate the costs per student credit hour
to indicate relative costs of program-. Durham (1960) cited data
indicating that in 1957-58, the comparative cost/SCH for institutions
in the Montana system ranged from a low of $3.00 for psychology and
philosophy at onc school to a high of $95.83 for physical education at
another school. At the University of Utah, during the same year, the
range was from $1.17 “SCH in sociotogy to $285.00 in radiology. More
recent data from other schools show similarly wide variations. How-
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ever, as Durham points out, to insist on similar costs for such different
courses a» sociology and radiology would be stupid.

Even though SCH 'FTE is useful in budgeting, it has drawbacks as
a measure of faculty workload.  \s Toombs (1973) has pointed out. it
concentrates on the instructional function ot [aculty, ignoring other
activities such as research and administration. Consequently, this too
is not a satisfactory measure.

Student-Faculty Ratio. While not generally used as a measure of
faculty workload. this ratio is occasionally used as a measure of in-
stitutional quality. Yet there is little evidence to indicate it is an ac-
curate measurc of either. Ruml and Morrison (1959, p. 10) said:

The idea that the lower the over-all ratio of students to teachers, the better
the quality of instruction is sheer fantasv, although widely believed. Even
the assumption that the lower the ratio of student to teacher in particular
subjects, the higher the quality of instruction has never been substantiated.

Hicks (1960) characterized this ratio as meaningless and “one of the
most misleading indications of faculty load” (p. 9). Toombs (1973)
agrees and cites data indicating that the average ratio for 4-year in-
stitutions increased from 13.8 in 1955 to 15.9 in 1969. The Carnegie
Commission has suggested that it might rise to 25 or 30. Possibly the
most reasonable thing would be to adandon the use of faculty-student
ratios.

Thus we find that none of the institutional data measures are valid
measures of faculty workload. We necd to turn to other types of
measures to get adequate data.

Measures Based on Faculty Reports

Since the data obtained from institutional records are not adequate,
we can either get data through observation of faculty activities or by
asking faculty members to report on their activities. Since the ob-
servation of faculty members to record their activities is usually not
feasible, we are left with the alternative of asking faculty members to
report on their activities.

A variety of methods can be used in obtaining such reports. Fac-
ulty members could be asked to fill out routine reports of their activi-
ties, including their committee memberships, number of students ad-
vised, list of publications, list of membership and officership in pro-
fessional organizations, and public service activities. A questionnaire
could be made up and cither mailed to them or it conld be filled out
during an interview. Faculty members could be asked to keep work



diaries, or they could eostimate the amount of time devoted to var-
ious activities. Finally, a technique of work sampling could be used.
(The advantages and disadvantages of each ol these techniques are
discussed in Chapter 5.)

Two types of depender:t variables are used when faculty members
are requested to provide nformation about their work habits. In
some studies faculty are asked to report the amount of timne spent in
terms of hours per week. L1 other studics, records are kept of the
percent of time devoted to cach activity. Although the two are in-
terchangeable when one has a 1acasure of the total hours worked per
week, there are arguments for and against cach procedure.

Stecklein (1961) advocates the 'ise of percentages for specific ac-
tivities using an hourly estimate only for the tuta! work week. He
\avs that percentages are easier to es'imate than are hours, are more
meaningful, and make data directly ccmparable.

On the other hand, as Tyndall and 3arnes (1962) have stated, per-
centages create problems in estimating costs. They cite the example
of two teachers who give different sections of the same course, receive
the same salary. and devote the same number of hours per week to
that course. However. since one works 50 percent more hours per
weck than the other, he will report a perceat time devoted to the
course that is only two-thirds of the percentage 12ported by the faculty
member who works a shorter week. This would lead to a conclusion
that Tydall and Barnes find unreasonable.

Comparing percentages can be unreasonable if the bases are
different.  Also, percentages cannot be converted into hours unless a
measure of the total work week is obtained. Finally, despite Steck-
lein's claim that faculty time estimates are accurate, the data obtained
by Ritchey (1959) and Lorents (1971) indicate the contrary.

For these reasons, hours are preferable to percentages. They are
more accurately estimated, are directly comparable between indi-
viduals, and can be converted easily to percentages. Hours are used as
a standard measure in most industries.  They can be divectly added to
one another without weighting.  Finally, they are ofter referred to in
both faculty statutes and in collective Iurgaining agreements that
specify the number of hours of teaching, the number of office hours,
and, in some cases. the number of hours per week to be spent on
campus.

It has occasionally been argued that there should be some measure
of cffort as well as time. While Koos (1919} considered this a factor,
he felt that it was relatively unimportant. Lyons (1970) reported that
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the combination of intensity of effort with hours was not perceived by
faculty members as being a better measure than weve hours taken
alone. Thus we find that hours constitute the best single measurc
of faculty workload and are the dependent variable used in most
current studies of faculty activities. But we must remember the
admonition of Ritchey (1959) that the number of hours spent does
not indicate the worth of an accomplishment.
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Workload Categories

The problem of defining categories is basic to any discussion of
faculty workload. Carefullv considercd operational definitions of the
categories to be used are needed.  Each category must be precisely de-
fined and specific examples given of the kinds of activities included
or excluded from each category. If this is not done, the person re-
sponding to the survey will be confused and the results will be in-
consistent and meaningless.

The number of categories used will depend upon the purpose of the
study. If the prime question deals with the percent of total time
devoted to teaching, two caterories may well be sufficient. Most
studies use five to ten categorics and some use many more.  Miller
(1968) identificd wenty-live components that represent “duties that
any faculty mncmber might be expected to perform as part of his
faculty workload™ (p 28). An advantage of using a large number of
categories is that they can later be combined into clusters of related
activities. If a small number of categories arc used, it is impossible
to break them down into subcomponents later.

A problem in interpreting the literatire about faculty workload
stemns from the idiosyncratic use of workioad categories.  Consequent-
Iy, the results obtained at different institutions are seldom coimpara-
ble. This situation might be improved as a result of faculty activity
analysis studies being performed by NCHEMS (Rommney 1971; Man-
ning and Romney 1973). Since NCHEMS has a wide impact, and
since a goal of the project is the development of a standardized set of
categories, one can hope there will be increased standardization in the
future. However, to the extent that past behavior is the best predictor
of future behavior. one would predict that the categories used in many
future studies will be idiosyneratic rather than standardized.

The centrality of standardized categories has been pointed out by
many authors incduding Stecklei.. (1960) and Lorents (1971).  Man-
ning and Romney (1978, p. 29) have said:

The activity categories, more than anyv other part of the surves jnstrument,
need to remain unchanged it an institntion wishes 1o exchanoe an acrivin
information in a manner compatible with NCHEMS recommendations and
procedures.

Since the NCHEMS categories were developed after a review of in-
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struments used at several different institutions, and since they were
designed to be both general enough to (it different types of institutions
and cxtensive enough to cnable faculty to easily list all of their pro-
fessional activitics, one hopes they will be widely accepted. The ten
categories that are defined appear to be both inclusive and mutually
exclusive,  The subcategories supply additional flexibility for those
who might not approve of every major category. Still, there is, as
always, rcom for dissatisfaction. Subcategories are not listed for all
components. Furthermore, sonie of the distinctions made in the
NCHEMS categories (e.g., those relating to different ways of interact-
ing with student appear ¢+ e difficult to make. Consequently, the
categories discussed in tue p:esent chapter wili differ somewhat from
those p.oposed by Manning and Romney (1973) at NCHEMS.

Instructional Time

This category includes almost all of the time devoted to activities
directly related to teaching: time spent in clasw, time spent preparing
for claw, and time spent in evaluation activities. In some systems of
classification it also includes time spent with students in activities di-
rectly related to a specific course (Lorents 1971: Manning and Roumney
1973) . However, as discussed in a later section. it is recommended
that this should be included in the category called interacting with
students.

In measuring instructional time one could either get an estimate of
the total time devoted to all activities related to instruction or one
could break the estimate into components, a procedure which has
several advantages. Components facilitate comparisons that elucidate
the teaching process and the interrelationship of the factors involved.
It would be valuable, for example, to obtain data relating the amount
of time a teacher spends preparing for class to teaching ellectiveness.
Also, data on the components would probably lead to more reliable
time estimates.

One dimension along which instructional activities can be cate-
goriced is based on the types of activities involved. The clasifica-
tion contains subcategories related to time spent in class, in prepara-
tion, and in evaluative activities.

Time spent in class. This category includes all time spent in the
classroum during regularly scheduled hours. It includes lectuies,
seminars, discussion secuiois, quiz sections, Laboratories, and studios,
as well as time spent in scheduled individual study courses and dicsis
advisement.  Sometimes the activities related to individual study are

16



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

separated, as described below. This category of activity is generally
defined in terms of hours per week, and will often correspond to the
number of aswigned hours of credit in the instructor’s teaching load.
A more accurate meisure is based on contact hours rather than credit
hours, as discussed previowsly.

Preparation time, This includes the time spent preparing for classes
currently being taught. The specific activities include the preparation
of lectures. demonstrations. or laboratory experiments, time spent pre-
paring course outlines and reading lists, setting up laboratories or
studios, and supervising course assistants.

Evaluation time. This includes time spent in preparing evaluation
materials and in scoring such material-. NCHEMS labels this admin-
istration time and includes it with preparation. Lorents (1971) de-
fines this as a separate category, but he included the preparation of
evaluative materials under preparation. Basically, this category in-
cludes the preparation and grading of quizzes, tests, final examina-
tions, term papers, and other written work. It also includes time spent
in preparing written evaluation of students. Although this category
mav not always be casy to separate from preparation, the distinction
is a useful one.

An interesting question concerns the relationship between time
spent in clas and time spent in preparation and evaluation. Al
though these related activities are essential aspects of most classroom
instruction, we know very little about how much time they consume.

The traditional idea that two houis outside the classroom aie spent for
each hour of classroom instruction has a most uncertain ancestry. and ap:
pears to he especially open to question when it is tuken as a standind for
nearlv all faculty, regardless of rank and levels and subjects taughi.
(Stecklein 1961, p. 4).

Some data relating to this question are presented in the chapter de-
scribing the faculty work week.

Instructional time also can be categorized hy the type of course that
is involved. This tvpe of catcgorization might distinguish, for example.
between group instruction and individua! instruction, as does Lorents
(1971). The NCHEMS system (Manning and Romney 1973) distin-
guishes among five different methods of instruction: lecture: labora-
tory: recitation /discussion; seminar, independent study, tutorial; and
programmed instruction. Although theoreticaliy these could be com-
bined into a smaller number of categories for pu.poses of analysis,
this is difficult in the NCHEMS system, since multiple coding of each
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course is permitted. The distinction between group instruction and
individual instruction would scem useful for general instituiional pur-
poses, since there may be diftering scales of remuncration for these
types of activities.

Group or classroom instruction refers to the tvpe of traditional
teaching that is predominant on most college and university cam-
puses.  Groupe:l together in this category (although they can be sepa-
rated) are lecture courses. seminars and laboraisiy sections. These are
courses that meet at regularly scheduled hows and that involve inter-
action vetween a teacher and a group of students. This type of in-
struction iccounts for most of the assigned teaching load of most
faculty members at most institutions. It is usually measured in
terms of an assigned number of semester hours or quarter hours of
teaching.

Individual instruction is somewhat more difficult to define and
usually much more difficult to measure. It includes veadings courses.
independent study courses. research courses, honors courses, tutorials.
and thesis and dissertation supervision. as well as serving on a com-
mittee that cvaluates and/or supervises a student’s written rcport.
The interaction is cither one-to-one or it involves having several
teachers meet with one student.  Although this type of activity could.
in theory. be measured by recording the total number of hours per
week deveted to it the actual measurement iy usually not that simple.

In these types of activities there is nsually a tenuous relationship
between the number of credits and the amount of work performed by
the teacher or the student. Often there is no regular weckly schedule,
There are apt to be peaks and vallevs in the workload, with several
hours of the teacher’'s time being required in some weeks and few
hours in other weeks. Despite these problems it is important to ob-
tain accurate estimates of the ainount of time devoted to individual
instruction. Since one-to-one time tends to be costly, the institution
should be able to measure its cost relative to the cost ol group in-
struction.

These complexities indicate that it is impossible to specify the re-
lationship between tlie number of contact hours and total instruc-
tional time or total workload. Despite this. a surprising number of
studies refer to standard formulas. For example, Hauck (1969) set up
a formula that assigns 1.53 hours per week in preparation time for
cach hour spent in class. Hauck assigns .10 hour per week for cach
student and each class hour and claims that this results in a total
out of class time that is usually equal to double the number of hours
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spent in class. Simmons (1970) allots three times the total number of
coutact hours as preparation time for each nonrepetitive course taught,
“based on the assumption that an adequate job of instruction cannot
be done with less effort” (Sinamons 19740, p. 34).

Such assumptions and the use of standardized numbers to repre-
sent the ratio of total instructional time to contact hours indicate the
need for careful studies of faculty workload. All of the data thus far
gathered indicate that there is no simple relationship of the type being
postulated, but rather that the relationship is complex and is mediated
by the factors discussed in Chapter 6.

Intervacting With Students

A general category of this type has seldom been used in workload
stndies.  Usually distinctions among types of interaction are made
and the time is distributed among categories on the basis of the pur-
pose of the interaction. Interaction concerned with course work is
included s instructional time: interaction that involves counseling
or advisement is placed in the category of student support service.
Such an approach is undoubtedly both meaninglul and wselul,
particularly in studies concerned with accurate cost allocation

There are also good arguments for keeping the category separate.
Theoretically. it is important t5 be aware of the total amount ol time
faculty members spend interacting with students.  After the student
discontent and complaints of the late 1960s we should be concerned
with maintaining lines of communication with students and obtaining
feedback from them. {t has often been poiuted ont that student.
faculty interaction constitutes anl important aspect of the education
that takes place in colleges and universities.  Listing this as a separate
category indicates recognition of the importance of this activity, 1
this were used as a category in a study of faculty activities. it might
cause faculty participants to reflect about the role of these activities in
their professional lives.

Methodologically, it is often difficult to separate out the amount of
time devoted to spedific subcategories of faculty-studeut interaction.
A student conference may range over several subjeces, including course
work, personal problems, and sports.  The time spent on each seg-
ment of the discussionn wonld be difficult o delineate,

Research, Scholarship, and Greative Activity
This includes all intellectual and scholarly activities engaged in by
faculty members.  While often not an assigned part ol the teaching
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load, these are the professional behaviors that presumably distingnish
the scholar from the nonscholar, 18 these activities are overly stressed
atan institution, a “publish or perish’ attitude resulis,  If they are
not sufficiemly stressed, the academic vepiation ol the institution
sufters.

Included in this category are all scholarlv activities that have as
their goal i specific production of one tvpe o anether: writing books,
articles. or reviews. painting. giving a redital. composing, reviewing
the work of i colleagne, or conducting scholarly rescarch. Excluded
from this category are the.e activities comsidered under the heading
of professional development, inchirling professional reading or attend.
ing workshops or protessional meetings.  ‘These activities lead to
personal intellectual growth but do not lead to spedific scholarly out-
puts,  This distinction is usuallv not difhcult 10 make.

Professional Development

It is hard to provide a precise, operational definition of the activi-
ties included in this category. If a broad definition is used, almost
evervthing that a college professor does could be included. A broad
definition might account for the finding that most faculty wembers
claim they work a 33-hour week. while some claim 80, 100, or even
120 hours (Charters 1942: Kilpatrick 1969).

It would seem more appropriate to use i niarrow definition that
would distingunish between activities divectly rvelined to professional
growth and activities only peripherally related.  Such a definition
would include reading books and articles dirvectly related to the pro-
fession. attending meetings and conventions devoted to scholarly pur.
suits, taking courses, and participating in faculty discussions on pro-
fessional topics. It would exclude time spent reading newspapers and
magazines. watching TV, and engaging in general discussions of non-
professicnal topics.

Institutional Service

This is another broad category. including evervthing from general
administrative duties, wuch as correspondence, phone conversations,
and paper pushing, 10 committee and gioup meetings of all types and
sizes.  Lists of the components of institutional service on the binis ol
the types of activity involved usually indude from three e five items.
The following list of categorices is suggested.

Meetings. All committee and group meetings are included in this
catcgory, ranging from a deparunental subcommittee meeting to a
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university-wide faculty meeting.  Attendance at institutional functions
vuch s connmene ements, convociations, and faculty teas conld be i
cluded in this category,  This category should include the ancillary
titne devoted to preparing tor meetings and writing minutes or reports
for them.  The titne spent in meetings ol one kind ot another adds up
to an unbelievably Lunge number ot hours per wmonth (Yuker ct al.
1972).

Student sevvice activities, - Although this category is frequently used,
definitions vary - Lovents (1971 indudes “all services related o advis-
ing stident programs and activities, dirvecting student performances,
and all other services for the student sucd as letters ol reconnmendi
tion™ (p. 123, and administrative and clevica’ time devoted o these
tunctions.  Many of the things listed belong to the previously dis-
ciised category labelled interacting with studeats.  Mauuing andd
Romuey (1973) include most of the items mentioned by Lorents. but
also indude interacting with stndents, weeting their parents, coach-
ing atliletics, and directing the ovchestra or a play.

This caicgory should be reserved for specific asigned activitics re-
lated 1o the area of student servizes.  Thus it would include time
spent working in student service offices. suci as the dean of studenty’
office, the connnseling center, the placement center, the financial aid
office, or the adinissions office.  All nonassigned studentvelated activi
ties should be placed in the interacing with-students category.

Other organized activities. This refers to assigned duties outside the
academic departiient not related to student sevvices.  Included are
assigned activities performed in the library, museum, reseaich center,
laboratory schiovl, residence halls, and bookstore. Like the stindent
service activities, this category is 1stricted to “on-load™ activities, that
is, activities that are part of the faculty member's contractual assign-
ment.

General administrative functions. This includes institutional serv-
ice activities that do not fit into one of the other categories. 1t in-
cludes pertorming the duties of a department head, a dean, a vice
president, or any other administrative officer. It al.o includes activi-
ties involved in vecruiting faculty or students. keeping records, work:
ing on budget preparation, space allocation, and inventories. Much
of the paper pushing and telephoning that occurs on the average
college or university cunpus belongs to this category.

As indicated at the beginuing of this section, instituticnal service
activitios can abso be categorized in e of the institutional level at

" which the activity is performed.  Manuing and Romney (1973) sug-
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gost the wse of a fourdevel code that seems to provide for all con-
tingencdies.  The lowest level is the department: the second level is a
subunit of the institution Lrger than a department, such as a divi-
sion or schools the thivd- level is the justitution: and the fourth level
is the svstan tor those organizations consisting of several institutions.

Public Service

This category includes all professional activities performed outside
the institntion; consulting, condncting surveys, holding office in a
professional organization or editing a professional jonrnal (these latter
might, alternativels. be included in the ctegory of professional de-
velopmenty . holding office in a public organization. and giving lec-
tures or specelies to civie groups or the general public. It does not in-
clude membership or activities unrelated to professional competence,
stch as membership ina church or social dlub, unless these activities
are regjuired by the institntion.

Since the faculty member occasionally is paid for this type of
activity, sore institutions label the activities in this category as either
paid or unpaid.

Personal Activities

This category is seldom included in studies of faculty workload and
is not one of the set of NCHEMS categories described by Manning
and Romney (1973).  The two main studies in which it has been
wsed are the time sampling studies of Ritchey (1959) and Lorents
(1971).  The Gitegory must he induaded in a time sampling study be-
cause of its natme.  Careful reading of the results of these studies
shonld convince one that this category should be included in all
studies of faculty workload.  Ritchey found that cloe2 to 8 hours
(17.7 percent) of a o Ehour work week were devoted to personal
activities.

An alternative to including this category in studies of faculty work-
load is to assnme that all of the time spent on campns and in one'’s
study at home can be considercd professional time. It might, how-
ever. be difficult to decide how to categorize a long friendly lunch or
in honr ol pool plaving at the university club. If it is decided that
these activities should be included in faculty loarl, they should be
measired to determine the amount of time consumed by activities of
this tvpe.

Included in this category are friendly conversations or friendly
lunches, personal phone calls or errands, reading the newspaper, and
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listening to the radio  In placing activities in this category Ritchey
(1939) considered the parpose of the activity and clasified it in terms
of whether it appeared to be related to work or to personal interests,
relaxation or gossip.  He found that every facults member in his
survey inderestimated: the tine spent on personal activits. Ritchey's
approach is a valuable indicator of the swrprisingly lnge percentage
of time that a faculty member devotes to personal activities. It would
be valuable il comparable time estimates conld be obtained lor other
professions.
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Methodological and Procedural Problems

Many procedural questions are apt to avise in the course of plan-
ning and conducting a study of faculty workload.  T'wo major studies
about this are by Stecklein (1961) and Manning and Romney (1973).
In his wonograph, Stecklein devoted a chapter to procedures for mak-
ing i comprehensive faculty load inalysis,  Although much has been
written sinee, Stecklein's version renains clear, indsive, and compre-
hemive, It provides insights about problems that arise and suggests
wiays of dealing witl them. .\ similar function is performed by seg-
ments of the manual written by Manning and Romney.

Purpose

One of the first activites in any study of faculty workload should
be the prepaation of a statement of purpose.  Both the procedures
used and the extent of faculty cooperation are dependent upon the
purpose of the study,  Thus the persons conducting the study must
specity the questions they are tryving to answer and how they intend
to use the data obtained. '

The statemient of purpose should be selected after considering
the discussion ol the uses of workload data in Chapter 2. Once
the purposes have heen established, they should be widely cireulated,
espectally amoug  persons who are expected to participate in the
study., It would be desirable for representatives of afl participating
groups to be invited to share in the formulation ol the statement
of purpose.

Sample and Population

The basic decision involved in sampling is whether one should
study the entire set of observations (the population) or whether once
should study a representative subset of the population (a sample).
An initial guestion roncerns the definition of the population. Who
is excluded and who is included?  Are teaching assistints, or those
who are devoting full time to rescarch, or faculty members devoting
50 0r 75 percent of their thme to administrative duties or parttime
Faculty members induded?  The answers should be deterniined by the
uses made of the data and the purposes of the survey.  Stecklein's
(1961) admonition that a truly comprehensive study will include all
academic staff and all administrative personnel, both full- and part-
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time, should be noted. The way that the population is defined will
influence the results that are obtained.

The decision to sample the faculty depends upon the size of the
smallest group described.  If you want to talk about the institution
as a whole. or about large segments of the institution, such as schools,
sampling would be appropriate.  1f you want to characterize small
groups. such as departments, or ranks within a department, sampling
would not be useful. Similarly, sampling would not be useful if you
want data on specific individuals,

Whea samples are appropriate. they have advantages. Since fewer
people are involved samples are less expensive and abo  disrupt
fewer faculty members. It is possible to use individual follow-ups on
the nonresponders, and sometimes even possible to use individual in-
terviews to validate the data. But samples often are distrusted by
both faculty and administration (Romney 1971).  Many people dis
approve sampling faculty menthers because they believe that there are
«0 many atypical cases it is impossible to generalize,

If sampling is appropriate, a recent statistics bor with a discussion
of sampling techniques should be consulted. Alternatively,
Athanasopoulos (1968) has provided a good discussion of sampling
techniques in faculty time studies.

An nndesirable sample can result when not everyone responds to
the strvey questionnaire.  While some faculty members are interested,
respond willingly, and are honest in their replics, others respond un-
willingly, if at all, and cither consciously or unconsciowsly distort their
replies. What are the nonresponders like? Do they work more or less
than those who respond? If the response rate is much less than 100
percent. one can have little confidence in the validity of the data.

Time Period Covered

Another question to be decided during the planning of a faculty
workload study concerns faculty time covered by the study. Should
faculty members be asked to describe how they spend their time for a
period of a week. a month, a semester, or a year? The time covered
by the study should be the shortest period that will vield accurate
data. A study covering a short time period will probably be con-
sdered less an encumberance than a study covering a longer period.

Manv studies have used periods of one or two weeks, assuming that
this was a typical period, but 1his assumption is questionable. To the
extent that faculty members develop routine work habits, they will
work the same number of hours at the same tasks week after week.
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But therc are often atypical weeks that can distort survey results.
Data indicate that there are large week-by-week variations. Ritchey
(1959) plotted data on a weekly basis for a full semester and found |
that the percentage of total time devoted to teaching ranged from
about 36 to 50 percent. with an average of 42 percent. This average
figure was not obtained for any single week during the remester!  Ad-
ministrative time varied between 12 and 21 percemi.  This study
vivi.dly documents the difficulty, if not the impossibility, of finding a
typical week or two.
Thus it is desirable to study a quarter or a semester, since »horter
periods can be misleading (Now 1963; Ritchey 1939; Stecklein 1961).
Stecklein suggests that data should be collected covering an entire
academic year, with separate estimates obtained for each quarter or
semester. Ideally, data should be obtained continuously in order to
monitor the changes that occur over time.

Time of Administration

Faculty members can be questioned concerning their work patterns
cither pro.pectively, concurrently, or retrospectively. Fach method
has been used and each has advantages and disadvantages.

In prospective data collection the faculty member is asked at the
beginning of a semester to estimate how much time he expects to
spend on specific activities during the coming semester. The esti-
mate will probably be hased on past experiences, possibly modified as
a result of changed circumstances. This method is similar to retro-
spective data collection, sharing most of the advantages and dis-
advantages discussed below. There is an additional complicating
factor, however. The individual who prospectively estimates his
expenditures of time may either consciously or unconsciously con
form to those estimates, which could be either good or bad.

Although concurrent data collection presents some problems, it
would seem 1o be the method of choice. In this method, the data are
collected either while the activity is going on (as in work sampling) or
soon thercafter (as in the use of logs or diavies). Problems due 1o
faulty nemory are minimized. Most prople can remember what they
did during the past 24 or 48 hours even though they may not be able
to remember what they did last week. The major problem with the
method is that it is bothersome and time consuming. To fill out a
diary or a log daily or weekly for a year can be quite a chore.

Retrospective data collection is very often used and is the method
advocated by Stecklein (1961). Lorents (1972) has pointed out that the
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method usually involves the distribution of a questionnaire at the end
of a semester or quarter. The faculty member is requested to esti-
mate how he spent his time during this period. Stecklein admits that
there may be problems stennning from faults memory, but does not
comsider them important.  However, problenis of memory  could
seriowsly distort the data obtained in this tashion. Because of this, it
is important to obtain the data as soon as possible after an event oc-
curs.

Two sampling studies dealt explicitly with the relationship between
faculty estimates of time spent on various activities and objective
measurenients of the time spent.  Ritchey  (1959)  compared  self-
perceived activity with observed activity :nd concluded that “this
correlation wis only fair—not that it could be expected to be other-
wise™ (p. 218). He found that the most accurate estimates were made
of the time spent in classes.  The least accurate estimittes were of the
time spent in personal activity during regular schooi Lours; the
average observed value was more than double the estimate of 7.2
percent. Data such as these indicate that time estimates are often in-
accurate.

Lorents (1971) also compared estimates with objective data. He
found that estimates were close to the data in some categorics but were
divergent on other categories. He concluded:

It has been shown that estimating can differ signihcantls trom 1he data
derived from self-sampling on some calegories Consequentls, paramelers
derived from estimales must be used with caution, and «annol be used
with confidence when thev are used in planuning todels (Lorents 1971,
p. 198).

Faculty responses should be treatec 1s estimates, rather than as ac-
curate indicators of actual time expenditures.

Data Collection

Several techniques can be used to collect faculty workload data,
including analysis of data from institutional data banks. and the use
of questionnaires, diaries, interviews, or work samples,

Institutional data. Although much of the data needed for a
thorough faculty workload study will not be avzilable from the uni-
versity data bank or frem other institutional records, it is usually
desirable to obtain as much information as possible from these
sources. Information obtained from these sources often has a high
degree of accuracy. The more information that is obtained in this
manner, the less will be needed from the taculty member. As Rom-:
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ney has said, “If it is accurate and current, data that are available
from other sources should be obtained from these sources and should
not be sought from faculty members” (1971, p. 45).

Questionnaires. 1t is generally agreed that these are the most wsed
methods of diata collection for taculty load studies.  The question-
naire can either be unique to the institution using it or it can be
standardized.  Stecklein (1961) gives advice on questionnaire con-
struction and argues for a special furm unique to each institution.
He suggests that the forms should be short, only threc or four pages
in length, and relatively uncomplicated and uncluttered in ap-
pearance. The form should be sufficiently adaptable so that faculty
members will feel able to report all activities without encountering
major problems in categorization. As Romuey has pointed out, how-
ever, this flexibility can lead to problems in coding and analyzing the
data. The more distinctive responses there are, the niore difficult the
analysis becomes.

A more standardized, cross-institutional approach has been de-
veloped at NCHEMS (Romney 1971; Manning and Rommney 1973;
Manning 1974). Their approach, termed faculty activity analysis, is
designed to develop standardized techniques for data collection and
data analysis. The data collection technique described by Manning
and Romney is designed to be applicable to a wide varicty of in-
stitutions. Each institution can adapt the questionnaire to its own
necds, but any chang-s that are made, however slight, may lessen the
comparability of the data.

The reliability and validity of each techrique is discussed in a
section at the end of this chapter. The cost of this technique will be
comparatively low, but will depend on whether the questionnaires
are mailed to faculty members or are administered in small groups.
The latter approach is advocated by Manning and Romney (1973),
particularly the first time the questionnaire is administered.

Diaries. While diaries and time logs have not been used often, they
have much to rccommend them. A major advantage of these techni-
ques is the accuracy of the data obtained. If a faculty member keeps
a conscientious record of low he spends his time, recording activitics
daily, the resulting data will be the most accurate of any of the
techniques.  Even if the data are not entered as often as they should
be, they will probably be more accurate than other modes of dati
collection, both because the time between the event and its recall is
short and because of the necessity to fit activities into specific time
periods.
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There are also problems with this technique. The major problem
is that of negative faculty reaction and unwillingness to take the time
and effort to complete a diary.  This negativism is particularly acute
if the faculty member is requested to continue the diary over other
than a short period of titne. The most extensive use of diaries was
conducted in Fngland in 1969-70, a study described in detail by
Lorents (1971, p. 65) and critically discussed by Balfour (1970). Three
l-week diaries covering different periods were requested.  About 90
percent completed the first diary, 50 percent the second, and 40 per-
cent the third at one institution reported by Balfour (1970). With
high return rates and honest answers, this technique can yield very
accurate data.

Interviews.  While this technique could be useful, it is seldom
used. It is the most expensive and time-consuming of the techniques,
but hias « number of advantages. For one thing, the re ponse rate tends
to be high.  People may not fill out and return questionnaires, but
most faculty meanbers find it difficult to avoid talking to an inter-
viewer, particularly one who has the backing of the university ad-
ministration. A second advantage is the opportunity to specify exactly
what infornation is sought, aud to clarify unclear answers on the part
of the respondent. Romney advocated the use of interviews as a
useful techniquie for following up and validating the results obtained
from questionnaires. Actually, except for the differences discussed
above, intervicws are similar to questionnaires.

Work Samples. This technique has been widely used in industry
but has seldom been used in studying faculty activities. Ritchey
(1959) and Lorents (1971) both used a tine-sampling technique that
appeared to work well. The study by Ritchey involved twenty faculty
members in one department, cach of whom participated for an enure
16-week semester. During a 44:-hour work wecek each facnlty niember
was contiacted four times a day at random intervals and asked to de-
scribe what he was doing at the time. A total of 330 observations
were collected on cach individual,  To determine timme use after
regular hours, 20 days were randomly selected and the faculty mem-
ber was required to report, after the fact, what job-related activities
he engaged in, Ritchey demonstrated that the techinique was teasible
for use in higher cducation. claiming that it was useful, casy to
administer, accurate, inexpensive, and dependent only on faculty
understanding and cooperation.

Despite his success and his advocacy of the technique, it apparently
was not used again until it was adopted by Lorents in 1971, Forents

29




wsed an electronic device that had been programimed to “beep” at
random intervals,  When he heard the beep the faculty member was
supposed to record what he was doing at the time. using a predeter-
mined set of categories similar to those wsed by Ritchey.  Lorents
estimated that cach recording would take about 50 secouds and that
the total time per week would not exceed 30 minutes.  He found that
his respoudents preferved 1the work-ampling procedure to question-
aire estimates of the time devoted to varions types of activities.
Lorents concluded that a time~ampling technique such as the one he
used is feasible if the electronic mechanism is not bulky. He said
that facults wetbers should be sampled about cight to ten times dur-
ing an 8:hour day, and that the time period covered should be 2 or 4
weeks.

Summary. Questionnaires appear to be i much used and very viable
technique for obtaining data ou faculty workload.  The work being
done at NCITEMS (Manuing and Romney 1973) has provided a very
welul standardized instrument that can be used at many institutions.
Work sawpling appears 1o be a good alternative. but is not much used,
pomibly becatse of its seeming complexity.

Cooperation

In a successful study of faculty workload one must obtain the co-
operation of the fa ulty, department chairinen, deans, and depart-
mental secretaries.  If faculty members are willing to coopc ate, they
will supply accurate data; but if the cooperative attitude is lacking,
the return rate will be low and the data will be of questionable ac-
curacy.

Some faculty members view a studv of faculty workload with dis-
trust and resentment.  As Lorents (1971) and Balfour (1970), among
others, have pointed out, faculty members are not used to being asked
to report on what they do. As a group they tend to place high value
on the flexibility of an academic schedule and the amount of freedom
it allows. They want to choose their own time to work without
having to provide an hourly report of their activities. Some may view
this type of study as an infringement of academic freedom.

It is thus incumbent upon anvone who conducts a study of faculty
workload to trv to induce positive, cooperative attitudes among the
faculty. There are several things that one can do to achieve this
goal. Probably the most important is to explain the purposes and
uses of the survey to the faculty in a nonthreatening manner. As
Stecklein (1961) has pointed out, it is desirable to set up a faculty ad-
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visory committee to participate in the planning and the execution of
the study. In these davs ot faculty unionization, it is important to
get the union to agree to the study.  Having meetings of depart-
men. to discuss the study can albo be helptul in eliciting coopera-
tion. It is helplul it he request tor cooperation comtes in a letter
from the president rather than from the office of institutional re-
scarch. It is also helpful to follow the rules of questionnaire con-
struction described carlier. Finally, it is desirable to tell the faculty
that they will be informed of the results of the study.

Accuracy of the Data

This is the kev comsideration in any study of faculty activities.
‘Technically, the accuracy of a set of data is determined by obtaining
measurcnients of reliability and validity. For purposes of faculty
activity analvsis, reliability mayv be defined as the cxtent to which
similar results would be obtained if measurements were taken at
different tine periods. The reliability of the data depends on the
clarity of the category definitions, the length of the time period
studied. and the representativeness of the time period studied. While
there have been few studies of reliability as such, the consensus ot
persons familiar with the literature appears to be that most methods
vield data that are relatively reliable, although not necessarily valid.

Validity in faculty workload studies may be viewed as the degree to
which the reported time distribution of a faculty member corres-
ponds to the way in which the time was actually spent. This is much
harder to determine. And, unfortunately. there have been few validity
studies, although there have been discussions of the topic. Romney
(1971), for exaunple, has said that the validity of data obtained from
questionnaires is not always acceptable, and it is higher if diarics, in-
terviews, ur work samples are used.

A major reason for concern about validity relates to the accuracy
of self-reported data. To what extent will a faculty member try to
make it appear that he works harder than he actually does?  What
percentage of faculty members cither consciously or unconsciously
distort their reports?

Validity may also be lowered as a result of inaccurate perception.
Although Stecklein (1961) has said that estimates are fairly accurate
and tend to agree with diary records, the data gathered by Ritchey
(1959) and Lorents (1971) do not support this conclusion. Their re-
wilts indicate discrepancies between data obtained through timne
sampling and data obtained through questionnaire estimates. When
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there are discrepandies, data obtained throngh time samipling would
probably be considered most valid, diary data would rank second,
and data obtained through interviews or questionnaires, botli of
whidi require retrospective estintates, would he considered least valid.

Tt is clear that additional studies of the validity of faculty load data
are badly needed. While many techniques might he used, an adapta-
tion of the method of convergemt validity described by Campbell and
Fiske (1939) would seem to be most appropriate.  Data regarding the
workload of faculty members shonld be obtained by several different
methods (e.g., diaries, guestionnaires, and work samples) as was done
by both Ritchey (19539) and Lorvents (1971).  Data should also be
obtained from alternative sources, such as the department chairmar,
departmental colleagues, and the faculty member's spouse. 1t is ree-
ognized thar there might well be loud outcries at the nse of such
tedhmiques to “chierkenp™ on the individual, but they represent the
best way 1o verily the validity of the data.

Some of the weaimigues snegested might be less objectionable than
others. While a faculty member might resent having another faculty
member talk abowr how he spends his time, he might be willing to dis-
cuss his questionnaire results with his department chairman (Stecklein
1961).  Romuey (1971) suggested a procedure in which the department
head completes the activity forms for every person in the unit, and
then asks the faculty member to review the accuracy.,  Either of these
approaches will serve to increase the validity of the data.

Thus, both in planning and in conducting a study of faculty work-
load, one must pay continuous attention to the accuracy of the data
that are obtained.  Accuracy can never be guaranteed, but careful at-
tention to the topics discussed here should help to maximize the re-
liability and validity of any data that are obtained.
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Factors That May Influence Teaching Load

The crucial word in the title of this chapter is "mav.” Here we must
try to distinguish fact from fiction, theory or logic from evidence. We
must exitniine current practices to determine the extent to which they
conform to the data.

The literature contains many statements of factors that influence
teaching load. Oniy a few articles cite data justifving the presumed
influence. with most appearing content merely to assert the influence.
The American Association of University Professors (1970), for ex-
ample, discusses four factors that should be considered when de-
parting from the common 12-hour, 9-hour, or 6-hour teaching load
policy: the number of course preparations. introduction of a new
counse ot substantial revision of an old course, differcnces in scope o
difficulty of the course, and class sice.  Other factors frequently cited
as influences on workload include the level of the course, the specific
subject field. and the amount of previous exper:2nce with the course.

Class Size

Tic question of the influence of class size upon teaching load is con-
troversial.  There are many opinions and few data. In general, the
opinions tend to state that class size is an important influence on
teaching load. The data tend to be equivocal, with many commen.
tators indicating that even when there is an effect, it is not particularly
strong.

In one of the early studies, Koos (1919) concluded that size was a
factor, although he admitted that his data were weak. Rceeves and
others (1933) correlated class size with a faculty member’s estimates of
the time and energy required by a course. With a towl of 425
courses they obtained a coefficient of correlation equal to + 18+.03,
and concluded that since the correlation was low,

in general the size of the class is a small factor in the determination of the
percentage of the faculls member’s ti.ne and energy which he devotes to
class teaching . . . [and] teaching load generallv is not materiallv influeticed
by the sizc of the classws for which the faculty member is 1esponsible
(p. 199).

There are few other studies that obtained data about this question
but there have been many expressions of opinion.  Caplow  (1960)
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pointed out that a man who teaches 600 students does not work 6
times as hard as one teaching 10 students: he may work less because of
awistance in grading papers, and so forth. But Bailey (1968) said
that talking to 200 students is yuite Lifferent from talking to 25 stu
dents, and his opinion appeans to be more popular. Sexson (1967) re-
ports that all 75 of the institntions he surveved agreed that Lage
classes require more time.  Despite this unanimity, the data do not
support tlis assertion.

The lack of evidence of a relationship between class size and time
devoted 10 teaching has had little influence on those who sot up
formulas aimed at specifsing faculty workload.  Many formulas de
signed to cquate weaching loads among the members of a faculty con-
sider class size as a factor in the formula (c.g., Foothill 1966; Hauck
1969: Howell 1962; Miller 1968: Sexson 1967; Sheets 1970; Young
1964) . Most of the formulas use arbitrary figures to allow for class
size (see the sectien on workload formulas later in this chapter).

Rather than trving to generalize about the effects of class size. we
should examine the variables that mediate its effects.  We should ask
questions concerning the effects of class size on the amount of time that
the instructor spends in class. in preparing for class, in grading papers,
in talking to students. (1) The amount of time spent in class is
obviously independent of class sice. The amount of effort or energy
expended during that time may vary. However, we had carlier de-
cided not to comsider effort as a variable. (2) The amount of time
spent in preparing for class might vary as a result of class size. A
teacher who typically conducts small classes as informal discussion
groups that require little preparation might spend much time prepar-
ing organized lectures for a large class. On the other hand, an in.
structor who usually lectures might use the same lectures for small or
large classes.  (3) The amount of time spent in grading papers will
often vary with class size, but the relationship could be ncgative as
well as positive. Individuals who teach large sections are often given
graduate assistants or paper graders to help with these chores. In such
a case the instructor might well devote less time to paper grading than
does an instructor with a much smaller class. Furthermore, the in.
structor might change the course requiremnents, might not require
term papers, or might convert from essay type tests to multiple choice
tests. (1) The amount of time spent interacting with students is a
complex variable whose effect on class size is difficult to predict. The
niost important influence is probably the personality and attitude of
the instructor. Some instructors would probably spend little time
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interacting regardless of class size. Others would probably spend as
much time intera-ting as previously, although less time might be de-
voted to each student. Thus the effect of class size on the amount of
time that the instructor spends interacting with students is hard to
predict.

Based on the limited data and the unlit~ited opinions, several con
clusions concerning class size can be drawn.  Despite ity popular use
in many workload formulas, and despite the popular belief that class
size is an important determinant of workload, it should not be con-
sidercel as a major influence on fuculty workload. The eftect of class
size will vary from course to course and from teacher to teacher. The
emphasis to be given to class size is an empirical question that should
be determined separately for each course and cach teacher. ‘The num-
ber of hours devoted to preparation and grading in different size
classes should be measured directly rather than inferred from arbi.
trary formulas.

Course Level

Course level is often assumed to be one of the most important i
fluences on faculty workload. The usual assumption is that upper
division courses are more difficult to teach thau lower division courses,
and that graduate courses require the most time and effort. Many in-
stitutions explicitly take this into account by giving persons who
teach graduate courses fewer credit hours of teaching.

But the evidence is not clear. Stickler (1960, p. 88) suggests that
“conflicting conclusions characterize studies regarding the effects of
level of instruction on faculty load.” Koos (1919) and Kelly (1926)
concluded that course level is an important factor. On the other hand,
Reeves and athers (1933, p. 182) present data indicating that there is
a steadv decrease in the amount of time andl effort devoted to a course
as one increases the course level. This inverse relationship has been
asserted many times.  Stickler (1960) has quoted John Dale Russell a:
having said that graduate courses require less preparation time and
are much casier to teach than undergraduate courses.  He did not add
that many professors find them more stimulating as well.

The differences in assumptions with respect to the influence of
cowse level are reflected in the workload formulas. Some formulas
weight all courses equally, regardless of level, while Hill (1969) used a
formula that gave graduate courses four times as nuch weight as un:
dergraduate courses.

These discrepancies in data and opinions result, at least in part,
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‘from subject matter differences and differences in the teaching styles
of individual professors.  As the AAUP's (1970, p. 31) statenient on
faculty workload notes, “in some subjects the advanced course is the
more demanding; in others, the introductory course.” Thus, we can
conclude that course level per se should not be considered a major
determinant ot faculty workload.

Mode of Presentation

In 1960 Stickler said that the research findings in this area arc very
limited. Unfortunately, that is still the case. It would seem reasonable
to assume that a lecture, for example, might take more prepar-
ation time than an unstructured class discussion of a topic decided at
the start of class. In his proposal for a specification of faculty work-
load in terms of actual hours per week devoted to different activities,
Hodgkinwnn (1973) suggests that a studio course might involve
hours, a4 seminar course 5 hours, and a science lab plus lecture would
take 7 hours. While the hours were only intended to be illustrative,
they support the concept that mode of presentation does mike a
difference.

The one major study of the effect of this factor was, as usual, the
50-ycar-old study of Koos (1919). He found mode of presentation to
be a very important factor. Koos set up ratios that indicated how many
hours were required in total for a 1-hoar class. His ratios ranged
from a low of 1.17 for field work (i.e., 1 hour of field work and .17
hour of preparation time) to a high of 2.98 for a lecture (i.e., 1.98
hours of preparauon).

There appear to have been no other studies of the influence of mode
of presentation Thus, at most institutions, despite Koos' findings,
mode of presentation has been ignored. All l-liour classes are con-
sidered equivalent, whether they involve student recitations, seminars,
discussions, or lectures. The one distinction made in the past was
the respect of laboratories. For many vears two laboratory hours
were considered to be the cquivalent of onc teaching hour (Kelly
¥926). This ratio has been gradually eroding, and at many schools
laboratory hours are now considered equal to teaching hours. In
fact, in Miller's (1968) workload formula, laboratory hours are given
20 percent more weight than lower level courses.

Thus, good rescarch into this problem is badly needed. Current
practice diverges from both theory and the research data presented by
Koos. We shall not be able to adjust workload for types of presenta-
tion until we have good data on which to base our decisions,
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Subject Matter

Most institutional policies do not consider differences between sub-
ject fickds as an important component of faculty workload. Teaching
load schedules tend to be uniform throughout departments of a uni-
versity, with the exception of professional schools such as medicine
or law.

This assumption of the equivalence of different disciplines is di-
rectly contradicted by many studies.  As Stickler (1960, p. 86) said:

There is a good deal of evidence to show that diffevent amounis of lime
are required for adequate preparation and effective 1eaching of different
subjects.

Although the results have not always been consistent in specifving
the time reguired by different disciplines, every study has indicated
that therc are diflerences based on subject matter.  In the more ex-
treme cases, some subjects required more than three times as much
as others (Stewart 1931),

Thus subject matter has been demonstrated to be an important
influence on teaching load.  But unlike course level, whose influence
has not been demonstrated, this influence is not considered in setting
institutional policies. Careful studies would cnable this factor to be
given proper weight. As Richards (1950) has suggested. teaching load
should be determined by a consideration of the ratio of out-of-class
work to clock hours of instruction. Use of this technique would allow
for other factors as well as subject matter ditferences.

New Preparations

It scems reasonable to assume that the first time a person teaches
a course, more time will be devoted to preparation than will be de-
voted to subsequent presentations for the same course. Somie in-
stitutions recognize this by giving reduced loads to individuals who
arc preparing a new or special coursc. But the assertion by Sexson
(1967, p. 220) that “all institutions [assign] a lighter load to new
instructors during their first year” is questionable.

Although the research data are limited, they tend to support the
assumption that initial preparations require more time than subse-
quent oties. Koos (1919) found the time required for the first pre-
sentation was higher, particularly for certain modes of presentation.
Approximately 70 percent more time was devoted to the first lecturc
presentation than to subscqytient ones. The comparable figure for a
seminar was 60 percent, mixed lecture and discussion 33 percent, re-
citation 11 percent, and laboratory 9 percent.
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Data comparing presentations subsequent to the first do not seem
to he available. While one might assume that the second and third
preparations might ali» require more time than subsequent ones, a
levelling off point is probably reached relatively quickly, McMullen
(1927). however. reported that there was no relationship between the
number of years ol experience in teaching and the time spent in
daily preparation.  Also, the finding by Koos that there were no
differences between ranks in the time devoted to course preparation is
pertinent if we assumne that rank is highly correlated with the amount
of, teaching experience.

Thus, in this case, data and theory coincide. We can assume, even
though the data are limited, that new preparations and extensive re-
visions of older courses take more time than preparation of a course
that has been repeatedly taught.  This factor should undoubtedly be
considered as a component in faculty load. And, as stated by the
AAUP (1970, p. 31).

This is a matter ot institutional self-interest as well as of equity: if the
new course has been approved as likely to strengthen the institution's
program, all appropriate measures should be taken to insure its success.

Number of Preparations

It is generally assumed that number of preparations is an important
aspect of teaching load. It would appear to require less time to teach
several sections of the same course than to teach an equal number of
sections of different courses. This assumption is manifest in several
workload formnulas.

Surprisingly, Koos (1919) reported that this was not the case. His
data indicated few consistent differences between the (wo types of
prepariation.  Furthermore, in some cases instructors devoted more
time per section to repeated scctions than to nonrepeated ones.  This
result could be an artifact of the institution that was studied, since
the assignment of rcpeated sections was discouraged at that univer-
sity.

Although only eight cases were cited in the data presented by
Reeves et al. (1933), the conclusion was similar: a second section of a
course requires approximitely the same amount of time as the initial
section.  The authors stated that while the evidence was not con-
clusive becanse of the small number of cases, “there is not a material
reduction in teaching load when two sections of a single course are
substituted for two separate courses” (Reeves et al. 1933, p. 192).

Thus we again find that the data fail to support a commonly ac-
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cepted asumption. Although more data are needed, we should ac-
cept the restlts ol those studies that have been made, and it should
not be assumed that weaching repeated sections ol a course auto-
matically results in a lighter weaching load than teaching an equal
untnber of dillerent courses.

Workload Formulas

The literature contains many descriptions of faculty workload
formulas. The purpose of a formula is to develop equivalencies be-
tween suclt diverse tisks as teaching a course tn freshiman composition
to 20 students, conducting a graduate seminar discussion with three
PhD. candidates in history. supervising an advanced level chemistry
laboratory, and serving as a reader on a doctoral dissertation com-
mittee,

Some ol the formulas are simple, involving few components and
minimal weighting. For example, Hauck (19649) and Hill (1969) used
formulas with five components.  Banks (1963) used ten factors and
developed appopriate weights for each factor,  Henle (1967) used 20
variables as components of an individual’s activities index.  Miller
(196%) defined the load of a faculty member as the sum of 25
different components and presented formulas for specifying the values
of cach of the components. Th. .« and other similar formulas arce
presented in varying degrees of detail by Miller (1968), Lorents
(1971). and Romnev (1971).

Workload formulas differ greatly from one another with respect to
both the definition of the components that are included and the
specification of the weight of the components.  While one might
expect some diflerences among institutions, one would hardly expect
differences of this magnitude.  As an illustration, consider the relative
weights assigned o graduate level courses compared to those as-
signed 10 lower level undergraduate courses.  In those formulas that
assign different weights, assuming that the lower level undergraduate
courses are asigned a weight of 1.0, Howell (1962) used a weight of
L5, Banks (1963) used 2,00 FHIL (1969) used 10, and Miller  (1968)
weighted regular graduate courses 1.4 and new graduate courses 2.0,
Even it the weights were based on data vather than theory, divergen-
cies this great would seem difficult to justify.

The many differences mmong the formualas should make one skeptical
about their wility.  This skepticismt should be increased when one
comsiders that many of the formulas use componcents that have been
shown in the discussions earlier in this chapter to be questionable
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components of workload.

Further it should he pointed out that
tormulias ignore ditterences both wmong faculty members and unong
diflerent courses on the stme level.

For all ot these reasons, work:
load tformulas should be examined  very  critically before being
adopted.




ERI

Total Faculty Workload

In this chapter we conte to the heart of the isne. How hard do
taculty members work? - Does college teaching requite more than 40
howrs per week?  Or does the typical faculty member have an cawy
life, teaching only 6 hours a week, 30 weeks a vear?

The data presented nuust be evaluated in the context of the earlier
discussions,  The reliability and validity of the data will depend on
the wass the data were collected. The length of the faculty work week
will depend on which workload categories were included and which
excluded.  As the data will indicate, dilterences mmong faculty mems-
bers tend to be much greater than the similarities.

The Work Week of Faculty Members

One of the primary questions asked concerns the total number of
hours per week that the typical faculty menmber works,  To the out-
sider, amd even to some insiders, the faculty work week seems un-
believably short. If one asks how many hours faculty members
“teach™ per week, the answers usually range between 3 and 13, with
modal poiuts around 6 and 12, To a nonfaculty member this seenis
very little. And when you consider that the typical school year in
higher education is about 3% weeks long, the workload scems very
low., Perceptions such as these probably account, at least in part, for
the lact that an increasing number of state legislatures are passing laws
defining minimum workload standards for taculty teaching in public
institutions (Bogue 1972).

Suidies indicate, however, that most [aculty members say they work
more than 10 hours a week. A review of over one hundred studies
(Ohio, Interuniversity Council of, 1970) concluded that faculty mem-
bers typically work more than 50 hours per week. Thompson (1971)
has said that somie of the more recent studies cite figures close to 60
hours per week. We caan compromise and concdlude that, on the
average, faculty members claim that they work approximately 35
hours per week during the academic year.  Figures close to this have
heen cited in study after study at many different institutions, which
would seemt to provide evidence of convergent validity,  However,
many persons question the accuracy of this figure, including sonie
faculty members,

Thompson (1971) cites external data that support the claim that

41

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

faculty members work long hours.  Studies (v.g. de Grazia 1962)
present data indicating that executives and professionals work 50 to
60 hours per week if one includes peripheral activities.  Data are
cited by Thompson indicating that academic persons employed in non-
academic settings work about 3 hours per week more than thei
colleagues.  Finally, he pointed out that most faculty menibers, like
executives, protessionals, and others engaged i work that is relatively
independent of time and  place “seldom put their work aside”
(Thompson 1971, p. D).

The data confirm that faculty members, on the average, work abot
a 35-hour week.  This is true only during the academic year, how-
ever.  If the total number of hours were spread over a 48-week year
with a f-week vacation. it would amount to approximately 40 hours
per week (it we assie a 35-week academic year).

In discussing this conclusion with my colleagues. T have gotten a
bimodal reaction,  Sowme react with  disbelief and  guestion  the
validits of the data.  Members of this group state that the “typical”
frculty member works a maximum of 35 to 40 hours per week, and
that manv faculty members work less than 30 hours per week. A
secotd type of reaction is that the data represent the true state of
affairs.  Persons in this group maintain that most faculty members
they know work 30 to 70 hours per week.  They [urther tend to com
plain about the extent to which faculty members in general are over-
worked.

The Expected Work Week

How muany hours per week faculty members are expected to work
is a difficult guestion.  Faculty contracts, faculty statutes, and even
collective bargaining agreements usnally define faculty workload in
ternis of cotrses to be taught and other activities to be engaged in,
rather than in hours per week. Thus expectations regavding the
total numnber of hours to be worked must come from other sources,

In the midtwenties Kelly used as his standard the “forty-five hour
week common to many lines of union labor™ (1926, p. 282).  As
sunting that this was the figure commonly used, it might help to ex.
plain the prevalence of the 15-hour teaching load for nuany years, as
well as the concept that 2 hours of preparasion are required for cach
hour in dass, The drop to a 12-hour teaching load could then be
seen s paralleling the decrease in the typical 1.8, work week from
15 to 10 and currently 35 hours, A workload of 12 clawhours cor-
responds to a work week of 36 hours if one assumes 2 hours of prepa-
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ration for each hour spent in class. But with these ratios one could
not rationalize a total load .of two graduate courses that meet for 1.5
hours per wecek each.

Fhis expectation of a short work wecek is verified in data reported
by the National Education Association (1972a). They reported that
a survey of H8 public junior and community colleges revealed ex-
pectations of a median of 30-hours work per week. Only 27 percent
of the institutions expected their faculty members to work 40 or more
hours per week, and less than 3 percent expected 50 or more hours of
work per week.  Interestingly. a 30-honr work week was assumed by
Hodgkinsvon (1973).

There are few data indicating what faculty members consider as a
full teaching load. McElhaney (1959) reported that they considered
about {2 hours to be a reascnable work week. He alvo reported that
20 pereent of the respondents in his survey said that faculty appoint-
ments should not be regarded as fulltime responsibilities. Perhaps
many of them would agree with Simmons (1970) who assumed that a
faculty member is paid to work only 40 hours per week. Simmons
listed several activities related to teaching or administrative work,
excluding rescarch, public service, and others, that take up a faculty
member’s time.  He then calculated that, assuming a 40-hour week, a
fulltime faculty member should have 7 contact hours of teaching.

On-Campus Versus Off-Campus Work

One characteristic of college tzaching as a prolession is the freedom
it affords with respect to work time and work place. Except for
scheduled class hours, 2 professor can work as many or as few hours
as he wishes. Many activities (for instance. preparation for class,
scholarly writing and reading, grading papers) can be done cither on
or off campus.

Consequently faculty members may put in a substantial number of
their working hours in off-campus settings. Ritchey (1959) reported
that 10.8 hours (20 percent of total work time) were spent on univer-
sity business during other than business hours.  He defined business
hours as a t1-hour weck: 8 10 12 and 1 to 5 on Monday througlh Fri-
day, «nd 8 1o 12 on Saturday. At many colleges and universities some
faculty members only have classes on 2 or 3 days a week, and do nc:
appear on campus on the other days.

Time spent off-campus is often a cause for suspicion and some-
times causes resentment. . A person who spends much time on campus
is seldom chastized, even though he may fritter time away. But the
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individual who spends little time on campus is often suspected of
cither not being a hard worker or of having well-paving consultant-
ships.  Many faculty members do @ substantial part of their work
oll-campus, which may help to acconnt for the skepticism with which
some people view claims of a long work week.

Individual Differences

The data indicating that faculty members work 55 hours a week
refer to averages. The data also show large individual difterences.
While few studies present frequency distributions or report measures
of variability. those that give data iniformly reveal the wide range in
the number of hours worked.  As early as 1919 Koos reported that
although the typical faculty member said that he worked an average
of 8.5 hours per dav (in a 5.3-day week), the range was from
1.0 to 1LY hours per day.  More recently, Thompson (1971) reported
that at the University of Washington faculty reportedly work an
average of 383 hours per week, with a standard deviation of 10.6
hours. Other data cited by Thompson indicated standard deviations
of approximately 10.5 hours at the University of California and 18
at the Univensity of Minnuesota.

A normal distribution of working time consisting of a national
average of 55 hours per week with a standard deviation of 12.5 hours
per week would indicate that two out of every three faculty members
work between 12 and 68 hours per week during the academic year, and
that 95 percent of all faculty work between 30 and 80 hours per
week.  To many. these ranges might scem reasonable, particularly if
workload is defined as consisting of all of the components discussed
in Chapter 1, including on-campus time devoted to personal activities.

Individual differences in the number of hours warked per week by
different faculty members have been documented.  The pervasiveness
of these ditferences is apparent to anvone who spends time on a col-
lege campus,  Still. these differences are often ignored.  As indicated
carlier, most studies do not cite data relating to variability.

Differences Among Disciplines

In the List chapter. data were reported indicating that there are
sometimes Luge diflerences in the amount of time needed to prepare
and present courses, aud one important influence on these diflerences
was the subject matter.

Many sudies have documented  diflerences between  disciplines
(Kelly 1926: Siewart 1934 Knowles and White 1939: Thompson
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971 Wattles 1971, Unfortunately, the results have not always been
consistent from one study to the next. While it wis tempting to try
to construet i table indicating which disciplines seemed on the average
to require comparatively little time and which seemed to require much
time, such an enterprise would he Tutile.  Mlthough differences immong
disciplines exist, they are probably relatively small compared to
diflerences among individnals,  While English conmposition courses re-
quire wore tine than most courses, and some schools assign re-
duced teaching loads to persons teaching such comses (Snepp 1968;
Wilcox 1968), there are many wass of grading a 500-word ¢:ay. Some
teachers do it in 3 minutes while it takes others 30 minutes. There
also are diflevences in the number and length of assignments, Tl
differences between disciplines probably can be ignored if differences
between individuals ave considered.

Differences Among Ranks

Ouly two studies relating to this variable were located and they
viclded divergent vesults. Koos (1919) found that there were o
differonces between tanks in the mmount of time spent in course
preparation, . On the other hand, Thompson (1961) reported  that
there wis o decrease in total weekly tie with an inerease in rauk,  He
reported that assistant professors worked an average of 60.2 hours per
week, associate professors 578, and full professors 56.6.  These
difterences are small compared to individnal difterences.

Differences Among Institutions

There appear 1o be differences among institutions.  The extent of
these diflerences is hard to assess since data reported by different in-
stitutions are seldom comparable due to differences in definitions and
methodologs as well s a lack of standardized approaches.  Still,
differences lave been found among the several cimpuses of a state-
wide swstem (e, Lins 1971).  If difterences are found within various
units of a state ssstem, even larger differences could be expected in
comparing other state systemis or other individual institutions, This
conclusion is reinforced by a recognition that assigned course loads
vary greatly from justitution to institution. At some colleges and
universities a full teaching load is 6 hours per week (for at least some
faculty) while at others the load is 30.

Differences mmong institutions in the amount of time faculty mem-
bers devote to research was documented by Orlans (1962).  He re-
ported that one-third of the faculty in liberal arts colleges spend no

45




time doing tosearch, compared to 10 percent of the Lacnlty in uni-
versities that recerve arge imounts ol tederal support. Thus we find
that there are ditterences among institations with respect to both the
length and the components of the work week.
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The Distribution of Facuilty Work Time

The variations are as great iu the way that work time is distributed
as in the length of the work week. These differences are refiected in
the time devoted to instruction and research as well as in individual
differences.

Time Devoted to Instruction

Many studies have reported the percent of the total work time that
is devoted to instruction. These figures vary from a low of about 40
percent (Wilson 1942; Ritchey 1959; Orlans 1962; Lorents 1971) to
a high of about 70 percent (Parsons and Platt 1969; Stickler 1960:
Baver 1973). These figurcs will be more meaningful if we examine
the covariance of specific factors in relation to the amount of time de-
voted to instruction.

The institution at which the faculty member is employed is one
such factor. Teaching loads differ from institution to institution and
are related to the type of institution. Institutions vary in the
emphasis placed on teaching, depending on whether they emplasize
teaching, research, or public service.

These differences have been documented. Wilson (1942), while
citing an overall figure of 42 percent as the amount of time devoted to
instruction, said the figure could be around 70 percent in “low-level
colleges.” Parsons and Platt (1969) reported that the percent of time
devoted to teaching was 46 percent in high quality schools compared
to 69 percent in low quality schools. Data such as these indicate that
judgments of the quality of an institution are inversely related to the
percent of the time that faculty members devote to instruction.

There are also differences among disciplines. These were shown
in a study conducted at the Univensity of California (1970). Data
indicated that although 49 percent of the total university faculty
taught nine or more weekly course contact hours, in the physical
sciences only 22 percent taught nine or more hours compared o 55 per-
cent of the faculty in the social sciences, and 63 percent of the laculty
in arts and letters. In arts and letters and in the professions over
84 percent of the faculty taught twelve or more hours while the cor-
responding figure was 5 percent of the faculty in mathematics and in
the physical sciences. Similarly, Wattles (1971) reported that the per-
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centage of tine devoted to instruction varied from a low of 20 per-
cent in higher education to a high of 77 percent in hume ccononics
and in urban planning.

Two studies have shown a negative correlation between rank and
the percent of time devoted to teaching.  Dunham. Wright, and
Chandler (1966) report that instructors devote 37 percent of their time
to teaching wlule professors devote only 42 percent of their time.
Similar lignres were presented by Orvlans (1962) @ 55 percent for in-
structors and 13 percent for professors.

Finallv, there have been differences over time.  The reduction in
teaching workload has been documented in Careers of Ph.D.v (1968)
which reported a decrease from 66 percent of time devoted to teach-
ing tn 1910 10 50 percent in 1963, It alvo reported that women de-
vote more time to teaching than do men.

Time Devoted to Research

One would expect wider variations in the amonnt of tiine devoted
to rescarch than in time devoted to instruction.  Since both the in-
stitutional emphasis on research and individnal predilections for re-
search vary, there should he wide variations. At some institutions in-
dividuals may devote very litle if any time to research and scholarly
activities. At other institutions ihere may be some faculty members
who devote close to 100 percent of their tine to research.

Differences in the amount of time devoted to research have been weli
documented.  There have also been studies of the variables corre-
lated with the percentage of time devoted to research.  Bun there do
not seem to have been studies of individual differences or of the per-
sonality variables that correlate with the amount of time devoted to
research in a univeisity setting.

In an carly study Esenden, Gamble, and Blue (1938) reported that
faculty members in state universities, land grant institutions, and
private nondenominational institutions spend norve time doing re-
scarch than do facuity members in teachers colleges or junior col-
leges. In 1929 Foley reported that inore iime was devoted to research
in the natural sciences than in mathematics or engineering.

Parson> and Platt (1969) compared the amount of time devoted to
rescarch in institutions of varving quality. They reported that al-
most three times as much time was devoted to research in high
quality instituticas (35 percent compared to 125 percent in low-
quality institutions). They also reported that alimost everyone would
have liked to devote more time to reseaicli (the ideal time was 45 per-
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cent in high-qualits and 25 percent in low-quality institutions).  Simi-
lar data were reported by Orlans (1962).

Teaching V'evsus Research

Many pages in the literature of higher education have been de-
voted to discussions of the teaching-research relationship,  Which is
more important at a liberal arts college? At a universits? How much
should cach factor be weighted in evaluating faculty members for
promotion?  For tenurer  Is there a negative relationship between
the amount ol research performed and teaching ability?  Does an
individual have to concentrate on cither teaching or rescarch?

It would scem logical to assume that there is a high negative rela.
tionsliip between the two variables; as the mmount of time devoted to
teaching goes down, the amount of time devoted to research goes up.
and vice versa. This asumption has often been made.  But the as
sutption is only logical if the total time devoted to these two
activities remains constant, and this is often not the case. It is pos-
sible that if teaching loads were reduced, faculty members would
cither reduce their total work week o devote more time to activitics
other than research.

The uestion of the relationship betreen the number of hours de-
voted to teaching and the number devoted to research is an empirical
one. But, unfortunately, there have been few cmpirical studies.  One
of the best wis done by Koos (1919) who correlated the time devoted
to teaching and to rescarch. All of the correlation values were small
and ncgative, ranging from -.02 to -.10. He concluded “the correla-
tion between time spent in teaching work and that spent in personal
rescarch is therefore ‘negligible’ * (p. 25). He later pointed out that
becarse of the lack of relationship, university policy should not re-
duce the teaching load to encourage rescarch.  Althouglh a general re-
duction throughout a university might result in increased research, it
would resuit primarily from increased research activity on the part of
those individuals inclined toward research, and would conscqueatly
be uneconomical.

What would seem to be a much more economical and practical method
is the reduction of the teaching schedule for individual instructors who
have demonstrated their inclination toward and ability in rescavdli, by some
measure of productivity. in spite of a normal teaching schedule.  Such a
reduction should be continued, of course, only as long as productivity cou-
tinues (Koos 1919, p. 20).

Similar conclusions were drawn from the data obtained by Reeves
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and others (1933). To illustrate their point they presented data on
cight individuals, each of whom wis teaching two undergraduate
courses, and devoting less than 5 percent of his time to administrative
work. The reported percentage of time devoted 1o teaching the two
courses ranged from 25 to 83 percent with a median of 45 percent.
Cortespondingis, the reported percentage of time devoted to non-
compensated research ranged from 0 to 63 percent, with a median of
21 percent. A third confirming report was that of Evenden, Gamble,
and Blue (1933) who reported that most faculty members engaged in
rescatch had only slightly lower teaching loads than faculty not so
engaged.

More recent data relating to this question were not located, even
though cros-tabulations of existing data would undoubtedly be perti-
nent.  Nevertheless, the earlier studies appear to be conclusive. We
should take Koos' advice and look for evidence of research pro-
ductivity rather than assuming that a reduction in teaching load will
automatically result in such an increase.

Other Activities and Individual Differences

At several »aints throughout this monograph the importance of
individual differences has been emphasized. We tried to point out
that although the totai number of hours worked per week was re-
lated to factors such as differences among institutions, academic dis-
ciplines, and ranks, individual differences tended to account for a high
proportion of the variability. We again emphasized individual
differences in our discussion of the relative proportions of time de-
voted to teaching and research. This is also true with respect to the
other activities that faculty members engage in: interacting witii stu-
dents, institutional service, public service, and professional develop-
ment.

The pervasive role of individual differences can be indicated by a
consideration of the time cevoted to interacting with students or to
administrative activities. Four studies presented data indicating the
percent of a faculty member's time devoted to counseling students.
The percentages ranged from 1.8 percent (Ritchey 1959) to 12.4 per-
cent (Bayer 1973), with Lorents (1971) rcporting 2.8 percent, and
Randolph (1950) reporting 9 percent. Thesc studies were at different
schools in different years. Also, the data represent averages but they
clearly point up the variability that exists. Counseling stud=nts and
interacting with students have diflerent amounts of appeal for difterent
faculty members. Some faculty members spend much time on
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campus, often with their office door open, willing to talk to wnyone
who drops in.  Other faculty members act as if they dislike students,
although they would probably deny this.  While they keep theit
official office hours, students seldom drop by, Individuals who fall
into one or the other of these extremes will devote diflerent per-
centages of time to student interaction.  Most taculty members prob-
ably fall between the two extremes.

There are similar individual reactions to the administrative dutics
that faculty members may be asked to perform. Some faculty mem.
bers enjoy committee meetings and some particularly cenjoy being
chairman of a committee.  Others dislike such meetings and will
avoid them as much as possible. The committee lover can spend
many hours every week in happy interaction with his colleagues, dis.
cussing matteys great and trivial. The committee hater wil' usually
he able to avoid all except two or three meetings a vear, and will be
able to devote the time that might have been spent in committee
work to other, presumably more productive or more congenial,
activitics, These comments apply not only 10 committee work but to
other types of administrative dutjes as well,  The amount of time de-
voted to these duties will depend on the institation as well as the in-
dividual. ‘Thus. in five studies the amount of time devoted to ad-
ministrative duties ranged from a low of 8.2 percent (Bayer 1973) to a
high of 21.2 percent (Orlans 1962),
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The number of articles devoted to faculty workload testifies to the
continuing interest in this topic. Despite this interest there have been
comparatively few advances since the pionecring study by Koos in
1919. In fact, many of the questions to which we need answers have
not been researched since his study. Thus there is a critical need for
accurate “hard’” data and competent studies on which reasonable con-
clusions can be based. Despite the problems that are encountered in
defining and measuring faculty workload, more studies must be coi-
ducted. Otherwise we will continue to base our decisions on the pre-
vailing myths rather than on empirical data.

The work being done at the National Center for Higher Educa-
tion Management Systems represents a step in this direction. Their
standindized system for faculty activity analysis should make it pos-
sible for any college or university to obtain data that can be used in
either intrauniversity or interuniversity comparisons. Even though
one might object to some of the characteristics of the proposed pro-
cedures, as was occasionally done in this monograph, the advantages
of the widespread use of a standardized system are indisputable. Con:
sequently, it is reccommended that the NCHEMS system be used
initially, with modifications to be introduced at a later time.

Traditional workload surveys of this type should be viewed as only
a first step.  While they may provide answers to some of the questions
about faculty workload that are still unanswered, they will not, by
themselves, lead to a meaningful concept of faculty workload that
will take individual differences into account. Thus, what is ultimately
needed is data about individuals rather than averages summarizing
the activities of groups or subgroups. Since the data indicate that
generalizations about workload tend to be invalidated by the per-
vasive influence of individual differences, we should try to set up a sys-
tem based on individual differences.

Just as the nature of higher education is changing in an attempt to
provide students with *“more options,” we should try to provide more
options in the definition of faculty workload. Rather than tying
faculty members to standardized workloads and workload formulas,
we should try to provide for individual differences in the definition of
workload. We should not have standardized rules that require all
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undergraduate faculty members to teach the same number of credits
per semester while graduate faculty teach fewer hours. Instead, the
faculty member’s contract should state the approximate amount of
time to be devoted to instruction, to research, to administrative
activities, cte.  The amount of time devoted to instruction could then
be subdivided in terms of the specific courses to be taught. For
example, a faculty member might contract to devote 60 percent of
his or her time to instruction, 30 percent to research, and 10 percent
to committees and administrative duties. The faculty member might
further agree that 10 percent of the time would be devoted to a small
discussion course, 25 percent to preparation of lectures for a large
lecture section, 15 percent to a graduate seminar, and 10 percent to
meeting with thesis students.  Another faculty member could have a
quite different contract.

Moving in the direction of the individualization of faculty work-
load would have many advantages. A major advantage would be the
flexibility in making use of the specific interests and talents of the
faculty member. We would not have to require that all faculty
members teach the same course load or that all faculty members en-
gage in rescarch. Some faculty members might contract to devote 80 to
90 percent of their time to teaching, possibly teaching five or even six
courses. Others might contract to teach only one or two courses while
devoting most of their time to research or administrative activitics. A
second advantage of such a procedure would be the clarification of the
basis for evaluation of a given faculty member. Since cach faculty
member would contract to devote certain amounts of time to specific
activities, he or she would be expected to provide evidence of pro-
ductivity in those areas. A faculty member who contracts to devote
25 percent of his time to a given course would be expected to some-
how indicate that this course was differcnt from a course to which
another faculty member devoted only 10 percent of his time. The
faculty member who contracted to devote 50 percent ol his or her
time to rescarch would be cxpected to demonstrate how that timne
was spent, and to provide some indication of research productivity.
The specific assignments could be made in terms of both the in-
dividual's proclivities and the institution’s needs.

To sct up a system of individualized workloads would require both
time and knowledge. The time would be required to try to negotiatc
the contract that is best for both the individual and the institution.
T'he knowledge would have to come from cffective and comprehen-
sive studies of faculty workload.
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Data obtained in workload surveys should be used in discussions be-
tween the faculty member and the department head in the evaluation
of the faculty member and in the specification of goals to be achieved.
Thus a faculty member who indicates that 15 hours per week are de-
voted to scholarly productivity should be expected to provide some
evidence of the results of such activity. A person who claims to
devote 10 hours per week to student evaluation should substantiate
this by indicating the nature of the evaluation. Persons with exten-
sive committee assignments should not be expected to devote as much
time to course preparation.

By individualizing contracts based on data obtained in workload
studies, loads could be equalized on the basis of data rather than as-
cumptions. If a person were assigned to teach two rather than four
courses, this would be based on expectations of approximately how
much tinie would be devoted to each course and how much time
would be devoted to other activities, such as committee meetings or
scholarly research. Two courses would not automatically be as-
signed to all full professors or all faculty members who teach graduate
courses. An individual who contracted to teach only two courses
without other extensive commitments would be expected to demon-
strate superior preparation, evaluation, and student interaction with
respect to these courses. Such a system would enable faculty mem-
bers to set up a schedule in which they would devote their time to
those activities they enjoy most or that they do best. It would enable
the university to evaluate the faculty member’s performance on the
basis of the activities specified in the contract rather than on the
basis of the generalized performances presumably expected of all
faculty members.
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