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ABSTRACT
This monograph examines methods by which faculty

wor.A.oad studies can be performed. It includes definitions and
dilcussion of activities used in workload assessment, such as
instructional time, institutional and public service, personal
activities and research, scholarship and creative endeavors. The
conclusion indicates that there is a paucity of empirical data about
faculty workloads and too much acceptance of commonplace assumitions
that do not stand up to critical examination. Faculty workload
formulas will vary from institution to institution, and the
individual institution should develop its own faculty workload
questionnaires. (MJM)
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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
process 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. The 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, a basis for adequate empirical data about faculty workload can
be developed. The author, Harold E. Yuker, is Director of The
Center for the Study of Higher Education, Holstra University, Hemp-
stead, New York.

Peter P. Muirhead, Director
ERIC/Higher Education
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Overview

Studies of fat ult.. workload have been conducted for over 50 years.
Data obtained in these studies have been used to measure academic

efficiency and to determine academic policies. Yet questions and
problems have persisted despite the large immber of such studies.

One of the most basic questions centers aroune, the definition of
facult workload. At one extreme workload can be defined in terms
of the number of credit hours taught. At the other extreme it can
be defined in ter ni. of the number of hours per week devoted to all
academic activities. including sonic that seem unrelated to university

or classroom activities. Rather than attempt a broad definition, work-
load is discussed here in terms of the general art is it categories that
c.w be included as part of individual faculty workloz.d.

res of faculty workload can be obtained ft: !la institutional
data. such as I [edit hours, contact hours setueste.. c Alit hours per
fulltime equialent facult member, cz udent-faculty ratios. Alter-
nativeh, faculty workload measures may be obtaine -. from lamb.
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 types of activities discussed differ from one study
to another, some categories appear frequently. Instructional time may
be defined as includine- time spent in class, preparation time, an'l
evaluation time. Time spent interacting with students includes all

aspects of such interaction, both academic and nonacademic. Re
sears h, scholarship. and creative activity is used to encompass all of
the intellectual and scholarly activities engaged in by faculty mem-
bers that result in a specific scholarly output such as a hook, article,
report, painting, or mu, ical composition. Professional development
refers to activities related to individual learning suc'.i as reading of
attending professional meetings. Institutional semi: is a broad ate
gory including attending meetings, participating :I student service
activities or other organized activities, and performing general admin-
istrative functions. Public service activities include consulting, hold-
ing office in professional organizations. editing professional journals,
or giving speeches to gimps outside the university. Finally, the
category of personal activities, while usually not included in studies
of faculty workload, should be included to indicate the amount of



time devoted 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 Upon and the instruments used must
be developed. Questionnaires appear to be the method of choice, and
manuals developed at the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (e.g.. Manning and Romney 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 workload;. 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 data. Its
influence on workload varies from course to course and teacher to
teacher. The same is 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 reflecttu
institutional policies. New preparations require more time than do
courses prey iously 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, the
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 conclusion
that faculty members claim that they work an average of 55 hours pet
week if a broad definition of workload is used. There are, however,
large individual differences as well as differences among disciplines,
ranks, and 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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Estimates of the r in of time devoted to instruction range from
about 10 percent vow 70 rer«.nt. The percent of time devoted
to insn fiction has b;.cv; shown to be related to the institution, the
discipline, and the tacnIty member's rank. The same thing is true
with respect to the percent 01 time devoted to reseed' and scholar-
ship. The studies reviewed fail to indicate a consistent relationship
between the amount Of time devoted to instruction and the amount
of time devoted to research. Finally, the important role of individual
differences was stressed.

The number of articles devoted to faculty workload indicate con
tinning interest in the topic. Unfortunately, however, there is still
too little data and too many theoretical discussions based on myths
ratite' than data. The attempt to develop a tomprehensive stan-
tlardizet: systcm by the National Center for lligher Education Manage-
ment Systems is an important step toward the provision of meaning -
lul au mate data. Unit. sufficient data is obtained. we should
move in the direction of individualized faculty contracts in w,aich
workload is bawd on matching the interests and strengths of faculty
members with the needs of the university. This should both in. tease
productivity and make faculty evaluation more meaningful.
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The Concept of Faculty Workload

Until the last decade or tv:o educational administration has been notabh
laggard in attacking its problems lo methods :ippliAintating the mientnie.
rtadition. sentiment. rules of thumb. tentporifing. compromise these have
been. and tinfotomate. still are. the dominant methods in this important
field el human enterprise. One of the largest of the problems in the ad
ministration ot educational institutions is that of the proper ntethod of
determination of the working load of the members of the instructional
staff (Koos 1919. p.

Although the quotation cited above is over M) years old, it might
have lice!' made vesterda.. Despite the studies conducted over the
interening Years. there seems to have been little forward movement if
forward movement is defined as the adoption of standardited "scien-
tific- methods for the detruninacion of fat nov workloads. This can
be illustrated In the following quotation from the New York Times
of September 21, 1973.

the Citi/ens Budget Commission. a nonpartisan civic group. said %esterdm
that the (:U% Vukeisil. of New 1'011, could save hom 521ilitillion to $31
million a ear h. incteasing the faculty. workload without. diminishing the
qualit% of education.

These two quotations amply document the interest in faculty work-
load then .gliont the present centmA. A brief literature review dead)
illustrates this.

Historical Overview
The first study of faculty workload of maim signific-,ace was pub.

!kited in by I00,. Tin' ixt\-1):11-te 11101101-Valth published by the
c)I Filtication of the United States Department of the Interior

was an excellent pioneering study. Koos set out to obtain answers
to questions regarding the influence of various factors on teaching

load s. stud. was so) %%III done that inan of his findings have been
confirmed repeatedly. Some of his findings have not )et been con
finned because iesearc hers have not %hated the breadth of his interests.
Despite our presumed growth in methodological sophistication. Koos'
study remains a landmark.

From 1920 thiongh the 1930's (mile a few studies were conducted.
The most impoi taut are prohalth Ddyis (1921). hells (192(i).
and Ayer (1929). important chapter 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. Durinc, the 1940's and 1950's
there were several studies of vacying impo..tance each sear. The
Encyclopedia of Educational Reccarch carried review articles on faculty
workload in 1911. 1950. and 1960 (Douglass and Gruhn 1911: Douglass
and Romine 1930; and Lambert and lwantato 1060). Unfortunately,
these reviews are limited because they i.,cus largely on elementary an,'
secondary education. In addition, the updating appears to be minimal
and each review covers many of tne Ante references. The most
recent edition of the encyclopedia does not have an article on this
topic.

In 1939 an important article was published by Ritchey in which he
described a time sampling technique for measuring faculty workload.
Also in that year 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 including a literature review by Stickler (1960). In
1961 Steck lein published a classic monograph dealing with methods
for measuring faculty workload.

From the late 1950's to the present there have been an increasing
number of reports by individual institutions or by state university
systems. The year 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 also contains an extensive bibliography and a
literature review and describes the work being done by a Faculty
Activity Analsis Task Force under the auspices of the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHENIS) at the Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE). The manual
by Romney is the first of three designed to comuletely describe the
faculty activity analysis approach (Romney 1971; Manning and Rom-
ney 1973: Manning 1974).

Uses of Workload Data
Many of the studies listed in the bibliography contain a discussion

of either the purposes of studying faculty workload, the uses to which
faculty workload data can be put. or both. Some of the discussions
are fairly extensive ((;lee 1960: Doi 1961: Stet klein 1961: Nettle 1967;
Hauck 1969: Hill 1969: Lorents 1971: and Romney 1971). Although
one or two of the authors reviewed purposes listed by pieviods au-
thors, most developed their own list of purposes. Each list thus tends

5



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 different items was compiled. There undoubtedly was some
convergence among the items. but it wets not immediately apparent.

Listing the !imposes for studying faculty workloads is generally not
helpful. On the other hand. a discussion of questions that can be
answered in a faculty workload study would be more useful. Also,
lists of questions tend to be more specifically useful than philosophical
discussions of purposes. Perusal of a 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 presented by Stecklein (1961). His
list includes:

I. What is the tota! tulltitee equisalem staff (looted to instruction.
satch. administration. student counseling. and public and protessional
sect ices?

2. What is the relationship between tspe of instruction and the time spent
on iations phases ot instruction as well as the total time devoted to in
sanction?

1. %Vimt is ihr aetne percentage of time spent 1)% fac tilts membet each
rank on the various levels of instruction and the satious !ibis itt
struction?

t. %Vliat propottio of time do Iamb% niefhe: nt each nod; desote to in.
stri.r.tion. research. administrative ditties. student sett ices. public cets ices:

exist betwrett ilL,.aitnients in the percent ot lamb%
time devot^d to the several functions?

6 that is the total tvotk week for fac tilts itlembuts Its rank and .ot bt
department?

Wh.it is the fulltip!e equisalent staff per student credit !tout?
q. What is tin' rt lationship between credit hour or class hour and amount

of time devoted to instruction at the sarious ranks?

Stecklein (19601 pointed out that faculty load analysis can be im-
portant to the faculty member, a value of faculty load studies that is
often neglected. A well thought out study of workload requires each
faculty participant to analyse how much time is devoted to each type
of activity. Often this is a new experience. Many faculty members
have never considered how their time is spent. This analysis may
result in a change in the way a faculty member allocates his time.

Commentators have noted (Durham 1960: Stecklein 1961) that data
obtained in studies of faculty workload are frequently misused. 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 In 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 of courses
taught, the number of credit hours taught, the number of students
taught, or what? Should one count the number of committee member
ships, or the number of hours spent in committee meetings? IVItich
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 midi 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 activities
should be specified? 11'hat types of activities are of little or no interest?
How can the categories be defined in a clear and concise manner that
will 1w uniformly interpreted by ad faculty members? What categories
and subcategories seem most important? These questions are dis-
cussed in Chapter 1.

Finally, there arc questions regarding methodology. How should
the group to be studied he defined? Should it include teaching as-
sistants, fulltime researchers, parttime administrators? Should one
study the entire population or just a sample of the population? What
time period should be studiedtwo weeks, a month, a full year?
Should the data be obtained as an estimate before or after the [act, or
should a diary be used? What are the advantages of diaries compared
to interviews? Vhose cooperation is needed? These questions ate
discussed in Chapter 5.
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The Measurement of Faculty Work lonj

Before a meastnement moce(Iure can be decided upon, it is neces-
sar% to define what is being niedsitted. 1.0 measure fattdty workload
%re must Itae a pietist.. preferably operational definition of workload.
IVe )(eil to know vIiiclt activities are to be included and which ex-
hided. Thus the chapter begins %ritli .1 discussion of the definitions
of facult% workload that have 1),en ()tiered. This will be followed by
a discussion of the different kinds ()I measuring devices that can be
used.

Thr Mramag% of Farrah. Workload
Thr «lurd ploblcin iii defining faculty workload is that of inclu-

sion and ex(Insion. Which activities are to be included and which
excluded: At one extreme, workload t (mid 1w defined as the number
of assigned (codling hours or their eqniyalent in other activities. At
the other extreme it could be defined as the total of all intellectual and
scholarly activities that are in an way related to work at an institu-
tion of higher education.

Although the latter definition is extremely broad, the usual c.efini-
tion is generally neark as broad. As an illustration we may ci e the
frequently quoted definition of Stickler (1960, p. 80):

-The term "faculty load" . , , iAcludes the sum of all activities which Ike
the time of a college or unit ers:t% readier and "withh ate related .t het
directh or indirectly to his professional duties. tesponsibilities, and ill.
terests" 'Douglass and Routine 19:01. !minded ale suit %aried activities
as prepatation for teadtng. actual (lassmoin institution. making and soot
ing examinations. reading and grading papers. researdi and /01 (leative
vork, directing gtaduate theses and dissertations. prolessional scathes.
guidance and «muscling actkities. administtatiw duties, inofessional read-
ing, committee %roil:. estialnitittilar actithies. and an% or all. or any
tombittation. of a variet% of other inolessittial activities in hi(li a facult%
member itortnall% engages.

In his major "pioneering attack" upon the problem of faculty work-
load, loo (1919) distinguished between teaching time and time spent
in noninstructional activities. It is these latter activities that cause

oblems. verone agrees that teaching, presentation, preparation,
and evaluation are part of the teaching load. As Sexson (1967, p. 219)
has put it:
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The disagreement center. a .iarlit such functions as researt h. professional
wilting. membership in otessional oiganiiations. routine ion,pontleme.
tonimittee membership. ath. Ct duties. and sponsorship duties.

Sex'on has overstated the There is probably little disagreement
that sta duties couttnittee iembuship. student advise-
mnt, and dissertation ponskrship could lie considered as part of the
totol faculty load. The pobtems arise with respect to activities that
appear to 6. mow related to personal professional development than

to assigned hist itut ional antics.

The problem can be llustrated by an example given by Lorents
(1971). Ile points out that if a data processing manager reads a pro-
fessional maga/ine at work, it is part of his job. If he reads it at home.

it is profess:011:J development, and not specifically part of his job.
But faculty iriembeis have freedom to spend their professional time
wherever and whenever they wish. Where or when a professor reads
a journal has no hearing on whether it is part of her job. Thus we
must set up criteria other than time and plat e to determine whether
or not a specik activity is to be considered part of a faculty mem-
ber's total workload.

Another aspect of the problem was discussed over 40 years ago by
Reeves and others (1933). In discussing the meaning of fulltime em-
ployment at the University of Chicago they said that theoretically "the
entire time and efforts of full-time 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 se, vices should be paid to the university, since, in

effect, the university has paid for all of their activities. Such a policy

would ups':t the man:. 14ralty members who supplement their salaries

through outside teaching, consnitantships, 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 !A) attempt to
give a broad definition. Instead we shall discuss workload in terms
of the categories described in Chapter 4. When categories are used,

one can either include or exclude any specific category. The use of
categories makes individual definitions possible If this procedure is
followed, it is important to be aware of the categories included in a
given study. One also should realize that studies arc not comparable

unless they include the same categories.
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Afeasures 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
to gum the faculty. The definitions have been standardired so that
there are no problems of lack of understanding or use ul dillemtt
definitions. Further. most faculty contracts are based on one of these
nieastues. namely, number of credit hours taught.

In practice. however, these measures turn out to be relatively in-
adequate. since their use involves several questionable assumptions.
For one thing. noninstructional time is ignored. This can only be
done if one assumes 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 assumptions is tenable in the light
of data presented later in this monograph. It assumes further that the
time involved in teaching a three credit course 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
they have been used, and are still used at 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 C. a faculty member is most often de-
scribed in terms of the number of credit hours taught. Some schools
have a 15-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 show that the ratio of total hours worked to 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
S. 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 virtually all studies from 1929 to 1959 was that
neither credit hour, contact hour. student credit hours or student maul
hours were by themselves, or together, reliable indicators of lacults mem.
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bees workloads. Despite the results of these studies. the toncenient de
scriptive load of fifteen credit hours per week (with an aslaux of two
hours preparation and grading for each credit hour taught), has pet sisted
throughout higher education. . . . junior colleges were pleased when this
could. from registrars' records. show a fifteen how bud Unisetsitics :netted
that twelve was a better number when research and Nadi( suite welt.
considered. The American Association of Unisetsus Notessots mend%
recommended that nine be adopted as being mote realistit, In show the
use of the -credit hour" as a standard criterion tot ealitating indi-
vidual's contribution to the work of his uniseisits is ere( less appropriate
now than it was ten scars ago and it was clearls inappropriate then.

Contact Hours. According to the National Education Association
(1972). contact hours rank second only to semester hours as a 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 share the faults of
credit hours, And should not be used as a primary measure of faculty
workload.

Student Credit Hours/F.016w Equivalent (SCH 'FTE). This meas-
ure has resulted from attempts to improve 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 c,,ti only be made when the data have been
collected using similar definitions and similar da.1 collection techni-
ques.

SCH/FTE is particularly useful as an item of budgetary informa-
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 53.00 for psychology and
philosophy at one school to a high of 595.83 for physical education at
another school. At the University of Utah, during the same year, the
range was from $I.7 :SCH in sociology to 8285.00 in radiolow. More
recent data front 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 as sociology and radiology would be stupid.

Even though SCI-I 'FTE is useful in budgeting, it has drawbacks as
a measure of faculty workload. As Toombs (1973) has pointed out, it
concentrates on the instructional function of faculty, 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 measure 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 fantasy. 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 4year in-
stitutions increased from 13.8 in 1955 to 15.9 in 1969. The Carnegie
Commission has suggested that it might rise to 23 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 need 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 either mailed to them or it could be filled out
during an interview. Faculty members could be asked to keep work

12



diaries, or they could estimate the amount of time devoted to var-
ious activities. Finally, a technique of work sampling could be used.
(The advantages and disadvantages of each of 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 arc asked to report the amount of time spent in
terms of hours per week. la other studies, records are kept of the
percent of time devoted to each activity. Although the two are in
terchangeable when one has a measure of the total hours worked per
week, there are arguments for acid against each procedure.

Stecklein (1961) advocates the ,ise of percentages for specific ac-
tivities using an hourly estimate only for the total work week. He

sa.s that percentages are easier to estimate than are hours, are more
meaningful, and make data directly comparable.

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
week than the other, he will report a perce time devoted to the
course that is only to-thirds of the percentage ivorted 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 inthistries. They can be directly added to
one another without weighting. Finally, they are often referred to in
both faculty statutes and in collective bargaining 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 effort 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 were hours taken
alone. Thus we find that hours constitute the best single measure
of faculty workload and arc 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. Carefully considered operational definitions of the

categories to be used arc needed. Each category must be precisely &-
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 caterrories may well be sufficient. Most

studies use five to ten categories and some use many more. Miller

(1968) identified twenty-five components that represent "duties that
any faculty member 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 are used, it is impossible

to break them down into subcomponents later.
A problem in interpreting the literature about faculty workload

steins from the idiosyncratic use of workload categories. Consequent-
ly, the results obtained at different institutions are seldom compara-

ble. This situation might be impro.-ed as a result of faculty activity
analysis studies being performed b NCHEMS (Romney 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 idiosyncratic rather than standardized.

The centrality of standard:zed categories has been pointed out by

many authors inc hiding Steck lei,. (1960) and Lorents (1971). Man-

ning and Romney (1973, p. 29) have said:

The activity categories, more than any other part of the survey instrument,
need to remain unchanged it an institution wichps In occ :nn :u in it%

information in a manner compatible with NCIIENIS recommendations and

procedures.

Since the SCHEMS categories were developed after a review of in-



struments used at several different institutions, and since they were
designed to be both general enough to lit different types of institutions
and extensive enough to enable faculty to easily list all of their pro-
fessional activities, one hopes they will 1w 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, room for dissatisfaction. Subcategories are not listed for all
components. Furthermore, sonic of the distinctions made in the
NCHEMS categories (e.g., those relating to different ways of interact-
ing with students ` appear r ')e difficult to make. Consequently, the
categories discussed in the present chapter will differ somewhat from
those waposed 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 class, time spent preparing
for class, 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 Romney
19-3) . 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 effectiveness.
Also, data on the components would probably lead to more reliable
time estimates.

One dimension along which instructional activities can be cate-
gorieed is based on the types of activities involved. The classifica-
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
classroom during regularly scheduled hours. It includes lecttu es,
seminars, discussion sec cioa, quit S, rtitins. laboratories, and studios,
as well as time spent in scheduled indhultial study courses and chesi:;
advisement. Sometimes the activities related to individual study are
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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 assigned hours of credit in the instructor's teaching load.
A more accurate measure is based on contact hours rather than credit
hours, as discussed previously.

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,. NCHE\IS 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
may not always be easy to separate from preparation, the distinction
is a useful one.

An interesting question concerns the relationship between time
spent in class and time spent in preparation and evaluation. Al.

though these related activities are essential asixcts of most classroom
instruction, we know very little about how much time they consume.

The traditional idea that two bouts outside the classroom ate spent for
each hour of classroom instruction has a most uncertain ancestry. and ap
pears to he especialls open to question when it is taken as a stand:n(1 for
nearly all faculty, regardless of rank and levels and subjects taught.
(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 he categorize(' by the type of course that
is involved. This type of categorization might distinguish, for example.
between group instruction and individual 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, independcnt study, tutorial; and
programmed instruction. Although theoretically these could be com-
bined into a smaller number of categories for puiposes of analysis,

this is difficult in the \CHEN'S system, since multiple coding of each
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course is permitted. The distinction between group instruction and
individual instruction would seem useful for general institutional pur-
poses, since there may be differing scales of remuneration for these
types of activities.

Group or classroom instruction refers to the type of traditional
teaching that is predominant on most college and university cam.
poses. Groupe..l together in this category (although they can be sepa-
rated) are lecture courses. seminars and laboratory sections. These are
courses that meet at regularly scheduled hours and that involve inter-
action between a teacher and a group of students. This type of in-
struction accounts 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 readings courses.
independent study courses. research courses. honors courses, tutorials.
and thesis and dissertation supervision. as well as serving on a com-
mittee that evaluates and /or supervises a student's iritten report.
'flie interaction is either one-toone or it involves having s; venal
teachers meet with one student. Although this type of activity could.
in theory. be measured by recording the total number of hours per
week devoted to it. the actual measurement is usually not that simple.

In these types of activities there is usually 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 veckly schedule.
There are apt to be peaks and valleys 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 amount of time devoted to individual
instruction. Since onetoone time tends to be costly, the institution
should be able to measure its cost relative to the cost of group in-
struction.

These complexities indicate that it is impossible to specify the re
lationship between the 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
each hour spent in class. Hauck assigns .10 hour per week for each
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
contact 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'. (Simmons 1970. p. 3.1).

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.

Interacting With Students
A general category of this type has seldom been used in workload

studies. Usually distinctions among tpes of interaction are made
and the time is distributed among categories on the basis of the pur-
pose of the interaction. Inwraction concerned with course work is
included as instructional time: interaction that involves counseling
or advisement is placed in the category of student support service.
Such an approach is undoubtedly both meaningful and useful,
particularly in studies concerned with accurate cost allocation

There are also good arguments for keeping the category separate.
Theoretically. it is important t' be aware of the total amount of 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. It has often been pointed out that student
faculty interaction constitutes an important aspect of the education
that takes place in tollege, and universities. Listing this as a separate
category indicates recognition of the importance of this activity. It
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 specific subcategories of faculty-student interaction.
A student conference may range over several subjects. including course
work, personal problems, and sports. The time spent ou each seg-
ment of the discussion world be difficult to delineate.

Rrcrarch, Scholarship, and Creative Activity
This includes all intellectual and scholarly activities engaged in by

faculty members. While often not an assigned part of the teaching
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load, these are the professional helms iors that presumabls distinguish
the scholar from the nonschola. If these activities are overly stressed
at an institution, a "publish of perish- attitude results. If they are
not sufficiently stressed, the academic repuhnion of the institution
stiller..

Included in this category are all scholarly activities that have as
theit goal a specific production of one type 01 another: writing books.
articles. or reviews. painting. giving a recital. composing. reviewing
the wort of a colleague. or conducting scholarly res:arch. Excluded
from this categors are th0 activities cons:Jet-et' under the heading
of professional development. including professional reading or attend.
ing workshops or professional meetings. These :utivitics lead to
personal intellectual growth but do not lead to specific scholarly out-
puts. This distinction is usual'y not difficult to make.

Professional Development
It is hard to provide a precise, operational definition of the activi-

ties included in this category. It a broad definition is used, almost
everything that a college professor does could he included. A broad
definition might account for the finding that most faculty members
claim they work a 51-hour week. while sonic claim SO. 100, or even
120 hours (Charters 1912: Kilpatrick 1969).

It would seem more appropriate to use a narrow definition that
would distinguish between activities directl related to professional
growth and activities only peripherally related. Such a definition
would include reading books and articles directly related to the pro-
fession. attending meetings and conventions devoted to scholarly put-
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-
professional topics.

Institutional Service
This is another broad categot Y. including everything from general

administrative duties. such as corre-ipondente. phone conversations,
and paper pushing. to committee and group meetings of all types and
sizes. Lists of the components of institutional service on the basis of
the types of activity involved thitally ins lode from three to five items.
The following list of categories is suggested.

Meetings. All committee and group meetings are included in this
category, ranging from a departmental subcommittee meeting to a
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university.ide faculty meeting. Attendance at institutional function,
such as Co111111111..CIIICIIN. (011VOCatio%. and tat lilt\ tea, could he in
doled in this category. This categoi y should include the ancillar
time devoted to preparing for meetings and %%Thing minutes or reports
for them. The time ,pcut in meetings 01 inie kind o another adds up

to an unbelievably tinge number of hour, per mouth (Luker et al.
1972).

Student Aerri(c ae tipities. Although this category is frequently used,
definitions vary 1.0rents (1971) includes "all services related to advis-
ing student programs and activities, directing student performances,
and all other services for the student sic It as letters of lecommenda

tion" (p. 123; , and administrative and cle, is at time devoted to these

functions. Manr of the things listed belor.g to the previously dis-

cussed category labelled interacting with students. Manning and
Ronnie% (1973) inc hide most of the items mentioned by Lorents. but
also include Manacling frith students, meeting their parents, coach-

ing athletics, and directing the orchestra or a play.
This categm should be reserved for specific assigned activities re-

lated to the area of student .services. Thus it would include time
spent .vorking in student service offices. such as the dean of students'
office, the counseling center, the placement center. the financial aid

office, or the admissions office. All nonassigned studentrelated activi
ties should be placed in the interacEing-with-students category.

Other organized activities. This refers to assigned duties outside the
academic department not related to student services. Included are
assigned activities performed in the library, museum, research center,
laboratory school, residence halls, and bookstore. Like the student
service activities, this category is tostricted 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. It in-
cludes performing the duties of a department head, a dean, a vice
president, or any other administrative officer. It al .0 includes activi-
ties involved in recruiting faculty or student,. 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 campus belongs to this category.

As indicated at the beginning of this section, institutional service
activities can also be categoriied in term, of the institutional level at
which the activity is performed. Manning and Romney (1973) sulk



gest the use of a four-level code that seems to provide for all con-
tingencies. The lowest level is the department: the second level is a
subunit of the institution larger than a department, such as a divi-
sion or school; the child. level is the institution: and the fourth level
is the s stem lor those organizations consisting of several institutions.

Publir Service
This category includes all professional activities performed outside

the institution; consulting, conducting surveys. holding office in a
professional organi/ation or editing a professional journal (these latter
might, alternatively. 1w included in the category- of professional de-
velopment) . holding -office in a public organisation. and giving lec-
tures or spec( hes to civic groups or the general public. It does not in.
chide membrship or activities unrelated to professional competence,
111(.11 as member ship in a church or so( ial club, unless these activities
are required by the institution.

Since the faculty member occasionally is paid for this type of
activity, some 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 NCI IEMS categories described by Manning
and Romney (1973). The two main studies in which it has been
used arc the time sampling studies of Ritchey (1959) and Lorents
(1971). The category must be included in a time sampling study be-
cause of its nature. Careful reading of the results of these studies
should convince one that this category should be included in all
studies of faculty workload. Ritchey found that clo,_.7 to 8 hours
(17.7 percent) of a 11hour work week were devoted to personal
activities.

An alternative to including this category in studies of faculty work-
load is to assume that all of the time spent on campus and in one's
study at home can be considered professional time. It might, how-
ever. be diffn tilt to decide how to categorise a long friendly lunch or
n hour of pool playing at the university club. If it is decided that

these activities should be included in faculty load, they should be
measured to determine the amount of time consumed by activities of
this type.

Inc hided in this category arc 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
(19)) considered the purpose of the ,u t ivity and classified it in terms
of whether it appeared to be related to work or to personal interests,
relaxation or gossip. 1 tr found that every facult member in his
lurvey underestimated the time spent On personal a( tivit Ritchey's
approach is a valuable indicator of the sinprisingl huge percentage
of time that a faculty member devotes to personal activities. It would
be valuable if comparable time estimates could be obtained for other
professions.
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Methodological and Procedural Problems

Many promlural questions are apt to arise in the course of plan-
ning and conducting a study of faculty workload. Two major studies
about this ine by Stecklein (1961) and Nlanning and loniney (1973).
In his monograph. Stec klein devoted a chapter to prat lures for mak-
ing a comprehensive faculty load analysis. .11though much has been
written since. Stec klein's version remains clear. incisive. and compre-
hensive. It provides insights about pi oblems that arise and suggests
ways of dealing with them. . similar function is performed by seg-
ments of the manual written by Manning and !tourney.

Purpose
One of the first activites in any study of faculty workload should

he the prepalation of a statement of purpose. Both the procedures
used :nul the extent of faculty cooperation are dependent upon the
purpose of the study. Thus the persons conducting the study must
specify the questions they are trying to answer and how they intend
to use the 0.ita obtained.

The statement of purpose should be selected after considering
the discussion of the uses of workload data in Chapter 2. Once
the purposes Inve been established. they should be widely circulated.
especially anunig persons who are expected to participate in the
study. It would he desirable for representatives of all participating
groups to be invited to share in the fonnulation of the statement
of purpose.

Sample and Population
The basic decision involved in sampling is whether one should

sttuly the entire set of observations (the population) or whether one
should study a representative subset of the population (a sample).
An initial question ron«.rns the definition of the population. Who
is excluded and who is included% Are teaching assistants, or those
who are devoting full dine to research, or faculty members devoting
50 or 75 percent of their time to administrative ditties or parttime
faculty members included? The answers should he determined by the
uses made of the data and the purposes of the survey. Stec klein'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 sin 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. If 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.

Viten samples are appropriate, they have advantages. Since fewer

people are involved samples are less expensive and also 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 b)

both faculty and administration (Romney 1971). Many people dis
approve sampling faculty members because they believe that there an.

,D many atypic:al cases it is impossible to generalise.
If sampling is appropriate, a recent statistics bogy;, 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 undesirable sample can result when not everyone responds to

the sfavey questionnaire. While some faculty members are interested,
respond willingly, and are honest in their replies, others respond tin-
willingly, if at all, and either consciously or unconsciously 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 he 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 yield accurate
data. A study covering a short time period will probably he con-
sidered less an encumberance than a study covering a longer period.

Many studies have used periods of one or two weeks, assuming that
this was a typical period, but this 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 there 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 2 percent. This average
figure was not obtained for any single week during the semester! Ad-
ministrative time varied between 12 and 21 percent. This study
vividly 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 Atorter
periods can be misleading (Now 1963; Ritchey 1959; Steck lein 1961).
Steck lein 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

either prospectively, concurrently, or retrospectively. Each 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 based 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 to 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 thereafter (as in the use of logs or diaries). Problems due to
faulty memory are minimized. Most people can remember what they
did during the past 21 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 ma be problems stemming from fault memory, but does not
consider them important. However, problems of memory could
seriously distort the data obtained in this fashion. 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
measurements of the time spent. Rift lie% (1959) compared self-
perceived activity with observed activit And concluded that "this
correlation was only fairnot that it could be expected to be other-
wise- (p. 2 18). He found that the most accurate estimates were made
of the time spent in classe,. The least accurate estimates were of the
time spent in personal activity during regular school lours; the
average observed value was more than double the estimat L. 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 categoric, but were
divergent on other categories. He concluded:

It has been shown that estimating can differ signilicanth nom the data
derived from self sampling on some categories Consequently. parameters
derived from estimates must be used with (annuli. and cannot be used
with confidence when they are used in planning models (Lorents 1971.
p. 198).

Faculty responses should be treater is 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 assailable from the uni-
versity data bank or from 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 faculty 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. It is generally agreed that these are the most used
methods of data collection for faculty 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 form unique to each institution.
He suggests that the forms should be short, only three 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 Romney has pointed out, how-
ever, this flexibility can lead to problems in coding and analyzing the
data. The more distinctive responses there are, the more difficult the
analysis becomes.

. more standardized, cross-institutional approach has been de-

veloped at NCHENIS (Romney 1971; Manning and Romney 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 variety of in-
stitutions. Each institution can adapt the questionnaire to its own
needs, but any changes that are made, however slight, may lessen the
comparability of the data.

The reliability and validity of each technique 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, the
have much to recommend them. A major advantage of these techni-
ques is the accuracy of the data obtained. If a faculty member keeps
a conscientious record of how he spends his time, recording activities
daily, the resulting data will he 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 data
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 k particularly acute
if the faculty member is requested to continue the diary over other
than a short period of time. The most extensive use of diaries was
conducted in England in 1969-70, a study described in detail by
Lorents (1971, p. 65) and critically discussed by Balfour (1970). Three
1-week diaries covering different periods were requested. About 90
percent completed the first diary, 50 percent the second, and -10 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.

Interviewc. While this technique could be useful, it is seldom
used. It is the most expensive and time-consuming of the techniques,
but bas ct number of advantages. For one thing, the re ponce rate tends
to be high. People may not fill out and return questionnaires, but
most faculo members 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 information is sought. and to clarify unclear answers on the part
of the respondent. Romney advocated the use of interviews as a
useful technique for following up and validating the results obtained
from questionnaire,. Actually, except for the differences discussed
above, interviews arc similar to questionnaires.

Work Samples. This technique has been widely used in industry
but has seldom been used in studying faculty activities. Ritchey
(1939) 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, each of whom participated for an entire
16-week semester. During a 4hour work week each faculty member
was contacted four times a clay at random intervals and asked to de-
scribe what he was doing at the time. A total of 330 observations
were collected on each individual. To determine time the after
regular hours. 20 days were randomly selected and the faculty mem-
ber was required to report, after the fact, what jobrelated activities
he engaged in. Ritchey demonstrated that the technique was feasible
for use in higher education, claiming that it was useful, easy 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. Y.orents
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used an electronic device that had been programmed 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 used by Ritchey. Lorents
estimated that each recording would take about 30 seconds and that
the total time per week would not exceed 30 minutes. He found that
his respondents preferred the work-sampling procedure to question-
aire estimates of the time devoted to various types of activities.
lorents concluded that a timesampling technique such as the one he
used is feasible if the electronic mechanism is not bulky. He said
that facult members should he sampled about eight to ten times dur-
ing an 8.hour day, and that the time period covered should be 3 or 4
weeks.

Summon.. Questionnaires appear to be a much used and very viable
technitte for obtaining data on faculty workload. The work being
done at NCHEMS (Manning and Romney 1973) has provided a very
useful standardized instrument that can be used at many institutions.
Work sampling appears to be a good alternative. but is not much used,
possibly because of its seeming complexity.

Cooperation
In a successful study of faculty workload one must obtain the co-

operation of the fa.-ulty, department chairmen, deans, and depart-
mental secretaries. If faculty members are willing to coop 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 study 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 anyone who conducts a study of faculty
workload to try 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 days of faculty unionization, it is important to
get the union to agree to the study. flaring meetings of depart-
men. to discuss the stud) can also be helpful in eliciting coopera-
tion. It is helpful it the request for cooperation comes in a letter
nom the president rather than from the office of institutional re-
search. It is also helpful to follow the rules of questionnaire con-
struction described earlier. 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 key consideration in any study of faculty activities.

Technically, the accuracy of a set of data is determined by obtaining
measurements of reliability and validity. For purposes of faculty
activity analysis, reliability may be defined as the extent to which
similar results would be obtained if measurements were taken at
different tune 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 of
persons familiar with the literature appears to be that most methods
yield 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 example, has said that the validity of data obtained front
questionnaires is not always acceptable, and it is higher if diaries, in
terviews, or work samples are used.

A major reason for concern about validity relates to the accuracy
of selfreported 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 either 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-
sults indicate discrepancies between data obtained through time

sampling and data obtained through questionnaire estimates. When
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there are disc reliantly., data obtained through time sampling would
probabl be «iusidered most valid, diary data would rank second,
and data obtained through interviews or questionnaires, both of
which tequire letrospec dye estimates, would be considered least valid.

It is c Tear that additional studies of the validity cif faculty load data
are badly needed. While many techniques might be used, an adapta-
tion of the method of convergent validity described by Campbell and
Fiske (19)9) would seem to be most appropriate. Data regarding the
workload of faculty members should be obtained by several different
methods (e.g., diaries, questionnaires, and work samples) as was done
by both Ritchey (1959) and I.orents (1971). Data should also be
obtained from alternative sources, such as the department chairman,
departmental «illeagues, and the faculty member's spouse. It is rec-
ogniied that there might well be loud outcries at the use of such
techniques to "chef kup" on the individual. but the represent the
best wa to verif the validity of the data.

Some of the tec 1iniques suT4ested might be less objectionable than
others. While a facult% menthe' might resent having another faculty
member t.ilk about how he spends his time, he might be willing to dis-
cuss his questionnaire results with his department chairman (Stecklein
1961). Romney (1971) suggested a procedure in which the department
head mmplPtes 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 "may." Here we must
try to distinguish fact from fiction, theory or logic front evidence. We
must examine current practices to determine the extent to which they
conform to the data.

The literature contains many statements of factors that influence
teaching load. Only a few articles cite data justifying the presumed
influence. with most appearing content merely to assert the influence.
The American Association of University Professors (1970), for ex-
aple, discusses four factors that should be considered when de-
parting from the common 12hour, 9.-hour, or 6our teaching load
policy: the number of course preparations. introduction of a new
course oi substantial revision of an old course, differoices in scope or
difficulty of the course, and (he:, size. Other factors frequently cited
as influences on worklo,td include the level of the course, the specific
subject field. and the amount of previous expernce with the course.

Class Size
The 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. Reeves and
others (1933) correlated class size with a faculty member's estimates of
the time and energy required by a course. With a total of 425
courses they obtained a coefficient of correlation equal to 18±.03,
and concluded that since the correlation was low,

in general the site of the class is a small factor in the determination of the
Poo entage of the faculty member's tine and energ% which he devotes to
class teaching ... randl teaching load generally is not materiall influenced
by the site of the classes for which the faculty member is terponsible
(p. 193).

There are few other studies that obtained data about this question
but there have been many expressions of opinion. Cap low (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 studnts: he ma work less because of
assistance in grading papers, and so forth. But Bailed (1968) said
that talking to 200 student, is quite different from talking to 25 stu-
dents, and his Opinion appeais to be more popular. Sexson (1967) re-
ports that all 75 of the institutions he surveed agreed that lin ge
classes require more time. Despite this unanimity, the data do not
support this assertion.

The lack of evidence of a relationship between class size and time
devoted to teaching has had little influence on those who sot up
formulas aimed at specifing faculty workload. Many formulas de-
signed to equate teaching loads among the members of a faculty con-
sider class site as a factor in the formula (e.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
site (see the section on workload formulas later in this chapter).

Rather than trying 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 size. The amount of effot t or energy
expended during that time may vary. However, we had earlier de-
cided not to consider 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 negative 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 requirements, might not require
term papers, or might convert from essay opt tests to multiple choice
tests. (4) The amount of time spent interacting with students is a
complex variable whose effect on class size is difficult to predict. The
most 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
ninth time interacting as previously., although less time might he de-
voted to each student. Thus the effect of class site on the amount of
time that the instructor spends interacting with students is hard to
predict.

Based on the limited data and the unlit-iited opinions, several con
elusions concerning class size can be dram,. Despite its 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-
sidered as a major influence on 14culty workload. The eflect 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 each 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

fluences on faculty workload. The usual assumption is that upper
division courses are more difficult to teach dim lower divin 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 :nstruction on faculty load." Koos (1919) and Kelly (1926)
concluded that course level is an important factor. On the other hand,
Reeves and others (1933, p. 182) present data indicating that there is

a steady decrea.se in the amount of time and 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 easier to teach than undergraduate courses, He did not add
that many professors find them more stimulatitig as well,

The differences in assumptions with respect to the influence of

course 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 much weight as un
dergraduate courses.

These discrepancies in data and opinions result, at least in part,

35



from subject matter differences and differences in the teaching styles
of individual professors. As the AAUP's (1970, p. 31) statement 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 ,e should not be t onsidcled a major
determinant of faculty workload.

Mode of Presentation
In 1960 Stickler said that the research finding% in this area are 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,
Hodgkinson (1973) suggests that a studio course might involve 1
hours, a 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 make a
difference.

The one major study of the effect of this factor was, as usual, the
50-year-old study of Koos (1919) . Pe 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 preparation).

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 1-hour classes are con-
sidered equivalent, whether they involve student recitations, seminars,
discussions, or lectures. The me distinction made in the past was
the respect of laboratories. For many years two laboratory hours
were considered to be the equivalent of one teaching hour (Kelly
1926). 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 arc given
20 percent more weight than lower level courses.

Thus, good research 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 proenta-
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 fields as an important component of faculty workload. leaching
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 different amounts of time
are required for adequate preparation and effective teaching of different
subjects.

Although the results have not always been consistent in specifying
the time required by different disciplines, every study has indicated
that there are differences 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 enable 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-ofclass
work to clock hours of instruction. Use of this technique would allow
for other factors as well as subject matter differences.

New Preparations
It seems reasonable to assume that the first time a person teaches

a course, more time will he devoted to preparation than will be de-
voted to subsequent presentations for the same course. Some in
stitutions recognize this by giving reduced loads to individuals who
arc preparing a new or special course. 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 ones. 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 lecture
presentation than to subsequent 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 a1,1 require more time than subsequent ones, a
levelling off point is probably reached relatively quickly. McMullen
(1927). howevet. reported that there was no relationship between the
number of sears of 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 assume 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 of institutional selfinterest as well as of equity; If the
new course has been approved as likcl% 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 titan to teach an equal number of
sections of different courses. This assumption is manifest in several
workloadfortnulas.

Surprisingly. Koos (1919) reported that this was not the case. His
data indicated few consistent differences between the two types of
preparation. Furthermore, in some cases instructors devoted more
time per section to repeated sections than to nonrepeated ones. This
result could be an artifact of the institution that was studied, since
the assignment of re peated 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 approximately the same amount of time as the initial
section. The authors stated that while the evidence was not con-
clusive because 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 assumption. .Itliciugh more data are needed, we should ac-
cept the results of those studies that have been made, and it should
not be assumed that teaching repeated sections of a course auto.
maticallv results in a lighter teaching load than teaching an equal
number of dillerellt courses.

Workload Formulae
The literature contains many descriptions of faculty workload

formula,. frhe purpose of a formula is to develop equivalencies be-
tween stall diverse LA. as teaching a course in freshman composition
to 20 students. conducting a graduate seminar discussion with three
Ph.D. candid;ties in history. supervising an advanced level chemistry
laboratory. and serving as a reader on a doctoral dissertation com-
mittee.

Some of the formulas arc simple, involving few components and
minimal weighting. For example. Hauck (1969) and llill (1969) used
formulas with live components. Banks (1963) used ten factors and
developed apptoptiate weights for each factor. 1 lenle (1967) used 20
variable, as components of an individual's activities index. Miller
(1968) &Mud the load of a faculty member as the sum of 25
different components and presented formulas for specifying the values
of each of the components. Th. and other similar formulas are
presented in varying degrees of detail by Miller (1968), Lorents
(1971). and Romney (1971) .

1Vorkload 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 to valuate level courses compared to those as-
signed to lower lev,21 undergraduate courses. In those formulas that
assign different weights, assuming that the lower level undergraduate
courses arc assigned a weight of 1.0, Howell (1962) used a weight of
1.5, Banks (1963) used 2.0. Urn (1969) used 1.0. and Miller (1968)
weighted regular graduate courses 1.4 and new gt actuate courses 2.5.
Even il the weights were based on data rather than theory, divergent
cies this great would seem difficult to justify.

The litany differences among the formulas should make one skeptical
about their utility. This skepticism should be increased when one
considers dial many of the formulas use components that have been
shown in the discussions earlier in this chapter to be questionable
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component, of workload. Further it should be pointed out that
formula, ignore differences both among faculty member% and among
different «)tirw, on the ,ante level. For all of thew rea%on%, work.
load formulas Should he examined yen critically before being
adopted.
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Total Faculty Workload

In this chapter we come to the heart of the issue. How hard do
lacults menthe's work: Does college teaching requite inure than 0
hours per week: Or dues the typical faculty member have an eas
life, teaching only 6 hours a week, 3(1 weeks a year:

The data presented nu t.t be evaluated in the context of the earlier
discussions. The reliability and validity of the data will depend on
the was 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, diaelences among faculty mem-
bers tend to be much greater than the similarities.

Thr Work Week )f Faculty Members
One of the primary questions asked concerns the total number of

hours per week that the typical faculty member works. To the out-
sider, and even to some insiders. the faculty work week seems un-
believably short. If one asks now many hours faculty members
"teach" per week, the answers usually range between 3 and 15, with
modal points around 6 and 12. To a nonfaculty member this seems
very little. And when you consider that the typical school year in
higher education is about 35 weeks long, the workload seems very
low. Perceptions such as these probably account, at least in part, for
the lac t that an Mc' easing number of state legislatures are passing laws
defining minimum workload standards for faculty teaching in public
institutions (Bogue 1972).

Studies indicate, however, that most faculty members Any they work
more than 10 hums 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 some of the more recent studies cite figures close to 60
hours per week. We can conqwomise and cone lode that. on the
average, faculty members claim that they work approximately 55
hours per week during the academic year. Figures close to this have
been cited in study after study at many different institutions, which
would seem to provide evidence of convergent validity. Howevet,
many persons question the accuracy of this figure, including some
faculty members.

Thompson (1971) cites external data that support the claim that
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faculty members work long hours. Studies (t..g.. de Grath! 1962)
present data indicating that executives and professionals work 50 to
110 hours per week if one includes peripheral activities. Data are
cited by. Thompson indicating that academic persons employed in non-
academic settings work about 5 hours per week more than then
colleagues. Finally, he pointed out that most faculty monbers, like
exec utives, professionals, and others engaged in work that is relatively
independent of time and place "seldom put their work aside"
(Thompson 1071, p.

The data confirm that faculty members, on the average, work about
a 55-hour week. This is true only during the academic year, how-
ever. If the total number of hours were spread over a -18-week year
with a 1-week vacation. it would amount to approximately 10 hours
per week (if we assume a 35-week academic year).

In discussing this conclusion with my colleagues. I have gotten a
bimodal reaction. Some react with disbelief and question the

validity of the data. Members of this group state that the "typical-
ficultY member works a maximum of 35 to 0 hours per week, and
that many faculty MeMbers work less than 30 hours per week. A
second 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 .50 to 70 hours per week. They further tend to com
plain about the extent to which faculty members in general are over-
worked.

The Expected Work Week
How many hours per week faculty members are expected to work

is a difficult question. Faculty contracts. faculty statutes, and even
collective bargaining agreements usually define faculty workload in
terms of courses to be taught and other activities to be engaged in,
rather than in hours per week. Thus expectations regarding the
total number of hours to he 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" (1026, p. 282). As-

suming that this was the figure commonly used, it might help to ex-
plain the prevalence of the 15-hour teaching load for many years, as
well as the concept that 2 hours of preparation are required for each
hour in class. The drop to a 12-hour teaching load could then be
seen as paralleling the decrease in the typical 11,S, work week from
.15 to 10 and currently. 35 hours. A workload of 12 classhous tor-
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 week each.

This expectation of a short work week is verified in data reported
by the National Education Association (1972a). They reported that
a survey of 18 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-how work week was assumed by
Hodgkinson (1973).

There are few data indicating what faculty members consider as a
full teaching load. IcElhaney (1959) reported that they considered
about .12 hours to be a reas,..iable work week. He also reported that
20 percent 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 -10 hours per week. Simmons
listed several activities related to teaching or administrative work,
excluding research, 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 teaching as a profession is the freedom

it affords with respect to work time and work place. Except for
scheduled class hours, a 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 he done either 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 1.1-hour week: 8 to 12 and 1 to 5 on Monday through Fri-
day, md 8 to 12 on Saturday. At many colleges and universities some
faculty members only have classes on 2 or 3 days a week, and do no:
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
either not being a hard worker or of having well-paying consultant-
ships. Many faculty members do a substantial part of their work
oll-campus. which may help to account 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 differences.
While few studies present frequency distributions or report measures
of variability. those that give data uniformly reveal the wide range in
the number of hours worked. As early as 1919 Koos reported that
although the typical faculty member said that lie worked an average
of 8.5 hours per day (in a 5.5-day week). the range was from
.1.0 to 11.9 hours per day. More recently, Thompson (1971) reported
that at the University of Washington faculty reportedly work an
average of 58.3 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 University of Minnesota.

. 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 seem reasonable, particularly if
workload is defined as consisting of all of the components discussed
in Chapter .1, including oncampus time devoted to personal activities.

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

Differences Among Disciplines
In the last chapter. data were reported indicating that there are

sometimes large differences in the amount of time needed to prepare
and present courses. aud one important influence on these differences
was the subject matter.

Many studies have documented differences between disciplines
(Kelly 1926: Stewart 1931; Knowles and White 1939; Thompson
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l97 I: 11'attles 1971). Unfortunately, the results have not always been
consistent from one study to the next. While it was tempting to try
to construct a table indicating which disciplines scented on the average
to recittire witiparativel little time and which seemed to require much
time. so( h an emeriti ise would be fittile. .11though differences among
disciplines exist. they are probably relatively small compared to
dillerences among individuals. N1'hile English composition courses re-
quire more time than most courses. and some schools assign re-

dued teaching loads to persons teaching such conises (Stepp 1968;
Wilcox 19(18). there arc many ways of grading a 500.word Some

teachers do it in 1 minutes while it takes others 30 minutes. There
also are dillren«.s in the number and length of assignthents. Thus
dilleren«., between disciplines probably can be ignored if differences
between individuals are considered.

fferener, . I mon Ranks
0111 two studies relating to this variable were located and they

yielded divrtgrut results. Boos (1919) found that there were no
differ-noes between tanks in the amount of time spent in course
preparation. On the other hand. Thompson (1961) reported that
there was a decrease in total weekly time with an increase in rank. He

reported that assistant professors worked an average of 60.2 hours per
eck. associate professors 57.8. and full professors 56.6. These
dillerences arc small compared to ind'vidnal differences.

Difirrrnres Among Institutions
There appear to be differences among institutions. The extent of

these differences is hard to assess since data reported by different in-
stitutions are seldom comparable (Inv to differences in definitions and
methodology as well as a lack of standardized approaches. Still,
differences have been found among the several campuses of a state-
wide system (e.g.. fins 1971). If differences are found within various
units of a state s)stent, even larger differences 10111(1 be expected in
comparing other state systems or other individual institutions. This
conclusion is reinforced by a recognition that assigned course loads
vary greatly from institution 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 among institutions in the amount of time faculty mem-
bers devote to research was documented by Orlans (1962). Ile re-
ported that one-third of the falult) in liberal arts colleges spend no
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time doing te.eart It. mm pared to 10 percent of the faculty in uni-
versitie that recei.t: *large amounts ()I federal support. Thus we find
that there are different es among in.tiititions with re.peet to both the
length and the components of the work week.
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The Distribution of Faculty Work Time

The variations are as great in the way that work time is distributed

as in the length of the work week. These differences are reflected 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; Or lans 1962; Lorents 1971) to
a high of about 70 percent (Parsons and Platt 1969; Stickler 1960;
Bayer 1973) . These figures 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 emphasize
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 University 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 to 55 per-

cent of the faculty in the social sciences, and 63 percent of the faculty
in arts and letters. In arts and letters and in the professions over
34 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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tentage of time devoted to instruction varied from a low of 20 per-
cent in higher education to a high of 77 percent in hume economics
and in urban planning.

Two studies have shown a negative correlation between rank and
the percent 01 time devoted to teaching. Dunham. Wright. and
chandler klimiti) report that instructors devote 57 percent of their time
to tea( Icing while professors devote only 42 percent of their time.
Similar figures were presented by Or lans (1962) : 55 percent for in-
structors and 13 pen cut for professors.

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

Time Devoted to Resear't
One would expect wider variations in the amount of time devoted

to researt It than in time devoted to instruction. Since both the in-
stitutional emphasis on research and individual predilections for re-
search vary, there should be wide variations. At some institutions in-
dividuals may devote very if any time to research and scholarly
activities. At other institutions there may be some faculty members
who devote close to 100 percent of their time to research.

Differences in the amount of time devoted to research have been well
documented. There have also been studies of the variables corre-
lated with the percentage of time devoted to research. But 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 university setting.

In an early study Esenden, Gamble, and Blue (1933) reported that
faculty metnbers in state universities, land grant institutions, and
private nondenominational institutions spend more time doing re-
search than do fatuity members in teachers colleges or junior col-
leges. In 1929 Foley reported that more time was devoted to research
in the natural sciences than in mathematics or engineering.

Parson, and Platt (1969) compared the amount of tine devoted to
research in institutions of varying quality. They reported that al-
most three times as much time was devoted to research in high
quality institutions (35 percent compared to 12.5 percent in low
quality institutions). They also reported that almost everyone would
have liked to devote more time to research (the ideal time was .15 per-
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cent in high- quality and 21 percent in low-quality institutions). Simi-

lar data were reported by Or lans (1962) .

Teaching terms nrsearrh
Many pages in the literature of higher education have been de-

voted to discussions of the teaching-research relationship. IVItich is

more important at a liberal arts college? At a universio? I low much

should each factor be weighted in evaluating faculty members for

promotion? For tenure? Is there a negative relationship between
the amount of research performed and teaching ability? Does an
individual have to concentrate on either teaching or research?

It could seem logical to assume that there is a high negative rela-
tionship between the two variables; as the amount of tune devoted to
teaching goes down, the amount of time devoted to research goes up,
and vice versa. This assumption has often been made. But the as
suntption 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
either reduce their total work week ty devote more time to activities

other than research.
The question of the relationship bemeen the number of hours de-

voted to teaching and the number devoted to research is an empirical

one. But, unfortunately, there have been few empirical studies. One

of the best wa'. done by Koos (1919) who correlated the time devoted
to teaching and to research. All of the correlation values were small
and negative, ranging from -.02 to -.10. He concluded "the correla-
tion between time spent in teaching work and that spent in personal
research is therefore 'negligible' " (p. 25). He later pointed out that
because of the lack of relationship, university polity should not re-
duce the teaching load to encourage research. Although a general re-
duction throughout a university might result in increased research, it

would result primarily from increased research activity on the part of
those individuals inclined toward research, and would consequeatl)
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 research. by sonw
measure of productiitc. in spite of a normal teaching schedule. Such a

reduction should be continued, of course, only as long as productivity cow
chines (Koos 1919. p. 29).

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
eight individuals. each of whom was teaching two undergraduate
courses, and devoting less than 5 percent of his time to administrative
work. The reported percentage of time devoted to teaching the two
courses ranged from 2.) to s3 percent with a median of 15 percent.
Cortespondingl., the reported prCulltage of time devoted to non-
compensated researc 11 ranged from 0 to ti5 percent, with a median of
21 percent. A third confirming report was that of venden, Gamble,
and Blue (1933) who reported that most faculty members engaged in
reseal( h had only slightly lower teaching loads than faculty not so
engaged.

More recent data relating to this question were not located, even
though cross - 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-
din tivity rather than assuming that a reduction in teaching load will
automatically result in such an increase.

Other ,.1( tivitie, and Individual Differences
At several tviints 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 respec to the
other activities that faculty members engage in: interacting with 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 devoted 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) reporting 2.8 percent, and
Randolph (1950) reporting 9 percent. These studies were at different
schools in different years. Also, the data represent averages but they
clearly point up the variability that exists. Counseling students and
interacting with students have different amounts of appeal for different
faculty members. Some faculty members spend much time on
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campus, often with their office door open, willing to talk to aoone
who drops in. Other faculty members act as if they dislike students,
although they would probably deny this. While they keep then
official office hoots, studonts seldom drop by. Individuals who fall
into one or the other or these extreme, will devote diflerent per-

centages of time to student interaction. Most lac ulty members prob-
ably fall between the two extremes.

There are similar individual reactions to the administrative duties
that faculty members may be asked to perform. Some faculty mem-
bers enjoy committee meetings and some particularly enjoy 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 matters great and trivial. The committee hater wit! usually
be able to avoid all except two or three meetings a year, and will be
able to devote the time that might have been spent in committee
work to other, presumably more productive or more congenial,
activities. These comments apply not only to committee work but to
other types of administrative duties as well. The amount of time de-
voted to these duties will depend on the institution as well as the in-
dividual. Thus. in five studies the amount of time devoted to ad-
ministrative duties ranged from a kw of 8.2 percent (Bayer 1973) to a
high of 21.2 percent (Orlans 1962) .
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Conclusions and Recommendationi

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 pioneering 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 con-
ducted. Otherwise we will continue to base our decisions on the pre-
vailing myths rather than on empirical data.

The work being clone at the National Center for Higher Educa-
tion Management Systems represents a step in this direction. Their
standardized 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 recommended 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 tip 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, etc. The amount of time devoted to instruction could then
be subdivided in terms of the specific courses to be tauglit. 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 research. 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 activities. A
second advantage of such a procedure would be the clarification of the
basis for evaluation of a given faculty member. Since each 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 different from a course to which
another faculty member devoted only 10 percent of his time. The
faculty member who contracted to devote 50 percent of his or her
time to research would be expected to demonstrate how that time
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 set up a system of individualized workloads would require both
time and knowledge. The time would be required to try to negotiate
the contract that is best for both the individual and the institution.
The knowledge would have to come from effective 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-
gimptions. If a person were assigned to teach two rather than four
courses, this would be based on expectations of approximately how
much time would be devoted to each course and how much time
would he 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 he 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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