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This report reviews the literature and discusses issues

concerning college faculty workload and productivity. Section 1 reviews the
situation in the United States, noting increased interest in faculty workload

issues as a result of population pressures,
rising costs of higher education,

faltering eccnomies, and the
especially of personnel. Section 2 looks at

the role of perceptions, noting criticism by the business community and many
legislators, pubklic opinion, and views within higher educatien. The third
section reviews recent studies on faculty workload and productivity which
suggest that faculty work long hours, especially on teaching and
teaching-related activities, though time spent in the classroom is relatively
small. A lack of studies examining productivity in faculty teaching and
service is noted. Beliefs which are barriers to solutions are discussed in
the following section. These beliefs include equating teaching with lecturing
and holding faculty responsible for all higher education's problems. The

final section proposes some solutions. Among these are:

focusing on students'

learning, defining outputs, clarifying curricula and missions, realizing the
potential of technology, realigning rewards for research and teaching, and
encouraging new leaders and fresh ideas. Appended is an annotated

bibliography of faculty workload studies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As states continue 1o be pressured to provide increased ser-
vices with constriained resources, it should be helpful 1o
those in higher education—and in state legislatures and agen-
cies—to understiand the context within which the interest in
faculty workload developed and perhaps may be resolved.

What Conditions in the States Create

Interest in Faculty Workload?

Several trends are impacting states. Many states expect the
“haby boom ccho™ o hit higher education: at the same time.
more working adults need increased training and retraining.

The ke 1980s saw faltering state and regional cconomies
and growing unemploynient. States were asked to fund grow-
ing prison populations, K=12 enrollnents. and individuals
needing social assistance, Rising tuxes and stagnant wages
created an environment of growing public distrust of govern-
ment. and some taxpayers revolted.

Concurrently, the costs of higher education rose as growth in
the HEPL exceeded growth in the CPLL Rising costs are caused
by several factors, including increases in fringe benefits, new
technology. more statf, and certain internal processes (Massy
and Zemsky 19920 19940, To cover rising costs, parents and
students were asked to pay higher tuition,

Because the personned budget often constitutes 80 to 960
percent of an institution’s budget. state Jegisliatures bhecame
increasingly interested in wavs to increase the productivity
of personned. Studies of faculty workload were the result

What Role Do Opinions Play in the Push

For Greater Faculty Productivity?

The business community has been a major critic of the qual-
itv and productivity of modern universities. Many legislators
view higher education as unproductive and unaccountable.
And the public is caught in a bind: Postsecondary education
is increasingly important for aceess 1o better jobs at the same
time increases in taition are putting college out of reach,
Both sets of concerns increase the pressure to find ways o
improve productivity in higher education.

What Do Studies of Faculty Workload

Or Productivity Tell Us?

Over 15 states, several systems, and three national studies
have collected data on faculty workload. (These studies have
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definitional problems and provide different answers, depend-
ing on the focus of the study) While the majority of studies.
indicate that faculty work long hours—over -0 to 30 hours
per week—the time spent in the classroom is usually much
less. Time spent on teaching or teaching-related activitios is
larger, depending on the number of activities included in the
definition. Percent of time spent on an activity provides an-
other view of faculty’s effort, and teaching usually exceeds
all other activities. The few instances of longitudinal data or
data from large-scale surveys (e.g.. US, Dept. of Education
1990, 1999 indicate that time spent teaching has declined.

Studies of faculty productivity traditionally have looked at
productivity in rescarch, but few efforts have looked at tor
defined) productivity in teaching and service. Many of these
studies suffer from inconsistent or nonexistent definitions
and a lack of trust in the measures that do exist,

What Beliefs Are Barriers to Finding Solutions

To the “Productivity Problem”?

The tocus on faculty workload is useful. 1t has not vet re-
sulted in any gains in productivity, which may be because
several beliefs keep us tied to incereasingly questionable
assumptions—that teaching equates with {ecturing and tha
the classroom is the only place where learning oceurs, for
example, We also equate quality with inputs ce.g., fuli-time
faculy, library holdings), and one input. time, is olten used
as an approximation of learning Gilthough the helief that
“seat time” and eredit hours™ correfate to achievement is
finding more critics).

We also tend to hold faculty responsible for all of higher
education’s problems and do not recognize growing compe-
tition from new educational providers. Those in higher edu-
cation tend to believe that its current problems are not seri-
ous and that no major changes are needed. And this situation
is compounded by a perceived fack of leadership. But finger
pointing. excuses, and denials will not help higher education
find an appropriate course into an uncertain future.

What Solutions Will Help Higher Education
Successfully Engage the Future?

It continuing to focus on faculty workload does not appear
to solve the productivity problem, then what might be more
helpful? The frst step s to let go, to become open to the un-




known (Guskin 1990), for "we can't advance as long as
we're holding tight to what no longer works™ (p. 28). While
the end may not be known, it will likely require a renewed
focus on students’ learning or encompass a shift from the
old teaching paradigm to a new learning paradigm. Plicing
“students and their fearning needs ahead of faculty prefer-
ences will have 4 profound impact on everything we now
do™ (Plater 19935, p. 24}, which would drive changes in fac-
ulty work, institutiona} structures, and academic policies.
Faculty will likely need 1o “not simply work harder at teach
ing but work smarter” (Edgerton 1993c¢, p. 6).

The focus on students” fearning will require defining our
outputs—skills and knowledge, competencies and level of
proficiency expected-——for courses and the baccalaureate
degree. At the same time, new technologies will allow learn-
ing to occur at the time, plice, and pace preferred by stu-
dents rather than the institution. Technology can help im-
prove productivity as well as muke education available on

[}

every desktop.

To support these changes, institutions must adjust their
missions to align more closely with public expectations, and
the reward structure for faculty must be realigned 1o support
teaching and a revised role for research,

The future is filled with dichotomies: increase quality and
quantity of services aridd cut costs, standardize services el
individualize programs, centralize and decentralize. But con-
tradictions can create order by stirring things up “until, fi-
nally, things hecome so jumbled that we reorganize work at
a new level of efficiency™ (Wheatley 1992, p. 166).

Finding our way successtully to the future will require the
minds, hearts, and emotions of all institutional members.
Assuniptions must be rethought, processes revised, behaviors
relearned. We need to encourage creativity, restructuring,
and experimentation if we are to discover what will work,
And the entire community—as well as new leaders and fresh
idcus-——must he involved. At the same time, we will need to

retain old vadues, such as service to others (Rice 1996),

Faculty must use their “smarts™ to help devise the higher
cducation institution of the tuture. Faculty will likely need to
change their work to address students' learning, institutional
priorities, and socicty’s needs. But we will need all of their
smitrts to address the sttes” need for increased access, insti-
tutions” rising costs, and productivity.

Faculty Workduad Studies
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FOREWORDL

Studies of frculty workload historically have been conducted
for four basic reasons. The first, and most benign, reason is
to gather staistical information about how faculty actually
spend their time to understand the role of faculty. Second.
faculty workload studies are funded by state legistators or
hoards of trustees because of a deeply held suspicion thar
faculty are not working very hard. Third. faculty have coop-
crated in workload studies because they believed that the
data would demonstrate that they are working far harder
than many think they are. And fourth, administrators need
information on workload to make sounder management
decisions.

Regardless of the reasons that motivated a particular fac-
ulty workfoad study. almost everny study has had the same
limitation: Data on hosy facalty spend their time are almost
alwatys gathered without considerition of the university's
mission, the focus of a particular curriculum, and the career
stage of individual faculty members, In other words, white
faculty workload studies report on how the “average” faculty
member spends his or her time. there is fittde contextual in-
formation that helps to make a judgment about whether or
not faculty wre spending their thime appropriately and wisely.

A number of questions must be answered when develop-
ing faculty workload studies in the context of the process and
outcomes of a particular higher education institution. What is
the institution's overall mission and an individual school’s or
department’s particular mission? How do individual taculty
members spend thedr time in the aggregate for the department
or schoot (compared with how faculty as an institutional aver-
age spend their ime) Are faculty spending their time consis-
tent with the acadermic programy's and the institution’s mis-
sions? How can faculty workload studies better link how fuc-
ulty spend their time with how well they actuatly spend their
time? For example, what conclusions should be drawn from
two workload studies where one reports that faculty spend 80
percent of their time teaching and the other that faculty spend
40 percent of their time teaching, while the graduation rate
for the former institution is 0 percent of students and for the
Latter is 80 percent?

Faculty Workload Stucdies: Perspectives, Needs, and Future
Directions, by Katrina A. Meyer, director of distance learning
and technology for the University and Community College
svstem of Nevada, examines in depth the purpose, results,

Faculty Waorkloud Sticdies

X




and use of faculy workioad studies. D Mever fiest sets the
stige, examining motivation at the state level based on bud-
got considerations and the general perception of increased
denrands for Tacuby workload studies. She then wirns o a
review of recent workload stadies and their tindings, and
condludes the report with oreview of concepts that appear
to be barriers to improving w orkload studies and in-depth
recommenditions that would help to create more useful
stuglios.

The usefulness of workload studies increases when they
are more closely linked 1o process and outcomes. Patr with:
out contest are mere nambers. Although they may be useltul
in supporting a particular ideology or potitical agenda, they
dre ol Timited use in tuthering an understanding of the lugher
cducation enterprise. When placed in the context of process
And outcomes, however, faculiv workload stadies can be a
veny positive ool in understanding how wisely faeulty spend
their time and whether an institetion’s policies and systems
mhibit or support effective use of Laculty time. The canthor has
provided an integrative study thae higher education leaders
and policy makers will find useful as they work toward im
proving ther undenstanding of the contributions that Laculiy
mabhe to their institutions.

Jonathan D. Fife

series Editor,

Professor of Higher Education Administration, and
Drirecton, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education




THE SITUATION IN THE STATES

To understand the genesis of faculty workload stadics in the
states, we need to first understand the pressures placed on
stites by growing populations, faliering cconomies. rising
costs in higher education, and txpavers in revolt Ieis in the
context of these powertul pressures—more deninds, fewer
resources—thit states” growing interest in seeing how Facudty
spendd their time can best be understood. Ultimately, the is-
sues are getting more ot of the state funds going into the
instructional budget and improving the productivity ot faculty,

Population Pressures

Perhaps the casiest aspect of the tuture to understand s that
the population will grow, and for many states, the numbers
will grow dramatically. High school graduates nationwide—
the “baby boont eco™ or “lidal Wave [M'—are projected o
reach 3.3 million by 2008, a4 growth of approximately 30
percent over 1992 The Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education tNTCHE) prepares projections based on
birth statisties and grade-bv-grade enroliment data (WICHE
19930, The news is ditferent in cach region and state.

While all regions of the United States will see an inerease,
the West will experfence the grestest growth in high school
gradudtes, averaging from 13 percent growth in Oregon to
198 percent growth in Nevidan The castern seaboard will
experience growth averaging 20 pereent in New England
1o 73 percent in Florda, The nation's audscction will see
growth in the teens, except in ‘Texas (39 pereent), Colorado
(36 percent), and Minnesota (35 pereent),

Higher education plinners across the nation are estimating

how num ol these high school graduates will arenve at higher

cducation’s door. Using conservative assumptions—that grad-
wates will not change their current rates of going 1o college~—
forccasters predict a staggering number of recent high school
graduates wanting to auend higher education institutions.
Estinuues stuggest 153,000 new students by 2000 in California,
over 120000 new students by 2010 in ‘Tesas, 60,090 by 2014)
in Washington Stae, 5000 by 2015 in Arizona, 45.000 by
2010 in Florida, and 228,000 hy 2005 in North Carolina. I we
make traditional assumptions ahout how these new students
will be served. these numbers appear to justify entire new
institutions—new campuses, perhaps new systems—avith
capital costs in the billions, Based on “business-as-usual™ per-
stuedent cost estinmates. the California Higher Education Policy
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Center (1990) projects that it will cost the state of California
$5.2 billion to serve its 155,000 new students. To meet the
demands of the growing undergraduate population, it has
been suggested that California consider such alternatives as
excluding all out-of-state undergraduates from public col-
leges, granting California financial aid 10 students who auend
out-of-state colleges. ensuring full use of the acceredited pri-
vate institutions, prioritizing enroflinents by age, and suspend-
ing gruduate admissions 10 master's programs in arts and
sciences at California State University campuses and to doc-
toral programs in the same ficlds at five University of Cali-
fornia campuses (Breneman 1995).

These estimates are mostly conservative. It is likely that
high school graduates rate of attending college will increase
as o resulbt of several factors, First, graduates may pursue
additional education as improvements in K-12 cducation
hoth increase the number of high school graduates and im-
prove graduates' skills. Seeond, graduates and their parents
realize that a college degree is necessary preparition for
cntering many occupations, let alone qualifying tor the
growing number of jobs in the “knowledge industey.” Third,
college preparation has traditionally been justified as the
road to higher carnings Gsee table 1y today, it may be the
key to the sort of flexible skills and ability to Tearn new
skills that will help ensure modest financial security. Some
college, whether vocational training or a haccalaureate pro-
gram, is no longer a luxury. but a requirement,

The demography fesson does not end here. Since 1950, the
nation’s population has become more diverse, from 10 per-
cent nonwhite to 20 pereent in 1990 (Pew [995). African
Americans cucrently make up 12 percent of the nation’s total
population, Asians and Pacific Islanders 3 percent. Native
Americans, Eskimos, and Aleuts | pereent, Hispanics 9 per-
cent, and “others™ - percent. In some states, minority populi-
tions account for a larger proportion of the state’s population.,
And among the school-uge populations that contribute to the
growing number of high school graduates, minority vouth will
increase L+ million from 1990 10 2010 and account for 38.2
percent of all youth aged 0 10 17 in 2010 (Hodgkinson 1992).

In acidition. many of the new students will come from
fower- and middle-income families who will require some
assistance to pay for coltege costs. Table 2 displays current
informition on the percent of first-year undergraduates

L)




necding financial assistance. from 560 pereent in two-yeur
nublic colleges to 7 pereent in independent colleges (El-
Khawas 19951 Further, most institutions estimate that at least
40 percent of their current undergraduates hold jobs during
the school vear (p. 29),

TABLE 1
Mean Annual Earnings by Level of Education, 1992
Mcan Annual Earnings

Level of Education (Those 18 and Older)
Professional 71,500
Daoctorate 859,00
Master's N-40,308
Bachelors S832.029
ASSOCHITC S 521,398
Somie College 19,000
High school Giaduate S18.TAT
Nota High Schoot Gradaate St2.809

serrce U S Bureau of the Consas, Satidical Bricf, Auguast 1991, ated in
Rodngues aned Ruppert 19496

Morcover, while the baby boom echo will involve in-
creased numbers of raditional-age students, it is also trae

that current students in colleges and universities are different
from the high school graduates secking a residential college
cducation of four or more vears. In fact, the 5 million learn-
ers who enroll in community colleges are. on average, 24-
vear-olds with jobs ard or families. These students fit their
education around work obligations. and despite their being
termed “the emerging new nejority,” many traditional insti-
tions have not adjusted their offerings ta be attractive to
this new—and growing—market.

Add to these factors the growth in the number of adults
seeking retraining to change careers or to keep their current
cmploviment. While estimates vary, it has been suggested
that every one in seven adults should be actively pursuing
some additional training to stay abreast of requirements for
their jobs. In a survey of businesses in Washington State,
cmployers suggested that from one in tour 1o one in five
employees (depending on the industryy should be pursuing
some additional training—which translates 1o millions of

Fecradty Workdocdd Stuelies
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TABLE 2
Percent of Students Needing Financial Aid, Fall 1994
Average Percent of First-Year
Institutional Type Undergraduates Needing Aid
Independent Colleges T
Independent Universities o™
Public Comprehensive Institutions QRS
Public Doctoral {'niv ersities 38
Two-Year Public Colleges 30t

Sateree V] Rhawas 1oos

adults nationwide desiring entry into higher education for a
single course or forian entire degree progran,

“The numbers are stiaguering, and the implicitions are fright-
ening. The cost ol satisfying this onskiught of new students
with “business-as-usuad™ approaches has attracted the attention
of governaors, legislators, and higher education leaders. Quite
simiply, the resourees sare not there 1o meet these pressures.

Faltering Economies
state cconomies are impacted bya number of forces: the
gencral health of the nation’s ceconomy, the tvpe of indus-
ries located within their borders, the play of nugkets and the
actions of competitors, weather, international events, govern-
ment actions, and the acumen of business feaders. In the
carly 1980s, the Midwest became the rust helt, impacted by
the onslaught of attractive Eipanese cars and massive Lavolfs
in the auto industry, The mid-1980s brought an end 1o the
cold war, and the “peace dividend™ wirned out w be layvotls
at compuanies that had supplied materials and expertise o
the military and a sharp increase in former military personnel
looking for ecmplovment in an already constrained employ-
ment market. The 1980s and 19905 also brought dislocations
in several nauaral resource industries, such as timber, fishing.,
and mining., that were affected by environmental regulations,
harvesting and business practices, and competitiveness with
other providers. And markets tor products were no longer
found only in inother community or state but were inereins-
ingly found in other nations. and market competition be-
cinie increasingly more international in scape.

Merger mania hit, and compunies were bought ana sold
throughout the cardy 19905, Signs of slowed cconomic growth
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can he seen in the annuad growth in grass domestic product;
the GDI grew maodestly in nsost vears, but growth was nega-
tve in 1971 1975, 1980, 1982, and 1991, Productivity (in
terms of output per hour) slowed: when indexed o 1992,
productivity grew only 1o 1019 by 1995, With debts 1o cover,
downsizing and restructuring become popular tools 1o en-
hance lagging productivity. Unemplovimeni reached 8.5 per-
cent nationwide in 1975 and staved around T percent through
the 1980s, Recovery was uneven, and the recession affected
some states and some indusiries more deeply and fonger
than others.

And for the first time. those finding themselves unems-
ploved were not just blue-collar workers, but also managers
and professionals, These individuals, more Tikelv to hold a
cotfege degree. experienced anincrease in unemployment
rates 7 om L9 percent in JOS0 1o 3.2 percent in 1993, (The
ancemplovment rate for managers increased from 2.3 percent
in 1990 to 2.7 percent in 199 1) The college-educited person
expected 1o return o college to be retrined. o upgrade his
or her skills, and or to be trained for a new occupattion.

stites experienced these cconomic changes in several
ways. First, state and local ax revenues fluctuated with the
health of local ceconomics, generally increasing bhut tmore
important) not keeping up with demand. Second. demand
for & number of government services has increased. Prison
inmates in federal and state facilities increased from 196,129
in 1970 10 over 1 million in 1991, Enrollments in public and
privite K=12 schools increased from 16,2 million in 1970 (o
19 million in 199A. Social security recipionts increased from
A5.0 million in {U80 1o 122 million in 1993, supplementad
seatrity income redipients increased from 4.1 million in 1950
to 6.3 million in 199+ and Lamilies receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children CAFDC) grew from 3.8 mitlion in
080 to S5 milhon in 199 £ By 1992 {ederal social welfre
expenditures had reached 1204 percent of total GDPand
state and local expenditures reached 8.5 pereent of GDPoup
from fows in 1970 of 7.8 percent and 6.9 percent of GDP,
respectivedy,

Third. to cover these increased services tas well as other
W pes of serviees), taxes were taking o higger bite out of
familv incomes. For stae and local tixes only, o family of
four carning 50,000 paid 8.8 percent of its income in tases.
The federal income tax rate for individuals carning 540,000

The cost of
satisfying
this on-
slaught of
new stu-
dents with
“business-
as-usual”
approaches
bas al-
tracted the
attention of
governors,
legislators,
and bigher
education
leaders.
Quite sim-
ply, the re-
sources are
not there to
meet these
pressures.
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1O $49.999 was 10,9 percent of adjusted gross income. Taxes
increasingly were perceived as adrain on family resources.

Fourth, and perhaps most important. growth in per capita
income has been stagnant, National data for the 1990s indi-
cate that tumilies in the United States have seen onldy i mod-
est 1.3 pereent increase in real per capita income, while the
consumer price index increased 12 percent over the same
time period (Washington Oftice 1990). Nationwide, the me-
dian houschold income hegan to decline in 1990, and by
1993 it had declined to a level below that of 1985 (U5, Bur-
cau of the Census 1993) Average hourly carnings (n con-
stant dotlars)y actually declined from $7.78 in 1980 10 87 .40
in 1995, with annual changes that were negative in 1987
through 1993 and in 1993, Median income for families Gin
1994 dollars) also displaved stagnant growth, from $37.319
in 1970 to $38.782 in 1994, Families (of two or more per-
sons) living in poverty increased over the same time perioc,
from 9.4 pereent in 1976 1o 11O percent in 1994 tthe per-
centages for African-American families living in poverty were
279 pereent in 1976 and 273 pereent in 1994). To put these
datar into perspective, median carnings totaled $22.205 tor
women and $30.854 for men in 1994, Coupled with rising
taxes and other rising costs (such as for higher education),
this situation created interest by taxpavers and legiskitors
alike in pursuing tix cuts.

And more than “uny othee variable, the strength of the
overall cconomy is what affects the level of higher education
funding” (McGuinness and Ewell 1994, p. 3). Similarly. “wors-
ening economic conditions reduce the discretionany income
that students and their families need to pay tition”™ (Wagga-
man 1991, p. 37). Therefore, future funding for public higher
education institutions will continue to be heavily impacted by
the health of the nation's and the host state’s economy.

The Surge in Costs

This subsection reviews infornution on the rising costs of
higher education and the sources of these rising costs, along
with the type of costs and the values that encourage their
growth. This discussion then leads into a review of the forces
that many think have contributed to changes in the mission
of higher educaton institutions. Last. it discusses tuition in-
credses and the changes ttking place in the proportion of
higher education costs paid by students and government.
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Sources of rising costs

The rising costs of higher education are well documented.
Growth in the higher education price index (HEPDY exceceded
that in the CPL by 20 percent from 1982 to 1993 (Rescarch
Associates 199%5), and the annual increase in HEPT outpaced
that in the CPLin eveny year with few exceptions (e.g., 1991,
Sataries, fringe benehits, technology, new services and new
statf, purchases and operations, work norms, wixd academic
practices all contribute to the growing cost of higher educa-
tion (see Wagganuan 1991 {for an excellent review), But muny
of these same factors affect business and government. What
matkes higher education difterent? Part of the answer can be
found in higher education’s experience with salaries, fringe
benefits, new technologios, and growth in staff, but a kuge -
part of the answer can also be found in its norms and values
and its labor-intensive pricctices.,

Faculty salaries, after several sluggish vears, saw three
vears of increases that outpaced inflation, but by only 14
percent overdll (Magner 1990b). Information from the an-
muit survey of the American Association of University Pro-
fessors €199 found that frculty, on average, carned 830,980
in 1995-906. which s highly varizble based on the discipline,
tvpe of institution, and sector Cpublic <)r'pri\‘:llc} one works
in (see Rescarch Associates of Washington 1990 for exten-
sive data on these ditferences), Table 3 presents national
data on average faculty safares by rank for 1989-90 10
199 1=95. Increases in administrators” salaries have also ox-
cecded increases ininflation as well as the CPI College and
[niversity 19900,

But it is in the area of fringe benefiss—federadly mandined
benefits, health insurance. retirement payments—that in-
creases have reached double digits, For example, a TIAA-
CREF survey of 034 institwtions in 1990 found that retirement
and insurance plans totaled 211 percent of college payrolls
(Business Qfficer 19911 The survey found that the average
amount per emplovee was over $0.000 and that costs varied
by type of institution and region. Mandated benefits averaged
6.0 pereent of pavroll, 3.9 percent of which was aecounted
for by increases in social security taxes. Pension and retire-
ment plans averaged 8 percent of payvrodl, and insurance
benetits totaled 6.5 pereent. which included 0.1 percent tor
health insurance. The cost of health care has also been grow-
ing, by estimates ranging from 20 percent 1o 35 percent
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TABLE 3

Average Salaries of Full-time Instructional Faculty,
Current Dollars/Annual Change

Academic Year  Professor Associate Professor  Assistant Professor
1989-90 S52.810 S3.932 532,089

199-9| S55.540) S.2% Sl 37 RN RIRE 5.3
19912 ST 433 A4 312929 ATy 33575 RE U
199293 $38.78Y 2o SAUS 2t 530,025 257
140 3404 SO0 019 A2 S8 278 4.0, S37.030 270
199445 02,709 3t 510,713 3.2 $38.7306 34

Surerce U Depl of Fduaation 199oh, p 1L

tkramon 1991; Roush 1991, which generaied greater federal
andd public review of healdy care in the intervening vears,

During the 1990s, the demuand for information senvices—
computers, networks, telecommunications services—ex-
ploded. Institutions had to locate funding for new technolo-
givs, cither through new state funds, reallocation of existing
resources, fundradsing, or innovative negotiations, Dati an
arowth of Internet accounts and the use of Web sites tend to
seem phenomenal—until the next set of dia are published.
The 1996 Campus Computing Survey (Green 1997) found
that 67 percent of all undergraduates had access 1o c-mail
and the Internet, 76 pereent of all faculiy also had Internet
access, and 33 pereent of the campuses surveved had @ Web
presence. Use of e-nail in the classroom grew from 8 per-
centin 1994 to 25 pereent in 1990,

Institutions have also seen growth in staf! positions. Data
for 1975 10 1985 show a 0 percent growth in faculty, 18
percent growth in executive, administrative, and managerial
cmplovees,” and 61 percent growth in “other professionals.”
Data for 1985 1o 1990 show increases of 9 pereent, 1 per-
cent.and 28 pereent, respectively (Grassmuck 1990, 1991,
In the 1990s, the number of full-time professional stalt grew
LS pereent (Nicklin and Blumenstyk 1993), in contrast to
increases in faculty of 1.2 percent and dedines in all other
stafl groups, including administrators, clerical workers, and
maintenance staff.

Part of the blame for this growth in professional staft can
e Laid at the feet of the new tedhnologies. which require
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new staff 1o make them work and to help others learn how
they can best be used. Part of the responsibility for increased
numbers of professional staff has been the faculty’s abdica-
tion of some responsibilities Cadvising, for example). and
some responsibility must go to the needs of external and
regulatory bodies. And part of the responsibility for the in-
crease in professional staft is the growing heterogeneity of
students enrolling in higher education. As minorities, the
disabled, and other special populations with special needs
enrolled in colleges and universities, new programs and sup-

port staff have been necded 1o ensure their eventual suceess
at the institution (see Leslic and Rhoades 1993 for a review
of the factors that appear to have increased administrative
costs as well as some theoretical constructs for this growth).

To the extent that they need o purchase services, col-
leges are subject to paying the rising costs of the market-
place. Thus, they must pay increased prices for electricity,
welecomnumications, heating and cooling, snow remonval,
ashestos abatement, hazardous waste materials handling.
and police and health services.

some evidence suggests, however, that to the extent that
some costs cian be postponed. institutions do so. A recent
study found that the average accumulated deferred mainte-
nance on college facilities grew from 3205 hillion in 1988 to
S20 billion in 1990 CAssociation of Higher 19900, Given that
00 pereent of all-college facilities were built more than 25
vears ago. this problem will only increase, adding to the cest
of higher education in the future.

Rescarch Assocites of Washington ¢in Pickens 19930 has
tracked price changes for the major categories of expendi-
wires (see table ), The increase in prices from 1980 to 1992
ranges from o high of 107,08 percent for fringe benefits to o
[ow of 3947 percent for utilities (a regulated industy), Fhe
increase in costs of professional salaries (102,32 percent)

and library acquisitions €138.87 percent) seems (o contribute
the most 1o exceeding the 97.55 percent inereise in the
HIEPIL for the same period. No study as vet has attributed the
rising costs of higher education to cach of these cost factaors,
While such a study would be usetul, it would not necessarily
explain the reasons for areiving at the current situation. For
those reasons, we must understand the values that have
encouraged these costs 1o rise.
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TABLE 4

Measures of Price Changes for Various Expenditures in
Higher Education, 1980-1992

12-Year

1980 1992 Increase

Professional Salaries T9. 4 1608 HI2 520,
Nonprofessional Salaries 80.2 1404 TR0
Fringe Benefus =26 1939 16708,
services 0.5 F+i.0 8020,
supplies & Materials H1.0 HsA Aoy,
Equipment s8EO 1259 S 200,
Library Acquisitions A 1809 13887
Lilities O] R8O A0 47
HEP] =TS 153.1 07 350,

Sarce Prokens 1993, .

12
The impact of bigher education’s ralues on costs
Work norms and acadeniic practices bear examination for
their roles in raising the cost of higher education as well, A
number of illustrative terms help describe what is happening
in higher education (Massy and Zemsky 19910 199 1 Zemsky
and Massy 1990, “Academic ruchet™ captures the steady shift
of taculty allegiance away from the institution’s goals towird
those of the academic specialty. "Ouiput creep”™ captures the
faculty’s swing awayv from teaching and toward rescarch. The
“ratchet” works through several processes, such s the pursuit
of faculty "billets™ or positions that add to the department's
prestige even it enrollments are constant. Faculty members’
“discretionany™ time is increased as lower-cost staft and grad-
wate assistants take over certain faculty functions, frecing
fuculty to perform more preferred activities, such as research.
some evidence confirms the operation of the academic
ratchet. Data from Hberal ans colleges and rescarch institu-
tions were used to test whether departimentid norms for
teaching load, class size, and number of sections would act
as the theory of the ratchet predicted (Massy and Zemsky
1992, 199, Data on teaching load, for example, indicated
that additional teaching loads are always viewed negatively,
The “administrative fattice™ (Massy 1989, Massy and Zem-
skv 1991 posits the increase in administrative costs as a re-

~sult of greater regulation, growing institutional complexity, a

preference for managing by consensus, iand the performance
ol functions formerly conducted by faculty te.g.. advising).

21




r 3.‘i‘|;

Further. the growth in numbe. of administrators can result
from the "accretion of unnecessary tasks,” whereby staff per-

- form tasks they enjoy although those tsks might not help —
. the unit's productivity, and from function lust.” whereby
problems are solved by hiring more statf. The long-
some authors have documented the “cost disease.” term

whereby expenses grow faster than inflation, even when the  geademic
number of staff and students does not change. The University practices of
of Delaware (Middaugh and Hollowell 1992) found that be- Saculty '

tween 1983 and 1991, the CPTincreased 2.8 percent bt sabbaticals
academic budgets increased 62 percent and administrative and admin-
budgets increased 83 percent. As for the “administrative lat- istrative
tice,” while the number of students enrolled increased 11.5 o
pereent in the sume time frame. faculty positions increased leave bave
l4 percent, teaching or rescarch assistant positions increased been ques-
20 percent. salaried statt increased 23 percent, and profes- ‘tioned in
i sional stalf increased 48 percent. With regard to the “aca- some slates

demic ratchet.” teaching credit hours decreased 9.1 pereent,  (Lévely
class contact hours decreased 19.5 percent, and student 1994) and
credit hours per FTE faculty decreased 16,5 pereent. are increas-

The work of Massy and Zemsky (1992) has also focused ingly under
attention o the role of the profiteration of courses and in- JSire by cost-
creasing specialization in the growth of faculty and ulti- conscious
nutely rising costs, “Destructuring the curriculum”™—cespe- state
cially at the undergraduate fevel—has resuited in: officials.

L feirer veqriired cotrrses. Joss emphaxsis o laking

coinrses i e ordered sequence, ciid greater reficice

o stidents to decelop their own sense of how the vari-

ons hits and picces of kuowledge they acquire in the

classranin fit together Dnito ¢ coberent prictire (O Jassy

and Zemsky 1992, p. 1)
“Destructuring” is i consequence of the faculty’s pursuit of
specialized knowledge orin other words, their rescarch
interests. And pursuit of research is enabled through the
workings of the “academic ratchet,” which releases faculty
Irom teaching duties to pursue individual interests.

Threo other academic practices may play a role i raising
the cost of higher education: sabbaticals, retivement, and
tenure, The long-term academic practices of faculty sabbati-
cals and adnministrative leave have been questioned in some
states CLively 1990 and are increasingly under fire by cost
Fecttlty Worklocd Stiedies /1l




conscious st oflicidls. The uncapping of retirement made
it illegal to renre enured faculty based solely on age, and
current research (Bader 199353 notes that the median age
which faculty retire has risen, to just over age 65, Although
this chunge in retirement age is unlikely o have o large
impact on costs, it could have some modest impact.

Of these three academic practices, howeser, tenure is
blamed for increasing the number of faculty who are pernia-
nently pant of the institution’s pavroll. The percent of fuculty
who are enured averages 57,0 percent at all institutions and
is s high as 088 pereent in public research institutions (U.S.
Dept. of Education 199020, Critics also focus on the role
plaved by tenure in protecting the unproductive individual,
thereby impacting the cost of higher eduacation.

The “produdtion functions” ol higher educition—the
ability of institutions o nake substitutions to improve pro-
ductivity—-can also plav i role in higher costs: that is, higher
cducation’s “pow erful norms" that govern facubiy hehavior
create a4 tsticky” production process for teaching and learn-
ing (Zemsky and Massy 19950 Thus, the presumption is thed
the amount of inputs thumiber of faceulty, number of hours
taught) required to produce the outputs desired is fixed. To
improve productivity, institutions may need 1o examine how
learning is actually produced compared with how it is pre-
samed to ocear. They may also need to learn how to substi-
tute technology for tabor, thereby helping taculty reach
more students assy and Zemisky 19950 .

Higher education institutions are unigue in several wavs,
Unlike commercial enterprises, their prestige. or pursuit of
prestige. has traditionally been captured in terms of what
wits spent not what is produced. Colleges have traditionally
riised all they could and spent all they had. resalting in a
situation where the cost of educating a student depended on
the revenue available, not the necessary costs ol producing
an educated student (Bowen 19800, Prestige required new
programs and new services, faculiy ostars™ and Lirge. federal
grants, the Latest equipment. the biggest library collections,
and the best Ladilities. Prestige required that an institution
transtorm itselt into a research institution, add graduate pro-
grams, and emphasize rescearch and grantsnunship, resulting
in the so-called “Carnegie creep.” But prestige is not neces-
<ariby sy nonvmouos with quadity (Pew 1992a) Prestige tde-
fined as the ability 1o attiaet resourcest is different rrom qul-
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ity (the successtul fulfillment of an institution’s mission ). vt
most cften, quality is defined as growth, especially in wers
of revenue and or expenditures,

A study of Tour selective colleges (Carleton College, Uni-
versity of Chicago, Duke University, and Hanvird University)
found that a farge part of the incrcases in spending could
not be attributed to market prices, faculty and staff compen-
sition, Anancial aid, or administration (Clotfeler 19960, The
stuch’s author concluded that o “major culprit” was the insti-
tutions” “unbounded aspiritions™ 1o be “the best.” (He also
found that professors” teaching Toads dectined by 12 1o 28
percent from 1977 1o 1992, depending on the discipline.)

To be tair, however, others outside the institution silso
asked for increased services, Students asked for expanded
placement assistance or intramural athletic facilities, commu-
nities fobbicd Yor additional programs or services, businesses
wanted o ke advantage of rescarch conducted by the fac-
ulty, and state governments asked institutions to provide as-
sistance with cconomic development, Inan effort to please,
or perhaps to carn or retain a special place in the commi-
nity, institutions found few needs that should not e met,
The result has been o muddling of mission that leads col-
leges and universities to be all things to all people. saving
no to no one and, as a result spaszwning enterprises that later
gain attonomous life and powaer™ (Pew 1991, po 3A).

Given this hackground, there is no reason to expeet higher
education institutions to value lowering costs. Unless, of
course, the level of revenues cannot support the purstit of
institutional goals. And that is what has happenced.

I'he contribution of “mission confusion™

to increased cosls

The term “output creep” captures the process whereby faee-
wlty graduadly replace teaching duties with rescarch. It may
involve hiring others tsuch as teaching assistants) to perform
instructional duties, negotiating release time for research, or
using external tunds to buy release from instructional dutices
to conduct research. Inany case, it is highly radonal behay-
jor for most faculty, who know-—or are told—that the only
WLy to succeed, o carn tenare and promaotion, is to be a
successiul rescarcher on, imore accurately, frequently pub-
lished, Pablishing—not necessarily research, although they
are ditticult to separate—is the key to personal gain and
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professional security. not teaching. “Publish or perish™ may
he an overused saying, but in many higher education institu-
tions, it captures the facts s experienced by many faculty.

Evidence strongly suggests that the faculty's “research
orientation” is negatively correlated with “student orienta-
tion™ (r= =091 (Astin 1993). Rescarch orientation negatively
correlates with several student-related variables, e.g., hours
per week spent teaching ardd advising (—.83), commitment to
student development (-.72), student orientation of the fac-
ulty (=.09), use of active learning (=.52), pereent of resources
invested in student services (=.32), and percent of faculty
engaged in teaching general education courses (=323 These
vadues contrast with faculty “student orientation.™ which has
positive correkitions with hours per week spent teaching
and advising (71, faculty attitudes toward general educa-
tion C.o 4 and faculty commitment to student development
and sociul activism €00y, and negative correlations with use
of graduate waching assistants (=.74), average faculty salary
(—.04), public university (=57 and student, Faculty ratio
(—.50). These “contrasting patterns of correlutions show that
the tension between research and eaching in 118 higher
cducation is very real” (p. b1

Al of which is not to say that faculty and administrators
agree with this situation. Most respondents to one survey,
whether fuculty, unit heads, deans, or administrators, {elt that
reaching and rescarch ought to he of equal importance
(Gray. Froh, and Diamond 1992). The reality, however, is
that cach felt research was overemphasized. It this outcome
is true. why are the two not more balanced? The answer can
be found in the results of another Large study on waching
and faculty rewards (Fairweather 1992). Pat simply. time
spent teaching was negitively related to salary: Those spend-
ing 35 pereent or less of their time teaching earned the high-
est average salary (856,181, while those who spent 53 per-
cent 1o 71 pereent of their time on teaching and instruction
cirned an average of $37.2:01, Conversely, the average salary
for faculty who had written only one refereed publiciation
was $33.198, compared with an average of $50.183 for fac-
ulty with 30 or more refereed publications, These fects send
powerful messages to fiaculty.

PR

Moreover, the debate about rewards for teaching versus
rescarch is a reality (Fairweather 1993 Individuals who
spend time on curricular reform cannot spend less time on




rescarch and expect to be rewarded under the current re-
ward structure. “Fuculty must make conscious choices he-
tween these activities rather than assuming that one simply
reintorces the other. In the end, academe must confront the
difficult tracdle-ofts between teaching and research™ (p. 470,

Three other molding torees should not be ignored. As
doctoral students, individuals e enrolled mostly in research
institutions and are inculcated with the research norms of
their discipline—which explains some of the current atten-
tion paid o revising doctoral programs 1o encourage greater
cmphusis on pedagogy and valuing instructional dunties (see
Kennedy 19950 But professional and disciplinary associations
also influence the goals and rewards available o faculty, and
perhaps to a greater extent than the home institation,

Perhaps the greatest influence on the “mission drift” of
institutions away frony teaching and toward rescarch, how-
ever, s the persomal and professionad goals of institutional
feaders as well as facudty. Institutions, in and of themselves,
do not seek 1o pursue different ains, but administrators and
taculty can and do. To tansform an institution into a reseacch
university with growing numbers of graduate progriums and
research grant dadls is the highest accomplishment toward
whicl it new president can strive. Faculty vidue sworking with
tatented graduate students, and as taculty are also intfluenced
by the rewards available to successtul researchers, the drift
upward in the Carnegie Classification ladder is under way.

Yet the trend toward research has come under fire. Mostly,
fFaculty are thought to be guilty if they pursue their own aims
rather thun those the public prefers, making a "mismatch
hetween faculty priorities and the fundamental purposes of
our institutions” (Rice 1990, p. 1Y or a “disconnedt” between
higher education and the world (Pew 1990:0. Some of what
passes for research has been criticized by Senator William
Proxmire in his annual “Golden Fleece™ award tor the most
uscless picce of federally funded research (Daly 1994, This
tvpe of faculty rescarch has been disparaged as “scholarly
drivel™ (Schacter 1990), “mediocre, expensive. and unneces-
sary” (Smith 1990), a “diversion™ trom real problens than
reinforees the status ¢uo (Fellman 1995), and “self-indulgent.”
afaculty “entitlement” regardless of the particukar mission of
the appointing institution (Pew 1996a, pp. 4-5). A somewhat
less derisive description of the current type of research pur-
sucd notes that such rescarch is of “low quality”™ and is “otten
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inconsequential material, rather than the prowracted puesuit
necessary for a major intellectual contribution™ {(Mayhew,
Ford, and Hubbard 1990, p. 131,

Houw bave increased costs been covered?

Evidence suggests that the increased coests generated by
these forces have been largely covered by students and the
states. But their respective shares—the “balance of pay-
ments” it vou will—have changed.

The share of institutional revenues coming from state and
federal sources has declined. From FY 1980 10 FY 1993, the
distribution of funding sources for public instititions changed
(see table Sy The federal government decreased its share by
127 percent. state governments by 21,3 pereent. Institutions
increased the share of funding seurces coming from sales
and services tup 1944 percenty and tuition and fees (up 42,0
percent). In a survey of institutions, S0 percent and S8 per-
cent ol independent and public institutions, respectively,
reported anincrease in the share of costs paid by studenis
and parents (El-Khawas [995),

TABLE &

Percent Change in Share of Total Revenues, FY 1980 versus FY 1993
Revenue Source Public Institutions Private Institutions
Sales and Service 1O 1" (e
Tuition and Fees LA 14.8%
Private Gifts, Contracts SA.80 3.0
Endowment Income 2000 =250
Local Governments 3 5 A
Federal Government —127 e Yo A
St:ate Governments =21.3" 10,57

Sorerce: Breneman and Finnes 1997

This analysis begs two points. States have inereased fund-
ing for public institwtions by approximately + to 5 percent per
vear, or 43 pereent from 198580 1o 199590 (Hines and Hig-
ham 1990), but the growth in state funding has not kept pace
with the rising costs generated by institutions (see also Pick-
ens 1993). Theretore, athough the distribution of tunding
support is changing, it has not necessarily occurred within an
cnvironment of active cost containment imong, institutions, n
other words, states may continue to value higher education
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but mav not be able to afford its unconstrained growth, The
quandary: The public is increasingly skeptical that “the public
and private price of [higher education} can be sustained—no
matter how valued it may be™ (Eaton 1993, p. 18).

Increases in wition are also well documented. From 1991
o 1995, resident undergraduate wition at public research
institutions increased -1 pereent (see table 6) (Brenenan and
Finney 1997). compared with a 12 percent increase in the CPR
and a -3 percent increase inreal per capita income during
the same period (Washington Office 1996). 1t is no wonder
that parents have begun o express their concern about con-
tinued increases in taition o public officials and the national
and local media are increasing their coverage of the issue.

Two additional 1ssues are pertinent to the discussion of
tuition. The fisst relates 1o who bendcfits and who should pay
for this benefit. Traditionally. the benefits of public higher
cducation have heen seen to acerue to both the individual
and the public: thus, paying for higher education was shared
between the state and the student. But has the rising cost of
higher education dictated a difterent answer to this question?
The more relevant policy question is, Should it

The sceond issue is whether the cost of tuition has risen
above the means of average tamilies and aspayers o pav it
thereby putting higher education seemingly out of reach for
their children, This situation would have sociological and
political ramifications. As the traditional road to giining ac-
cess to protessional employment and eadership. higher edu-
cation has helped to improve equal opportunity for most
able students. I its role is perceived to be closed to many
citizens, the viahility of higher education in the political
arena will also be questioned.

Taxpayers’ Revolt

The public, faced with an uncertain future. is understandably
nervous. Citizens see rising taxes and government wiste in
the public sector, corporate mergers and downsizing in the
private sector. Growth in per capiti income has stagnated.
and concern is growing that the once burgeoning middle
class is heginning to shrink, Who is to blame? In a survey by
Louis Harris and Associates (Vamos 1990). respondents
mostly blamed government for their woes: 72 percent of
respondents mentioned increased government spending. and
00 pereent of respondents named high taxes. Private busi-
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TABLE 6

National Averages in Resident Undergraduate
Tuition by Institutional Type

Universities

state Colleges
and Universities
Community
Colleges

Privite Four-Year
institutions

178, CPI

Total Percent
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 Change

$2.1506 S2.410 82,627 S2R3T $3.032
+120, +O +8Y +70, +41

S17AS SEO 21230 w2277 2002
+12 +OM, +7 +Hh +30

SO S1.082 SIS S1.231 SLAl
+11va +O)%a +70, +7 +3070,

80391 S1O.017 ST049R  SHHho2s  S11,709

+T0 +5 +S 0 + 230,

+ P20 +_“),”"n +_‘§,“”-- +2.0" +2.8 +l 1.9

Sorerce Breneman and Primey 1007

ness came in for s share of criticisni: 39 percent blamed
their woes on the decline of the manufacturing cconomy, 32
percent blamed increasing global competition, and 40 per-
cent blamed the excesses of big business and Wall Street.
This pessimism alfected their perception of their own and
their children's future. Sixty-seven percent thought the Amer-
ican dream of equal opportunity. personal freedom, and
social mobility was harder to achieve than in the previous 10
vears. Fewer respondents thought their children would have
a better life. and more thought their children's Tives would
he worse tun was the case in 1989,

And how might this pessimism manifest itself? One likely
outcome has heen the growing number of limits on taxation
and or spending passed by state citizens, Twenty-cight
states—over half—now have tax or spending limits in laws
12 of them have enacted constitutional limits on taxing and
spending. Fifteen states” limitation Laws are tied to growth in
personal income, and many of these Lows limit spending
(not revenues), allowing tor politically attractive tax rebates
or refunds. To spend in excess of the established amount
requires a super”-majority vote of 00 percent of the legisla-
ture in 11 states.

For example, California approved Proposition 13 in 1978,
which limited property taxes. Californians passed the Gann
initiative, i spending limitation, in 1979 and Proposition 98

I~




in 1985, which protected funding for K=12 education and
junior colteges at 16 percent of annual state revenues. Michi-
gan voters approved the Headlee Amendment in 1978 10
fimit tax revenues. In 1992 Florida passed 4 Himit on in-
Creases in property wxes; italso has a constitutional amend-
ment that restricts growth in state revenues to the five-year
averdge increase in personal income. Massachusetts's Prop-
osition 27, and legislation in Nebraska mit increases in
property taxes, In 19920 on the heels of a new personal in-
come Gix, Connecticut voters approved a constitution:l
amendment to cap state spending. South Carolina has seen
cuts in property taxes, Kentueky fimited increases in prop-
erty tixes, and Texas passed @ constitutional amendment
that tied increases in state spending to growth in personal
income. Arizona has a constitutional amendment that limits
growth in appropricitions to 712 percent of personal income
and requires approvad by two-thirds of the legistature 1o
inerease wuxes, In 1979, Oregon citizens limited state spend-
ing to growth in personal income. In 1993, the citizens of
Washington State passed Initiative 001 limiting the growth in
state spending to the grow th of inflation and the generail
popubition (this restriction doces not attect the growth in rev-
cnues, which increasingly must be returned to citizens in the
form ol tax refunds) And in 1990, voters passed ax mea-
sures in California, Nevada, South Dakota, and Oklahona,
Just what are the voters saving? The message has been
varioushy interpreted as st directive 1o be maore efficient, o
curb government spending or the growth in spending, and to
cut waste, The evidence from the states that experienced the
Arst tixpaver revolts is clear: Higher education—atong with
other state services—will feel the pinch, But did voters mean
to cut state spending or to curb taxes but hold higher educi-
tion harmless? Or do voters see higher education as both
contributor to and benetactor of increased state spending?

The Budget Squecze

The resulting problem for states is fewer resources—or i cap

an the growth ol resources—at i time when costs are rising
throughout the state budget. Table ™ documents the nominad
and real Gdter subtracting inflation) increases in general
fund state spending from 1979 to 1994, These numibers con
firm that states experienced very mininid growth or dectines
in real terms in the carly 1980s and cardy 19905,

Twenty-
eight
states—over
balf—now
bave tax or
spending
limits in
law; 12 of
them bave
enacted con-
stitutional
liniits on
taxing and
spending.
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Spending for K=12 education, prisons, welture, and med-
icaid, however, increased during the carly 1990s (see table
8). In California. state spending on prisons grew by 23 per-
cent in this period. while funding for higher education de-
clined by 25 percent. Nationwide, however, stite appropria-
tions for higher education increased every vear (except
1993y, although spending could not cover the rising costs of
operation. In 19935-96, state appropriations tor higher cduca-
tion totied S44.4 hillion (Hines 1990,

In & study of six bellwether states (California, Connect-
icut, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Minnesota),
higher educaton funding as a percent of the stie general
fund fell from 1990 to 1993 in every state except Michigan
Csee table 9 (Gold 1995). Over the samie period, spending
from the generid fund on higher education declined in
California. Connecticut, Florida, and Massachusetts in con-
trast to double-digit increases in K=12 education, welfare,
mediciid, and prisons, Tuble 11 presents the percent change
in stue spending. by Griegory, for the same six states, again
showing higher education’s losses in four states and modest
increase in the United States at Large.

This decline or slowing in state spending on higher edu-
cation does not. however, present the whole picture. Federal
spending on postsecondary education also declined 1y per-

cent from 1980 1o 1995 (Nationl Center lor Fducation §9935),

Despite these declines, total revenues available to higher
cducation institutions often increased because of incereases
in tuition and fees paid by students. A study of the Cali-
fornia experience (Pickens 1993 documents trends similar
to those nationwide. Tuition increased tor was charged for
the first time at community colleges) to offset decreases in
state appropriations. From the 1960s to 1990, instructional
expenditures per student increased -t percent at California
state University and +13 pereent at the California community
colleges (p. ). Adjusted for HEPL howeyer—whicl is heav-
ilv infuenced by the cost of fuculty salaries—the increase
wis 103 pereent in the CSU system, and instructional ex-
penditures per student decreased at the community colleges,
This examination chronicles the dismuantling of the California
masier plan that had guided the developmeng of higher edu-
cation in the state from the 1900s until the 1990s.

Yet this is not a simple case of “no resourees, no funds”
Some states, perhaps by reason of their priorities or political
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expediency. fund higher education despite the funding siru-
ation. Table 11 compares sttes whose one-year increase in
appropriations for higher education were the highest and
the lowest (Hines 1996). Even when the increase 1o thie
state’s general fund (the ste's capaciny to spend) and its

increase in appropriations (the state’s wilflingress o spend)

TABLE 7

Nominal and Real General Fund Budget Increases, 1980 — 1994
Fiscal Ycar Nominal Increase Real Increase’
19914 S0 1.6%
1993 3.3 —0.2%
1992 51 L
199} 15 -0 g
1990 o1 1.7
198y 87 350
1088 SO 200,
1S~ 0.3 200
1980 SO AT,
1985 1o 2, .00,
U8t sS40 AA
1983 ~(.7 -0 A
1982 o SNER
[UR] 10 300 O]
1950 o 0.7

*The stute and local genvernment anplct price deflator was used 1o determmne real changes

sonerce Gold 1995 o 2y

TABLE 8
State Spending Increases, 1991 - 1993
Category 1991 1992 1993
Total S 20 S 107
School Ard Tl 350 30,
Higher Educistion IR 0.5 ~LA
Corred tons ty A GO,
AFDC 9O .8 TR
Medicaid 1607 1907 1y 2,
Transportation LA LN 2.
Sorercc Gold 1995 e 2n
Fere niny Worblocd \Ji—c/i—'\-—,“ ’ 21
0y
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TABLE 9

Composition of State General Fund Spending, by State, 1990 versus 1993

K-12 Higher
State/Year Education Education AFDC Medicaid Corrections Other
California
t")‘)(_' _“-‘H'n lﬁ.H“u :).%"rl H.—' i (1. l"u lH I"H
1093 RUXSRT | R R 0.4 13,17 T 214
Connecticut
1990 . 278 T 4.0 .1 A 0.7
]‘l‘()_"l .1.2 St 37 4 [ ‘ l,—"-l 1.0 :\l‘_z"n
Florida
1990 S0 | IRTRA | A O 1 2240
[ONK! RERU T [ A0 13.1" T 228N
Massachusens
1990 19 0 i ERYIN 125 R SER.
1093 (T [T RO .5 2.9 8.0
Michigan
1O R 11 5, 1150 T, AL,
1004 SR 15.5m, e 137" 04 oy,
Minnesota
19490 208" [0 1.1 10,60 200, A (1,
1993 2850 18,57, 260, 1290 2 33,50
1 nited States
190 0.3 ] .00 R 1 5.2 A2.8%
1904 AR 12 o R P24 57 A0
soreree Gold T993 poos
TABLE 10
Percent Change in State Spending by Major
Program Area, 1990 versus 1993
K~12 Higher All
State Education Education AFDC Medicaid Corrections Programs
California 16,57 —12.4"% 1V 3249 RSN 800
Connecticul 12 3 =15 i"n 0.0 0.3 2.0 151
Iorida 1680y —{y 1" [l 1. OV H' U IRA A58,
Massac hiusetts 8.0 S0 A0 RERAIAMS 3.8 | +.3%. =AMy
Muchiggan 3247 9 3 0y 1Y.30 229 —0.9%
Minnesola 2000, 2.0 15,07, 15 1 A0 {800,
U nited States 220 1.0 2380 S AN N
srdrce Grold 1995, L i
li
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were modest or nonexistent, some states found the funds for
higher education. This finding helies, but does not substan-
tially dispute. the words of one legislator, who claimed that
“the most significant factor in whether we appropriate more
money is it we have more money to appropriate” (Ruppernt
1996, p. A1) Moreover. it is doubtful whether a state that is
willing to spend money on higher education. regardless of
its capacity. can sustain it over tinw in a highly charged po-
litical environment when other needs also inevitably grow,

The growth in appropriations for higher education s
clearly slowed since the growth of the 1970s and 1980s
(Hines 1996), For some states and institutions, the fatloff in
appropriations meant budgets would have to be cut. In
1992, for example, nearly 60 percent of the institutions re-
sponding to a sunvey by the American Council on Education
had to cut their operating budgets tor 1991-92 (El-Khawas
1992). By 1995, the situation had improved, with 63 percent
of public two-vear institutions and 82 percent of public four-
year institutions reporting an increase in the budget (El-
Khawas 1995). Tuble 12 presents this information for 1991 to
1995, capturing the “down™ years of 1992 and 1993 as well
as the improving conditions for 199+ and 1995,

The threat of further budget cuts is no longer simply a
threat. Laws limiting taxes and spending combined with
competing state prioritics may make the threat o reality.

The Problem of Productivity
The pressures created by population growth, cconomic hard
times, rising costs, taxpayers” revolts, and the resulting
squeeze on state budgets from other services set the scene
for states to ask higher education to improve productivity
(see Lavzell 1992), This “cost quality access collision”
(Mingle 19921 is the inevituble clash of higher education’s
rising costs, traditional measures of quality that equate qual-
ity with higher costs, and the increasing demand for aceess.
And it is in addition to the public's growing understanding
that higher education experiences w level of “wastage™ that
would be unacceptable in the private sector and to parents
footing an increasing waition bill, From 1977 to 1990, for ex-
ample, the rate of freshmen graduating in four or fewer vears
decreased from 5.1 percent 1o 311 percents during the same
time period, the rate of graduation in six or fewer vears also
decreased, lrom 733 percent to 681 percent (1S, Dept. of
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Education 1993). And although increasing “time o degree”
may be partly @ function of the changing student clientele—
more working adults and part-time students, for example—-
institutional practices come in for their share of blane.
Increasing attention is being paid to remedial education—-
essentially a rework of education provided in the K-12 sys-
tem—and in the carly 1990s, efforts in this area were under

TABLE 11

Comparisons of Revenue “Capacity,” “Willingness,”
And Higher Education “Effort”

l Increase in Increase in Increase in Higher
l General Fund  State Appropriations  Education Spending
States (“Capacity™) (*Willingness™) (“Effort™)
Top Nine One-Year Gainers (FY95-96)
Nevada -8 1A 1568,
Georgia B3 p S S8
New Joersay AT IR S
Oregon =040 fa g, S0
West Virginia 2.3 1.9 Y
Florida Ama 3. ~ O
Ohiu 3.9, 5 3w, il (Y
. Mississippi Q. 0O (O
| Missouri 4 A% s 0.8
i Mean in FY96 o' A H50
Mean in Fyus St 93" 1290
Mean in FYos 0.0 9. 1¢. R EY
Mean in FY93A TS T ]
Bottom Nine One-Year Gainers (FY95-96)
Alaska =2, =2 oy
Tennessee OO0, 310 0.
Wyoming, [ 0. a v
Connecticut 2 Sk, -
Montana LA S0, 0.0,
Wiscons ST H 5.7 ~0 8
New Hampshire ~Ho -2 0 =25
Alibama (AP ey T
New York -0 1, R SR
i Mean in FY'Yo Ty o =2
Mean in FYos ST 28 -1.3
| Mean in FYO 4 A | IR =S
E Mean in FYoi .07, TS —p A
Satree Thnes 1990 p s
395




TABLE 12
Percent of Institutions with a Budget Increase Compared

i With the Previous Year, 1991-1995§

i
Type of Institution 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Public Two-Year 807, 570 534y T30y, 03%%
Public Four-Year 00" SIa SO0, Tan, 82
Indk‘pt‘nd(‘nl H5'% R H:i",u Ty 06, 03%

Sonree ELRKhawas 1995 p 27

way m ) states (Lively 1993) as away o reduce further
waste in higher education. Thus, Louisiana must end reme-
diation at four-year universities as @ result of a federal de-
segregation order: West Virginia considered a warranty”
program wherehy high schools would guarantee their gradu-
ates are ready for college: Arkansas and Tennessce consid-
cred reducing remediition courses: Okkithoma, Virginia,
Texas, and the city and state systems of New York consicl-
cred raising entrance requirements: and Nebraska and Wash-
ington undertook studies 1o assess the extent of remedial
cducation in their institutions.

A third tvpe of “waste,” and perhaps the most troubling. is
what the Wingspread Group (1993 calls the high cost of
“weeding.” The education system appeiars to be more “orga-
nized to discourage students—to weed them ow—than it is
to cultivate and support™ (p. 3). This practice is the opposite
of the current claim that “all children can learn.” While higher
education has traditionally cenified individuals to perform
essential tasks Gind thus has an important role 1o ensure that
unqualified individuals are not certified). the practice of
“weeding” tends to feave many individuals who can learmn—
given a different method of deliveny or more time or more
assistance—without henefit of further education, (And al-

though the charge 1o eliminate the wiaste of weeding ened
remedial education appears counterintuitive, it does focus
attention on society's need for higher education ta change its
assumptions about whom it is to serve and how.)

But it is the cost of this benefit that is problematic. Figure
L. although a complicated chart, displavs the several trends
that capture the pressures o stites, institutions, and fami-
lies. While appropriations per FUE student rise and fall, ris-
ing tuition increasingly Qlls the gap ereated by higher educa-
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tion costs rising faster than states ¢ support. The familyv's
share of total higher education funding consequently in-
creases, and the “fumily payment effort™—wition as a per-
cent of median houschold income—experiences the steepest
increase. This situation has enormous import for the political
‘nvironment surrounding higher educiation as legiskators and
families question higher education’s productivity and call for
more ¢fficient operations.

Where to focus attention? States have chosen o focus
attention on faculty effort. Why? At between 80 pereent and

FIGURE 1

National Trends in Constant Dollar (HEPI-Adjusted) Appropriations,
Tuition, Total Funding, Family Share of Total Funding, State Payment
Effort, and Family Payment Effort, 1977-78 to 1995-96

200 ¢ [ndex 1978 =100

Family payment
Amounts are in constant effort: Tuition as
190 { HEP! adjusted dollars a percent of median
income of households
Total funding .
120 1 (approp + tuition) \
pat FTE student i
170 - '| Met tuition
i revenues
FTE sludent
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State payment effort: ! \ R r |

150 4 B.# ’ 3 —_ -
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140 A i —~s - i

4
\ . i !
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per FTE student

120

110 4

100 A

90 4

0 4 ) ) : : - . 3

704 - e [ ; . . . . : . ;. sy :%,E"El
78 79 80 81 82 83 M4 35 M 87 8 ¥ 9 S 92 93 94 9 96

Fiscal year

Segerce Rescarelh Associates of Washington 1996, po 33
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90 percent of many institutional budgets. the portion of the
instructional budget devoted to personnel is likely to reap
the greatest—and perhaps most immediate—bencfits. And
the vast majority of the instructional budget concerns fuc-
ulty, Tt is not too far a leap to ask whether this substantial
portion of the institutional budget can be more productive.
This assumption is the genesis of the faculty workload pro-
doctvity studies that swept the states in the Lite 1980s and
carly 1996,
All of these factors:

conrerge ol o single poind—uneesitios aned col-
leges nnst become more effective midndgers of resorees
and redeploy facnlty and staff time o mieet needs more
efficiently at a higher level of quiality. LAs] most other
resourees dre fixed. faculty and staff time is the only
resonree thet can be changed significantiv o improre
performance. Time becomes onr most iiportant fungi-
ble resonrce (Plater 1995, p. 20).

In hindsight. this empliisis nay have been, if not mis-
placed, then poorly Tocused, Before judging the studies,
however, we will need to appreciate the perceptual realitios
surrounding the push for studies of workload and the studies
themselves. Then it will be possible 1o evaluate what would
contribute to it better understanding of, and solutions for,
higher education’s productivity problem.”
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THE ROLE OF PERCEPTIONS

As if the cconomic pressures phiced on states were not
cnough, legiskitors also hear negative comments about
higher education from their constituents, many of them
powerful businesspeople. Their pereeptions are Lirgely of an
enterprise broken. not irretrievably. but diomaged or costly
Or unresponsive. Some positive voices exist, of course, but
they may seem self-serving or he dismissed or not befieved.
Increasingly, states” pereeptions of higher education are
colored by the growing beliet that something needs fixing,
somechow. The ey for studies of taculty worklestd is likely @
symptom ol the Lirger dissatistaction with higher education.

How Business Views Higher Education
One can derive the business view of higher education from

three sources: documents that business associations prepare
to affect legishtion or mold public opinion: the media’s
interviews with and articles about business teaders: and
public forums about the future of higher education,

Without i doubt, business relies on higher education for
much of its kibor torce, for the basic rescarch or echnologi-
il developments that it can parlay into a worthy product.
and for the purchase of husiness services. But its criticism of
higher education seems 1o be maost virulent when it comes to
the quadity of future and current emplovees and when higher
cducation is viewed as o consumer of public resources, such
as the taxes businesses pay.

some find the quality of current college graduates cause
for concern. The 1993 National Adult Literacy Survey (NALSY,
for example, found that “only about one-hall of four-year
araduates are able to demonstrate intermediate Tesels of
competence in cach of the three areas freading, writing,
quantitative skills]™ (cited in Plater 1995, p. 2910 Morcover,
50.3 percent of American-born graduates of four-vear col-

leges were unable consistentdy 1o perforne such tasks s cal-
culating the change from s4.00 after buving a 60-cent bow|
of soup and a S1L93 sandwich (Wingspread 19930 Such in-
ability: would, of course, impact businesses immensely, cither
in terms of lost productivity or through the ineregsed cost of
providing the nussing training themscelves,

A cAmerican Dperative. prepared by 16 Dusiness and
higher cducation leaders, claims a dangerous mismatcly”
exists between what Americans necd from higher education
and what they are getting (Wingspread 1993), The report
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reviews the results of NALS and claims that there are too
many graduates who “cannot read and write very well, 1o
many whose intellectual depth and breadth are unimpres-
sive, and too many whose skills are inadequate in the face
of the demands of contemporary life™ (p. 1) Further, “too
much undergraduate education is little maore than secondary
school nuterial—wuarmed over and reoffered @ much higher
expens<, but not at correspondingly higher levels of effec-
tiveness” (p. 71 The report urges institutions to tailor their
programs and services 1o the needs of students, to publish
explicit standards of entry and exit in terms of the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities that applicants and graduates will
have, and 1o develop a required curriculum.

How Legislatures View Higher Education

Recent information from the National Conference of Stae
Legislatures indicates that elected legistators are drawn pri-
marily from the business sector and, to a lesser extent than
perhaps was the norm in the past, the law. Since 1970, the
percent of fegislators who are anorneys declined from 22,3
percent to 15,35 percent in 1995, The percent of Jegislators
who come from the business sector Gnctuding real estate)—
business owners, executives managers, business employees—
also declined. from 3008 percent in 1970 to 25.9 pereent in
1995, 1t is not surprising that state legislatures often express
concerns similar to those expressed by the business sector—-
exeept they now are in a position to make decisions about
funding and policy.

A survey of higher education committee chairs and other
influential tegislators found that legisiators” views of higher
cducation are influenced by constituents” complaints and the
media, with Republicans paying greater attention to the for-
mer and Democrats to the latter (Ruppert 1996). Personal
experiences with higher education institutions—as students,
pirents, or in some other capacitv——count for a great deal in
forming opinions about higher education, s do value judg-
ments, which are stronger than empirical evidencee to the
contrary. This finding is reminisceent of the caution that one
should “never underestimate the difficulty of changing false
beliefs by facts™ (Rosovsky 1990, p 259).

As a result of budget concerns, wany legislatures have
begun pushing for higher education to pay greater attention
to state priorities. The highest priorities named in the survey
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of legislators (Ruppert 1996) were teacher preparation (men-
tioned by 88 percent of respondents), undergraduate educa-
tion (86 percent). the improvement ot K-1.2 education (82
percent), and job training and continuing education (79 per-
cent); only 30 percent of respondents mentioned basic re-
search. These results can be seen as an implicit criticism
of—or at minimum a dissatistaction with—higher educa-
tion's current priorities as this group perceives them.

Legislators also have a “widely shared perception that the
costs of higher education are increasing at a rate higher than
other public enterprises™ (Ruppert 1996, p. 24). In conjunction
with the growing popukation of college-age students many
states expect to face in the near tuture, legislators either “some-
what agree” or “strongly agree” that solutions to the crisis of
aceess can be tound in electronic technology (100 percent),
routing more students through community colleges (71 per-
cent), requiring faculty to teach more (67 percent). and short-
crung the time to degree (65 percent). A 1993 report by the
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS) found legislators” concerns were focused less on
how hurd faculty work than on students’ aceess to specific
required courses, senior and full-time faculty, small classes
with apportunities for frequent feedback and active learning,
computing resources. and preferred majors.

Republicans and Democrats view the sufficieney of fund-
ing for higher education difterently. Republicans are more
likely to think that current tunding is adequate to meet cur-
rent needs (03 percent), while only 26 percent of Democrats
think so. When asked whether the current level of tunding is
adequate to meet future needs. Republicans are more opti-
mistic (33 pereent agree) than Democrats (18 pereent agree).
Thus, the bakinee of power in state legislatures—controlled
by Democrats or Republicans—could affect the perception of
adequate funding and the subsequent level of appropriations.

Legislators increasingly wint to see the results of carlier
appropriztions, cither in the form of reports on accountabil-
ity. “report cards,” or performance indicators, Some 34 states
CAluska, Addzona, Arkansas, California, Colorado. Connecti-
cut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, WHinois, Indiana, Kan-
sds. Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mich-
igan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio. Rhode {sland. South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia,
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The bypoth-
esis is that

this igno-
rance of
bigber edu-
cation could
mean that
the public
would not
defend
bigher edu-
cation from
budget cuts.

Wisconsin) now undertake some form of accountability re-
porting, cither by the state, by an institution. or by the
higher education svstem.

Forms of performance-hased funding—that is. tving future
funding to performance indicators or the attainment of goals—
are in place or planned G whole or in part) in b states (Ari-
zoma, Arkansus, Colorado, Connecticut. Florida. Idaho, Ken-
weky, Minnesot, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, South Carolina,
Tennessee. and Texas) Gsee Lanvzell and Giruthers 1995) but
approaches o performance-based funding are under discus-
sion or have been partially implemented in many more states
tincluding Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, and
Washington). It is likely that even more states are considering,
linking performance to tunding, although they have not vt
developed details on how 1o do so.

However highly they may value higher education, legisia-
tors listen to voters. And voters have been interpreted as
siving that “other priorities must take precedence over
higher education™ (Ruppert 1996, p. 93 This stance, com-
hined with budget shortages. has resulted in the fiseal situa-
tion discussed carlier.

How the Public Views Higher Education

What the general public thinks

Always difficult to capture, the “public™ is casier to speak for
than to actually find and surves. The “public’—although some-
what ill-defined. we all know who it is—pereeives facubty as
being unavailible to students, using aging lecture notes, and
droning away to nearly empty lecture hadls, Evervone has
heard about—although no one knows who this fellow is—the
Ficulty meniber mowing the kown at midday, keeping irregular
work hours, wixd ignoring social problems o pursue esoteric
rescitreh projects. These stories may be apocrvphal. but thin
makes them no fess powertul in influencing public opinion
shout higher education.

But we need not rely solehs on these stories to know whe
the public actually expects and thinks of higher education. At
feast for the general public of the 1990s, the work of Flanvey
and Assocites (199 0, Farvey and Immerwahir (1995, 1995h),
and fmmenwahr and Tlavey (19950 s illuminating, Although
“higher education enjovs a huge reservaoir of public goodwill”
(Harvey and Immerwahr 19930, p. 20 the public's knowledge
of higher education is Timited. Put simply, the public believes

-




that the primary purpose of going to college is 1o get a good
job. the credential is more valhuable than the education, the
quadity of the experience depends on a student’s motivation,
and colleges could he operated more efficiently. The hypothe-
sis is that this ignorance of higher education could mean that
the public would not defend higher education from budget
cuts CHarvey and Associates 19040,

On the other hand. the public is deeply concerned about
rising twition, “Sticker shock™ is i real phenomienon in the
public’s mind, and the public believes that costs are escaliating
bevond the reach of the middle class™ (Harvey and Immer-
wahr 1995h, p. i) In fact, the “extent and depth of growing
public anger about [rising wition} is startling™ (p. 13). Over 75
percent think tuition is overpriced and not a good value for
the money: 05 percent worry that college is becoming too
expensive for themselves or their children,

A similar survey of Culifornia residents found thar Cali-
fornians were increasinghy anxious about their ability to af-
ford college mmerwahr and Farkas 1993), Over 75 percent
of respondents felt that high school graduates should go to
college “because in the long run, they'H have better job pros-
peats.” ver 32 percent did not believe that qualdified students
could go 1o college. They saw college prices as incresing
faster than inflation (02 percent), feading 01 percent 1o sup-
port & “fundamental overhaul™ of California’s public college
and university svstem. A follow-up survey four vears fater
found that public anxicty had lessened somewhat, leading
only -+ percent o support an overhaul of California’s higher
cducation system (California Thigher Education 1997, But the
public wus consistent in its view of higher education’s pri-
many purpose: ~9 percent (up from 73 percent) indicated that
the most inportant goal of a coliege education is to give
students "nmuarketable skills.”

And sometimes the worst critics of higher education are
the disgrunted students who express their views to Triends
and family and the press. A history graduate, for example.
wrote in the Zos Angeles Times Gune 17, 1991 about the
“vast emptiness at the core of today's liberal arts education.”
These opinions of higher cducation may he the result of the
“free-Hloating discontent™ and cvnicism of today's students
CAtkinson and Tuzin 1992, who ure “willing to helieye tha
professors are izyve sell-centered. contemptuous of students.
and abusers of the tenure system™ (p. 2700 Such attitudes in

A bistory
graduate,
Jor exam-
Ple, wrote in
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time become the “Tocused contemipt of tomorrow’s voters™
(p. 27

In 1995, a telephone survey of Washington State residents
found that one-third of respondents said they wanted to pur-
sue more education for themselves; some 20 percent of re-
spondents were actually planning o return o school (Elway
Research 1995). And of those planning to return to school, 92
percent thought they would be able 1o do so. For those with
children, 91 percent expected their children to pursue educa-
tion bevond high school; 71 percent thought a college de-
gree was necessary in todayv's world. (In national survevs, 88
percent of Americans believe that a high school diploma is
no longer enough to qualify for a well-paving job [Edgenon
1993¢]) Another national survey found that 81 percent of
those surveved thought that getting additional cducation was
important for them to he successful at work (Dillman, Chris-
tenson, Salant, and Warner 1993). Morcover, 50 percent of re-
spondents aged 40—19 and 33 pereent of respondents aged
18-39 indicated that their emiplovers had encouraged them to
seek additional tmming. These findings indicate that much of
the public apprectates the need for additionad education—for
both themselves and their children.

Respondents to the Washington survey abso indicated that
a number of objectives were “somewhat important”™ or “very
important™ training, or retraining workers for needed ocou-
pations (93 percent). helping residents reach their full poten-
tal (90 percent), creating o better quatlity of life in Washing-
ton State (89 percent). providing education in basic skitls not
learned carlier (838 percent), and helping the state devetop
its cconomy (87 pereent). This information implies that the
public is deeply interested inits own and the state’s wel-
fare—what Daniel Yankeloviteh terms a shift from idealism
to pragmatism (Edgerton 19930—and that higher education
shouldd also be deeply comnutted to the wellare of the pub-
lic and its home state.

Last. 81 pereent in Washington State thought that paving
taxes in the state entitted them to aceess to public postsec-
ondary cducation. This expectation is tempered by the pub-
lic's growing pessimism: Yankelovitch found that 87 pereent
of Americans suveyed felt that college costs are “rising at a
rate that will put college out of reach of ordinary people”
and 7O percent felt that it is getting harder for average fami-
lices to provide a college education for their children (Edger-
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ton 19934, p. ). Americans, in other words, believe that col-
lege is “becoming more and more indispensable—and less
and less within reach™ (p. B This view presents o sobering
problem for both egislators and higher education: If the
public’s need for higher education is denied. both elected
officials and higher education institutions may feel the pub-
lic’s wrath.

What leaders think

A survey of various prominent “leaders™ (many drawn from
business) in Californin found that the leaders were extremely
knowledgeable about higher education. much more so than
the generad public mmerwihr and Boese 1993). In fact, those
who know a lot about higher education think it shoulkd “solve
its own financial problems before secking more help from
government” (mmerwahr and Harvey 1993, p. B2), In other
words, higher education must “be prepared to nmiake major
changes to hold down escalating costs™ (Immerwahir and
Boese 1993, p.viid,

A similar comparison of the opinions of the public and
community feaders found the two groups 1o be “polar oppo-
sites” in their understanding and evaluetion of higher educa-
tion's performance (Harvey and Immerwahre 19950, Leaders
were genentdly more eritical about the “declining quality of

graduates . . the decaving atility and value of university
rescarch . L L low faculty productivity . . general misman-
agement ... [and] higher education’s financial problems, for

which they show litthe svipathy™ (p. 6). Faculty, viewed as

“underpaid altruists™ by the public, come in for their share of

criticism from leaders for teaching too little and not working
hard enough.

Many of the leaders interviewed in the California survey
hold graduate degrees, and thus “the gap that long existed in
the levels of educationad attainment between academics versus
other Teaders has narrowed L Ll not otally disappeared”
(Wadsworth 1995, p. 150 Leaders are fess svmpathetic abouwt
the current problems facing higher education and may be very
critical. While the public worries about the cost of higher edu-
cation to s families, leaders tocus on the cost of higher educa-
tion to the state and. ultimately, the taspayers.

Real anger is directed toward higher education, and that
anger comes “principally from the nukers and shapers of
public policv—governors, fegishitors, regulators, heads of

Facultne Worbloae! Stuedies

45

[
~t




public agencies™ (Pew 1994 p. 6A). These individuals be-
lieve that colleges and universities “have hecome too iso-
lated from the economic pressures that are forcing most
other Americin enterprises to rethink purpose and mission,
to reduce scope by scaling back the size of their operations”
(p. 6A). There are two reasons for this anger: a lack of ac-
countahility for funding and the inability of many graduates
to be “etfective workers or informed citizens™ (p. 0A), The ;
anger is also directed at faculty, who “openly disdain the A
opinions of others . .. fand] who don't work hard enough
anvway, fenjoving] not just greater job security but better
pay than most taxpayers”™ (p. 0A).

The dunger is that although higher education enjoys “gen-
uine respect, affection. and goodwill” (Harvey aad Tmimerwahr
19932, p. 29} it is the purvevor of a "good™—the college cre-

dential—that is necessary for entrv 1o higher-paving jobs. The
public and its leaders will exert more and more pressure to
increase aceess to this necessary good, and thus higher educa-
ton will likely face increasing financial pressures as well as
increasing regulatory pressures, Higher education’s “best de-
fense against the threat of regukitory intrusion is a convincing
demonstration that it can live up to lits] promises™ (p. 31,

How Higher Education Views Its World

Higher education—and the people within its institutions—do
not speak with one voice. and both crities and detenders are
muaking themscelves heard,

Robert Zemsky s one critic who has been characterized as
4 practitioner of “tough love™ for higher education, describing
higher education as a “privileged class largely out of wouch
with the tough realitics of the 19905, “blithely unasware of
whit worries most Americians: job security, obtaining ade-
quate health cares and securing a safe retirement,” and “obliv-
ious 1o just how much and how fast the world is changing”
(Zemsky 19906, pp. 81-82),

Faculty groups are also making themscelves heard. A joint
statement prepared by a group of faculty leaders from New
York and California attributes public criticism of faculty work-
Joads 1o misunderstandings by ~outsiders” who do not appredi-
ate honw universities operate”™ (R Wilson 1997, p. Al2). The
group blame governing boards and administrators i faculty do
not work hard enough, as it is their responsibility to establish

clear expectations and to evaliete professors accordingly . Fae-
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ulty do support some changes in current practice, including ini-
tiating post-tenure reviews, reevaluating how they spend their
time, and increasing the use of new technologies.

But it is Peter Ewell (1994b) who has best captured the
type of miscommunication evident in current conversiations
between those who are outside higher education and those
who are inside. He tells a story of a faculty person who
pleads that “yvou need to muke them (meaning the legisla-
tire) understand the damage they are doing.”™ and kuer a
legislator observes, “They still don't getit, do they? (p. 80).

In this environment, much is not “gotten.” Miscommuni-
cation—when the message is not heard from the speaker's
point of view—is rampant in the exchanges of faculty and
legislarors. In fact. the worlds of faculty and legislators are
not just different, but radicadly different. Faculty believe that
legislators “won't give us the money we need tand we know
vou have),” vet legislators respond that they simply do not
have the money. Faculty charge legislators withy sacrificing
“quality by doing more with less.” vet legislators sav that
faculty need to change what they do. Faculty hear legislators
claim that “faculty don't work hard enough.” vet it is more
likelv that fegislutors mean that studenms are not getting what
they need. Faculty hear legistators say they do not ~trust
faculty 1o do a good job, so we'll run higher education our-
selves.” yet legislators would really prefer higher education
to take responsibility for what it does. Ewell argues that
higher ¢ducation necds 1o pay attention to what outsiders
are saving without interpreting it as a personal attack or
misinformed criticism. but as a sincere attempt to get higher
cdlucation to aitend to several serious problems.

Manv insiders like to state that the United States is Dlessed
with a higher education svstem that-is the envy of the world.
This statement. however, ignores that many believe higher
cducation could do better and that having a vaulted repta-
tion does not protect one from external scruting or prevent
the need for constructive criticism. In other words, although
higher education’s contributions in the past cannot be ignored
and should not be diminished, it does not mean higher edu-
cation is perfect and can avoid making neceded changes.

Two questions point out the ditferent perspectives of
higher education and its external constituents. 'the question
most often asked within higher education is “How can soci-
ety be made o recognize and support the value of what we
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do?” But the question most often asked by legisluors, em-
plovers, parents, and students is “How can higher education
serve us better?” (Pew 1996a. p. 92 This tension s exacer-
bated by the realization that many outside higher education
aready recognize and value what higher education does b
that, as a socicty. we can no longer pay all ofits bills. As for
senvice, higher education helieves that it serves the external

world admirably, providing just the services #feels we need;

the served, on the other hand, regard the current service 1o
be dess than adequate and want more and or different ser-

vices. Unitil the parties find some wav o fully communicate
and understand the opposing points of view, the cross-talk
may continue, to everyone’s ultimane frustition,

The Push for Faculty Workload Studies

Taken together, the states” hudget erises, higher education’s
own rising costs, and the growing perception of bhusiness,
fegistuors, and the public that higher educition necds o
improve its productivity led inexorably 1o the first calls for
studies of faculty workload, This gathering of forees:

i thel eued 1o the prublic perception of the collegicate
ceanipnis as d place of sanctuenry. a place where raties
other than the pavrely financial wieht prevail. o0 Whe-
crer their claims o a sprecial calling, (hese institidions
are nodifferent. o better: no fonger exempt front puih-
lic scrtiny A Poew 1991 0D,

At the same time, the public press produced o number of
scdathing books about higher education and, in particular, a
grecdy and Lazy professoriat (eag., DY Souzd 19910 Huber 1992

smith 1990; Svkes 19881 While those in higher education nmiay

nat ave read these publications, a growing number of eritics
who increasingly could De found among state legishitors and
the federal government did. The situation was ripe for state
action. and, in response, several sttes undertoak studies of
faculty workload, The nest section review the studies andd
their findings.
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RECENT STUDIES AND THEIR RESULTS

States and systems that undertook studies of faculty workload
or productivity often began such efforts in an ebullient spirit
and finished in some discouragement. Studying what faculty
do and produce involves many challenges. and changing
what thev do and produce is even more difficult. Suffice it to
say that faculty workload was not the solution 1o the states”
need for improved productivity from its institutions, but it
would require a number of faculty workload studies to make
it clear.

Studies of Faculty Workload

Definitions of faculty workload

Faculiy workload is commonly defined as time spent on pro-
fessionally appropriate activities, although in other contests, a
faculty member would refer to “workload™ as duties assigned
or completed. Time is a constrained resouyce, as a dav has
onhy so many hours for fulfilling one’s personal, family. and
career obligations. Thus, the focus on faculty time may not
he a suitable substitute tor 2 measure of productivity, but it
does capture the choices made by—and implicit values of—
Erculty in allocating this precious resource.

Three measures of interest are usually used o assess fac-
ulty workload. First is the total number of hours faculiy work
perweek in the fulfillment of their current jobs. Second—of
interest to legisknors—is the number of hours spent cach
week teaching or oninstruction-related activities, Actual
weaching is usually specifically defined s tu time spent in
the classroom, which is a subscet of all related instructional
activities, defined as preparing for class, correcting papers.,
grading. advising, and even rescarch related o preparing
classroom lectures or assignments, Third is the number of
hours spent each week on research or other scholardy activi-
ties. Sometimes this information is reported in terms of
hours, at other times as percent of total effort. In any case,
studies of faculty workload vary substantially by state and
institution, vet they vield Lugely simikiar results, (Some states,
such as ‘Texas, have defined workload™ in terms of semester
credit hours generated. which ney be more appropriately
termed it measure of productivity.)

Several caveats about faculty workload are in order, how-
ever, before reviewing these studies. Difterent studies use
different definitions for similar terms ¢eaching nuny mean
only direct classroon instruction in one study but include
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severd] support activities in another), so direct comparisons
of results are not possible. NCHEMS has worked on the de-
sign of a national database with common definitions of terms,
which will go far toward solving some of the problems with
current studies and datia. But this design is not yet in place,
so current data will have o suffice. It is also important to
understand that these studies used different methods of col-
tecting data: some tfrom self-repons and others trom an ad-
ministrative database, some that used a samipie of faculty and
others that used all freoly, some using one-time datac and
others using longitudinal information. (For a thorough review
ol rescarch methodologies and cautions, see Yuker 198:4,)
These conditions could place in question any one set of re-
sults. but they could also make consistencies even more in-
weresting, given the dispatrity: between studies.

Review of stale studies

Numerous studies have collected data on faculy effort. At
least three major cftforts to collect data have been national in
scope CAstin, Korng and Dey 1991 TS Dept. of Education
1990, 1995} Since 1990, over 15 states and a number of sys-
tems hanve completed studies of faculty workload. (ndivid-
wl institutions or svstens might also have completed stud-
ies, but those studies are not inchuded in this review)) The
appendiv contains an anotated Tist of these studies. While
the mae ay of studies occurred in the Tate 1980s and carly
1990, 1eporting requirements continue to keep facuhy
workload on the legislative agendas of many stes.

Study findings

Table 13 presents the data on totd hours spent per week on
all activities. Whatever the tvpe of institution, faculty seem to
work over 0 hours per week a their jobs and often excedd
30 hours per week. The figures decline substantially, how-
cver, when the measure is hoars spent in the classroom Gsee
whle 1o, While the figures vary by institutional mission. stale.
and vear, the national data from the US, Departinent of Edu-
cution C190D) average a low of 6.6 hours per wecek at research
institutions, ¢ight hours at doctoral institutions, and 10,5 hours
at comprehensive institutions. The figures increase substin-
tally when the measure is pereent of time spent oninstruc-
tional activities (see table T3 variously defined. While the
definition likely impacts “percent of time” Faculiy appear to




TABLE 13
Total Hours per Week Spent in All Activities
Total Hours

Type of Institution Worked per Week
Public Rescarch 57
Private Research 50
Public Daoctoral 35
Private Doctoril 33
Public Comprehensive s2
Private Comprehensive 51
Liberal Arts 52
Public Two-Year 47

Nopcrce Uoso Depte of Pduciion 19971 asmg fall TOS™ dlata

TABLE 14
Average Weekly Classroom Hours

State (Year of Report)

Us. Depic of Education

CLO9 T, using 1987 dato

Virginia (1991

Arizong (199

Minnesota (1992

Washimgton €199 )

California State Eniversias (1o

Institutional Mission
Research
Doctordl

Comprehiensive

Comprehensive
Rescire b Doctoral
Comprehensive
Research
Doctoral
Rescirch
State Universitios
Research
Comprehensive

Average Wecekly
Classroom Hours
(.0
8.0
10,5
11.0

140.0
13.4

Sorree U S Dept of Pducauon 1901, asing 1all 1987 data

spend half or more of their time on various instructional

activitics.

One of the few fongitudinal studies of faculn workload sur-

veved faculty at DePaal University in 1986 and 1992, and
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found thit the percent of tme devoted to teaching and pre-
paring courses declined trom 8.2 percent to 40,7 pereent),
Further. the faculty thought it desirable to spend even less
time on these activities, or 38.7 percent of their time. While
data from the 1250 Department of Education (19960, 1993) ure
not fongitudinal, the findings indicate that the pereent of time
faculty spent on teaching-related activities declined from 56
percent in fall 1987 to S4.3 percent in fall 19092

" TABLE 15 1
Percent Effort on Instruction

Study (Year Percent of Effort on

of Report) Instruction Instruction Includes:

SUNY ¢190m) 5200 Tewching and preparation

Rhode Islandd € Foss) ENTE “Instruc tionad matteny”

Montan. 1990 A Istruciion, course des elopment,
advising

California State - ol feachmy, advising. papenvork

Universiy c[9om

U Dept. of Pducation SO, Teaching. advising.

(9L using 1987 datn superyising students,

drading, preparing clisses,
developing curricula

s Dept of Education S Teaching, advising.

(1993, using 1992 daio supervising siudents,
grading. preparing clisses,
developing curricula

These data, however difficult to compare preciscly, allow
a few maodest conclusions. First, faculty members” eHort on
instruction or instruction-related activities varies by insti-
ttional mission (see able 1) Generally, faculty at two-
vear colleges teach more (or expend a greater percent of
their time on instructional nuatters) than faculty at liberal
arts institutions, whao teach more than faculty at comprehen-
sive institutions, who teach more than faculty at research.
doctoral institutions. The differences in percent of time spent
teaching by faculty rank are less striking (able 16) but can
be characterized by full protessors” alocating o smadler per-
cent of time to teaching activ iies than associate professors,
who spend less time teaching than assistant professors. who
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1
{2




spend less time teaching than instructors or other faculy
twpes. Last, the time spent on research scholarship activities
(seu table 17 s also ditferent by institutional mission, with
faculty at rescarch institutions spending more of their time on
research activities Gapproxinutely 30 percent) than faculty
other types of institutions, with faculty at liberal ans and two-
year colleges spending 8 percent and 3 percent of their time
on research, respectively.

TABLE 16

Percent of Time Spent on Teaching by Institutional
Mission and Faculty Rank

Percent Effort
By Type of Institution

Public Rescarch AA
Private Rescarch Hrh.
Public Doctord AT
Private Dodoral A0y
Public Comprehensive 62y
Privite Comprehensive [QRALY
Liberal Ares 63
Public Twao-Year Tt

By Faculty Rank

Professor YRR
Associate Professor SA
Assistint Professor S0
Instructor o8

Sererce LS Depln of Fducaion 1u0o

I 1989-90, a4 nationwide survey of faculty wies used to
develop aset of nationad norms based on then-existing pat-
terns of faculty work CAsting Korn, and Dey 1991, These
norms, which provided @ basis against which results from
state studies could be compared (see table 180, revealed that
half the professoriat in public universities and four-vear col-
leges taught five to cight hours or nine to twelve hours per
week, respectively. Further, approximately half of the profes-
soridt at both tpes of institutions spent five to twelve hours
per week prepatring for teaching but onh one to four hours
per week advising students. On the other hand, iwo-thirds of
the professoriat spent one o four hours per week on comamit-
ees, and three-fourths of the professoriat spent fewer thun
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TABIE 17

Percent of Time Spent on Research by
Institutional Mission

Type of Institution Percent Effort
Pablic Rescarch 2000
Private Researen At
Public Doctorl 2.
Private Phtorad KM
Public Compreliensive bl
Private Comprehensive g
Libeetl Arts St

{ Public Twe-Year A

Vote Researdv s dlefined s reseatchy schnbusbop, and creaive seonhe,
prepanme or ievies i artscles and hooks, atiendimgt on prepatng for o
Jesstonal mectings ot conlerences, ssimg proposalsatendmg workshops
ot conletences B S Dept of Fducanom 1uam

Mergbee Us Dept of dudon [

four hours per week on adminstrative dates, Researcli and
scholarly writing showed greater variability among instiutional
1 pes, however; one-third of the faculty at public tourvear
colleges spent one o tour hours per week on rescarch. bu
faculty at public universitios were evenly distributedd ireross
severb thime caegories. These figures help o put the resalts
from the separate state stuclies into conteat and 1o confirm
that. despite a number of questions about methodologies used
i these studies, their resudts seem (o bein e with the na
tional norms,

Conclusions from state studies
I one common conclusion can be drass i from these studhes, it
is Ut faculy work fong hours. In fact, @ body of rescarch dog-
uments the stress experienced by faculiy caused by the de-
mands of both work and family (Dev 1991 Dug 199 1 Gelch.
Lo el and Withe 1985 or by heing overestended, with oo
LY interesting projects or obligations (Hampel 1095),
Undoubtediv, the vast nugority of faculty work haed at thedr
ioh=, as currenthy designed. The question is whether thev are
spending thieir time on activitios that reflect institutionat and
state prioritics. Many states woudd answer that they are not. in
terns of sttte responses, however, studies of taculty workload
have resudted i few legislatve actions. In Ohio, for example,
the legistatre muandated o 10 pereent inerease in undergradu-

~
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ate teaching. In West Virginia, the legistature demanded that
faculty productivity exceed the average faculty productivity
of similar institutions by 10 percent. In fFlorida, the fegislature
passed the 12-hour rule: “Each full-time equivalent teaching
faculty member at a university who is paid wholly from state
funds shall teach a minimum of 12 classroom contact hours
per week.” (Exceptions could be grianted for other assign-
ments, however) In Manvland, legistative language directed
the number of courses to be trught. which differed according
o campus mission. In Colorado, institutions adopted policies
requiring faculty to spend 30 hours per week tat Coloradao
state) or 0 percent of their time Gt the University of Colo-
raddo) on teaching and teiching-related activities.

The majerity of legishitive responses have involved initiat-
ing. continuing,. or expanding the requirement to report fac-
ulty members” instructionad effort. A survey prepared for the
State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) found
that 21 states had some mandate for minimum faculty work-
load or for the reporting of faculty workload (see table (9)
(lauke 199 0. The majority of states require reporting of
mstructional ¢ffort, perhaps in an attempt to focus atention
on an activity it wants to increase. An update on state activi-
ties found that the number of states requiring reports of -
ulty effort rose 1o 23

One can interpret this lack of legiskuive action in two
wavs, Either legislatures are loathe to legislate in this area, or
they are hopeful that with continued legistative pressure—
such as through the requirement of reporting—institutions
will address productivity issues on their own, and with beter
results. Legislttures mav be aware that workload is a com-
plex and highly charged issue and that a simple. legishuively
mandated solution will therelore not work, Their patience
may be short-lived and the need o have instiutions actively
waork on appropriate changes ever more essential. however

Studies of Faculty Productivity
Definitions of faculty productivity
One might conclude. perhaps correctiy, that the real guestion

hiding hehind the effort to understand how faeulty spend their

time is how productiv e faculty are. The two words-—workload
and praductivity—should not he contused. although they are
commonly used interchangeahly, Workload traditionally cap-
tures how time is spent, while productivity is a4 measure of

Either legis-
latures are
loatbe to
legisiate in
this area, or
they are
bopeful that
with contin-
ued legisla-
tive pres-
sure—such
as through
the require-
ment of re-
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TABLE 18
National Norms for Percent of Faculty Effort

Hours per Week All Public Public 4-Year  Public 2-Year
Institutions  Universities Colleges Colleges
Scheduled Teacbing
None 0.3 0.6 02 0.2 ]
— .2 12.2 S0 2.2 i
-8 202 477 19.6 5.1 ’
-2 320 271 5.0 1.8
13-106 7.0 0.0 186 Al.o
1"=20 101 +.0) 0 239
21-34 3.9 1.0 A3 18.5
35—t 0s 1 .S 3
£5 or More .1 0.0 0] 0.3
Prepraration for Teaching .
None 0.4 .5 0. 0.3
T—4 S 1o TS sy
5-8 220 20t} 221 226
U-12 252 254 219 20.0
13-10 173 16~ 171 7.3
17=20 FAR s 152 139
2134 9.4 ~3 100 K9
35—ty 2 1] 22 1.9
5 or Maore 0" 0.0 (Vi 0.~

Advising Counseling Students

None 2.0 3.2 2= Y
|1 36.0 59 3 SR S8
S0 205 R Al REN
H-12 S0 08 9 0"
1 3-16 20 1.5 2.0 1.0
17-20 [SRY! {(ry) 0.8 1]
21--3 1 V.4 0§ 03 -
451 ] (TN 1] (2
1S or More 0.0 (. 0.0 0.0

what is produced with that time. Faculty note, quite correctly,
that the percent of time spent on select activities or the nuim-
her of hours spent in the classroont is not i valid measure of
their productivity (Cooper and Hensley 19930 One can work
long hours and be unproductive, and one can be extremely
productive with modest expenditures of time. The contusion
with regard to terms may be exacerbated by the Lick of mea-
sures of productivity, giving rise to the predilection 1o use
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Committee Work - Meetings

None -LO 1.0 Al
1—t 6H3.6 063.8 0603
58 20.0 2.4 239
9-12 13 S 3.3
15-16 1.1 1.5 1.2
17=-20 0.3 0.5 0.4
21-34 0.1 0,1 0.2
35—4 (L0 0.u 0.0

45 or More 0.0 (1.0 0.0

Other Administration

None 305 30.1 AT 0
|—1t 8.0 M) 7.0
S8 11.5 11.2 11.0
=12 3.8 S 5.9
13-16 3.0 2.6 35
17=20 2.3 22 28
21-34 1.7 1.5 2.2
3511 0.1 0.s 0.3
-5 or More (.2 0. (.3
Research/Scholarly Writing

None 20.2 St 13.5
1—1 RANRY 1= 33.3
3-8 154 1.0 19.8
0-12 124 18.3 13~
13-106 =3 L0 78]
17=20 6" 13.2 3.
21-34 6.3 12.4 1.6
35—+ 1.8 i) 0.9
45 or More 1.0 2.0 0.5

— o= b T
[y T I e SN

—_
| RO SR | |

(),

Sonrce Asting Korm, and Dy 1991

measures ol workload, however dubitable they may be. Until
goaod measures of productivity are available, il is not likely
that the focus on waorkload will wane.

Despite these caveats, the two words share some charie-
teristics. Both are difficult to define, and both sufter from
changing vadues: What was valued in terms of what was
produced in the past may not be what is valued today.

Our understanding of productivity
Faculwy productivity has traditionully been defined as research
productivity,” or the number of publications produced in

Faculty Worklocid Stiddies
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"TABLE 19
States with Mandates to Report Faculty Workload

Mandate from Higher Mandate from
No Mandate (27) Education Authority (7) State Legislature (17)
Aliabuin Arizona Arizomt
Alaska Hhnois Connecticut
Arkansas lowa Floricda
Ciditornm Mississippi Inchana
Colorado Oregon kengucky
Delaware Rhodes Islanad Louisian
Georgia Wisconsin Marviand
Haw aii Massachusetls
Idatio Minnesot
Ndansas New Mesico
Maune Ohio
Michiaan Pennsyhvania
NMissourn south Caroldina
Mopina Texas
Nebiuasha Ulah
Nevada Washington
New Tampshine Weost Vrginia
New Joersen
New Yok
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
South Ditkona
Tennessee
Nermont
\rgini.
Wyoming

Seorces Tlaahe 1990 Phnes and Thaham 1990

vaatr or - lifetime. This area of study has a long and creditable
history see Cresswell 1985 [ora review ) We know, for in-
stance, that feulty rescarch productivine s ticd to insantional
mission, the environment of the host department, the avail-
Abiity of rescarch-oriented colleagues, wining ina tradition
of research as i graduate student, and spending time on re-
—scarch activities Bentley and Blackburn 1990; Blackburn and
Lawrence 1995: Hekelman, Zyvzanski. and Flocke 1993). More-
orver, some evidenee suggests the existence ol “stratification”
or, ore colloquiadly, an minvisible college™ that influences the

I
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publication of scientists trained at or working in influential
institutions (MeNamee and Willis 1994). That study of publicu-
tion patterns in teading journals of chemistiy. ccononmuies, _
philosophy. and sociology between 1900 and 1985 indicates ,
that onh 2 few prestigious academic institutions were repre- ‘. .facu.lly m
sented in the journals studied. the social

A study of faculty productivity—defined as publications—— sciences
_and pay found the relaionship was stronger in depatments were the
with strong norms emphasizing rescarch and disciplines with — only group
scientific paradigms (Konrad and Pletfer 1990). In another where
studhy of faculty productivity—again defined as publicanons-—  consistent
and cost, new faculty and higher-cost faculiy explained 62 though
percent of the variance in production of publications (xoble, modest re-

Crvns, and Laury 1992). These studies tend to suppert the tru- lationships
ism that research is more prevalent, supported, and rewarded

S o : ) existed be-
in institutions that emphasize it more particularly inorescarch

o - : tween the
and doctoral institutions, and that it is performed by voung
) : L number of
scholars and the more experienced Faculiy who have found \
s ot roserd i IR ‘ published
stccess and or personal reward inits performance. But as

others noted in the carlier section on the dismal condition of articles and

much current research. this is productivity defined as numeri- — @# nstruc-

cal analvsis, with the quality of the rescearch presumed by tor’s effec-

having reached publication in a peer-reviewed journal. tiveness.
Some attempt has been made o investigate the assertion

that being a4 good rescarcher complements a faculty member’s

teaching ability. A sample of over 4.000 taculty fronm a variety

of institttions found that faculy in the social sciences were

the only group where consistent though modest relationships

existed between the number of published articles and an in-

structor's effectiveness (Centra 1983). Nor did it find suppon

For a ~general abiliy™ factor, with the conclusion that the rela-

tionship hetween performance in the two areas is cither non-
cxistent or too modest to conclude that one enhances the

other (Centra 19830, A Later study that discussed commaon
causes of research and weaching skilis such as academic rank.
general ahilitv, personality, and amount of time spent on
resaireh found. on average, a veny small positive association
Ietween rescarch productivity and teaching effectiveness, as
assessed by students CFeldman 19870 Inany case. it woulkd
appear that the issue of whether purstit of anactive rescarch
agenda enhances teaching effectiveness must continue to e
studdicd. In the meantime, the belief that rescarch enhanees
teaching seems o powertul one.
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But if research productivity at least has a methodology,
teaching productivity has little discernable literature ormethod-
ology. In fact. the struggle to develop measures of productivity
related to an institution's instructional mission has been difticult
because of a lack of understanding of the outcomes of teach-
ing in any other means than student credit hours or degrees
granted. Both, one would hope, may stand in for students’
actual leaming, but neither is directly tied 10 the amount or
quality of students” leaming.

Instead, the emerging emphasis on teaching has focused
on the development and refinement of the “teaching portfo-
lin,” about which research and evaluation studies are becom-
ing available (see Centra 1994 Murrav 1995). The portfolio.
and other forms of assessing how well faculy teach such as
peer review of teaching, should provide a means 1o evaluate
the quality of teaching and may, with some thoughttulness,
tackle the question of its productivity as well. Further research
on teachers” competencies (e.g.. Smith and Simpson 1995) and
cvaluation of teaching using o talent development maodel (e.g.,
sadowski and Hess 1994) will help build a base of knowledge
with which to better understand a teacher's excellence and
productivity. In the meantime, it should be remembered that
no consensus currently exists about what constitutes high-
quadity teaching (Bluckburn and Lawrence 1995).

A wiy Lo assess productivity as it relates o that portion of a
faculty members assignment called “service™ is also needed. In
one survey, faculty were asked their definitions of public ser-
vive, generally defined as using faculty expertise to address so-
cictt] needs for the benefit of the public (Schomberg and
Farmer 1994). Service has been defined as work: that draws
upon one’s professional expertise and is an outgrowth of one’s
academic discipline. In fact, it is composed of ... teaching and
rescarch but directed o ard a different audience™ (BElman
1094, p. 2. Regional acereditation processes could e a valu-
able means for changing existing methods of Ereulty evilua-
tion (Elman 199 H—and perhaps workloads and rewards., as
well We will need o pav atention to developing appropriate
measures—whether quantitative or qualitative—that help cap-
ture the variants of public service for the various disciplines
and what “productive’

service might be.

As produciivity in teaching and service is defined. some of
the lessons from the extensive litersture on research productiv-
ity should be remembered. We know that productivity in re-




search can be different for faculty from different groups. more
particularly for minorities and women (see Konrad 1991).
Moreover, we must expect productivity to wax and wane as
faculty careers mature, talents are developed. and individuals
adijust to different needs and family circumstances. Productivity
cannat be linear, and it may ke different forms over time.

Last, interviews with faculty underscored their profession-
alism and their commitment to "be the best they can be”
(Massy and Wilger 1995, p. 19). Faculty care about their pro-
ductivity but characterize it as maximizing rescarch and pub-
lications. They are as efficient and eftective as possible, and
many work long hours, but the demands of research often
mean that teaching is “satisficed” (doing ¢nough to mect 2
standard of quality). And faculty view productivity as syn-
onvmous with results, not the rato of outputs o inputs. as
an cconomist would. Thus, improving productivity for these
taculty means increasing outputs rather than producing the
same or greater outpuat at lower cost. These findings confirm
that faculty do care about productivity and work hard to
produce it, but that they value research productivity highly
and instructional productivity to a lesser extent.

Problems with Workload and Productivity
Ax might be obvious. the current focus on facuity workload
and productivity has numerous problems. Measures of work-
load can capture only o faculty time is spent. not how
cell it is spent. Faculty do not regard measures of workload
with confidence. nor do they often comprehend the real
concerns hiding behind the focus on contact hours. Thus.
current measures of workload tend to capture how fuculty
work has been described traditionally (e.g.. teaching, re-
search. service) and not what states might prefer to result
from the efforts of faculty. Legislators for their part rarely
articulate the need to focus more on students, instead tatk-
ing about faculty’s “spending more time in the classroom.”
When studies reveal that faculty spend a small number of
hours in the classroom, the normat legislator is appalled.
and no amount of explaining about the many hours spent
on other activities appears to change this opinion.
Morcover, measures of productivity have vet to be devel-
oped in any arca except for research productivity. And even
in this arca, the chosen measure does not evaluate the qual-
ity of the research produced. except 1o rely on peer review
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as the harbinger of quality rescarch. Wavs to capture pro-
ductivity in teaching and service are an important. yet miss-
ing, component of measuring productivity.

“Productivity problems are often rooted in a confusion
about the ultimate objective of higher education] and a lack
of clarity about the ultimate customer™ (Hevdinger and Sim-
sek 1992, p. 15 —true of both worklouad and productivity.
None of our current measures of workload or productivity
are clear about the ultimate objective and customer: Where is
the student to be found in “hours spent teaching™ and “num-
ber of publications per vear™

But one cannot hope for a change in focus away from fac-
ulty workload and productivity. A recent repont urged col-
leges and universities to define and measure faculty produc-
tivity (Commission on National Investment 1997), Until better
meisures and better approaches are developed for gathering,
understanding. and interpreting information about what fac-
ulty do and how well they do it however, current measures
of workload and productivity will likely be retained. They ave
both symptom and cause of our inability 1o analvze accu-
rately the real problems that face us.

The List two sections atempt o provide a greater focus
on issues relating 1o productivity. The next one discusses
barriers 1o change, and the final one presents a number of
approaches that have greater potentiad for improving pro-
ductivity and performance in higher education than the cur-
rent focus on faculy workload




BELIEEFS AS BARRIERS TO SOLUTIONS

If focusing on faculty workload is not a useful solution 1o
higher education’s problem of productivity, what is? And if
states are serious about encouraging institutions o improve

roductivity, what wouid be a more useful focus? But before
roductivity, what wouid be a ful focus? But bet

answers to these questions can be made clear it is important
(o ask what other barriers exist to improving faculty or insti-
tutional productivity. For in the identification of barriers,
possible solutions cannot be far behind.

Perhaps the line from the “Pogo” cartoon stiip has been
onerused, but it is apt in our situation, and so we will use it
again: "We have met the enenmny and he is us.” The eneny s
within us, and it is the assumptions, beliefs, and uuditions tht
limit our ability to think ditferently. This section presents an
overview of several behiefs that are so common s to be truths,
SO ingrown as o bhe permuanent. But these beliets are neither
truths nor permanent. And they muost be seen tor what they
are it we are to go bevond them, to solutions,

The Teaching Paradigm

The fallicy many operate under is that teaching equiates
with lecturing and that the classroom is the ondy place

w here tearning ocvurs. Both beliels are dangerous in that
they will likely impede our abifity to redesign a very differ-
ent tpe of higher education in the future, And this beief is
not the provinee of Lreulty wlone: I is held by many legisla-
tors who think that regulating contiet hours or time spent In
facaltv in the chissroom will actualiv have an effect on the
quadity: or amount of students” learing.

We hnow that the traditional lecture is inctfective, and now,
with the advent of weehnologices that allow stadents” decess 1o
cducation on a Lirge scale, the lectare may bee inefficient as
well I presumes that information may be passed from one
prerson o the next by mere telling, which ignores current re-
seatrdh on students” fearning styles, the importance of acdtive
learning, and what information is. Information is not static but
dyinamic, it is not “content” —as inthe content of education to
e passed from teacher to student—but it provides “order .
prompts gromth L Landd defines what s adine” OW heatley
1992, p. 1021,

Marcover, waching often oceurs with no sign that studenis
buve learned anvthing as a result, In Lact, higher education
has often emphasized s elite function by plcing the respon
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sibility for learning on the student, allowing faculty 1o say 1
tiught. but they did not learn.”

We must “move away from the concept of instruction as
inextricably linked to hours in class™ (Brinkman 1992, p. 29).
We know that students learn more from their peers than from
their interactions with faculty (Astin 1993). This beliet will be
difficult to give up. as it is most prevalent among those who
have assumed that the only valuable learning (that which
higher educartion promotes and certifies) occurs in class-
rooms. not in such environments as the workplace or from
life experiences.

The gains in produdivity resulting from information tech-
nology will be limited by the “view that learning occurs only
when student and teacher are together in a classroom™ (Brink-
man 1992, p. 29). The wadition of ~teaching as talking™ and
“learning as listening™ conributes 1o a “sticky™ production func-
tion that holds our conception of what level of productivity is
possible to the current productivity of traditional instruction
(Zemsky and Massy 1995) Faculty are reluctant to view tech-
nology s a wav to substitute capitad for labor and thus im-
prove the productivity of students” learning (Aassy and Zem-
sky 1993 with a =sticky™ view of the production of learning,
technology will be an add-on™ cost and will not help institu-
tions improve productivity. Evidence of the sticky™ function of
our current teaching assumptions is that when student en-
rollments are varied, the number of faculty vane cosely. indi-
cating that universities actually have very similar assumptions
about the productivity of the faculty student relationship
(Olson 1994).

The classroom lecture tends to encourage the perception
that faculy are the penultimate experts and that students are
best advised to sit passively and ke notes that capuure the
views of the person behind the lectern. Given therapid ex-
pansion of information made available through the Inernet.
faculty increasinghy recognize that they cannot. and need not,
be experts in a feld.

Further. teachers who lecture, albeit ina most impressive
and stimulating manner, are stll practicing active learning only
for themselves: students tend o receive therr words mostly
passively. The traditional lecture tends to keep both faculty
and students in bondage 1o a model of education that will
serve neither panticulary well in the future,
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Measuring Inputs

It is a truism of measurement that we measure what we can,
not what we ought. Afterward, our measures ke on the pa-
tina of respectability, of capturing important retationships
whether they do soor not. Inthe past, higher education has
bueen prone to define quality in werms of a0 number of inputs—
the number of full-tinwe faculiy . the number of books in the
librarv. the number of students in a class, for example. These
ems can be casily counted and are sufficienthy reasonable to
seem o stand for some sort of quality,

We have measured such timesrelated inputs as credit
hours, the number of weeks ina semester, and the amount
of contact between students and faculiv, and we have taken
them for some sign of quality, The Carnegie course unit—-i
proxy {or measuring studenis™ learning—presumes that one
fearns Min proportion as one sits in the presence of a laculty
member for 1s-week periods™ (Pew 19920, p. 6A). Once
again, these things are casier to measure than what afl the
credit hours and all the weeks in all the semesters were de-
signed o promote—students” learning,.

Of course. taculty have traditionally had the responsibility
for assessing whether students have met the course's objec-
tives and for grading theie pertormance. While this system
bats worked well for many vears, it is increasingly under at-
tack by disgruntled emplovers who want to know what grad-
wittes know and are able to do and by members of the pub-
lic who see college graduates who do not appear to pos-
sess college-level skilks, ¢And in an environment of con-
strained resources, asking how much the state or individual
i~ getting for iis appropriation or wition is increasingly
likelvo Teis not simphe i case of questioning faculty judg-
ment, but of seceking some sort of external validation of
those judgments in terms emplovers can understand and
LANPAVErS ¢an see.

But “can measures of learning be devised that are readiiy
understeod and aceepted both within the acadenn and inso-
ciety genentlv? What troubles those whao pose fthis question]
is the academy’s insistence that measurement is next o impos-
Sible™ (Pew 19900, p. ). Measurement niay clearly be ditfieudt,
but solving difficuli problems is the sine qua non of nemy able
resedre hers, The daim that measurement is impossible does
not ring true: it sounds peevish
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trefuse to believe that a commuainy theat has learned
Dbowe to measire the distance to the farthest galaxies
and 1o predict the ontcomes of elections before they
accnr can deeni #Cimpossible (o determine the quiality
coted quantity of its onen principde products (Langenberg
1992, po 11,

The Tyranny of Time

We currently believe that time spent is some close approxi-
mation of learning acqguired. 1t is not the “tume-on-task™ that
resciarchers find correlates to achievement. I is, however, the
presumption that credit hours, contact hours, quarters, and
semesters adre the only blocks of time within which students
iy learn Csee O Banion 1993), These concepts of time are
trannous, because they mold our carrent structares in swavs
that are convenient for the organizzaion. and are comfortable
and known for those within the organization, but may be
madequate Tor students.

Much of the relorm of the K=12 system has been an -
tempt to mose the svstem away from “seat time”™ and “Car-
negic units” toward locusing on students” fearning, These
time units did not vary even though ciarning vaned, but we
are moving now towaed a svstem where leaming is held
constant and tme swill vary,

The Problematic Faculty

Two aspects of faculty fife are important 1o remember. First,
while many in the external eovironment view facalty as highly
autonomous, faculty may have Ditte actaal power over such
areas is contact hour FCUCIeNLS, FCListaton sysieins, Class-
room assignments. cquipment purchases and assignment for

use. aecreditation stndards, budgeting, sand the deployiment off

resources. Second, the provision of imodern education s 2
highly cooperative venture, depending on the joint effons of
other Taculty, administrators, st liberians and student ser-
vice personned, food and housing senvices, ground crews, and
protective services. Freuliv do not act alone i the efion to
cducare stadents,

Theretore, focusing on individuwal facaltv as change sggents
may not he sallicient—which is nor to sav e mdividual
Laculty e powerless o poor leaders, for the reverse s trae.
Two examples, however, itlustrate thie point. The Nationad




Science Foundation spent millions of dollars on awards to
individual faculty members to improve individual courses at

individual institutions. In the 1980s, 13M spent additionat —
millions funding more than 3,000 individual faculty projects.

White both agencies meant well, neither program achieved Ratber than

results beyond the individual classroom. Clearly, making make one
change in an individual classroom benefits the students member re-
within it. and thus these effonts are not failures, But both sponsible
agencies intended their efforts 1o be more wide-ranging, for every-

These examples illustrate two points. First, the predilec- thing, per-
tion to blame faculty for evervthing wrong in higher educ- baps every-
ton may be both mispluced and short-sighted, for it is nei-

ther true nor conducive to encouraging collaboration on one needs to

appropriate scluttons, Faculty make attractive tirgets, and fe_'el respon-
increasingly “others blame faculty members for the real or sible for the
perceived shortcomings of our colleges™ (Lovett 1995, p, success of

B2y But tugeting all facuty with the qualities exhibited by the entire
onfv a few or blaming the entire protession for all the prob-  enterprise.
lems experienced by their institutions is not the way (o en-
courage collaborative problem solving,
sceond. faculty are partners in i system, and it is well to
remember that systems comprise interconnected and inter-
dependent parts, cach part afecting others in wavs that are
sometimes difficult to predict. Faculty are not alone respon-
sible for everything that tukes place in an institution; they
play i significant role, hut so do all the other members of
the organization—administrators, stalt, and students. Rather
than make one member responsible for evervthing, perhaps
cvervone needs (o feel responsible for the success of the en-
Hre enterprise.

Market Competition

The pereeption has been that higher education has had
near-monopoly on the provision of postsecondiry education
and of widelhy accepted credentials, With the increase in po-
entiad educational custamers, the emerging Infornution Su-
perhighwav, and businesses” growing dissatisfaction with the
quality ol our graduates, however, has come the development
ol a new nuarket for ecducaional services and the means for
satisfving those new needs and customers, “Unfettered by the
trackitions of the academy,” these new providers are prepating
services and materiais that appeal o lamers-—yvoung and old
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alike—who are “accustomed o shopping tor the services
they seek™ (Pew 1990:, p. 3). Postsecondary education is muak-
ing the transition to o commuodity rather than @ public good.

Some of these new educational providers will be ereated
by for-profit entities, and others—such us the IBM Global
Campus and the Western Governers Universie—will use ex-
isting courses and services from traditional institutions that
are appropriate for distance detivery, “Virual™ universities
will continue to proliferate as this new market evolves and
new entrants attempt to capture i niche within it

If higher education does not recognize that it will face un-
precedented competition—not from a traditional four-year
cotlege but from an entitv held ogether by a Web site—it will
not adjust to the market and will lose its vaulted position.
such a situation could lead o a sense that trditional institu-
tions are incapable of providing services required by students
and parents. feading ulimately to questions about the viability
of some institutions and ultimatedy to their possible demise,

Old Contentions and the Tactics of Opposition

As I society, Americans are known for their litigiousness and
willmgness to fight for their beliels, ilustrated in the follow-
ing examples included in Acideme Today,™ a daily report
produced by The Chronicle of Higher Fditcation (November
19, 19906

o Seventeen tenured faculty sue the University of Southern
California over the dedision to slash faculty safaries.

o Fuculty at Southern Hinois University at Carbondale have
voted to form a union.

o ‘Teaching assistants strike at the University of Californua.

» Teaching assistants try to form o union at Yale University,

o Republican leaders in Congress announce their intent to
examine the rising costs of attending college.

While these sactions are the right of cach group—and may be
necded—they demonstrate our predilection for confrontation
and old wavs of handling long-standing contentions

If the problems facing higher education are serious, and
affect us alll we may not be able o afford o indulge in our
ustdl wavs of handling differences. It will require enormous
courage to v down our accus tomed Jegalistic weaponry
and confrontationa tactics and engage in new wavs of re-
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solving problems. I we do not. however, our old conten-
tions will surely be tomorrow's contentions.

The Seriousness of the Situation )

Higher education has faced difticulties before and survived.
To some. the problems fucing states and institutions reviewed
carlier are not serious, just an aberration that can be solved
by waiting for better times to return, that in fact, there are

no problems in higher education that cannot be solved by
additiona funding. from states or students, whichever is
more likely.

Unfortunately. higher education cannot “hope for a ¢yveli-
cal upturn that restores funding o previous levels™ (Pew
199064, p. ). Some sort of self-examination and redirection
seems in order. it only the seriousness of the situation can be
made clear, Like in the movie Apoflo 13, higher education is
getting too many phone calls conveying the same message:
“Weve got a problem™ (Pew 1996h),

Those outside higher education, especially legislators, worry
that =if left to its own devices. the acadenny would address
change largely by remaining the same™ (Pew 1990a, p. 4. Yt
this course will likely result in the worst outcomes: waning
public support and waxing criticism,

A Lack of Leadership

What normally happens when problems arise? We deny their
reality, ignore the danger signs, increase revenues instead of
cutting costs, put off the problent (perhaps through some cre-
ative accounting). and then cut back as painfessly as possible
(Dunn 1992). Budgets are frozen, across-the-board cuts imple-
mented. retirees not replaced. equipment budgets slashed.
and nuintenance deferred. These incremental actions provide
us with the illusion of action bhut may actually prevent our
engaging in serious consideration of real solutions. Presidents
and academic leaders spend “1oo much energy and time on
ameliorating svmiptoms instead of addressing the root causes
of what is ailing higher education™ (Lovett 1995, p. B The
tpicdl reaetion is to “look for someone else to blame™ and o
point fingers at others Cthose stingy fegiskators and alumni,
those tenured faculty members who resist change. those un-
derprepired students, ... that incompetent president and her
hurcaucrats™) rather than working 1ogether to solve core
problems (p. B

What nor-
mally bap-
pens when
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reality, ig-
nore the
danger
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increase
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instead of
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and then cut
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We raact, “offer rebuttals, make excuses. get defensive”
(AMvers 1993, p. S) Administrators, charged by faculty 1o pro-
tect them from external demands. are increasingly in the
role of the messenger who gets shat (Pew 1990b),

Leadership is a dangerous endeavor, because no one ap-
pliuds the bringer of bad news—which may eaplain the

pawucity of feadership. This situation is untonunate beciuse
we desperately need individuals with the heart and

will to

“tackle the tongh problems frcing us todny and move us to-

wirdd tomorrow’s version of higher education.

But words will not be enough. They will be useful in un-
derstanding the problem and forming a vision of the future,
but sictions—perhaps even bold ones—will be needed in
short arder. Solutions will result from heliets different from
those outlined in this section and the will 1o act on them.
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USEFUL SOLUTIONS

This section focuses on what changes might be more con-
ducive to improving productivity than continuing the states’
emphasis on studving what faculty do or regulating taculy
workload, These solutions-—and more and betier ones may
arise as experience with these dareas grows—appear to offer
higher education institutions new tools, new frameworks.
and new assumptions with which to ask the difficult ques-
tions about what they can do ditterenthy and how. Stes
also need o examine their own assumptions and atign their
actions with the solutions that might actually bring about the
improvements desired.

These solutions draw heavily from the proposed shift from
teaching to learning (see Barr and Tagg 1993 and the restruc-
wring that higher education must undergo to remain viable in
the coming Knowledge Age (see Dolence and Norris 19030,
The next century, so nearly upon us, will likely bring new
challenges and new opportunities. The fiest Step is o realize
that much of higher education’s world has changed and o
begin understanding—to the extent it is known—how it can
transform itself to succeed i its nes waorld.

Let Go .

The kev to resuucturing higher educition is to start the pro-
cess (Guskin 1990). We do not neaed 1o have a finished plan
in place betore beginning. nor do we need to have all ques-
tons answered before one step can be taken. In fact, possi-
ble solutions for the higher education erisis that s upon us
call for the knowledge that:

Transiormation of any sort—ehether hreman or chemi-
cell or corprorcale—is e prerifons passage at best. calling for
a radical letting po, ciid ane opeiniess (o the iniluonn.
Is heird to imagine anything more frightering, And s
hewvd 1o fined a neove likeh rovite (o progress—for i lot-
liig oo of the old form, we create the space for a neir
Jorng that will work coen betier: 1t comes down simply (o
Iis: theit 10e cen’t advenice as long s iwe've bolding tisht
torehett ne lortger works, And e hare to break the nioled
before a nea forn cane enierge (Narjorie Keblv, cited in
Guskin 1996, p. 28),

similarlyv, while the “problem is the svstem.” saving, that
“sustemic change™ s needed does not tell us what the con-
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tent of that change should be™ O irchese 1993, po 0. We
know what should change, but we are less clear about what
it should be changed to, Tor “vou can’t see the end from the
beginning™ (Norris 1990b, p. 8). But we must begin the jour-
ney. and most writers would agree that focusing on students
is the place to begin the process.

Focus on Students’ Learning

The most important adjustment may be o change our focus
from teaching o learning, Learmning should be “the basic busi-
ness of any college™ (Scott 1993, p. 3). but it does not mean fo-
cusing on teaching, which actually emphasizes the “privileges
and perquisites of faculty.” By focusing on learning, “we turn
Hention to the needs of students and society™ (p. 31, Doing so
will include reconsidering assumptions about teaching and
learning and serioushy exploring the changes in faculty work,
institutionad structures, and dacademic policies that o focus on
students” learning would require.

This reexamination of assumptions has been described
as wshitt from areaching paradigm o a learning parachgm
(Barr and “Tagg 1993), Such wshift will require a monumental
change in perceptions and expectations, a change that will
require rethinking administrative structures, instructional pro-
cesses, and faculty roles. In the teaching paradigm, collieges
provide instruction, in the learning paradigm, colleges pro-
duce learnivg. The shift captures a change in focus from one
on means 1o one on ends, The implications of this change in
mission are far-reaching and will likely cause enormous
havoe and discomfort tor those firmly ensconced in the old
tradittons: nevertheless, it is this difficult movement to the
new paradigm—which is not new to manv-—that can revive
and renew the higher education enterprise. In the davs
ahead, more writers Hike Boggs (19935-90) and O Banion
(1993-00) will continue work on what the new paradigm
means, what it will look like when it is implemented. and
whaut it can produce for students and their institutions o
higher learning.

Many other writers have stressed the need to focus on
stucdents” fearning. The focus, they sav, should be changed
to procuctivity in fearning and higher education’s “produc-
tivity problem” recast to he “insufficient learning,” not exces-
sive costs (Johnstone 1993, 1990), The culprits of insalficient
learning are:

L
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1. Excessive drift and aimless academic exploration, with
academic schedules too often geared to the personal
convenience of the teacher or the student:

2. Excessive nonlearning time resulting from vacations and

poor use of the entire learning day;
. Unproductive learning that results from an inabiliny 1o
focus on studies;
+. Insutficient use of self-paced leaming: and .
. Insutticient use of college-level fearming during high
school (Johnstone 1996, pp. 1-2).

%
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Productive learning, then, would involve reversing these
conditions to:”

I Masimize learning per unit o instructional resouree
(e g, teaching time):

2. Minimize the downtime in student fearning:

3. Reduce aimiess curricular exploration:

t. Maximize potential college-level learning during the Tast
veurs in high school;

S, Help students acquire beuer study habits and lessen
some of the distractions of jobs, athletios. or soctalizing:
and

6. Beter individualize the pace of students’ learning (e.g..
through the expanded use of technology) (Johnstone
1990, p. 2.

“Academic departments fshould) more closely match fae-
ulty interests and capabilities with [studenis’] needs and
lcarning” and place "more responsibility on students them-
selves™ CMeGuinness and Ewell 1994 p. 1. The first directive
focuses on the institution's responsibility to maximize stu-
dents” learning through whitever means necessary, the sce-
ond on students” responsibility o make their time spent at
the institution as valuable and efficient as possible, Clearly.
we will need oty institutional change and greater responsi-
bility on students to affect productivity in learning.

Moreover, “placing students and their learming needs ahead
of faculty preferences will huve a profound impact on every-
thing we now do™ (Plater 1993, p. 240 In the past. faculty as-
suniedd that they knew students’ needs and objectives better
than the students themseh es. While “there is truth in this prem-
ise.” it is not enough for faculty o ignore students” own defini-
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tion of need™ (p. 240 This change will require an entirely dif-
ferent relationship with students, one that puts their needs at
the center of the enterprise.

And this change has a number of implications for faculty:
Their role will be increasingly defined in terms of their abil-
ity to fadlitate students’ leming. The issue is

. ot simply to work barder at teaching but to work
Starier—to engage students in miore bitensice cnd effec-
tive learning commauiiitios; o shifl from passive to active
approaches to learying: to shift from instrocting stieclents
abottt thirtgs (corering subjects i to helping stadents learn
b to do things (cacquire complex abilities) and to ac-
quiire the deeper levels of briewledge e call vonclerstand-
ing el jredgment (Fdeerion 1993¢. p. 0),

This restructuring of faculty roles will likely oceur along the
lines outlined carlier (see Guskin 199 D). With the advent of the
new technologies and the information available over the Inter-
net, faeulty will not—and could not—know all the information
about a ficld. Besides, students will need o develop learning
and information-processing skills 1o tike advantage of the
Internet and succeed in the future. Hyvpertest and CD-ROM
technologies will encourage students o pursue self-paced and
self-directed learning thae will require faculty o perform fess
like ~the sage on a stage”™ and more like “the guide on the
side I fecturing is 1o passive for students, faculty may opt to
use simple technologies such as videotaped lessons or more
advanced technologies to convey information to students,
thereby freeing faculty dme o interact with students at higher
levels. Faculty will need to design. maodify, and assess stu-
dents” learning experiences and mentor students in their of-
forts 1o develop their abilities to the highest estent possible.

Some writers (e.g, Atkinson and Tuzin 19920 have muain-
tained that focusing on students” tearning will mean that fe-
ulty need to ke greater personal responsibility for lower-
division and general education courses. Currently, this tevel
of instruction is defegated to graduate assistants, lecturers,
and untepured professors. Although they may do an able job,
their tempaorany or junior status belies a hidden message
about the importance placed on their work,

A recent redehnition of educational quality: deemphasizes
inputs and vaditional eaching and learning processes. It

Of
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proposes instead that quality be driven by “Ainess-for-use”
criteria, wherehy the goals of students” learning provide the

“why” of education within which its curricula, processes,

and teaching and learning methods are organized (Massy —
and Wilger 1996). Faculty manage the educational process. Thus, it is
assess the process and students” achievement, and work to important
continuously improve it. that bigher

This transformation has been described as the building of  education
a “national learning infrastructure” (Heterick 1995), Whereas undertake
the nation has an extraordinary research infrastracture com- to define its
prising rescarch universities and government laboratories and product:
a feaching infrastiucture comprising institutions of higher j
cducation that support the work of faculty, we kack a na- what skills,
tional fearning infrastructure. Such an infrastructure would knowledge,
address higher education’s need to improve quality, Tower and compe-
COsLs, Incredse aceess, and increase productivity. tencies—

and level of

Define Outputs proficiency
The push for greater accountability and for studies and re- for each—
porting of fuculty workload may be tvaced 1o a number of we expect
Erctors, not feast of which may he the “inadequate wavs of our gradu-
accounting for what students have learned™ (Plater 1995, p.
23 With no way to measure or assess what students learn,

ates to

. . - ) 0OSSess.
external bodies have focused on the information that was p

availuble: measures of input (such as faculty workload or
time spent in the classroom).

Thus, it is important that higher education undertake to
define its product: what skills, knowledge. and competen-
cies—and fevel of proficiency for cach—we expect our
graduates 1o possess. More simply, what does a baccalaure-
ate degree mean in terms of these qualities? s it a centain
number ol credit hours. a certain configurition of courses,
or a “specified standard of competeney at a certified level of
quattity ™2 (Plater 1995, p. 28). “We are no better than the stu-
dents we graduste™ (pe 293 and institutions can and will
continue to be evaluated by the skills and experiences of its
graduates. In fact, o time could come when students” fearn-

g outcomes are the only measure of an institution’s pro-
ductivity, and faculty workload will no longer be anissue of
concern as long as the institution is producing evidence that
students are leamning and learning productively and well.
While Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) have done yeonun's
work in compiling the extant research on the outcomes of
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college. their work is not well known outside academe. And
while their work surveys the ouwtcomes of college that have
been researched and found o be consistent or significant
across time or studies, it does not answer the question of
what skills an institution intends its graduates to passess or
what skills society needs those graduates 1o possess,

The outcomes of all types of faculty effort need 10 be
more clearly defined before external intrusions cease. Faculty
are an “asset.” not onhly for the institution, but also for the B
public good (Lavzell, Lovell, and Gill 1990). When viewed as
@ state asset” the outcomes of faculty activity could be de-
fined as (1) college graduates who can get jobs and advance
in their careers, (2) a college education comparable to wition
charged. and (3) solutions 1o state social and economic con-
cerns, Once outcomes are defined. institutions would be held
accountable for producing the stated outcomes and left to do
the job without further external oversight, other than an as-
sessment of whether the outcomes are achieved and the ne-
gotiation of new outcomes. This model, howes er, depends
upon higher education’s ability 1o define its outputs and o
reach agreement with its sponsors that these outputs are in-
deed the ones they desire and will support. Tt will undoubt-
cdly be a difficult endeavor, but it is one that could reap
important bencfits in terms of public trust and support.

This discussion cannot be complete without returning to
ihe issue of performance- and outcome-hased funding models
(Anderes 1995). As mentioned carlier 13 states have versions
of performance-hased funding, with the usual approach being
the allocation of a small percentage of the total appropriation
depending on achievement of prescribed pertormance out-
comes (see Ashworth 1994 for areview of the problems iden-
tified by Texas during planning for implementation of a pro-
posed performance-based funding svstem). Despite the con-
ceptual and practical problems, however several states are
considering making continued funding of higher education
contingent on the delivery of the outcomes they value. Interest
in performance-based funding is not likely 1o recede and may
in fact grow as atempts o clucidate the outcomes procluced
by an institution’s entire budget gain in populuarity.

Clarify Curricula and Mission
institutions and faculty need 1o determine the “essential
knowledge ina discipline, as opposed o spediatized research
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or political interesis™ (Zemsky, Massy, and Oedel 1993, p. 58,
This task is difficult and comentious, and will not be accom-
plished swiltly, Once focused. however, the curricutum will
require “fewer courses, less specialization. more consolida-
tion. . .. fand} smaller, fess costly taculties™ (p. 585

Moreover. faculties need o focus attention on how current
academic policies can encourage students to graduate with the
basic education most emplovers expect. An amadysis of college
transcripts prepared by the U.S. Department of Education in
1992 (see Wingspread 1993) found that 26.2 percent of recent
bachelor's degree recipients did not ke a single credit in his-
tory, A0.8 pereent did not study mathematics, 39.0 percent
took no courses in English or American literarure, and 38,1
pereent graduated without a foreign kinguage. Core curric-
ula—or general education—neced o be assured with the grani-
ing of the diplona.

Institutions should embrace different missions rather than
continue to v to be all things o all people (Commission on
National Invesunent 1997). Activities that are marginal to the
mission shoultd be eliminated and duplicative courses or pro-
grams pruncd.

Perhaps the more imponiant result of mission confusion has
been the mismateh between the current missions of higher
education institutions and the public’s perception of what they
should be doing Gand what legislatures are willing to support).
Remedving this nuismatch will not be satisfied by a public re-
lations campaign to convinee the public that the current mis-
sion is the one taxpavers should be willing to support. It sim-
phywill not worlk. .

What is needed are serious discussions among an institu-
tion's internal members—the facultve administrators, sudents,
and staff-

and external constituents—Ilegislators, business
leaders, state representatives, and community members.
Bringing customers—iand bill pavers—into the comersation
will ensure that institutions modifyv sceif-interested belaviors
with a realization that external constituencdices are denunding
to he served. served well and at a justifiable cost.

To be helpful. however, this conversation will need to
answer questions about fundamental purpose, including what
should be delivered and o whom, as well as institutions’
contributions to stability, chaage. cconomic benefits, and
social issues Csee Pew 1991, The answers will dead to o better
allocation of scarce resources among the institution’s prine
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responsibilitics and the faculty™s primary duties to teaching,
research, and service. We can “stop pretending that every-
thing [faculty] choose to do in their working lives is equally
worthwhile. urgent. and deserving of institutional support”
(Lovett 1995, p. Bl Instead. faculty would direct their efforts
“toward teaching, research, and public service in a balance
that meets state needs, not simply institutional aspirations”
Uordan and Layzell 1992, p. 13) or even personal priorities.

Realize the Potential of Technology

Technology has been characterized as a “transforming factor”
and “paradigm shift in the offing”™ (Plater 1995, p. 24), a “pow-
erful tool that can be dynamically and creatively applicd” to
academic restructuring (Stanford Forum 1993), because:

I. Technology provides students with the latitude 1o deter-
mine the ways they will learn, just as it certainly expands
the amount of what can be fearned.

Tt allows Tearning 1o occur at the time. place, and pace
chosen by the student rather than the institution,

3. It enhances (rather than detracs fromn the level of interac-

tion possible between faculy and students, or among

tw

students. or with other experts at a distance from students.

-+ It expands the amount of information available to swi-
dents bevond the holdings of the focal Tibrary and the
knowledge of professors.

5.0t makes available to students possibilities for fcarning

offered by other higher education institutions or ather
providers,

O. It will enable higher education to provide services to
students. where they are and when they need them.
thereby placing the student in the center of the higher
education enterprise.

It can help revise or replace administrative processes
that will in turn conserve scarce resources and improve
Services.

8, [t focuses faculty attention on fearning outcomes for

students and on the pedagogy o achiceve them in a way
that no previous teaching technology has accomplished.,

Quite simplv, technology will “chunge forever the domi-
nant model of synchronous, time-linked interaction that has
nade weaching and learning complementan: and interdepen-
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dent” (Plater 1993, p. 25). Morcover. it will drive change
throughout the organization as new wuvs of doing old activ-
ities are adopted and old assumptions are examined. These
are heady changes. What will they mean for faculty work?

First, it may mean that faculty will not teach more, but
less, in the raditonal manner, and that they will teach dif-
ferently (Mingle 1992). Second, it will enable the restructur-
ing of faculty work from lecturer to factlitator of students’
learning (as described by Guskin 1994), and it will facilitate
encouraging students to take greater responsihility for their
learning (see Johnstone 1993, 1996: see also Norris and
MacDonald 1993). Third. it can he used to implement the
“Seven Principles of Good Practice” (Chickering and Ehr-
mann 1990 ¢ncouraging contact between facalty and stu-
dents, developing teamwork among students, using active
lcarning techniques, providing promypt feedback, allowing
increased time on sk, conveving high expectations, and
allowing different wavs of tearning. Although technology
may not he sufficient 1o ensure students” fearning. it is an
important ool for encouraging the types of fearning experi-
cnces that are conducive to students” learning.

The challenge o faculty will be o understand where tech-
nology can be an aid and where other methods would work
beter, Research is needed that helps faculty make wise dedi-
sions about the use of technology—rescarch on what skills
can be taught via technology cand which not). which disci-
plines might be more amenable e different technologies tand
which nov, which skills and knowledges can be leamed via
technology Gind which not. and which students might learn

more in this fashion tand which non. In fact, we need answers

o many questions. and a nationwide effort seems in order so
that quality rescarch can guide us o best uses of technology.
The good news is that faculty are already adopling the
new technologies: From 1989 to 19950 the percent of faculty
using computers in all or most of their courses increased o

percentage points, from 13 pereent to 19 pereent, Con-
verselve the percent of faculty using extensive lecturing in
their courses declined 7 percentage points over the same
time period. from 30 percent to 49 percent (Magner 19900,
(Lecturing. however, is stll the predominant instructional
maode. despire these changes.) Use of the Web and ¢-muil
has been incorporated into 9 percent and 23 percent of col-
feoe courses, respectively (Green 1997).

The chal-
lenge to fac-
ulty will be
to under-
stand where
techbnology
can be cn
aid and
where other
methods
would work
better.
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All of these factors will allow echnology o help higher
cducition increase its productivity (see Green and Gilben
1993: Heterick 1994 Massy and Zemsky 19950, which will
oceur by three means. First, technology may rephice some of
the faculty's activities. such as teaching through the traditional
lecture, thereby freeing faculty time for activities that con-
tibute to higher-level skills in students or make better use of
the faculty’s expenise (e.g., designing new courseware, pecki-
gogical research, and assessment of studems). Second., as
students lewrn at the time. place. and pace of their own
choosing, productive learning and progress to the proficiency
levels oulined in our definition of the bacailaureate degree
could increase. Furthern technology will allow the customiza-
tion of higher education, improving its vidue 1o students and
the society being served. Third. technology can case the lim-
its of time and space” for the insitution as well improving
the productivity of it investment in facultyv, staft, and physical
sparee and helping to slow the rise in costs related to adding
new ficuly and st fibrane holdings, and buildings.

Of course. some doubt that technology can signiticanth
replace faculiv—thereby replacing an investment in Lubor
with an investment in capitil—or that technology can ~disin-
termedizie”™ the teaching-learming enterprise <o as 1o lessen
the need for faculn and lower the number of faculiy needed
cObertin 19900 1 this stitement is true. then institutions ¢an-
not look to informaton technology as a way to deerease the
personnel budget. But if 1t is true, technology shows evidencee
ol contrbuting o increases in productivity through increased
lcarning tor students and perhaps faster movement of st-
dents through their studies.

Although the inttial investment and continuing upkeep of
the hardw.are and software will be sabstantial, whether or

not the investment pavs oft will depend on how it is used. 1t

icchnology is continualdlyv conceptualized as an “add-on.™ it
will not result in the improved productivity it has the poten-
tiad to produce. I, on the other hand. technology is applicd
in wavs that hefp the institution restructure its core pro-
cesses (e, teaching, student services) and replace capital
for laboz, gains in produdtivity can be realized in time
CMcGuinness and Ewelb 199 0 Massyand Zemsky 19950,
There is no doubt that building the wedhinological indrstruc-
ture that an institution needs to support the new learmning
patradigm s a significant challenge in terms of adequate re-
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sources and expertise, especially for smalter institutions, While
it is unfortunate that the need o invest in new echnology
arrives at the same time that states suffer from a number of
demunds for available resources, many states have invested
heavily in these new tools and state networks., usually through
one-time approprigtions. Funding the ongoing costs of operi-
Hons and upgrading seems 1o require the development of
strategic investment plans on the pant of the institution: in fall
199G, only 28 percent had such plans (Green 1997), This dis-
cussion would not be complete withous also enmphasizing the
increased costs of personal computers, e-mail accounts, and
access o the Web for students, who understand that they are
necessiny acudemic tools. Not surprisingly. students are in-
creasingly witling 1o pay special technology fees o fund these
resources, :ind 32 pereent of campuses now require such a fee
toreen 1997),

Admittediy. the rowe from today 1o the echnologically as-
sisied institution of the future will not be casy, and we will
need 1o find appropriate wavs 1o provide Lculty with the tech-
nical and instructional support 1o help them fearm and make
the best use of the new wechinologies, However difficult this
ransfomuation may bed it s upon us and cannot be ignored.

Understand the Market

Perhaps one of the more imporant reasons that technology
cannot be ignored is that it is also enabling an unprecedented
grovth in education—md nonceducation—providers and ser-
vices, It tis not well understood tha the mformation highway
makes possible o fundamentad shiftin the set of educational
provicders™ (Zemsky 1996, p. 8700 But the cable and telecom-
munications industries Gind some new entreprencurs) under-
stand it and they are combining forces to tap the educational
market made possible by the explosion of the Tntermet into
the home and the workplice.

Witness the explosion of the personal computer. In (993
data from the consts indicated that 3.8 percent of those sur-
veved used computers at work. 2701 percent had g computer
at home. and 59 percent of the students in the famties sur-
veved used computers at school. And these figures have
likelyincreased sharply since then, What is also interesting in
this phenomenon is the farge use of home computers for edu-
cational programs, or 31.0 percent of home use. This statistic
is mirtored by growth in educational software. In 1990, pre-
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packiaged software generated S$16.3 billion in sales: by 1994,
sales had nearly doubled. 1o $27.7 hillion.

Further. the increase in use of the Intermet in the K=12 sys-
ten will mean a change in the skills and experience of stu-
dents entering higher education, In fall 1990, 05 percent of all
public schools in the United States had aceess 1o the Internet.
a gain of 13 percent in cach of the previous two years (U8,
Dept. of Education 1997). The Internets penetration into pub-
lic elementary schools is 61 percent. ™7 percent for public
secondary schools. Thus, use of the Internet is happening
during carlier grades. and it is becoming ever more likely tha
high school graduates will be familiar with its use. The student
market is being altered—in terms of high school graduates’
skilts and expectations and perhaps as well in their willingness
to enroll in higher education courses oftered thvough alerna-
tive modes of deliveny or through nontraditional providers.

The perception that acereditation will protect higher educi-
ton trom competition is also being abandoned as acerediting
bodies falf into disrepure and struggle to redefine their legiti-
nuite purpose (Zemsky 19900 Business is inereising its criti-
cisms of higher education, and the story about the high school
graduate emploved by Microsoft is 1old and retold with enthu-
siasn G true story, by the wavo, Sso whai prevents other pro-
viders from offering college degrees—and having their degrees
accepted by emplovers?

“Deliveny of high-bandwidth learning tools to the desk-
tops of emplovees in leading-edge organizations” is under
way (Norris 1990, p. 30 In tme. these same tools Gind
others) will be uvailable to every desktop. home entertain-
ment center, school, business, and community learning cen-
ter™ (. S e will be formidable competition to higher edu-
cation. one that will not casity: be met unless we understand
this cmerging marketplice much better,

To be successful in this new environment. institutions will
necd to provide competitive senvices and

Sdenronstrate coten that they are bost gualifiod 1o de-
Sie the substenice. standeards. aned processes of bigher
cducertion. Failing thet demaonstration. tracditionally: cast
colleges e tntiversitios will lose nnich of their power to
defime the purblic good i their o terms and beice thew
virtuedd monopoh orer the credentialing finiction thet
bigher education nore fidfitls (Pew 19900 1. 30,
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Another aspect of understanding the changed marketplace
for postsecondary education, however, will be appreciating
what students and their parents want from colflege. What they
want certainly includes better and more appropriate prepara-
tion for the workplace as well as for citizenship., but at a cost
that is affordable and reasonable in terms of the increased
carnings derived from a college education. Increasingly. the
competitiveness of the job market may mean that graduates
with general skills cannot find employmient casily, or at the
fevel desired, while those with technical skills find high-wage
jobs. Getting a good job that is secure and pavs well is the
goal of many who support education. despite the acadeny’s
olten condescending view of vocationalism,

Although in the past we miay have thought that what hap-
pens o graduates was not our concern, the publics view of
colleges will be affected by our graduates” experiences in the
marketplace. Thus, we would be wise to attend to ensuring
their uftimate success, however vocational it may be.

Realign Rewards for Research and Teaching
The reward structure, which has effectively mokded faculty
hehavior 1o follow the rewards of rescarch. will require revi-
sion. The good news is that many faculty already value their
teiching role, and some efforts to improve the rewards for
teaching are paving off in changing faculty priorities (Lunde
and Bareett 199-4), Others express more caution, noting it is
“harder than vou think™ to promote excellent teaching (Gibbs
1995). It will require higher education to define. weight. and
promote excellent teaching and 1o provide training for faculty
who may need to first learn competent. then excellent. teach-
ing skills. Changing the faculty rewiard structure will require
substantial administrative support and leadership, as well as
faculty involvement, as rewards are realigned to more neasly
reflect the emerging institutional mission (Dinmond 1993).

While much has been made of the academy's overempha-
sis on research. it is clear that society continues to need high-
quality, relevant rescarch, whether basic or applied. Several
auestions nay need to be addressed: how research s de-
fined, its relative importance, who does it how it i funded.
and its appropriate reward,

The effort 1o redefine scholarly pursuits to incorporate a
broader definition of appropriate intellectual and creative en-
terprise CBover 19903 has begun to bear fruit. By including the

The reward
structure,
which bas
effectively
molded
Jaculty be-
bavior to
Jollow the
rewards of
research,
will require
revision.
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scholurship of integration, pedagogy. and applicaiion in addi-

tion to the predominant modded of the scholarship of discovery,

it is more likely ihat the scholarly activities of faculty can be

more casily justified and explained o the funding public.

A fitth scholarship—of engagement—has been proposed

(Mewzler 1994, wherein faculty actively use their considerable
knowledge and expertise to assume a role as leaders for ef- :
: fecting change in sodety. Perhaps the new scholarships™ will

contribute to improvements within the acadeny and in the

surrounding community that those who currently question the

relevance of much of todav's rescarch can clearly appreciate.

Fortunately. as many as 20 professional associations are
working on broadening the definition of professionally ap-
propriate rescarch (Qiamond 1990, and this effort will go

. long wav toward helping institutions realign rescarch with
institutional and community needs. With a more flexible
definition of research aceeptable to the discipline. faculty
areers would less likely suffer a penaly.

These efforts show promise. The effort to “allow and re-
ward the serious pursuit of the hig picture” should be stressed
rathier than continucd pursuit of rescarch tit is overfy special-
ized. disconnected, and esoteric Marien 1990). Society needs
integrated information 1o offset the growing “infoglut.” Other
cfforts must look at how o shift the emphuasis from quantity of
researen 16 s quality (see Scott and Awbrey 1993 for o model
for tiunsforming scholarship with the uliimate end of creating
£ better and wiser world), Traditional scholarship was linear,
rational. and separate. 1t was lincar in the sense that theory
was developed first, then applicd. It was rational. dealing only
with facts and excluding values and emotions. Tt was separte,
with cach discipline pursuing its own lines of inquire without
impacting or leaming from other tvpes of scholarship. The

i goal will be to muake the new scholarship fully integrated

across multiple wavs of knowing and multiple lines of inquiry.,
Beaause faculty rewards carrentby stress the importance of

| rescarch Gsee Diamond and Adam 1993 Fainveather 1992,
redressing the imbalinee between teaching and research will

: require aligning rewards with the institution's mission (Hey-

1 dinger and Simsck 19920 Mingle 19921, We must find ways to

tie salary and other nonfinancial rewards o an institutional
mission that stresses high-quadite teaching aveed research.

ftis nor clear whether investigating the effect research and
f instruction hive on cich other-——w hether they suppont or com-
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pete with cach other—has any benefit. Whether good teachers
can do research or good researchers can be excellent teachers
is an interesting question, but answers may rely on personl
characteristics more than we would like to admit. Some peo-
ple do both well, and others do one hetter than the other. And
there may be nothing in the nature of either teaching or re-
scarch that precludes excellence in both activities except the
ability of the particalar practitioner.

While research will continue to play an “important role in
rescarch and public policy formulion.” it will not involve all
faculty at all times™ (Plater 19935, p. 31). A single modet for all
faculty condudting research throughout their careers may no
longer be temable. Further, research will likely become “more
applicd and focused™ and “tied 1o the mission of the institu-
tion insteitd of the discretion of the individual taculty™ (p. 31,
some analvsts majntain that rescarch will kel become the
provincee of the rescarch institutions and be increasingly less
the provinee of other types of institutions.

Other writers focts on wavs 1o nuke wesearch a better in-
vestment. One suggestion is that rescarch funded by institu-
tions—much of it from state dollars it the institution is publicly
funded—Dbe made more like vesearch funded by granting agen-
cies or publishers (N iles 19940 Instead of supporting rescarch
activities “automatically.”™ institutions would fund research on
the basis of the project, with a st schedule for completion and
expectation of a research product. Faculty without a funded
rescarch project would Al their schedules with weaching,.

A final word should be said about the role of academic

freedom in an institution whose rewards have been realigned
to more nearly match institutional and societal priorities.
Academic freedom of specch and cconomic security should be
preserved. bu the faculty’s independence, without direction
or oricntation to others” priorities, must be changed Plater
1995, “Academic freedom means o great deal, but it should
not mean freedom from responsibility o students”™ (Kennedy
1995, p. 123 Thus, the purpose, rights, and responsibilities of
tenure and academic freedon in the new higher education
nuty need o he revised (see Magrath 1997; Rice 19900, This
revision will most likehy involve retaining importaat qualities
from the past but also recasting the faculy's responsibilities 1o
better support the necessany work of the future. Some evi-
dence suggests that many faculty recognize the need to revise
some traditional practices to be more in line with the needs of
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modern universities. A recent publication by faculty at the
State University of New York and Galifornia State University
(1997) recognizes that tenure should not be a barrier to aci-
demic productivity or responsible management.

In other words, the reward structure necds to encourage the
realignmient of faculty commitments in support of the insti-
wtion’s mission, which has in tme also been realigned o bet-
ter support its role in society. On a higher level, facolty have
been catled on to “revitalize the social contract that binds fie-
ulty to one another. to students, and to the institution o which
they owe primany allegiance”™ (Pew 1992h, p. 2A). Evidence
suggests that many faculty are willing to engage in this effort.

Make Costs Clear

How can costs be controlled or productivity improved if the
cost ol cerlain actions or assumptions are not made clear and
ceal 1o the people making the decisions? If costs are the prob-
lem of “someone clse.” then people dre left inignorance to
continue contributing to the problem. Conversely, to elicit the
understanding and cooperation of everyone in the institution,
it is important that the cost implications of decisions be made
more explicit.

Budgeting should e decentralized to the operational unit—
the academic department—so that departmental members can
face the “consequences of their decisions™ (Levin 1993 p. &
see itlso Massy and Zemsky 1991, One possible approach is
to ensure that units receive credit for income generated but are
also charged for all of their expenses (Levin 19933, The decen-
trulization of resources would mean that “faculty thave] a stake
in the positive consequences of reallocation™ (Massy and Zem-
sky 19910 p. 7 such an approach could encourage improve-
ment in performance-based assessment and internal account-
ability for financial management (Commission on National
Investment 1997,

Fortunately, a2 number of writers are attempting to under-
stand the costs of higher education so that institutions can be
more productive. The results of a svmposium on productivity .
in highcr education (Anderson and Meverson 1992y and the
work of Massy and Zemsky provide wavs to make the cost im-
plications of decisions and structures clear to participants. In
Fact, i number of cost-benefit analyses on distance education

and technology-cnhanced educition are under wave lis likely

)
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that these efforts will result in a growing number of guides for
improving productivity.

Think Creatively, Restructure Seriously,

Experiment Vigorously

The challenges facing higher education require the minds.
= heans, and emotions of our institutions” members—faculty,
staff, administrators, and students. We have substantial and
long-standing assumptions © rethink, processes to revise,

and behaviors to relearn. And we cannot do these things

without the creativity, seriousness, and willingness of indi-
viduals to experiment in order to develop potential solutions
and then to test. evaluate, and modify them.

The necessary restructuring is threefold (Eaton 1995, Re-
structuring higher education resonrees will require rethinking
revenue flows and the sources of funding. Restructuring reses
of those revenues will require more than siniple budget cut-
ting: it will also require revising instructional processes to be
maore productive and improving the institution’s accountability
for its use of resources. And restructuring resilis will require
deliberately changing expectations for what higher education
does and detivers 1o the sodiety that supports it Al three
tvpes of restructuring will likely be needed to ensure the fu-
ture health of the higher education enterprise.

The erisis faced by higher education is one of imagination
(Mvers 1993, And imagination—the ability to not “take too
many things for granted.” to ask the right questions. and to
“bring some of our sacied comws in from the pastare™ (p. S—
is what is needed. Business calls it “thinking outside the box.”

Dealing with the problems will require seriously consider-
ing the viewpoints of outsiders rather than indulging in de-
niil or wishful thinking that these problems will fade away
or the erities will tire and expend their energy on some other
hapless public servant. Restructuring will require a spirit of
experimentation, for the restructured institution of 2001 can-
not be described. We will need o willingness to iy untested
ideas and suspend our need to know all of the possible out-
comes helore taking ihe first step. 1o overanalyze as a de-
fense against making changes (Guskin 1990),

Higher education has these qualities in abundance: Its an-
ists ure creative. its professionals serious about their work,
and its scientists experimenters of the highest order. The dit-
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ference, of course, is @ basic one; the objects of our creativity,
our seriousness. and our experimentation will be ourselves
and our jnstitutions.

The question remains whether change will be incremental or
cataclvsmic. Some believe that “incremental change will not
work, not this time” (Plater 19935, p. 33). Institutions should not
just tinker at the margins: it will only ensure that higher educa-
tion limps through the decade” (Stine, cited in Pew 1991, p. SA).

Becanse inicreniental change does not noticeably affect the
basic nunderlying processes of an institition or the onderfy-
ing helief systems. it Is often accepted afler some discussion:
it s also casy to conceive of because it is consistent ivith
howe people bave practiced their professions. Biet increnmen-
tal changes do not deal with the e of structral cheanges
necessary for d fithire of reduced resowrces. increcsed
availability of and demand for powerful lechnologios, and
the demenid that a college or wouvesity be accounitable jor
strddent lectrning outcomesGuskin 1990, p. 32).

[t this assessment of the situation is accurate. incremental
change will be a ool o arrive ar more substantiad changes
but cannot be the only satisfactory response. Thus, helping
faculty and staff deal with changes that will inevitably in-
volve major aterations in the assumptions, vilues, and char-
acter of their work will e necessary,

Hold the Entire Community Responsible

The monograph ~Shared Purposes”™ outlines the forees that
have kept administrators and faculty at cross-purposes and
the reasons that they must ~build together an enviconment
of trust and support”™ (Pew 1990b. p. 101, No one group of
individuals can set themselves apart from the problems fac-
ing higher education, concerned only for their own part of
the enterprise. for “ownership of a part imiplies responsibility
for the integrity of the whole™ ¢po 10,

Morcover, "no single leader or single constituent group
can make much progress alone: .. faculty, administrators,
governing boards, state officials——stakeholders evervwhere
niust. for a change, work togetherfor constructive reform”
(Edgerton 1993¢, p. 5. This situation arguces for & democratic
approach o developing new ideas and new approactios, en-




couraging both junior statf and senior members of the instiwu-
tion to make contributions.

Facuity face two challenges. First, they must aceept owner-
ship for the health of their institutions and the communities
where they reside. They need to tuke an active role in devel-
oping approaches and a cooperitive atiitude 1o problem solv-
ing. Second, the community of faculty must also work 10~
gether 1o solve increasingly: multidimensional problems
through a multidisciplinany approach. Greater colluboration
(Rice 1996) and teamwork (Plater 1995) must be pursued to
maximize the expertise of individuals and help address issues
of workload and productivity.

The community within higher education and those owside
who care about its future must find ways to ensure that individ-
uals see their institutions” viability as their responsibilite. Leader-
ship alone cannot mandite outcomes: organizations are far too
interdependent to have change dictated from the top. Thus, it is
the individual who decides 1o change who, in the final analysis,
holds the future of the organization in his or her hands.

Encourage New Leaders and Fresh Ideas

Stressing the need for the community 1o take responsibility
for solving the problems besetting higher education should
not preclude the need for new leaders and ideas, Neither
should the need for leaders preclude the development of a
strong community. We need both.

Leaders come from several places in an organization. Ttwias
Vice Chancellor Robert Diamond at Syracuse University, for
example, who first surveved Leuly and administrators about
the balance between teaching and research tldgerton 19930,
In 1990, Stanford University President Donald Kennedy called
teaching “ithe first among our labors™ and followed with ideas
tor changing the faculty reward system. Later in 1990, Univer-
sity- of California President David Gardner created a task foree
on faculty rewards thar called for broader forms of scholarship
and peer review of eaching. Leadership at the University of
Michigan challenged the traditional belief that controlling costs
would necessarily harm qualiny and prociaimed that “cost con-
tainment Gind even cost reduction) can go hand in hand wih
quality improvement”™ (Zemsky and Massy 1090, p. 16).

But leadership need not always come from the presidential
suite, for often “the bottleneck is at the top of the bottle”
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Thus, new
 ideas and

- leaders may
well come
Jrom indi-
viduals
throughout
the enter-
prise: from
Junior fac-
ulty and
new staff
members,
Jrom senior
Jaculty and
experienced
administra-
tors.

i

(Norris 1990b. p. 7y Our pyramidal organizations—with ac-
tual leadership or the only perceived leadership coming from
the top—an be counterprodductive 1o change. To unstop the
Bottleneck. it may be necessany to manage leaders who do
not lead (Guskin 1990). Those who are committed to change
must first build support among kev faculty and administratoss.
who would ther provide the president or provost with the
"means and opportunity 1o lead” through collaboration with
dedicated leaders throughout the organization (Guskin 1990,

Thus. new ideas and leaders may well come from individ-
wals throughout the enterprise: from junior faculty and new
st members, from senior faculty and expericheed adminis-
trators, This “subversive” strategy (Norris 1990h) . with its
ability to question assumptions, fortunaicly can come from
anvy hiere in the organization. Moreover. evervone ain be
the teader at ~some time, and even the oddest of new ideas
can have the nugget of a0 great idea within i

Higher education especiallv may need visionary Jeader-
~hip™ at the current time (Wilson 1996). Higher cducation
needs Teaders who can provide avision of what higher educa-
tion can and should be. But only when that vision is shared
and @ commitment exists to act on the vision will the vision be
4 gunding force for the evenvday actions of members of the or-
sanization. Vision is i -fickd.” o -thinking into the future, creat-
ing a destinauon tor the organization” (Wheatley 1992, p. 330,
Jut “hield creation is not just sk for sentor managers. Every
cimployee has energy o contribute o the ficld ep. 300, and
clear vision and set of organizational vilues must be dissemi-
nated o il corners of the organization. involve evervone.
and be available evenvwhere " op 55 Doing <o allows even -
one o act on the vision and make appropriazie contrnibutions 1o
furthering the organezation's gonls.

Embrace the Dichotomies
Uy not seen Fair o have a future that is undlear and @ pres-
et that s shaky ar best Morcover, this review of the liwerature
s uncosered a4 number of themes for the Tutare that are
contrachictone ver must be pursued at the <ame ume Althaugh
11N~ awned contusing, it s nea

severi] contlicting directives have been urged on univer-
~sities They shouldd:

o B maore husiness-hike tthat s, tocus on the bottom lines

Ju




airel less business-like (focus on maintaining ideals and
not merely on the bottom line);

* Do more scientific rescarch (to help with economic com-
petitiveness) and less rescarch (and focus more on teach-
ing and public service):

e Increase the quality and quantity of services andd cut
costs, and

e e both the guardians and the critics of our cultural in-
heritance (President’s Council 19920 p. 21,

H these ends seem impossible to achieve, that nevertheless
mikes them no less essential to the future of higher education.,

The future has been cast into similar contrany trends, with
forces that drive higher education toward baoth standardization
cndd individualization and toward both centralization anel de-
centralization (Plater 1995, p. 27). Xhile one would be under-
standably sympathetic of anvone facing mutually exclusive
forces, sympathy may not be sufficient to survive the counter-
vailing forces facing higher education today. What may be
required is the ability o distinguish when standardization is
required and when individualization is the beter choice,
which processes e best centralized and which could be
decentralized (at least temporarily),

Institutions will likely need to become more separate—
more individualized in their missions—and also more interde-
pendent (Pew 1993) In other words, institutions will need 1o
craft specific, well-honed missions that address the needs of
special markets as well as look for appropriate ways to col-
faborate with other institutions to ensure that stedents move
cusily between institutions, new opportunities are pursucd,
and resources are shared.

To some. contradictions are especially fruitful. Contlicts
and contradictions “create order™ by stirring things up and
roiling the pot. ~looking always for those disturbances that
challenge and disrupt until, finadlv. things hbecome so jum-
bled that we reorgamize work at a new level of efficieney”
(Wheatley 1992, p. 1606).

This upcoming period will be interesting, 1o say the least.

Serve Others

Perhaps we do not need to look too far for a vision with the
power 1o gitin consensts and commitment 1o action. It ¢an
be found in the past, and in our current values.
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With establishment of the land-grant colleges, higher edu-
cation became an “instrument of direct service to the nation™
(Rice 1990, p. -4). In 1908, Tarvard's President Eliot claimed
that “American institutions of higher education are filled with
the modern democratic sprrit of serviceableness. Teachers and
students alike are profoundly moved by the desire to serve
the demaocratic community™ (p. 31 i higher education’s past
stressed service and this value is stll active inits psvehe, we
can restructure institutions with an eve toward making them
hetter servants of society,

Service is important to the community at large (Plater 1993
Colleges will “not only have an obligation to apphy their knowl-
edge and expertise in the solution of problems, but they have

"

L

o do sain a timely fashion with immediate and demonstrable
results™ (p. 32). The institution is a servant, and it should fecl
itself neither demeaned nor of lesser value for finding a practi-
cal use for its theoretical knowledge.

A svstem can change in an “autopoetic™ fushion. changing
in a way that remains consistent with itself or its prior mani-
festations (Wheatley 1992). Organizations must be open o
environmental information that may even contradict current
understandings rather than protect themselves frem external
forces and unwanted conflict. Fligher education imstitutions.
confronted with the need o change. will be able to make
appropriate adjustments by maintaining the best of their past
values, such as service to others,

Conclusions

The good news—and there is @ great deal of it to be found in
A review of the fiterature calling attention o higher educi-
tion's ills—is that colleges and universitios are blessed and
hurdened Dy an overabundance of “smants”™ (Zemsky 1996, p.
820 Faculty are "too smuart to miss what's going on™ (p. 84).

and we must depend on the application of those smarts to
find solutions 1 problems and to design the higher educaition
institution of the future. Fortunately, some evidence suggests
that faculty groups are recognizing these issues (State Uni-
versity 1997 and are committed o helping institutions resolve ‘

problems in aoway that helps students and retains important ‘

core values of higher education, '
The issue about taculty workload is not to ask faculty to

work fonger hours, but to ask them to weork snuarter and to

more dosely align their efforts with the requirements for stu-
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dents” learning, institutional priovities, and socicty's needs.
states need to rely on their higher educttion institutions 1o
help address the problems they face: providing increased
aceess, controlling rising costs, and improving productivity,
Thus, when higher education institutions become part of the
solution rather than contributors to the problem, states may

view them ditterently, initiating an era of trust and mutual
respect. Though trust must be carned. higher education cer-
Ltinhy possesses the native “snis ™ 1o cam it many umes over.
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. APPENDIX: Annotated Bibliography of
Faculty Workload Studies

Arizona. The Joint Legislative Budget Committee (Arizona Joint
1992) surveved full-time faculty about average hours spent per
week on several activities. Total average workload was 56,3 hours,
with 8.9 hours spent in diredt classroom instruction. 14 hours in
preparation for class, and 3.5 hours in individualized instruction
(see also Jordan and Layzell 1992y,

California. A survey conducted in 1990 of a sample of pernu-
nent Baculty at California Stie University and faculty at four compa-
rabie institztions ested the hvpothesis that no ditferences existed
in average workload. The survey compared faculty workload by
institutionad size. academic rank. discipline, and demographic chay-
acteristios of faculy,

Colorado. The Colorado Commission on Higher Education
19911 reported v erage faculty teaching workload tas detined by

sections taught) for faculiv types Genure nontenure irach, weaching

assistnts, othersy 1 zalso reported on mcasures of Laculty produc
tvity e g student aredit hours generated per FTE facalty, average
seoctions tiught).

Idaho. The Idaho Board of Education €1993) used existingt data
1o report on totad FBculty workload, workload Iaactivity Geaching,
roscarch. and service), contact hours. and other weaching activities,
studdent eredit hours generated by facwdty rank. and distribution of
student enrailiments across cliass sizes.

Iinois. The Hlinois Board of Higher Education €1993) initiated
J£stitewide svstem and institution-level discussion of Laculie roles
and responsibilitios across instruction, research, and public serviee,
including discussions of faculiyv development and productivity, as
part of its PQP (Priorities Qualiny *Productivity ) initiatne,

Minnesota. The Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating
Board 1993 colleaed data on workload {or fuli-iime tuculty in
response to a legishaive directive. T found variations in data that
limited comparisons. Diffesences in faculty workload were corre-
fatedd 1o institutional mission.

Montana. The Montana Office of the Legilative Auditor ¢1990)
collected data from select academic departments te.g., business,
education. English, mathematiesy on average weekhs hours and
hours spent by category tinstruction, research, service ),

Nebraska., The Nebraska Legishtive Fiseal Office (19921 colledted
chata from full-time faculty during fall 1991 10 answer specific legisha-
tive questions refting to the balance among instruction, rescarch,
and service: average credit hours taght: otal credit hours generated:
use of full- and part-time faculty and weaching assistiants: and secion
sizes. Dt varied by seademic depatiment. institutional mission. and
departmental function cgenerad education, nwjor, graduate).

New York, The New York Office of the Stue Compiroller
19O Tound yvariations in student Beuhiy ratios and a number of
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low-conrollment courses at the State University of New York, The
sty did not report nominstructional activites.

Ohio. Faculty and institutional representatives (Ohio Study
Committee 1992y prepared informanon on waorkload for full-time
frculivs which documented that 5003 percent ol time w as spent on
instruction and that workload s aned by institutional mission, ancd
provided worklead data in ranges. The Ohio Board of Regents
99 prepared standards and gaidelines for workdoad.

Oregon. The Oregon state Svstem of Higher Education (1997)
provided an overview of facultv work. prodociivity, and workload,
and a profite of the faculy.

South Dakota. The South Dathota Board of Regents €199 43 used
existing databases 1o provide estimates o percent of eftont for teach-
mg resedral and senvace. The information was ased 1o assess the
standard F2-hour teaching load, which may ditfer by department
and can be olfset by other assignments,

Texas. The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Boaid (19930
used an existing database 1o provide Tongitudinal datc on adiffer-
ent measure ol workioad: semesier credits hours oCHY generated
and average SCH over time for 1983 (o 19920 Data documented an
increase in Groulie twith Lisger incresises in teaching assistants aned
part-time faculiyy and SCHs generated cexeept for enured Gretdig,
and o slight dedline inaverage SCH jor enured faculiy A report on
facuity workload by the Texas Office of the State Auditor €199 1)
documented the number of courses and credit hours by depart-
ment ar Pesas resedrely institutions,

Virginia. A survey by the siate Counal ot FHhigher Cducation for
Virginia (1991 reported that faculty worked 32 hours per week,
spent 535 percent of their tinwe oninstruction-related activities, and
preferred o work on research Average weekly contact hours -
fered by institutional mission,

Washington. A sun oy of faculty by the Washington Fhigher Edu-
cation Coordinating Board €199 1 peported that taculty worked over
30 hours per week, with the nejorite of ime devoted 1o instruaction:
related activities Average weeklv clissroont contact hours differed
by Laculty rank. disciphine. and mission.

Wisconsin. The Wisconsin Legishitive Audit Burcan €199 used
evisting dati sources o provide longiudinal infotmanon on how
Lacutty spent their nme in the Universin of Wisconsin svsten. The
stidy concluded that faculte spent ess ime with undergraduates.
that teaching load had decdined. and thar wesclimg assistanis tauglit

5 0 percent of lower-divi-ion courses i the rescincdy v satntions
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