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Abstract 

At the core of New Public Management (NPM) reforms sits the concept of accountability of 

publicly funded organizations. In Canada, it is suggested that provinces have increased the 

number of accountability procedures imposed on universities and that those measures would 

have had an impact on professors’ academic workload. This study discusses the evolution of 

academic workload and evaluation of professors’ activities over the last decade, as well as the 

current distribution of academic workload among the university staff. It relies on the 

Canadian faculty’s perspectives collected through the 2007 Changing Academic Profession 

(CAP) study (n = 1151) and the 2017 Academic Profession in the Knowledge Society (APIKS) 

study (n = 2968). Findings suggest that academic workload increased significantly in the 

10 years that academic activities are significantly more evaluated, although by academics 

themselves in a smaller proportion, and that the administrative burden lies more heavily on 

female and senior faculty members. Descriptive statistics and a MANOVA comparing the scores 

of five variables in 2007 and 2017 suggest that academic workload increased significantly in 

10 years, academic activities are significantly more evaluated, although less by academics 

themselves, female academics report dedicating more time to administrative tasks and being 

more frequently evaluated, and senior administrative staff and external reviewers are perceived 

as being more involved in the evaluation of academic activities in 2017 than in 2007. Our 

interpretation is that accountability measures could increase professors’ administrative burden 

and grant more authority to non-academic staff. 
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The knowledge society has revalued the university and its production as key factors of 

economic progress. In this new context, university professors have become central both to 

produce valuable knowledge and to train a highly qualified workforce (Finkelstein & Jones, 

2019). Following World War II, member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) allocated generous funding to universities and technical-

education institutions to increase access, thus contributing to higher education systems’ 

massification and, in some cases, universalization. However, during the late 1970s and the 

1980s, economic crises put pressure on public purses and governments have looked for 

reforms to preserve welfare while limiting states’ contribution.  

Around the same period, a managerial paradigm, the New Public Management (NPM), took hold 

in the public administration and universities with the implementation of accountability 

measures aimed at increasing institutional efficiency and faculty performance, and justifying 

their use of public funds. These measures have impacted institutional differentiation and 

governance, tuition fees and students’ role within institutions, and have been perceived to 

challenge academics, such as traditions of institutional autonomy, collegiality (Marini & Reale, 

2016) and academic freedom (Marginson, 2009), as well as the traditional ethos of the 

academic profession (Enders et al., 2009). Studies also suggest that NPM has focused on the 

transformations of academic life, highlighting the individual strategies to adapt to 

accountability measures (Gonzales, 2012; Hall & Ferris, 2011). 

Relying on the perspectives of Canadian professors, the objective of this paper is to examine 

how faculty workload and academic activities’ evaluation have evolved between 2007 and 2017, 

in a context marked by additional demands put on higher education systems, the 

professionalization of academic administration, and an increase in paperwork (Allen, 2011; 

Gopaul et al., 2016; Jones, 2011). This article also explores the impact of accountability on 

different groups of academics as well as the shift of power from faculty members to senior 

administrators (Kyvik, 2013; Link et al., 2007; Tight, 2010).  

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this article draws on the sociology of work, is anchored around 

the concept of accountability, and relies on an extensive literature review to operationalize the 

manifestations of this concept in the context of the higher education workplace. 

New Public Management and Higher Education 

The transition from an elitist higher education system to a high participation system (Trow, 

1973) during the 1960s and 1970s in industrialized countries was followed by economic 

cracks, market restrictions, and other factors that brought discontent of the public and loss of 

confidence on public institutions. This crisis could have facilitated changes in the political and
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economic scales with neoliberal ideology flavours (Crespo et al., 2011; Newton, 2001). The NPM 

paradigm was one of the manifestations of the imperative ideology to face the crisis. NPM originally 

focused on the transformation of institutions of the public sector and promised their automatic 

de-bureaucratization with the introduction of managerial practices inspired by the private sector. 

This model mainly focused on holding the public administration accountable for the results they 

were expected to produce within a restrictive financial framework (Craig et al., 2014).  

In most OECD countries, (public) universities have been beneficiaries of state support and 

consequently regarded as para-public organizations expected to be accountable to the State 

and their users (Eastman et al., 2018). Broucker and De Wit (2015) have identified four NPM-

inspired and often interrelated reforms that have altered academic work: marketization, 

budgetary reforms, a managerial style of governance, and accountability and performance 

evaluation. Regarding this fourth category, NPM has increased human resources’ performance 

monitoring, and the quality assessment of teaching, research, and external activities. Although 

peer evaluation and mentoring have been current practices within academia (Buchanan et al., 

2008), the new evaluation regime requests non-academic, external actors and organizations to 

carry out this task (O’Meara et al., 2017). As Neave (1998) put it, the evaluating State includes 

various quality experts, key indicators, auditors, and accreditation bodies. Performance 

evaluation was, however, not solely the result of state pressure, but also of a marketization 

process in which universities monitor their activities as part of strategies to compete with other 

universities for students (Buchanan et al., 2008), research grants, and profit-generating 

activities (Gopaul et al., 2016). Finkelstein and Jones (2019) summarize what this combination 

of massification, economic crisis, and marketization brought to universities: 

The imperative to accommodate demands for increased access globally has placed 

enormous pressures on the national higher education systems to economize, to do more 

with less. This has translated effectively into placing greater workloads on individual 

faculty, allowing the working environment and conditions to deteriorate, and, in many 

countries, precipitating a wholesale reconfiguration of the profession to include a growing 

army of contingent workers to handle the workload increase at lower cost. (pp. 1-2) 

As the following section suggests, this cultural and institutional vocabulary of accountability 

increasingly used to depict core academic missions (Craig et al., 2014) would not be without an 

impact on faculty members’ academic workload and professional ethos. 

Accountability and Academic Work 

The literature review reveals several consequences of accountability measures on administrative 

and paperwork burden, evaluation occurrences, and professional exhaustion.  
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Firstly, studies suggest that the increasing complexification of universities’ activities (with 

regard to research ethics, fundraising, accommodation for students with disabilities, 

workplace placement, or international partnerships), in an environment marked by 

competition and efficiency, has increased the pressures put on academics (Guzmán-

Valenzuela, 2018), either directly or indirectly. In the United Kingdom, Newton (2001) 

reported figures suggesting that quality assessment had increased paperwork and staff time 

tenfold in the last 10 years. In the same country, Tight (2010) noted that the administrative 

burden had increased and represented a quarter of professors’ working hours. In Canada, 

Crespo and Bertrand (2013) used institutional data from one research-intensive university to 

show an increase in faculty workload between 1996 and 2006. This increase was partly 

explained by a rise in students per class as well as other activities related to “institutional 

functioning,” such as preparation of research projects, paperwork, and reports. Regarding 

indirect influence, universities’ complexification has increased the demand for hiring 

professionals. For Kouritzin (2020), those professionals have also contributed to an increase in 

faculty workload: “the burden for the faculty who must jump through additional administrative 

hoops” (p. 1106). Studies (e.g. O’Meara et al., 2017) however suggest that this added 

paperwork burden does not necessarily imply an increase in the number of working hours, as 

other tasks might be put aside.  

Secondly, new forms of surveillance, monitoring, and reporting has been implemented to make 

institutions and individuals accountable (Craig et al., 2014). Organizations external to 

universities have gained a monitoring power over them (O’Meara et al., 2017), and this steering 

at a distance has led to the multiplication of evaluation occurrences within universities. Geurts 

and Maassen’s (2005) study of evaluation practices in four European higher education systems 

suggested that academics reported being evaluated more often and by different types of actors. 

Evaluations were perceived as more managerial than collegial and often led by department chairs 

and senior administrative staff. A Canadian study in three Quebec research-intensive universities 

also noted that, in addition to an increase in the number of evaluations, those evaluations were 

no longer circumscribed to peer academics and often accomplished by or for non-academic 

administrative staff (Kouritzin, 2020). The student evaluation of teaching (SET) constitutes a 

particular example in that regard. User satisfaction towards services received is an integral part of 

NPM (Crespo et al., 2011) and, in universities, it takes the form of SET that are  increasingly used 

as part of faculty promotion (Zhao & Gallant, 2012), although its validity has been contested by 

some scholars (Boring, 2017; Cook et al., 2020; Hornstein, 2017; Mitchell & Martin, 2021).  

Thirdly, beyond the burden of the “audit culture” (Shore, 2008), accountability measures could 

have contributed to an increase in faculty members’ reported stress, anxiety, and exhaustion. 

Craig et al. (2014) indicated that “the strong pressure academics are under to comply with 

accountability metrics seems likely to explain why many seem too busy to talk to their
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colleagues” (p. 12), pointing to a possible influence on academics’ self-isolation. According to 

Kouritzin (2020), symptoms of stress and disengagement may be associated with a “workload 

creep” (p. 1094), defined as the increased pressures of market metrics imposed on professorial 

tasks. Other studies also suggested that a surveillance environment would result in risk 

aversiveness, and a loss in academics’ professional confidence (Anderson, 2006; Newton, 2001; 

Trow 1994).  

In accordance with our objective to examine how faculty workload and academic activities’ 

evaluation evolved over the last decade, the literature cited above would suggest that, in a 

context marked by NPM, accountability measures could affect faculty workload through 

administrative and paperwork burden, evaluation occurrences, and professional exhaustion. 

Workload and Different Groups of Professors 

While accountability induces an additional pressure on academics, its impacts do not affect all 

faculty members equally. The paperwork and administrative burden might, on the contrary, lie 

differently depending on institutional or individual (sociodemographic) factors. Data from the 

Changing Academic Profession (CAP) study revealed that faculty members report an unequal 

distribution of tasks according to gender or salary levels, and concomitantly, various levels of 

strain and dissatisfaction (Jones, 2011; Porter & Umbach, 2001). 

Gender seems to be a core factor modulating the impact of accountability-induced workload. 

Link et al. (2007) observed that women professors in American universities spent more time on 

(internal or external) service activities than on research. O’Meara et al. (2017) remarked that 

female faculty was perceived as being naturally more inclined towards “organizational 

housekeeping” and that, for them, refusing to perform administrative tasks came at a greater 

risk; the risk seems even higher for women from minorities. Craig et al. (2014) reached similar 

conclusions regarding accountability and auditing practices generating a greater disadvantage 

for female professors’ career advancement. The burden would also affect differently faculty 

members from different ranks: full professors were more likely to devote themselves to local 

and international services (consultants) than to research and teaching. While assistant 

professors were expected to do more research in order to be promoted, associate professors 

would be the most involved with administrative tasks and the least satisfied with their 

distribution (Link et al., 2007; O’Meara et al., 2017). 

Our objective is to contrast those assumptions and findings of the literature with the changes in 

academic workload, as reported by Canadian professors. More precisely, using the data from 

the 2007 CAP study and the 2017 APIKS study, this paper aims to answer the three following 

research questions:  

1. Are there significant differences in Canadian university professors’ self-reported 
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workload between 2007 and 2017? 

2. By whom were professors’ academic activities evaluated in 2007 and 2017? 

3. In 2017, were some faculty members more involved than others in dealing with 

administrative tasks? 

Methodology 

To respond to our research questions, we performed statistical analyses on two databases. 

Data Collection 

This study is based on the Canadian chapter of the 2007 CAP study, conducted in 18 countries, 

and the 2017 APIKS study, conducted in 25 countries. For the CAP study, 6,693 invitations to 

participate in a survey were sent to all professors at 47 Canadian universities, with a response 

rate of 17.21%. For the APIKS study, invitations were sent to professors at 64 Canadian 

universities, and 2,968 completed the questionnaire, which corresponds to a response rate of 

11.97%. The two instruments were almost identical and included more than 50 items regarding 

professors’ perceptions of academic work, working conditions, work satisfaction, research 

activities, teaching activities, working history, as well as their sociodemographic characteristics. 

Considering that it was not possible to link individuals’ responses from 2007 to 2017, that the 

sampling processes were different and that surveys were 10 years apart, we considered the 

2007 and 2017 as independent samples. 

To examine samples’ representativeness, we compared both samples with data from Statistics 

Canada (2019) and the Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT, 2019) Almanac of 

Post-Secondary Education. As shown in Table 1, the proportion of female participants was 

higher than the proportion of females in the overall faculty population. Associate professors 

were slightly over-represented in 2007, while assistant professors were slightly under-

represented in 2017, and full professors were slightly over-represented both years. 

Participants’ average age was 47 in 2007 (mean year of birth being 1959) and 52 in 2017 

(mean year of birth being 1965). Despite those deviations, samples were considered as 

representative of the larger population of Canadian faculty by other studies (Gopaul et al., 

2016; Karram Stephenson, Jones, Bégin-Caouette, & Metcalfe, 2020).
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Table 1 

Participants’ Gender and Academic Rank Compared to the General Population of Canadian 

University Professors  

 2006-2007 

population* 

2007  

sample 

2017-2018 

population** 

2017  

sample 

Gender     

Female 33% 41% 41% 51% 

Male  67% 59% 59% 49% 

Academic rank     

Assistant  27% 29% 18% 16% 

Associate 33% 35% 37% 37% 

Full 35% 36% 36% 41% 

Note. *Adapted from Statistics Canada (2019) Table 37-10-0076-01. **Adapted from CAUT 

Almanac (CAUT, 2019).   

Data Analyses 

This study used IBM SPSS 25. To examine if there was a significant difference in professors’ 

perception between 2007 and 2017, we merged the CAP and APIKS databases (n = 4081). Three 

survey items were used to create five dependent variables (DVs): (a) for all of your professional 

activities, how many hours do you spend in a normal week, when classes are in and not in 

session, on the following [teaching, research and service] activities?; (b) who regularly assesses 

your teaching, research, and service activities?; (c) to what extent do you agree with the 

following statement: there is a cumbersome administrative process [5-point Likert scale]? The five 

variables we created reflect the evaluative and administrative components of faculty workload:  

 DV1 Working hours per week. 

 DV2 Proportion (%) of time dedicated to administration. 

 DV3 Number of evaluation occurrences. 

 DV4 Proportion (%) of participation to evaluation by professors.  

 DV5 Perception of administrative cumbersomeness.  

To obtain a typical annualized average week of hours worked in DV1, we created a weighted 

variable giving 60% to weeks with classes and 40% to weeks without classes.  

Our analyses also included four independent variables (IVs): year of survey (2007 or 2017), 

faculty rank (assistant, associate, and full professors), gender, and age at the time of 

completing the survey. For gender, after noting that, in 2007, the category “other” did not exist, 
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we removed the 26 participants who, in 2017, checked that category. We also created five 

categories of age groups.  

To answer our first research question, we calculated descriptive statistics and carried out a 

parametric MANOVA (Wilks’ Lambda) to examine differences in faculty responses between 2007 

and 2017 (IV = Year of survey) for the five DVs. We measured the normality of the distribution 

of DVs and found that the estimated skewness (s) and kurtosis (k) were between -1 and 1, 

except for the DV2 variable (s = 2.014, k = 5.155). In the latter we proceeded to a Mann-

Whitney U post-hoc test, while for the rest we ran post-hoc Student’s t-tests. To answer our 

second question, we disaggregated DV4 by categories of evaluators and academic activities. To 

answer our third question, we disaggregated the five DVs by gender, age, and faculty rank.  

Limitations 

Some methodological and conceptual limits might have restrained or biased our analysis. First, 

one variable’s (DV2) kurtosis and asymmetry were outside the tolerance margins. Although we 

performed non-parametric tests on this variable, our MANOVA model assumed that the 

assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity were achieved, which may have undermined its 

reliability. Moreover, we proceeded to a between-subject analysis of variance, participants’ 

anonymity prevented us from determining if the 2007 and 2017 samples were, in fact, 

independent or if some responses came from the same individuals. Finally, in addition to this 

survey being based uniquely on professors’ perceptions of their work, it must be highlighted 

that our study cannot confirm any causal link between what the literature characterizes as an 

increase in accountability measures and variations in academics’ self-reported workload. Our 

interpretations are thus circumstantial and must be treated with caution. Nonetheless, this 

study represents a first step in examining the evolution of academics’ perception of university 

work in the last 10 years and the first of this magnitude analyzing what groups of academics 

bear the burden of administrative tasks. 

Findings  

This section is divided into the three research questions that this paper sought to answer.  

1. Are There Significant Differences in Canadian University Professors’ Self-Reported Workload 

Between 2007 and 2017? 

As shown in Table 2, mean scores for four of the five DVs increased between 2007 and 2017. 

Compared to participants in 2007, participants in 2017 report working more hours per week, 

dedicating more time to administrative tasks, being evaluated more often, and facing a more 

cumbersome administrative process. Professors, however, report that their teaching, 

research, and service activities are less frequently evaluated by peer academics in 2017 than 

they were in 2007.
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Table 2  

Mean Scores of Dependent Variables in 2007 and 2017 

Variables Year n M SD 

DV1 Working hours per week 2007 1149 43.40 14.85 

2017 2743 45.27 14.10 

DV2 % time dedicated to administrative tasks 2007 1108 16% 0.15 

2017 2743 18% 0.15 

DV3 Number of evaluation occurrences 2007 1284 6.25 4.43 

2017 2797 6.87 3.78 

DV4 % of participation to evaluation by professors 2007 1066 36% 0.23 

2017 2747 32% 0.24 

DV5 Perception of administrative cumbersomeness 2007 1048 3.81 1.07 

2017 2760 3.92 1.11 

In order to examine if variations were statistically significant, we proceeded to a between-

subject one-way MANOVA (Wilks’ Lambda) on the five DVs and for which the year of the survey 

was the IV. Findings suggest that the means of the scores attributed by participants to the five 

variables taken together in 2017 is significantly different than the mean of the scores attributed 

by participants in 2007, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.986, F(5, 3674) = 10.804, p = 0.000, partial eta-

squared η2 = 0.014 (small size of the amplitude effect of the difference between the means). 

As presented in Table 3, post-hoc t-tests were carried out for the four variables which data 

follow normal distribution. Findings suggest that differences between 2007 and 2017 are 

statistically significant (p < 0,05), although Cohen tests indicated that the size effect of those 

significant differences is small (dCohen ≤ 0.2). Participating faculty members therefore report 

working significantly more hours per week, being evaluated more often, being less evaluated by 

peer faculty members, and having to face a more cumbersome administrative process.  

DV2 did not follow a normal distribution, so we performed a Mann and Whitney non-parametric 

test and obtained that the mean rank of 2017 was significantly higher than that of 2007 (p < 

0,01), but the difference is of small magnitude (η2 = 0.01). In other words, faculty in 2017 

report dedicating more time to administrative tasks than faculty in 2007, but the difference is 

only 2 percentage points.  
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Table 3 

Independent Group T-test Results Comparing Participants’ Responses to Four Variables in 2007 

and 2017 

Variables t df Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

95% confidence 

interval of the 

difference 

Lower Upper 

DV1 Working hours per week -3.64 2056 .000 -1.87 -2.88 -0.86 

DV3 Number of evaluation 

occurrences 

-4.32 2174 .000 -0.62 -0.90 -0.34 

DV4 % of participation to 

evaluation by professors 

-4.07 2023 .000 -0.03 0.02 0.05 

DV5 Perception of administrative 

cumbersomeness 

-2.88 3806 .004 -0.12 -0.19 -0.04 

2. By Whom Were Professors’ Academic Activities Evaluated in 2007 and 2017? 

The only variable with higher mean scores in 2007 than in 2017 was DV4—Proportion of 

participation to evaluation occurrences by professors. DV4 is a composite index created by 

adding the number of times participants checked that their teaching, research, and/or external 

activities were evaluated by one of the eight types of evaluators, and by dividing the number of 

times activities were evaluated by peers in the same or other departments from that total. 

Considering the complexity of this variable (three activities and eight types of evaluators) and 

taking into account that the evaluation of academic activity can be considered as a by-product 

of accountability, we disaggregated the 2007 and 2017 data to examine by whom professors 

reported being regularly evaluated. 

Table 4 reveals that, in 2017, a larger proportion of professors reported that their research and 

teaching activities were more evaluated than in 2007, and by all types of evaluators. The 

difference is particularly noticeable with teaching activities being more evaluated by students 

(+11%), heads of departments (+8%), senior administrators (+9%), and other professors from 

the same department (+8%). A larger proportion of professors also reported that their research 

was evaluated by senior administrative staff (+11%), heads of departments (+10%), and external 

reviewers (+6%). On the contrary, compared to 2007, a smaller proportion of faculty members 

in 2017 reported that their external (or service-oriented) activities were evaluated by peers, 

heads of departments, members of other departments, and students. Nevertheless, those 

activities were more evaluated by external reviewers (+4%) and senior administrators (+3%).
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Table 4 

Evolution of Evaluation Occurrences by Type of Activity and Type of Evaluator Between 2007 

and 2017 

 

Teaching 

activities 

Research 

activities 

External 

activities 
 

2007 2017 2007 2017 2007 2017 

Your peers in your department 35% 43% 39% 41% 39% 31% 

The head of your department or 

unit 

56% 64% 48% 58% 55% 47% 

Members of other departments or 

units at your institution 

13% 14% 18% 19% 14% 11% 

Senior administrative staff 25% 34% 27% 38% 26% 29% 

Your students 76% 87% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

External reviewers 7% 9% 47% 53% 7% 11% 

 

3. In 2017, Were Some Faculty Members More Involved Than Others in Dealing With 

Administrative Tasks? 

Having noted a statistically significant increase in the faculty workload between 2007 and 2017, 

we were curious to examine on whom lied the burden of administrative tasks. Table 5 

disaggregates data for the five DVs by professors’ gender, age group, and academic rank. 

Firstly, women reported working slightly fewer hours per week than their male colleagues but 

dedicating slightly more hours to administrative tasks. Female participants also indicated that 

their academic activities were evaluated more often and by other faculty members in a greater 

proportion. Concomitantly, the administrative process appeared more cumbersome for them 

than for male professors.  

Secondly, the age groups who dedicated more time to administrative tasks were faculty 

members who are between 51 to 60 years old (M = 19%) and 61 to 70 years old (M = 19%). 

Faculty members under the age of 40 years old reported being evaluated the most often (M = 

7.37) and by other professors in a larger proportion (M = 37%). The highest scores attributed to 

administrative cumbersomeness were given by faculty members between the ranges of 41 to 50 

(M = 3.99) and 51 to 60 years (M = 3.99). 
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Table 5 

Comparing Participants of Evaluation (2017) 

Academics Working 

hours 

per week 

% time 

dedicated to 

administration 

Number of 

evaluation 

occurrences 

% of 

participation 

to eval. by 

professors 

Perception of 

cumbersomeness 

Gender      

Male 45.67 17% 6.67 30% 3.85 

Female 44.96 18% 7.06 33% 3.99 

Age      

<40 43.38 13% 7.37 37% 3.86 

41-50 44.27 17% 7.29 34% 3.99 

51-60 46.45 19% 6.89 30% 3.99 

61-70 44.89 19% 6.35 30% 3.84 

>70 48.06 14% 6.24 29% 3.68 

Academic rank       

Assistant  46.20 14% 7.28 35% 3.89 

Associate  45.23 18% 7.23 32% 4.04 

Full  45.79 19% 6.66 30% 3.85 

Thirdly, considering that academic rank is significantly correlated to professors’ age (rs = 0.50, 

p < 0.01), our observations regarding age groups are applicable to ranks. Assistant professors 

declared working more hours (M = 46.20), dedicating less time to administrative tasks (M = 

14%), being evaluated more often (M = 7.28) and being evaluated by other faculty members in a 

larger proportion (M = 35%). On the other hand, full professors reported dedicating a greater 

proportion of their time to administrative tasks (M = 19%), being less frequently evaluated (M = 

6.66) and being less frequently evaluated by peers (M = 30%). Associate professors, for their 

part, perceived administrative processes as being more cumbersome (M = 4.04) than their 

colleagues. In sum, junior academics would be more frequently evaluated, mid-level academics 

would be more dissatisfied with the administrative cumbersomeness of their work, and senior 

academics would dedicate more time to administrative tasks. 

Discussion 

Using the Canadian data from the 2007 CAP study and 2017 APIKS study, this paper aimed to 

answer three research questions:  

1. Are there significant differences in Canadian university professors’ self-reported 

workload between 2007 and 2017? 

2. By whom were professors’ academic activities evaluated in 2007 and 2017?



128                                  Brock Education Journal 30 (2) 

                                                  

3. In 2017, were some faculty members more involved than others in dealing with 

administrative tasks?  

Findings suggest that academic workload increased significantly in 10 years, that academic 

activities are significantly more evaluated, although by academics themselves in a smaller 

proportion, and that the administrative burden lies more heavily on female and senior faculty 

members. 

Those findings support the conclusions reached by other studies. The increase in faculty 

workload observed in Canadian research-intensive universities between 1996 and 2006 (Crespo 

& Bertrand, 2013) seems to have continued between 2007 and 2017 and to be perceptible when 

all types of universities are considered. A future study could examine if the evolution in faculty 

workload varies by type of institution. One could wonder if a 2-hour-per-week increase 

corresponds to what Kouritzin (2020) named a “workload creep” (p. 1094), but participants did 

indicate working, on average, more than 45 hours per week, and even more if we only consider 

the 8 months during which classes are in session. Regarding the proportion of that workload 

coming from administrative tasks, there are few studies with which to compare our findings, 

but, in the United Kingdom, Tight (2010) had noted that the proportion of time dedicated to 

administrative tasks had also increased and represented 25% of professors’ time. Our findings 

suggest that faculty members report dedicating, in 2017, 18% of their time to administrative 

tasks, but although the increase since 2007 is significant, it is of very small magnitude (2%).  

Our analyses also mirror findings from other studies regarding how administrative tasks weigh 

more heavily on some academics than others, especially women (Craig et al., 2014; Link et al., 

2017). As O’Meara et al. (2017) suggested, female faculty might feel a pressure to accept more 

administrative responsibilities than their male colleagues, despite a larger proportion of female 

academics in universities (Universities Canada, 2017). In terms of ranks, like Kyvik (2013) had 

noted in Europe, senior faculty members report working more hours than their junior 

colleagues who, like Porter and Umbach (2001) had suggested, could be expected to dedicate 

themselves to activities, mainly research, considered for their promotion. Assistant professors 

(who are, on average, more frequently 40 years old or younger) report working more hours per 

week and having their academic activities being more frequently evaluated and by other 

professors in a greater proportion. Professors who have not yet obtained tenure tend to 

dedicate more hours to preparing their courses and building up their research program because 

they have to get used to this job, but also because they must meet (or surpass) the implicit and 

explicit requirements of their colleagues, who are ultimately responsible for granting them with 

tenure (Acker & Webber, 2016; Cook et al., 2020). Kim et al. (2016) have also shown that the 

implementation of tighter monitoring and evaluation systems in universities had a greater 

influence on assistant professors’ activities, thus corroborating the tight coupling between 

evaluation and workload for assistant professors. Since our data do not indicate the types of 
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evaluation activities that professors must face, this remains a hypothesis to be further tested. 

Academics of all ages somehow agree with the statement regarding the cumbersomeness of the 

administrative process, but retired professors and those close to retirement are less likely to 

agree than associate and women professors, groups often subjected to additional pressures 

and challenges (e.g., the glass ceiling, raising children, taking care of elderly dependents, 

raising funds for larger projects) related to career progress, gender equality, or relative 

competitiveness (Kyvik, 2013; O’Meara et al., 2017). 

Accountability, Evaluation, and the Technostructure 

The effective rise of faculty workload and administrative tasks between 2007 and 2017 occur in 

parallel with an accountability policy framing in higher education in several Canadian provinces 

(Fisher & Rubenson, 2014). Accountability is a multifaceted concept, and, unlike Newton (2001) 

did in the United Kingdom, our study cannot confirm a direct causal relationship between 

accountability and the increase in faculty workload. Findings, however, shed light on professors’ 

perception of evaluation processes, which are a concrete manifestation of accountability 

(O’Meara et al., 2017). Reported evaluation occurrences increased significantly in 10 years and 

professors’ participation to those occurrences significantly decreased during the same period.  

Beyond the burden of evaluations, our study indicates that, between 2007 and 2017, faculty 

evaluation (and the power it involves) has been transferred to other actors, following two 

distinct directions. Professors’ participation in evaluating teaching activities has increased and 

remains an expression of collegiality as peer-based control rather than total immunity from 

peer scrutiny (Birnbaum, 1988; Hardy, 1996; Mintzberg, 1979). But our findings also suggest 

that evaluation has crept vertically, towards the upper level of the faculty staff (heads of units), 

and horizontally, towards other administrative or expert bodies, internal or external to 

universities. As administrative personnel (chairs and senior administrators) get more involved in 

evaluating teaching, accountability principles seep into assessment practices and may justify 

administrative oversight of academic work. Our results show an important increase in student 

evaluation of teaching (SET), which is in line with studies revealing how SET is used as a 

management tool by administrators (Cook et al., 2020; Hornstein, 2017). NPM tends to favour 

competition between universities (de Boer et al., 2005; Dill et al., 2004), and marketization is 

often accompanied by contractual obligations towards the State that incentives the continuous 

production of output measurements (Dill, 1998). As students are seen less as professional 

apprentices expected to conform to institutional culture, and increasingly as customers (Côté & 

Allahar, 2007; Crespo et al., 2011; Winston, 1999), institutions benefit from increasing 

legitimacy to evaluate the students’ satisfaction of the teaching they receive, legitimizing their 

opinions on the question (Hornstein, 2017). Our results show that the increase in SET is 

shadowed by an almost equivalent increase in administrators’ (local or institutional) 

involvement in teaching assessment.
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Research activities are also increasingly evaluated, but while evaluation by peers remains 

constant, the participation of unit chairs and senior administrators is notable. This unequal 

evolution of responsibility over assessment processes tends to support the many observations 

regarding such a shift in Canada (Côté & Allahar, 2007, 2011) and other countries (Whitchurch, 

2012). First, this could relate to the intensification of research regulations through ethics 

protocols (Haggerty, 2004; Karram Stephenson, Jones, Fick, et al., 2020), and the role of central 

administrators and interstitial organizations in incentivizing and regulating profit-oriented 

research activities (Clark, 1998; Jessop, 2017). 

Overall, the only types of evaluators who are more involved for all three types of academic 

activities’ evaluation are senior administrative staff and external reviewers. This mirrors Geurts 

and Maassen’s (2005) observation that professors perceived their activities were more 

evaluated by senior administrative staff. Two explanations could explain this evolution. Firstly, 

the accountability framework is often associated with a professionalized body of administrative 

staff (Kehm, 2015) proficient in the budget, finances and contracts, evaluating research 

projects, implementing teaching evaluation mechanisms, collecting institutional data, reporting 

on key performance areas or diversity and environmental standards, et cetera. (Hansen et al., 

2019). Since this “support staff” work more with department chairs, deans, and vice-provosts 

than with professors (Kouritzin, 2020), academics fill out forms for them who, in the end, are 

responsible for making the institution accountable to public authorities. Secondly, as 

universities become more complex organizations and academic work implies a plurality of skills 

not generally developed by professors, universities employ professionals who are cognizant of 

research impact, learning technology, student development, equity standards, research ethics, 

international relations, trade and business law, bibliometric calculations, and team management. 

For Kyvik (2013), this administrative apparatus would relieve professors of some of the 

administrative work. However, considering their almost proprietary knowledge and their 

mastery of support infrastructure, professors must rely on their expertise and adjust their 

activities accordingly. This situation corresponds to Mintzberg’s (1983) technostructure that 

relies on its expertise to develop systems of bureaucratic control. Multiple studies (e.g., Kallio 

et al., 2020; Normand, 2020) have shown how technostructures thrived in accountability-

focused systems. The magnitude of differences between 2007 and 2017 remain, however, small 

and one could formulate a hypothesis according to which the high level of faculty unionization 

in Canada has served to protect academic traditions, such as collegiality (Gopaul et al., 2016).  

Conclusion 

The objective of this paper was to examine how faculty workload and academic activities’ 

evaluation had evolved between 2007 and 2017, in a context marked by NPM and accountability 

in Canadian higher education. Relying on faculty perspectives collected in the 2007 CAP study 

and the 2017 APIKS study, our findings suggest that academic workload increased significantly 
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in 10 years, that faculty members spend more time on administrative tasks, and that academic 

activities are significantly more evaluated, although less by academics themselves. These three 

findings are important as they corroborate the argument (see Craig et al., 2014; Geurts & 

Maassen, 2005; Kouritzin, 2020; Shore, 2008; Tight, 2010) according to which accountability 

measures imposed on universities would have added to the administrative burden of professors 

who need to work more hours and dedicate more of their time to justify or demonstrate their 

academic activities’ results and relevance.  

Female academics also reported, in 2017, dedicating more time to administrative tasks, being 

more frequently evaluated, and perceiving the administrative process as more cumbersome 

than their male colleagues. Finally, the only types of evaluators who were more involved for all 

three types of academic activities’ evaluation were senior administrative staff and external 

reviewers. Our interpretation of those findings is that the accountability policy framework in 

Canada is concomitant to universities’ multiplying evaluation and reporting mechanisms, which 

could result in universities increasing the administrative and paperwork burden of faculty 

members (Allen, 2011), and hiring non-academic staff to help the institution in its diverse 

obligations (Hansen et al., 2019).  

Our findings also suggest that the responsibility for evaluating academic activities has shifted 

vertically towards the heads of units, and horizontally towards administrative bodies of experts, 

either internal or external to universities. Future studies could examine how this power shift 

would influence collegial management practices within universities’ decision-making bodies.  

Since no formal definition of “administrative” tasks was provided in the surveys, a future study 

should examine what faculty members include in administrative tasks. For instance, is filling 

out ethics applications part of research or administration? Moreover, combining a policy 

analysis with empirical observations could help track how accountability policies at the 

provincial level influence universities’ administrative procedures and, possibly, the 

administrative tasks performed by individual faculty members. In the end, one could wonder to 

what extent does the time involved in proving someone is working take time away from 

completing the work itself. 
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