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I.

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

This report presents the findings of the seventh annual survey of faculty
time-use jointly sponsored by the Academic Council (chaired by Professor
‘Ralph Turner in 1983-84) and the Systemwide Administration of the University
of California. These surveys were conducted by the Institute for Research

in Social Behavior (IRSB), an independent nonprofit research organization

not affiliated with the University.

During the first year and a half of this project the faculty members were
represented by the Academic Senate Special Committee on Faculty Workload.
This Special Committee, chaired by Professor Randolph Wedding (Riverside),
provided guidance during the development phase of the project. In winter
1979, the function of the Special Committee was transferred to a subcom-

mittee of the Universitywide Committee on Educational Policy (UCEP). The

UCEP Subcommittee during 1983~84 was chaired by Professor James Kettner
(Berkeley).

The Administration was represented by James Albertson, Associate Vice
President for Academic Affairs. Sampling for the study was conducted

through the University's Information Systems and Services, under the

quidance of Anita Eble, Director.

In the conduct of this research, the Institute has employed rigorous
probability sampling procedures and highly structured measuring instruments
to obtain accurate, comprehensive and generalizable information on the time

devoted to all activities that are related to the professional duties
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of members of the University faculty. The emphasis of the study, however,

is primarily on instructional activities.

In keeping with standard survey procedures, strict controls were used to
ensure the confidentiality of the completed questionnaires which were
returned to and kept at the Institute. " The link between respondent names
and the serial numbers on the 1983-84 questionnaires, originally kept in
a locked file and needed initially for methodological purposes, has been

destroyed.

The Institute wishes to express our appreciation to all those faculty
members who have taken the time to participate in this study and to
Professor Kettner, of the UCEP Subcommittee, who generously and conscien-
tiously served as advisor to the project. We also thank Vice President
Albertson and other members of the Administration who provided us with

necessary information and guidance.

Three consultants contributed to this study: Herbert Hyman, formerly
Crowell Professor at Wesleyan University, who served as the methodological
consultant on the study design; Ira Cisin, Professor of Sociology at

The George Washington University, who has continugd to serve as the statisti-
cal consultant:; and Dean Manheimer, who served as Principal Investigator
during the first three surveys until his retirement, and who, since then,

has served as a special consultant to the stﬁdy. Janice Clinthorne, of

IRSB, served as Principal Investigator of the current study.




II. HIGHLIGHTS OF THE STUDY FINDINGS

Data from the 1983-84 survey of UC faculty members show that during the
instructional weeks of that academic year, regular faculty members
whose sole appointment is a full-time teaching appointment (i.e.,

those with 100% I&R FTEs) spent:

An average of 6l1.3 hours a week on University-related activities
of all kinds. This total includes:
26.0 hours on instructional activities:
23.2 hours on research/creative activities;
6.6 hours on university service;
5.5 hours on professional activities/public service.
The 26.0 hours a week spent on instructional activities include 11.8
hours of direct student contact which consist of:

5.1 hours teaching regularly scheduled courses; -

3.2 hours on student advising;
2.5 hours supervising independent/special study;
0.7 hours on non-credit instruction;

0.2 hours participating in oral examinations.

In addition to direct student contact, an average of 10.1 hours a week
was spent on course preparation, and 4.1 hours were devoted to "other
instructional activities" such as grading papers and exams, reading
dissertations, etc.

There have been no consistent five-year trends in the hours reported
by these faculty for any category of instructional activities. Since
1980-81, however, hours reported for all instructional activities as a
whole have declined. This decline reflects decreases in time reported
for course preparation between 1980-81 and 1982-83, and decreases

since 1981-82 in time reported for scheduled course instruction and for
the category, "other instructional activities.”
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Since 1977-78 when these annual studies began, the trend for scheduled
course instruction hours shows alternating small decreases and increases
every few years. Over the past three academic years, time reported for
scheduled course instruction decreased from 5.7 hours a week in 1981-82
to 5.5 hours in 1982-83 to 5.1 hours in 1983-84,

Between 1980-81 and 1982-83 time reported by these faculty for uni-
versity service had steadily decreased. However, this decline was
reversed in the past year when average weekly hours rose from 4.8
in 1982-83 to 6.6 hours in 1983-84.

Of the time spent on non-instructional activities during the 1983-84
academic year, an average of 7.3 hours a week also contributed to
instructional activities.

For ease in presentation, these highlights include only findings for full-
time regular faculty members with 100 percent I&R FTEs. In the report
that follows, estimates for instructional activities are also shown for
part-time and full-time faculty combined, per Instruction and Research
Full-Time Equivalent (I&R FTE).
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III. RESEARCH DESIGN AND INSTRUMENTS

A. RATIONALE *

In designing this study of faculty time-use, we sought a method that would
not require the recall of remote events, that would impose only minimal
burdens on the individual's memory of very recent events, and yet one that
would yield an accurate estimate of the average weekly worklcad over all
instructional weeks of the academic year. Our aim was to eliminate the
process of "mental averaging" in which the faculty member is required to
think back over an entire quarter or year and estimate the hours spent in
an "average" week on various activities. To do this we developed the
following design: each faculty member was assigned the relatively simple
task of recording his or her activities during a specified brief period.
Most respondents were assigned a 48-hour period of two consecutive desig-
nated weekdays:; a smaller group of respondents was assigned a 72-hour
period consisting of a specified weekend plus an adjacent Friday or Monday.
These brief assignments were distributed evenly across all instructional

weeks of the 1983-84 academic year.

The basic instruments were: (1) a diary form for keeping a current, running
record of activity throughout the period; (2) a questionnaire on which
summaries of activity and answers to a few essential questions would be

entered; and (3) supplementary materials that defined and illustrated

* The following material on design and instruments is a summary of a fuller
description which appeared in University of California Faculty Time-Use
Study: Report for the 1977-78 Academic Year.
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various categories of activity, clarified ambiguities, and described larger
features of the study so as to encourage candor and cooperation. Of all
these materials, only the questionnaire was to be returned to us. (Illus-

trations of the instruments are presented in Appendix E.)

Since each respondent reported on only one brief uni; of time, it is clear
that no mental averaging was involved. The objective of our study, however,
was to obtain findings generalizable to all instructional weeks, in effect
an average picture, rather than findings that apply only to the particular
two days assigned the individual faculty member. The average was obtained
by combining the data from all the subsamples and calculating the averages
for various activities. (The precise formulas and mode of calculation are

described in Appendix C.)

The normal patterning of academic work was the overriding reason for as—
signing a unit of 48 hours or two weekdays, instead of the 24~hour unit
commonly employed in such studies among the general population. Although
the patterning of work in many fields tends to be the same no matter what
the day of the week, teaching tends to be scheduled only on certain days,
Monday-Wednesday-Friday, for example, and not on Tuesday and Thursday for
many faculty, or the reverse pattern for others. The 48-hour unit is long
enough to capture oscillating patterns of activity characterizing work on
different days. Since weekends were included within the scope of our study
so as to obtain a picture of activities over the entire week, it was decided
to ask those reporting about the weekend to cover 72 hours and to include

the adjacent Friday or Monday.
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We used six equivalent subsamples to cover a week, arranging them in an
overlapping, interpenetrating way, shown most easily in the following
diagram. The seventh subsamble begins a second week. Following this
pattern, the design runs on until the last days of scheduled instruction

on each campus are covered.

Subsample

(1) Sat./Sun.-Monday

(2) Monday-Tuesday

(3) Tuesday-Wednesday

(4) Wednesday-Thursday

(5) Thursday-Friday
(6) : Friday-Sat./Sun.
(7) Sat./Sun.~Monday

(8) - Monday~-Tuesday

(;tc)

As a result of this overlapping arrangement, two equivalent subsamples
reported on each day, and each day was reported upon both when it was the

first day and when it was the second day of the assignment.*

Instructions and Definitions of Terms: In the development of the instru-

ments, care was taken to provide precise instructions and to define terms
clearly. Decisions were made jointly and only after careful review with
representatives of the faculty and the Administration. Definitions were

explicit in the instruments and supplementary materials sent to respondents.

A special problem arises in connection with working time that jointly and

simultaneously contributes to more than one activity. The rule in most

e R R R EREEEREEREREREEEE=

* "Day" in this sense can refer to a weekend. For example, for those who
reported on a Friday-Saturday/Sunday period, the first report "day" would
be Friday, and the second report "day" would be Saturday-Sunday.
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studies is that a unit of time is indivisible and can be allocated to only
one activity. This procedure overlooks the fact that we often carry out
more than one‘activity at a time and that work in one areahof‘actiVity can
contribute to work in another area. For exampie, research activity amorig
faculty members is often reflected in their classroom teaching. Therefore,
faculty were iﬁstructed to report separately those portions of tiﬁe where
the primary activity was other than instruction, but which they regarded as
contributing to instruction. The estimates of the contribution or: "payoff"
from jointly productive activitiés are presented separately. By this
operational definition, faculty members are allowed to indicate the full

contribution of their professional activities to instruction.

Introductory Materials: The cover page of the questionnaire and a separate

letter were important elements of the instrument. They stated the context

for the inquiry and specified where additional information could be obtained

if respondents were still in doubt as to the nature, purposes, auspices, or

meaning of the questions.

These materials described the joint sponsorship of the study by the Academic

Council and the Administration of the University; they noted the fact that
the study was being conducted by an independent research organization and

carried out by persons not connected with the University; they described

measures that were taken to ensure confidentiality; and finally the materials

referred respondents with questions about the study to the Chairman of the

UCEP Subcommittee and Institute staff.
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