We’re Workin Sputnik may be at the root of the problem. Russia launched a
g

on the satellite in 1957; America nervously looked for ways to catch
Faculty up and chose the university as its vehicle for doing so. Enroll-
Work Load ments soared as getting-a-college-education very nearly be-

came a patriotic duty. Research grants blossomed from every

By STEVE SHINN federal agency and private foundation. Faculty, especially PhDs,
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were in great demand, and some even were enticed to certain
campuses with the promise of light teaching loads.

That seemed to be what the public wanted, and higher educa-
tion, being accountable (remember that term, folks) to the pub-
lic, responded. It was the Golden Sixties—an era when the Amer-
ican people happily fed higher education’s seemingly insatiable
appetite for money.

But, then, disenchantment set in. The public heard about six
and seven-hour teaching loads, believed that professors were
more interested in research than teaching, and called a halt. The
feeling is widespread, says one university president, that the fac-
ulty has “become a protected featherbedding elite.” And Dr. A.
G. Unklesbay, MU’s administrative vice president, says, “Any
honest faculty member will admit that some of what was passed
off as research was worthless.”

Much of the research is valuable, of course, and part of the
public’s problem is simply a misunderstanding of what consti-
tutes faculty workload. Although some states—notably Michi-
gan and Texas—have legislated loads of 12 hours in a class-
room per week, workload means more. After all, you wouldn’t
measure a lawyers workload by the time he spends in a court-
room, or a salesman’s by the time he spends in a customer’s
office.

One researcher identified 25 components of faculty workload:
(1) lower division teaching; (2) upper division teaching; (3) grad-
uate teaching; (4) laboratory teaching; (5) seminar teaching;
(6) classes of over 40 students; (7) designing correspondence
courses; (8) teaching correspondence courses; (9) advising stu-
dents; (10) directing master’s theses; (11) directing doctoral dis-
sertations; (12) membership on dissertation or thesis commit-
tees; (13) sponsoring student organizations; (14) membership
on university committees; (15) chairing university committees:;
(16) chairing academic departments; (17) supervising employ-
ees; (18) holding major offices in regional or national profession-
al organizations; (19) research activities; (20) publishing; (21)
university-connected travel; (22) university-connected consult-
ing; (23) public relations activities; (24) writing speeches for out-
side groups; and (25) attending required meetings.

Since 1965, the University of Missouri has kept similar—al-
though not so extensive data—on all teaching faculty as a meth-
od of pinpointing the cost of its direct instructional activities. This
year a new form, Faculty Activity Survey, is being used. Repro-
duced on the following pages, the form will make possible stan-
dard data that can be compared with data from other universities



Such data may also be
used to review distribution
of faculty effort.

How does directing a
thesis compare with
teaching freshman English?

Universities throughout the
nation are trying to apply
management techniques.

But in the final analysis,
each faculty member must be
accountable to himself.

across the country. The hope is that the University can utilize
such data not only to pinpoint the cost of various faculty activities
for both internal and external groups (such as the General As-
sembly), but also to review the comparative effort devoted by
faculty to teaching, research, service, and other workload com-
ponents.

There are some limitations. An obvious one is that each fac-
ulty member fills out the form himself, and it is unlikely that any-
one will think small. The forms are reviewed by the department
chairmen and deans, however. There is some froth inherent in
the form, too. For example, the instructions for completing the
blanks under “Unscheduled Teaching” include the suggestion,
“Discussion with colleagues about teaching.” This, of course
could be nothing more than a bull session at a coffee break in
Jesse Hall or a 5 p.m. martini interlude in the neighborhood bar.
There is no doubt, however, that the 50 hours or so turned in by
most faculty members are a more accurate assessment of their
work week than a “teaching load” of 8-12 hours.

The trick in all of this is to establish equivalencies, that is to de-
termine how directing a thesis compares to teaching a beginning
course in freshman English. What's directing a lab worth as com-
pared to chairing a committee? And which lab and which com-
mittee? A University-wide ad hoc committee with Unklesbay as
chairman is now looking into all this. Called the Faculty Effort
Committee (some member objected to the term, workload), the
group hopes to have some recommendations ready by the end
of this school year.

Universities throughout the United States are working on this
kind of problem—trying to apply some of the computerized man-
agement techniques of industry to higher education. It's what
the public seems to want, and higher education, as always, is
accountable and responsive to the public—although not as rap-
idly as some would like. This new attempt at accountability, which
seeks to quantify faculty effort, could result in a valuable tool for
college administrators. The data should enable them to better
establish educational goals and to better assess the results. The
Columbia Campus’s College of Engineering already has used
this approach successfully.

Yet, there is danger here, too. In attempting to quantify work-
load, it's easy to jump to the conclusion that only the measurable
matters. But good teaching can’t be obtained from a computer
printout. The exciting and the dull, the conscientious and the
goof-off will have the same number of points. The Campus’s 112
department chairmen can be a big help here, and MU has moved
to make them more accountable for what goes on in their disci-
plines by making plans to give the chairmen 12-month rather
than nine-month contracts and paying them extra for their work
as administrators. But the real hope for quality is in the direct
charge of the faculty, and each teacher, in the final analysis, must
be accountable to himself. O
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