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ABSTRACT

A MULTIPLE CORRELATION AND REGRESSION ANALYSIS

COMPARING FACULTY ACTIVITY SURVEY WITH OTHER

METHODOLOGIES FOR ALLOCATING

COSTS TO COURSES ‘

BY

William Clark Crothers

Efficient resource projection and allocation

requires a thorough analysis of the faculty activities

and their related costs. Effective utilization of

faculty is a major responsibility of college and uni-

versity administrators. Even in light of this, many

institutions have little idea of how the faculty allocate

their time or how this distribution effects costs. Few

institutions have devised a meaningful method of gather-

ing this information, analyzing the data, or costing out

these activities. Only now is the concept of faculty

activity analysis emerging with general interest and

acceptance.

To manage the cost of instruction requires the

identification of the major variables of costs. Yet

research on costing methodology in higher education has

lacked a thorough examination assessing what results when

different costing methodologies are employed. To
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generate a cost figure is not sufficient when it is

realized that the costing.methodology will to a degree

determine that cost figure. A need for research which

inquires into the nature of the costing methodology used

for allocating costs to the individual units chosen has

been reflected in the literature.

Methodology of the Study
 

The population from which the data were drawn

for this study were the faculty and course offerings of

one college at Michigan State University. This college

offers both undergraduate and doctoral level programs,

and its five departments are diversified in both the

nature of their activities and course offerings. The

entire faculty were surveyed and a usable return rate of

86.3 per cent was realized. All of the data, except

salaries, were collected for the fall term of 1972

through a faculty activity survey instrument designed

by the National Center for Higher Education Management

Systems.

The objectives of this dissertation were divided

into two parts. The first was to examine the inter-

relationships of selected instructional workload factors

through determining the distribution of faculty time

among several activities and assigning costs to these

activities based on the salaries of the faculty. The

profile analysis was develOped by department and by rank.
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The second objective was to compare four costing

methodologies used in allocating costs to courses. The

bases of allocating costs were: (1) the total course

time, (2) formal contact hours, (3) student credit hours,

and (4) course credit hours. This comparison was not only

based on the costs per course, but it also considered the

differences in selected variables of costs and the

respective costing methodology. The five variables of

costs which were examined were: (1) faculty rank,

(2) course level, (3) class size, (4) number of courses

and/or sections taught by the faculty member, and (5) the

method of instruction. The comparison of costing method-

ologies as related to these variables centered on answer-

ing four research questions which addressed the compara-

bility of these methodologies.

 
Findings of the Study
 

The findings must be interpreted in light of the

limitations of the study. The costs were developed from

only the instructional portion of the faculty's time and

from one college at one university.  
l. A large portion of faculty time (45%) was devoted

to noninstructional activities. The distribution

of time spread over activities was consistent with the mission of the departments and repre—

sentative of other similar studies.
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2. It appeared that the total workweek was relatively

fixed as instructional workload factors increased

or decreased. The total time devoted to a par-

ticular course correlated highly with formal

contact hours, but not with other factors such

as class size, course credit hours, student

credit hours, or level of instruction.

3. As the level of instruction increased, the size

of the classes tended to get smaller, while the

total time devoted to the class changed little.

4. As faculty rank increased there was a slight

decrease in total course time, formal contact

hours, and the number of sections taught.

5. A very high correlation was realized in comparing

 costs allocated on total course time and costs

allocated on faculty reported formal contact

hours. Costs develOped on total course time

correlated higher than any other method with

each of the other costs except those developed

on credits.

6. Costs developed by level of instruction were  
highly similar when based on total course time

and formal contact hours. 
7. Although previous research suggested that graduate

instruction was four times the cost of lower
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undergraduate instruction when determined on a

per student credit hour, this research, while

supporting that conclusion for that one methodology,

found lower undergraduate instruction more costly

under the other methodologies. However, these

other methodologies were costing on the basis of

a unit related to the course, whereas the student

credit hour is related to the student and is

really a subset of course credit hours. This

finding supports the contention that the costing

methodology will to some extent determine the cost.

Class size, the number of sections taught by the

faculty member, and method of instruction were

found to be significant variables of course costs.

The dependent variable used in the multiple

regression analysis which explained the greatest

amount of variance in costs was the method for

which costs were developed on total course time

as reported in the faculty activity survey.

A costing methodology should not be developed on

the presumption that a relationship exists between

time and some other basis of allocation.
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CHAPTER I

RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Institutions of higher education are facing some

of the most significant issues they have had to face with

regard to their own survival and the nature of their

existence. The literature is filled with concepts of

accountability, collective bargaining, tenure, resource

allocation, program budgeting, and evaluation. Effective

resource allocation and projection requires a thorough

understanding of faculty activities and the related

costs. To manage the cost of instruction requires the

identification of the major variables of cost. Yet

research on costing methodology is so limited that major

questions concerning the use of cost studies cannot be

answered. However, administrative decisions continue to

be made, often without a full understanding of the cost-

ing methodology employed.

The Problem and Need for the Study

The institutional resource which will realize the

greatest impact from the application of the current





 

concepts of accountability, resource allocation, program

budgeting, and evaluation will be the faculty. Yet many

institutions have little idea of how the faculty allocate

their time or how this distribution effects costs. "One

has only to raise the question as to what professors in

a given department actually do, to learn that in most

departments and most universities only the professor can

provide ananswer."l Few institutions have devised a

meaningful method of gathering this information, analyzing

the data, or costing out these activities. Research to

this end must be conducted if higher education is to meet

the issues it is facing in a manner that is constructive

and educationally sound.

Although faculty workload has been discussed in

the literature for some time, recently it has taken on

a new emphasis because it is becoming an integral part

of management systems. Cost studies which focus on

faculty utilization are being conducted due to the new

financial squeeze facing higher education. This move—

ment toward financial accountability is accelerating

without a good understanding of costing methodology or

of the activities of the faculty. Yet the faculty

represents the most significant factor in the educational

process and it often accounts for the allocation of

60 to 80 per cent of the budget.

 

 



  



 

There is a great need for research in costing

methodology. In a 1969 paper in which he examines the

value and validity of cost studies, Alfred D. Cavanaugh,

from the Office of Institutional Research at the Uni-

versity of California, Berkeley, stated that,

Any study of cost analysis procedures is severely

handicapped by the scantiness of the literature.

The work of cost analysis is largely done by staff

personnel associated with colleges and universities,

with state budget offices and with coordinating

councils. The work of most analysis is tied down

to administrative demands for information and to the

exigencies of state budget procedures; the pressure

of time precludes significant publication in method-

ological problems although it is sorely needed.2

The need for information related to costs and

faculty has been recognized by the federal and state

government as well as the National Center for Higher

Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). For example,

the 1972 Federal Education Bill has authorized a com-

mission to study per unit cost in higher education.

The demand for this kind of information is already being

felt in Michigan.. The 1972 Michigan Senate Bill

number 1141 of the legislature has called for an

"academic staff performance audit." The bill states

that, "The academic staff performance audit shall include

measures of experience, training, salary and other com-

pensation, rank, and productivity in terms of instruction

and other duties of all academic staff."3

It has been pointed out by NCHEMS that while cost

studies have been conducted since the early 1920‘s, each

 
 



  



 

study approaches the costing in methodologically different

ways.4 Furthermore, the literature is very limited in

research on the differences in methodologies which is

one purpose of this study.

This need for better research in cost analysis

was confirmed in a recent publication by the Carnegie I

Commission on Higher Education. In 1971 Howard R. Bowen

and Gordon K. Douglass authored a Carnegie Commission

report entitled Efficiency in Liberal Education in which
 

they present a comprehensive cost study of liberal arts

colleges. The methodology which they employed was based

on a faculty workload study. "If professional labor is

 the primary input into higher education's processes of

production, then learning how faculty members spend their

professional time ought to help us calculate the costs

of alternative instructional modes."5 A factual profile

of workweek activities is only now beginning to emerge

from faculty activity analyses at a few universities.

The use of faculty activity surveys in calculat—

ing costs was one of the reasons the National Center for

Higher Education Management Systems developed an instru—

ment for gathering this information. Data provided

through a survey using this instrument will allow a

comparison of several variables of cost given different

methodologies.





Purposes of the Study

This study was intended to fill, in part, the

need as already expressed for research in faculty

activity analysis and costing methodology. The need

has been stated at the federal, state, and local levels.

The purposes of this study were the following:

1. DevelOp a faculty time allocation profile, by

department and rank, of the major activities

in which the faculty participate; assign costs

to these activities based on the allocation of

time as determined by a faculty activity survey;

and examine the interrelationships between

several workload factors.

2. Compare four costing methodologies as a basis

for examining the relative importance of some

major variables in determining instructional

costs and for considering their interrelation-

ships.

This was a descriptive study, as opposed to an

experimental or evaluative study. Evaluative research

is a comparison with a standard which has been developed

from a value position.6 Whereas the purpose of experi-

mental research is to test hypotheses, descriptive

research seeks to examine relationships of basic



  



information in order to identify probable cause and

effect relationships or to characterize the nature or

status of a phenomena.

The faculty activities of one college at Michigan

State University were examined in this study through the

develOpment of a faculty activity profile. This study

sought to examine the relationships between different

costing methodologies as they were applied to the

instructional costs of the faculty activity profile.

The relationships of several major variables of costs

with the different costing methodologies were examined.

This study not only generated costs based on different

methodologies, but it also explored what type of dif-

ferences, depending on the methodology employed, resulted

in several independent variables.

Research Objectives

The objectives of this dissertation were divided

into two parts. The first was to determine the allocation

of faculty time among several activities and to assign

a cost to these activities based on the salaries of the

faculty. The profile analysis was developed by depart—

ment and by rank for one college at Michigan State Uni-

versity during the 1972 fall term. The interrelation-

ships of selected instructional workload factors were

examined.

.
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The second objective was to compare the four

costing methodologies used in allocating costs to courses.

The scheduled teaching section of the faculty activity

profile served as the source of information for this part

of the research. This comparison was not only based on

the costs generated per course, but also considered the

differences in selected variables of costs and the

reSpective costing methodology. The comparison was

made by answering the following research questions:

1. Is there a relationship between each independent

variable and section cost for each costing

methodology?

2. What is the relative importance of the independent

variables for each costing methodology?

3. Under which costing methodology do the variables

explain the greatest amount of the variance in

the costs?

4. To what extent is there agreement in the rank

ordering of independent variables across the

costing methodologies?

Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study the following  definitions were assigned to the terms used:



  



Faculty Activity and Outcome Survey.--is a

questionnaire designed to measure faculty time allo-

cations for different functions. For the purposes of

this study the outcomes section of the questionnaire

was not used.

Activities.--include those functions normally
 

considered part of the responsibility of faculty. They

are the tasks actually performed. These include: teach-

ing activities, unscheduled teaching, academic program

advising, course and curriculum research and development,

research, scholarship, creative work, public service

activities, internal service. Each of these activities

are defined in Chapter III under "Profile Development."

Workload.--is defined as the "full professional
 

life," that is, the full range of faculty activities as

defined under activities above.7 It is clear that the

workload is much greater than simply the assigned teach-

ing or committee work. It is the total professional

involvement of the faculty member as included in the

profile analysis.

WOrkweek.--is the total number of hours worked
 

on an average per week.

Formal contact hours.-—are the scheduled contact

or class hours per week.

 



  



Other contact hours.-—are the unscheduled contact

hours with students that are related to the particular

course .

Total course time.—-is the total number of hours
 

devoted to the course.

Frequency.——is the term used to indicate the

number of times the teacher has taught the course.

Method of instruction.——indicates the means and

extent of communication used between the teacher and the

student.

Course.——is a unit of the curriculum covered in

a quarter or ten—week period.8

Course section.-—applies to one group of students

in a course which is given concurrently to more than one

instructional group. Sectioning of classes may be due to

class size or for convenience of scheduling or for both

9
reasons.

Course leve1.-—suggests the general level of

maturity which the course demands of the students. Three

levels are used in this study: lower undergraduate,

upper undergraduate, and graduate.lo
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Course credit hours.-—are the number of units

granted to a student toward a degree for taking one

course.

Student credit hours.—-are the total number of

credits for which students are registered in a particular

course. A student credit hour would be a unit of measure-

ment which represents one student taking a course for one

credit. Class enrollment times course credit hours gives

the student credit hours for one class.

Fixed credit sections.—-are organized classes or

sections meeting for a specific number of hours per week

and assigned fixed credit values.

Variable credit sections.-—are classes taught by

independent study or for different credits depending upon

the nature and extent of the study.

Cost.-—is the measure in dollars of instructional

resources (faculty salaries) used in the process of pro-

ducing outputs during the term.ll

Overview of the Dissertation

In Chapter II, the pertinent literature is

reviewed. This includes a review of both the costing

literature in higher education and the methods used in

assessing faculty activities. The design of the study
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is presented in Chapter III which includes the description

of the data, variables, and procedures of analysis. In

Chapter IV the results of the analysis are reported.

The summary, findings, conclusions, and recommendations

are included in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Search Approach

The literature reviewed for this dissertation was

approached from several different directions. A systematic

perusal of leading journals, publications, and dissertation

abstracts was conducted to search out the pertinent liter-

ature. In addition, the private library of the Office of

Institutional Research at Michigan State University,

which consists of many of the unpublished reports and

analyses conducted within the universities across the

country, was used to identify the related research. Of

course references cited by the writers in the field were

obtained and evaluated for their inclusion in this review.

Finally, the services of two computer search corporations

were employed to identify related research. Although an

extensive bibliography could be assembled, the bibliog-

raphy included in this dissertation consists only of

those references actually cited.

This review of the literature will include both

the kinds of relationships found in previous research

and the techniques employed in faculty activity analysis

14
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and costing methodologies. The ideas and observations

of past and present scholars in the field will be con—

sidered. At the conclusion of this chapter a comparison

will be made between the literature and the purpose of

this dissertation.

Societal Pressures

Societal issues are having a significant effect

on institutions of higher education and therefore, the

faculty. The economic pressures resulting from inflation,

unemployment, and increasing interest rates are being

felt by the tax payer and the educational institutions.

Decreasing population growth, changes in public policy--

both federal and state, and signs of the general public's

questioning of extensive higher education all indicate

problems ahead for colleges and universities.1 Since

higher education is a societal institution, it is not

surprising that such anti-establishment sentiment should

be transferred to the colleges and universities. The

citizenry are concerned with high taxes, inflation, and

their cost of living. Higher education must now compete

for its funds with other higher priority functions with

which the government is concerned. Added to these

societal issues are student disenchantment, faculty

involvement in national issues, the onset of collective

bargaining, and the seeming lack of control by the
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administration which have all culminated in a "Confidence

Crisis" in higher education.2

There appears to be a growing public sentiment

that higher education is a right, not a privilege. The

parents of many young people feel that since it has been

their tax money which has supported the state university,

their sons and daughters have the right to try. The

community college's open-door concept has been a response.

Societal accountability is not restricted to public higher

education for the private schools have had to adjust in

light of the changes in the public institutions. The

relationship between the community and higher education

is of primary importance given the concept of accounta-

bility. Briner emphasized this point when he stated,

"Accountability in education must be the result of

rational understanding and communication between the

public and educators about the discharge of reSponsi-

bility for determining educational purpose, defining

function, judging results, and taking corrective actions

to improve learning."3

The implications of these societal issues for

the administration and the faculty are significant. The

administration will have to be prepared to discuss the

utilization of the faculty, their activities, the related

costs, and the rationale for that cost. Perhaps one of

the more important administrative functions will be to
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assist and protect the faculty so that the pressures will

not reduce their effectiveness.

The early history of higher education reflects

the vulnerability of the faculty. Falvey observes that

"The first medieval universities were owned and operated

by the students, who hired the faculty, chose the towns

in which the universities were set up, formulated the

rules by which the schools were governed, and dealt

directly with the municipalities when difficulties

arose."5 Haskins indicates that the students at Bologna

organized the university to protect themselves from

usury by the townspeople. Once they were successful

with the townspeople, they turned their attention toward

the professors, requiring that they live up to a set of

regulations which guaranteed the students a fair return

for the payments they made.6 Doi reminds us that the

origin of the pocket in the hood of the academic attire

was to allow the students to pay for the master's ser-

vices without the embarrassment of direct hand-to-hand

transfer of money.7

Rudolph documents the exploitation of faculty in

American colleges and universities. Not only were work-

loads often increased and salaries cut, but one insti—

tution closed down for a year so the professors could go

out and raise money.
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In light of the societal pressures which higher

education will face in the next few years, it is impera-

tive that the most efficient utilization of faculty

resources be achieved. "The really essential task for

the university does not lie in convincing the public by

some sleight of hand ratio that its instruction is

'efficient' or cheap but in conveying the full scope of

university activity-~its research, its public service,

and its instruction——to a variety of new publics."9

Faculty activity analysis will assist in conveying to

the public the nature and extent of the many activities

in which the faculty are justifiably involved.

Purposes of Faculty Load Studies
 

Doi suggests several purposes of faculty load

studies. The studies may be used:

1) for assessing the general efficiency and economy

of institutional programs . . . 2) to assist in

development of objective criteria for determining

instructional loads and staffing needs. . . . 3) to

stimulate experimentation with instructional tech-

niques and various class sizes. . . . 4) to provide

information for the planning of future expansion and

changes in instructional programs. . . . and 5) to

provide the kinds of information necessary for

making the wisest allocation of instructional funds.lo

Two purposes of measuring the faculty load are

seen by Bolton, "1) to acquire adequate faculty, and

2) to divide responsibilities among faculty members."ll

Young sees such studies as being useful for providing

information for decisions related to 1) increases in
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staff, 2) additional course offerings, 3) salary increases,

4) realignment of teaching duties, and 5) adjusting

inequity in faculty load.12 Hicks believes that the

faculty will gain through a re—examination of their own

priorities. He states that,

Perhaps the greatest value which can be gained from

faculty workload studies comes when we, in our

institutions, take the time to analyze and define

what each of our faculty is doing. We will find,

I think, that our good professors are always really

"overworked." It is their nature to be so. The

duty of the administrator is to protect the time

of these professors so that it may be used to the

fullest extent for what they can do best.13

Faculty Workload Studies 

Studies of faculty workload generally fall into

two categories, 1) those that are restricted to the

teaching or instructional load, narrowly defined, and

2) those that deal with the total service load or all

the professional activities.14

Teaching Load Studies 

The issue of faculty workload has been in the

literature for decades and it is still a current concern.

The American Association of University Professors has

recently set maximum workload limits of twelve hours

per week undergraduate instruction or nine hours of

graduate instruction. They went on to say that this

maximum workload "presumes no unusual additional expec-

tations in terms of research, administration, counseling,
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or other institutional responsibilities."15 Although

this standard has been stated in teaching hours, other

units of measurement are often used. Young reported on

a faculty load profile used at Capital University and

built upon six criteria which included: (1) student

credit hours, (2) semester credit hours, (3) class-

contact hours, (4) number of class preparations,

(5) hours of upper division work, and (6) committee,

research, and administrative assignments as determined

by the administration. Ratings of light, average, and

heavy were assigned to each criteria and the individual

was then compared to his colleagues in his department.16

A 1968 survey of 206 colleges and universities,

conducted by Bolin and McMurrain, found that the average

full—time instructional workload was 12.76 credit hours,

a little less than that of the students. The range,

however, extended from a low of seven hours to a high

of twenty. The standard deviation was 4.08 credit hours.

The average instructional workload declined as the size

of the institution increased. At the small institutions

the average was 13.73 hours; at the'medium institutions,

12.10 hours; and at the large universities the average

credit hours per week was 10.81.17 Hobbs found that

although two—thirds of the colleges in her sample

reported a maximum teaching load of 12 hours per





21

semester, the median average load was 10 hours and the

mean was 10.1 hours.18

Williams reported that contact hours decreased

as rank increased. In a study primarily based upon an

analysis of faculty workload in several midwestern uni—

versities, he found that the average contact hours per

full-time equivalent instructor was 13.19; assistant

professor, 12.02; associate professor, 12.12; and pro-

fessor, 10.84.19

Through a questionnaire sent to 500 teachers and

administrators in 200 colleges and universities across

the country, of which 228 were returned, Knowles and

White found that the actual clock hours per credit hour

ranged from 2.9 to 5.5. "There appeared to be no sig—

nificant relationship between the semester hour credits

carried by a course and the amount of time and effort

required of an instructor assigned to teach it." This

led the researchers to conclude that, "In short, each

instructor's assignment needs to be individually evalu—

ated in clock hours per week if it is desired to measure

his load in a reasonably accurate and meaningful way."20

Faculty Activity Analysis
 

One of the major weaknesses of teaching load

studies is that it ignores the many other activities of

the faculty member. The faculty activity analysis
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involves the total professional life of the faculty

member including his instruction, research, service,

and administration.

One of the first articles calling for the

adoption of a faculty activity survey which requested

a time distribution for all activities was written by

Heilman in 1925. He argued forcefully for the total

activity survey and against surveying only the teaching

load, which he considered “about as reliable a method of

determining the teacher's total timeload as is the method

of getting a man's height from the measurement of his

head."21 Prior to this study, in 1919, a time study

of instruction was made by Koos to see if the method of

instruction correlated with the time required for effec—

tive teaching. He found that the lecture method required

the most time followed by discussion, recitation, and

laboratory.22

In a recent book on the evaluation of faculty,

Miller points out the lack of understanding by the com-

munity outside of higher education of the workload for

the average professor.

The overall academic load of the average professor

is seriously misunderstood by those outside the

academic community. The hours spent in the class—

room need to be considered on a two—to—one basis:

two hours of preparation and evaluation for every

hour in the Classroom. A twelve—hour classroom

teaching load, considered normal for most under-

graduate teaching assignments, becomes thirty-six

hours of teaching and teaching—related activities.

Add a conservative estimate of five hours a week for
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advising and counseling, five hours for committee

and departmental activities, four hours for cor-

respondence and other academic housekeeping details,

and the total becomes fifty hours per week—-and the

professor has not even begun to do the reading,

studying, and research that are essential to keep

him on the growing edge of his field. This being

the case, and with every field of knowledge literally

bursting at the seams, it is not difficult to make

the case for professional leaves and sabbaticals

for all academic personnel.23

One of the outstanding scholars in faculty activity

analysis is John E. Stecklein. He reported that the Uni—

versity of Minnesota had conducted three comprehensive

faculty workload studies since 1940. The 1941—42 study

asked the faculty to allocate their time among the many

activities included in the total professional life of a

faculty member. They found that a fourth of the returns

reflected forty hours or less and a fourth reflected

seventy hours or more. The average was between fifty-

five and sixty hours.

Just as the 1941—42 study was requested by

President Coffey, the 1950-51 study was initiated by

President Morrill. "He believed a comprehensive study

of faculty activities would be helpful in appraising

programs, in evaluating or equalizing faculty work loads,

and in documenting needs to the Board of Regents and the

legislature."24 In this second study it was decided to

use a diary maintained by a sample of the faculty to

validate the time estimates on the questionnaire.

"Analysis of these reports showed very close agreement
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with the estimates which the faculty members had.made on

the survey forms and the results seemed to substantiate

the ability of individuals to estimate the allocation

of time accurately."25

The third study was done in 1959-60. It

requested the data as percentages of total. After con-

verting the previous studies to percentages the three

studies seldom differed by more than 5 per cent. "Although

additional comparative studies have not yet been com-

pleted, the initial impression is that, even with the

variability expected due to changes in personnel and

programs, the data gathered in the two just described

provide essentially the same kind of results."26

During the fall term 1970 the Office of Insti-

tutional Research surveyed the faculty at Michigan State

University to obtain information on faculty time dis-

tribution. A return was realized of 2,012 or 90.5 per

cent of the regular faculty and 1,232 or 49 per cent of

the temporary faculty. The analysis indicated an average

work week by rank of 59.1 hours for professors, 58.2 hours

for associate professors, 57.8 hours for assistant pro-

fessors, and 54.2 hours for instructors.

Peltier noted that,

These values appear to be typical of other uni-

versities which have surveyed workloads. The Uni-

versity of Minnesota in the fall of 1969 reported

an average of 57 hours per week for all ranks.

The University of Wisconsin reported 54 hours per  
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week and the institutions in California reported a

range of 50 - 71 hours per week, depending on the

type of institution and rank of faculty."27

This study involved the total professional life

of the faculty including teaching, research, and service.

The distribution on a percentage basis for all ranks

shows 43.8 direct instruction; 4.4, curriculum develop-

ment; 11.0, additional instruction; 20.4, research;

2.8, public service; 11.7, administration; and 5.9,

other.

Faculty activity analysis is increasingly being

accepted as a methodology for assessing the activities

of faculty in medical colleges. Some of the leading

studies include a 1964 study of thirty-nine dental

schools, a 1969 study of seven medical centers, and a

1971 HEW study of eleven medical centers receiving

financial distress grants. All of these studies used

data collected through a faculty activity survey.28

Sexson conducted a study on faculty load by

employing a letter of inquiry, questionnaire, diary,

and personal interviews. He found that none of the

seventy-five colleges and universities surveyed had a

method or formula for computing load on positively

identified load factors. Fifty-two per cent had a

policy of assigning the same number of contact hours

to all instructors regardless of discipline.
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A faculty activity survey was conducted at a

college of approximately 300 faculty over the four

quarters in the academic year. A random sample of the

faculty also kept a diary which was used to verify the

activity survey. A personal interview with each faculty

member was held after the diaries were completed. Five

load factors were identified which included: (1) class-

room function, (2) advising students, (3) committee

assignments, (4) official correspondence, and (5) special

assignments. Research was considered a special assign-

ment and was granted upon presentation of a request

to an internal committee. A faculty workload was

developed based on the average time for each function

as it related to factors of contact hours, class size,

number of advisees, and number of committees.29

Sullivan compared the bias associated with

faculty self-reporting of time and effort through a

diary and a questionnaire. As an initial step he sur-

veyed the forty largest universities in 1971 to deter-

mine how other universities obtain information on

faculty activity distribution. It was found that a

mail questionnaire was the most common method of

collecting faculty time information.30

The results of the poll led to the decision to

use a faculty activity survey at Florida State Uni-

versity. Sullivan notes that,
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The reaction to the questionnaire itself, the

faculty concepts of the reasons for it, their

apprehensions about the uses or the misuses of the

data, and their View of the process as a threat

impinging upon academic freedom were revealed as

real forces at work among the faculty. These

factors were seen to be significant and unavoidable

forces impinging upon the reporting process.31

This study led to the comparison with a diary

maintained by forty-eight faculty members. Unfortunately

only three categories of instructional activities were  examined. It was found that the time reported on the

questionnaire exceeded the diary in all three categories.

However, there were no significant differences between

ranks. That is, rank made no difference in the bias in

reporting. There were differences between disciplines

with the greatest bias in Arts and Letters.

Sullivan points out that the diary approach is

quite costly to carry out and that with SubStantial  
savings, and with somewhat less precision in results,

one might consider using a questionnaire approach. He

goes on to say, "The researcher believes that for most I

applications it is neither necessary nor desirable to

 
incur the costs associated with obtaining precise

estimates of employee time/effort expenditure."32

The Pennsylvania State University was required

by the 1972-73 Appropriation Act to submit "an analysis

of the average weekly workload of each full-time faculty

member" along with a series of reports summarizing course

credit, student credit hours, enrollment, degrees
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awarded, course and section size, and salary costs. A

form entitled Analysis of Faculty Activity was completed
 

by each full-time regular faculty member and reviewed by

the department heads, deans, and campus directors, to

insure completeness and accuracy. The form asked each

faculty member to report his average weekly workload in

instruction, research, public service, and other activi-

ties for summer and fall terms, 1972 and estimated

activity for winter and spring terms, 1973.33

The composite data for fall term 1972 show a

total average hours per week of 50.6 with the average

hours and percentage of total for instruction as 27.5

hours and 54.3 per cent, research as 13.6 hours and

26.9 per cent, public service as 3.1 hours and 6.1 per

cent, and other as 6.4 hours and 12.7 per cent. In

addition to submitting the individual forms and summary

reports, interviews were conducted for a sample of the

faculty randomly selected from the survey forms. A

written summary of these interviews was also submitted

to the State.34

The state of Tennessee conducted a faculty time

distribution for the fall term of 1972 for all of the

public institutions of higher education. Bogue, Stovall,

and Norman found that there were no major variations

in the average hours per week for the four faculty ranks

and that the pattern of time distribution was consistent
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with general role expectations. The top three ranks

spent an average of seven hours per week beyond the

48—hour week in professional but unassigned activities

in public and institutional service and research.

Instructors spent an additional five hours. It was

also found that there was a heavy emphasis on instruction

and the faculty were less involved in research and ser-

vice than in other states.35

Eckert reported on a survey of Minnesota insti—

tutions. In the spring of 1968 a questionnaire was sent,

based on a 20 per cent random stratified sample, to the

faculty members in Minnesota's 43 recognized private and

public colleges. Of the 1,678 faculty members surveyed,

82 per cent completed and returned the questionnaire.

In the state colleges and private liberal arts

colleges approximately three—fourths of the faculty time

was devoted to teaching and other instructional tasks,

whereas the university faculty devoted slightly more than

half of their time to instructional tasks. The other

major difference was in research. Forty-five per cent

of the faculty in liberal arts colleges said they gave

no time to research, whereas the comparative figure for

the university was 21 per cent. The median percentage

of time spent by faculty on various professional functions

is: teaching activities, 64.9; counseling, 9.6; services

to student groups, 0; research and scholarly writing, 10.4;
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committee and administrative duties, 11.0; and off-campus

services, 4.1. Eckert also found that, "Compared with

correlate figures for 1956, the four—year college faculty

is spending less time now (by 10 per cent) in teaching

and somewhat more time (6 per cent) in research."36

This finding of Eckert is partially supported by

a study cited by Light entitled Careers of Ph.D.'s. He

 

states that:

From 1940 to 1963, the proportion of time spent on

teaching decreased overall from 66 per cent to 50

per cent. Research remained constant at 25 per cent,

but administrative duties increased from 8 per cent

to 20 per cent. . . . These percentages indicate a

reduction in hours spent teaching over three decades,

but a change in the total work week is not evident.37

Light also cites a study by Parsons and Platt in

which they compared the actual use of time and the faculty

ideals about time. At every level, faculty desired more

time to teach graduate students and to do research, with

less time involvement in administration.38

One of the significant contributions in the last

decade was a report Sponsored by the National Science

Foundation and the National Institute of Health. This

study established criteria for testing and developing

the activity categories. The criteria included:

(1) consistency with a sound philosophy of university

activity, (2) realistic categories, (3) differentiation

from the purely personal, (4) consistency with other

data systems, (5) fundamental or irreducible categories,

and (6) practicality.
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The term "full professional life" originated

with this report.

In approaching the problem of understanding,

interpreting and measuring the activities of

academic/academic—professional personnel, it is

important that whatever measures or systems of

measurement are adopted be in accord with, if not

based on, a sound philosophical understanding of

the academic or academic—professional man.

These two types (or perhaps this one type) fall

within a roughly recognizable group of people in

society called "professional" people. Professional

persons play a peculiar kind of role in society.

They have a kind of pervasive and general obligation

to society which is, in a sense, a public trust.

In playing this role in society the professional

person carries on a wide range of activities. His

total activities can be divided into two groups,

(1) those which are related to, or in function of,

his professional life, and (2) those which are not

and which are personal to him, or at least relate

to some aspect of his life not part of his pro-

fessional role. Thus, a physician may have a

determinate private practice, do charitable work

in a clinic or asylum, sit on local A.M.A. com—

mittees, work in public health education programs,

and advise national bodies. All these activities

relate to his professional role and these activities,

plus all like them, constitute the full professional

life of the doctor. They can rather easily be dis—

tinguished from the purely personal phases of his

life. His picnicking with his family, his fishing,

his interest in rare stamps or rare steaks—-all

such matters are personal to him, not professional.

It is important, therefore, that both the pro-

fessional person himself and those dealing with

him, either as an active participant in an oper-

ational setting or as an abstraction in a theoreti—

cal theme, should think of his professional activi—

ties as organically interrelated, as a totality of

activity. This totality we here refer to as his

"full or total professional life."39

The most recent significant impetus given to

faculty activity analysis is from the National Center

for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). The
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purposes of the faculty activity project at NCHEMS are

to develop techniques for collecting data and to stan-

dardize procedures for analyzing faculty activity.40

Thus far the center has published an overview of faculty

activity analysis and a preliminary unedited draft of

a procedures manual has been assembled.41 The pro-

cedures manual will be published in the fall of 1973

followed by an analysis manual. The questionnaire used

in this dissertation was developed and pilot tested by

this organization.

Cautions and Observations

Although faculty activity analysis has a rela-

tively long history and is becoming increasingly useful,

not everyone supports the concept. "Some feel that the

teaching profession is lowered in dignity and prestige

when the service loads of its membership are subject to

such an evaluation."42 Even though Toombs supports the

concept of faculty activity analysis,43 he points out

that higher education is classified as an industry con-

sidered to be "labor intensive." This means that the

personnel represent a large part of the operation.

Although most service industries are in this classifi-

cation, colleges, hospitals, and to some extent govern-

ment, with their large professional staffs, are often

. . . 44

distinguished within the class1f1cat1on. He further

states,
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It is not only labor intensive but also "quality
intensive." That is to say, the way in which edu-
cation is carried out has qualities that must be

preserved. How it is done, what happens between

input and output, is the heart of the matter. Earl

Cheit and others have used the analogy of the sym-

phony orchestra, also a labor intensive and quality

intensive organization. The orchestra is limited

in how many engagements it can play per week before

its repertoire deteriorates and the performance

declines. It cannot play faster or louder. The

number of members cannot be increased to 200 to

yield more output. In short, the quality of the

process itself, not just the outcome, is a part of

"production."45

Dodds suggests that there is a certain incom-

patibility between "economy and efficiency" and the

46
inspired teacher. Although Bailey recognizes the

importance of efficiency, he believes, as most authori-

ties do, that it can be over emphasized.

Our supreme function is not to improve managerial

efficiency in education. We cannot countenance

obvious waste, and we have obligations to the public

to see that money is not used frivolously. But our

supreme obligation is to remind ourselves and our

public and private benefactors that a partially

unquantifiable and inherently untidy system of

higher education must routinely make legitimate

demands upon the treasuries of the purse in order

to nourish the treasuries of the mind and spirit.

For freedom is the condition of nobility, and

knowledge is the condition of freedom.47

Etzioni and others have demonstrated the pro-

. 48
fessional status of college teach1ng and because of

the very nature of a professional Organization, change,

if it is to result, must be produced by the faculty.

Simonds argues that all of the effort toward increasing

faculty productivity has failed to include one essential

component—-the faculty member. It is his position

 

 



 

34

that faculty members need to be given incentives for

finding new ways for increasing.their productivity.

In industry several approaches have been used to enlist

the minds of the employees. "Among them are l) a

guarantee that no one will be laid off as a result, and

2) provision for reward to individuals for the improve-

ment." This reward is usually a percentage of the first

year's savings resulting from the change or a profit

Sharing such as a bonus to all the workers based on a

ratio of labor costs and total sales. Executives often

are rewarded with bonuses, salary increases, and pro-

motions in return for their efforts toward increased

productivity.49

It is not enough to develop better methods of

educating students, the faculty need to be convinced

that it is in their best interest to make use of the

new methods. Ruml believes that the faculty lack the

necessary information to cause them to respond posi-

tively.

If information about teaching loads, course offer-

ings and enrollments is available to administrative

officers, it is not likely to be distributed routinely

to the faculty. Lacking this basic information, it

is small wonder that the individual teacher does not

see the possibilities of improving his economic

status by means of an institutional program utiliz-

ing total faculty resources more efficiently.

The lack of productivity increase in higher edu-

cation has been well documented by O'Neill. Historically,

most industries in the American economy have increased
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steadily their productivity per unit of input. However,

higher education has not done so well.

Between 1930 and 1967, instructional inputs and

credit hours appear to have increased more or less

proportionately. If growth in credit hours is a

reliable indicator of growth in real instructional

output, then there is the strong possibility that

there has been no productivity change in the pro-

duction of higher education over the time period——

and this despite the very rapid growth rates in

higher education.51

A change has been called for by several writers

including Reeves, Russell, and Dressel in the plan for

administering the faculty workload whereby each faculty

member would normally be given a teaching assignment to

occupy his entire working time, but he would receive

release time from teaching while involved in research

and administration. The amount of release time would be

a matter of individual adjustment. Under this plan the

distribution of faculty time would be fixed administra-

tively.52

Millett has made some more general recommendations

based on the financial pressures higher education is

facing. These include: (1) preparation for a slower

rate of growth, (2) more attention to cost reduction

 

through increased faculty instructional loads, and

(3) more self—consciousness about their academic plan-

ning and about the management of their resources.53

Faculty activity or workload studies have been

used for assessing productivity, effectiveness, and
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efficiency. The limitations discussed in this chapter

need to be kept clearly in mind as this method of data

collection is utilized. The faculty activity survey

can be a meaningful instrument for planning and for

costing. Misused or misunderstood, it can be destruc-

tive; but if wisely used it can be constructive. John

Dale Russell states:

A vital issue is at stake. If unwise formulas,

standards, or other measures are devised and

employed, great damage can be done to higher edu-

cation. At the same time, unnecessary and ill-

founded opposition to the use of any measure, no

matter what its form, is a barrier to good govern-

ment and the pursuit of excellence in public ser-

vices. Good will alone won't solve the problem.

What is necessary is thorough analysis and clear

thinking as a basis for consensus.54

Costing Methodology

The term "cost" has several different meanings.55

McConnell states that the economist's notion of costs is

built upon the fact that resources are scarce and they

have alternative uses. Thus cost in an economic sense

implies missed opportunities or foregone alternatives.56

The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants

define cost as the "amount, measured in money, or cash

expended or other property transferred, capital stock

issued, services performed, or a liability incurred, in

consideration of goods or services received or to be

. 5 . . . .

received.“ 7 Bus1ness managers, in addition to
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economist and accountants, have made use of costs.

Moore and Jaedicke state,

Costs

cess,

value to management in controlling and planning

business operations. Costs can be defined in

various ways, and cost data can be rearranged or

adapted to serve different purposes.58

In general financial accounting costs are

are important in the income measurement pro-

but they are also important because of their

reported in the aggregate; but in unit cost studies in

higher education, as in cost accounting in business,

the costs are broken down on a unit basis. Horngren

states that,

A unit cost is calculated by dividing a total cost

by some related base. A unit cost is a useful

communicative device because it often expresses

costs as they are best understood.

unit costs should be expressed in terms most

meaningful to the people who are responsible for

incurring the costs.5

The National Center for Higher Education Man-

agement Systems defines cost as,

of institutional resources used in the process of pro—

viding institutional outputs during a given time

60
period." It is apparent that there is no established

definition which extends across all institutions which

make use of the term. It is also clear that costs must

be understood in relationship to the purposes for which

they are to be used.61

Although the American Institute of Certified

Public Accountants will be publishing a document in the

next few months entitled Audits on Educational

. . . Generally,

"The measure in dollars
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Institutions, they have published very little directly

related to educational institutions.62 They have, how-

ever, made use of College and University Business Admin-

istration, a manual revised in 1968, which attempts to

bring standards to the accounting and financial operation

of higher education. This manual represents a consensus

among the college and university business officers. It

defines principles and procedures for fund accounting

in higher education.63

It has been pointed out by several writers,

including Cavanaugh, Jones, and Withey, that the fund

accounting procedures of higher education do not provide

an adequate way of identifying the resources used in

different activities.64 Withey states that,

There has been growing concern in recent years that

reporting of expenditures on a natural or objective

classification by nonprofit organizations does not

present a meaningful statement of stewardship. Any

substantial organization which reports to the public

only in terms of salaries, rent, telephone, travel,

supplies, and so on, is not informing its readers

on the real activities of the organization. It

should be obligatory to inform the public of its

expenditures in terms of program, project and

management functions.

Collier points out that now institutions are being

asked to report in terms of a broader concept of accounta—

bility than simply their fiduciary responsibility. The

public wants to know what was accomplished with the

dollars received, not simply, were the dollars spent on

the activities for which they were given.66
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Early History

Doi traces the concepts of "course offerings,"

"class size," "teaching loads,“ and "instructional costs"

to the ancient teachers. The professors of the medieval

universities were quite concerned about class size, since

their pay usually was determined by the number of stu—

dents they served.67 Sherer noted that unit instructional

costs were being developed in this country as early as

1894.68

John Dale Russell, in The Finance of Higher Edu—

cation, traces the historical development of attempts

at standardizing income and expense accounts. The first

major contribution was in 1910 by the Carnegie foundation.

In its annual report, they made a series of recommen-

dations for improving financial reporting. The second

land mark was in 1917 and became known as the Christen-

sen report. It was a committee report on uniform

classification of expenditures of the Business Officers

Association of the Middle Western Universities. The

third major contribution was the work of Arnett in 1922

which called for a separate fund for endowments and plant.

The fourth land mark mentioned by Russell was the 1935

National Committee on Standard Reports. Only the 1935

study dealt with unit costs.69

One of the early attempts in research on unit

costs in higher education was conducted by the Educational
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Finance Inquiry Commission and published in 1925. The

commission was organized as a result of a meeting of

the Department of Superintendents of the National Edu-

cation Association and it was funded by several foun-

dations. The unit of study was mainly the student clock

hour defined as one hour of instruction for one student.

The conclusions and findings of this commission with

respect to unit cost studies were the following:

1. That there is a need of systematizing the
accounting method of higher education as a basis
for intelligent and effective economy in internal

administration.

2. That there is a need of differentiating between
instruction and non-instructional service, such as

research and extension.

3. That unit costs of instruction point to ways and

means for promoting economy.

4. That the unit costs of the same kinds of work in

different institutions tend toward similar levels.

5. That the unit costs in curricula and in depart-

ments with small enrollments will tend to be high.

6. That the purpose of unit costs is to make more

effective the work of higher education.

7. That unit costs have decreased during the recent

period of increasing enrollments.

8. That demands for better service will, in the next

few years, tend to increase costs as the equipment

catches up with the enrollment.

9. That the unit-cost figures are needed to permit

the claims of higher education to be presented to

the public in terms of service.

10. That there is a need of standardizing the

financial accounting of the institutions of higher

education in order to make possible satisfactory

cost comparisons and judgments based on such com-

parisons looking to wise public policy with reference

to the support of higher education.

11. That such work should be undertaken and

developed by a representative agency such as the

American Council on Education.7

Ten years following this commission another major

publication was released. It was an attempt at
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standardizing costing methodology by the National Com—

mittee on Standard Reports for Institutions of Higher

Education in 1935. This report was later reprinted by

the American Council on Education for use with College

and University Business Administration. Some of the

purposes of unit cost studies and the methodology util—

ized were discussed in the report.

If properly conducted, cost studies should be

of value in the internal administration of edu-

cational institutions. The determination of costs

may well be considered one of the first steps in a

complete analysis of the administrative and financial

practices within an institution. Variations in costs

between departments of instruction, schools and col-

leges, curriculums, and levels of student achieve-

.ment, or variations in costs for the institution as

a whole over a period of years, should lead at once

to a further examination of enrollment, size of

classes, number of faculty members, teaching loads,

salary schedule of faculty members, curricular

offerings, and efficiency of use of the facilities

of the educational plant.

Unit-cost studies, furthermore, may be of value

in the determination of the rates of student fees,

in the preparation of the budget, in educational

surveys, in the accreditation of educational

institutions, and in the determination of

desirable reorganization within an institution

or within systems of higher education.71

Since 1935 some individuals in higher education

have come to realize the important uses that industry

has made of cost accounting. Much of the increased pro-

ductivity can undoubtably be linked to the costing

methodologies developed.

Higher education has in the past found it easier

to engage in fund raising than to examine its operations

to discover places where savings could be achieved.
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However, it is interesting, but not unexpected, to note

that higher education has historically turned its

attention to finance and cost studies when the country

was experiencing economic depression. Of the six studies

mentioned in this section, four of them, 1894, 1910,

1922, and 1935 were during depression years.72 Only

the studies of 1917 and 1925 were during economically

good years; and of these, World War I would have cut

enrollments making 1917 a financially difficult year.

Russell notes that not much was accomplished

in the 1940's. The Financial Advisory Service of the

American Council on Education was discontinued and by

midcentury standardization appeared to be a "distant,

though desirable goal."73

Recent Studies

Of the cost studies conducted in the last twenty

years, one study which continues to be cited was a

cooperative venture of ten universities which is some—

times referred to as the "council of ten study." The

California and Western Conference Cost and Statistical

Study for the Year 1954-55, under the direction of

William T. Middlebrook of the University of Minnesota,

concluded among other things that (1) cost per student

is affected by the composition of the student body,

instructional level, curriculum, and so on: the

"student mix," (2) other factors are of greater  
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importance than teaching salaries in relation to cost

per student, and (3) although methods of instruction

definitely affect cost, it is in terms of their influence

on class size, teaching load, and other cost factors.74

Regrettably, this cost study and others75 have

disseminated the idea that the product of higher edu-

cation is the environment produced.76 The environment

is not the end but only a means to an end. It is the

educated student that is the product of higher education.

Doi classified cost studies into two categories,

"a) those that are limited only to salaries paid persons

who actually taught a class or classes during a given

term or year, and b) those that attempt to take into

account not only salaries for teaching but also expen—

ditures for instructional supplies, faculty benefits,

secretarial and clerical services for faculty members,

and for other items directly related to the function of

instruction."77 Of the two classifications, Tydall and

Barnes argue that allocation of salary costs only is

preferred for the inclusion of indirect costs may make

the results less useful.78

Hull and McWhirter conducted a cost study in

1962-63 at Indiana University using a faculty activity

survey to determine the cost per student by class level.

To allocate salary to each course taught by the faculty

member, a ratio of time spent on each course to the
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total work week was made and multiplied by the salary

paid. The salary was then allocated to each student

in the class by class level to produce a cost per

student.79

A cost study which used a faculty time allocation

survey was also reported by Hubbard. The three basic

steps in allocating cost to courses were: (1) determine

time allocation, (2) convert time reported to a per-

centage basis, and (3) multiply the percentage of time

for each course by the appropriate individual's salary.80

He noted that there was some apprehension in

allowing faculty to allocate their time among the

functions. "The reporting of suSpiciously high per-

centages of time to 'filling out questionnaires' by a

couple of faculty members suggests that the concerns

were not unfounded." It appeared that faculty became

increasingly accurate in their judgments of the per-

centage distribution as they made the judgments over

several terms.81

In one of the better methodology allocation

studies, Bogue compared the effects of allocating

instructional salaries based on course credit and

based on faculty time. He found that there is a ten-

dency toward higher student credit hour costs at the

doctoral level when faculty effort is the basis of

allocation as opposed to the course credit value. This
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cost study conducted at Memphis State University in 1970

also found that there is a definite stairstep increase

in unit costs when allocation to instructional level

is based on course number rather than student classifi-

cation.82

This study resulted in the development of a more

complete program of academic management at Memphis State

University, one which, in Bogue's words, "will a) permit

the identification of faculty resource potential,

b) make clear the pattern of faculty workload assign—

ments, and c) provide bases for qualitative assessment

of both personnel and program performance."83

Anderson studied the relative influence of

selected factors upon instructional unit cost of higher

education. The factors included in the study were:

individual institutions, institutional types, faculty

rank, class size, level of instruction, type of

instruction, and subject field. Only one costing

methodology was employed which reduced the data to the

mean unit instructional costs which were then tested

for significant differences. Anderson found that,

Statistically significant differences existed

between the subdivisions of each of the selected

factors. University-type institutions incurred

costs 1.6 times greater than those of the state

colleges and municipal institutions which were

comparable. Class size costs were inversely

proportional to class enrollments. Level of

instruction differences approximated a 1:2:4 ratio

for lower, upper, and graduate divisions, respec—

tively, although the non-state universities had
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lower ratios at the graduate level. Lecture-

discussion type of instruction, by far the most

popular, was also least costly with a unit cost .7

of laboratory—type costs and .2 that of "other"

modes of instruction. Subject field costs varied

to the extent that the one extreme was less than

half the other. The specialized subject fields of

agriculture, art, engineering, and law comprised a

costly group while the more universal offerings of

social studies, business, science, and mathematics

were least expensive. A median group included the

humanities, home economics, and education.

Individual institutional and faculty rank dif-

ferences were less strong and were overshadowed by

more powerful factors in several of the analyses.

Only the state universities showed regular cost

differences among the several ranks and institutional

type differences tended to outweigh individual

institutional differences.

Siegel reported that during the fall term of

1964 and 1966 the University of Oregon was the subject

of a pilot unit cost study. Built upon a "course enrol—

lment matrix," costs were developed on a course basis

using only faculty salaries. This direct salary cost

is allocated to each course based on university reports

of the faculty members' distribution of their teaching

time. These costs were then allocated by student level.

In this study Siegel found, among other things, that,

(l) the average cost per course taken rises with the

level of student, (2) there is great variability in

average cost per course, (3) there is a lack of flexi—

bility of resources in a university, and (4) rigidities

limit the reallocation of existing faculty and necessi-

tate a more optimum allocation of new staff members.85
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Witmer conducted a unit cost study of the state

universities in Wisconsin in 1966—67. After comparing

the cost per credit between the state universities he

concluded that since the large universities had a lower

cost per credit than the smaller universities, the

economy of scale was operating.86 However, at least

one of those small universities in the Wisconsin sys—

tem, Stout, has a highly specialized curriculum. Witmer

failed to note that the academic mission of an insti-

tution may be just as important as size in cost relation-

ships between institutions.

The Oklahoma State System of Higher Education

developed a teaching load and cost study based on the

number of semester hours of classes taught. However,

they did recognize that this measure may not adequately

reflect the actual teaching load since the methodology

did not consider actual time or contact hours. The

analysis was aggregated on the three academic levels--

lower division undergraduate, upper division under-

graduate, and graduate--so comparison between insti—

tutions could be made by level of instruction. Instruc—

tional salary costs were examined with the suggestion

that salary costs could be reduced by (l) filling vacan-

cies with individuals of lower academic rank, (2) limit-

ing courses, which forces students into fewer courses

 
 

 

 



 

48

thus raising class size, and (3) absorbing additional

students without adding faculty or courses.87

Adkins examined the volume and cost of instructional

services in the colleges of Virginia. In this cost study

costs are allocated on a student credit—hour basis with-

out reference to student contact hour or clock hours.

Only faculty time devoted to teaching is included, other

functions have been excluded based on the institution's

allocation of their faculty members' time. Allocating

student credit hour costs by student level and by course

level revealed that "the two methods result in substantial

differences for some institutions while the differences at

others are slight."88

Scheerer developed a formula to produce a cost

per equivalent student credit hour. The formula takes

into consideration the level of instruction by assigning

weights which represent the collective judgment of the

deans as to the relative demand on faculty time. Addi-

tional direct and indirect costs are included to give a

complete cost figure. Unfortunately, the formula was

not built upon research data and it ignores other

variables such as contact hours, class size, faculty

rank, and so forth.89

Peltier and Ingall examined degree costing for

the Michigan Council of State College Presidents. They

suggested that one alternative to degree costing is to
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track individual degree recipients through their course

work and accumulate the costs by course, the total of

which would be the degree cost. The basic requirement

is differential cost data for each course based upon

student credit hours (or some other unit) if equal

expenditures for all levels are to be avoided. This

presents several problems, including the actual tracking

of students through the courses. After conducting a

pilot study, they came to the conclusion that "the

pattern of cost per degree is influenced by the choice

of programs, as well as the design of the alternative

procedures."90

Austin conducted a degree costing study in the

College of Education at Michigan State University which

included five component cost categories: (1) instruc—

tional costs, (2) faculty support costs, (3) research

costs, (4) space costs, and (5) administrative costs.

The dollar costs for the B.A., M.A., and Ph.D. were cal—

culated and then they were used as the dependent variables

in a multivariate regression analysis to test the hypothe-

sis that the following factors would explain the dif-

ferences in degree program cost: (1) class size,

(2) level of study, (3) curriculum, (4) number of

College of Education student credit hours in the degree

program, and (5) ratio of graduate to total student
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credit hours in the degree program. Each of the factors

were found to be statistically significant at the 5 per

cent level.91

The lead article in the first publication of a

new research journal in higher education involves the use

of a faculty activity survey and cost studies. Yet this

research does not compare methodologies, but simply

adopts an approach for degree costing. In this article

Blackburn and Trowbridge reported on their research of

faculty workload and cost analysis with the unit of

study consisting of a Ph.D. degree. Through a faculty

activity survey, time was allocated to the production

of a Ph.D. The authors note in conclusion that there

is no evidence of the faculty falling short with regard

to accountability. "They are hard at work, a number of

hours exceeded by no other occupation."92

Stuart examined three representative types of

formulas used in state-wide budgeting to determine

which procedures might be relevant and appropriate for

improving the internal budgeting process of academic

departments. Using fifteen departments at Michigan

State University and data derived from the 1962-65

records of the Office of Institutional Research, he

found that,

The variation in budget projections derived

from different combinations of objective procedures

and various combinations of normative data indicate

that the degree of equity achieved depends upon the
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way in which workload is defined and measured.

For some departments it makes little difference

which procedure is employed, but for certain depart-

ments the budget allocation resulting from the appli—

cation of objective procedures varies considerably,

depending upon whether objective measures of depart—

mental input or output are the primary determinants

of staffing requirements.

The results of applying state—wide budget pro—

cedures to the internal budgeting of academic depart-

ments seems to indicate 1) that university budgeting

can be moved in the direction of greater objectivity

and equity through the selective application of

various types of formula or cost analysis techniques;

2) that a more rational approach to effective resource

allocation and utilization is possible with objective

budget procedures than with traditional budget

approaches; 3) that given adequate study and careful

testing, objective procedures can be developed to

the point where they are both sensitive to depart-

mental differences and flexible enough to accom—

modate the inevitable changes that occur from year

to year in any dynamic institution; and 4) that by

making explicit the various relationships that enter

into resource utilization, more effective management

of resources and better evaluation of management

effort are possible.93

0 o

Selected Variables and Relationships
 

Whether there are severe external pressures or

not, higher education should be interested in maximizing

the use of its resources. Unfortunately the organizational

structure and patterns in higher education do not lend

themselves to cost cutting and retrenchment. Decision

by consensus is a tradition in the management style of

college administrators and faculty. New special interest

groups are emerging such as minorities, women, and the

bargaining units for faculty, all of which are insisting

upon a voice in decision-making. The input from the
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academic side of higher education, no matter how slow and

indecisive, must be maintained if the quality of higher

education is to be maintained.

Balderston believes that,

We are beginning to develop a new breed of analyti-

cally trained persons who can operate with some grace ‘

at the crossing points between the academic and the I

administrative sides of our institutions. There is

a considerable way still to go, both in developing

the techniques of cost analysis and in finding ways

to weave into the pattern of decision the systematic

judgements of educational effectiveness that are

needed from the teachers and scholars in each

discipline and profession.9

One of the outstanding contributions to the

literature on cost analysis in higher education was

written by John Dale Russell and James I. Doi and pub-

lished in a series of twelve articles in College and

University Business between September, 1955, and August,

95

 

 

1956. They recommend nine kinds of data for examining

the efficient use of faculty.

(1) Extent of different courses taught;

(2) Semester hours of classes taught;

(3) Student credit hours produced;

(4) Percentage of credit hours taught in small

classes;

(5 v Credit hours taught in unneeded duplicate

sections;
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(6) Unnecessary repetition of courses during the

regular academic year;

(7) Average (weighted) size of classes;

(8) Average student credit hours produced per full-

time-equivalent faculty member;

(9) Instructional salary cost per student credit

hour produced.96

They believe this data will provide the necessary infor-

mation to examine the cost factors related to proper

utilization of faculty. The use of faculty manpower is

the most relevant factor in measuring economy.

Kettler suggests several factors which offset

instructional costs. Some of these factors are: (l) the

scope and type of the educational program, (2) the dis-

tribution of faculty time, (3) the level of instruction,

(4) faculty rank, (5) class size, (6) teaching load, and

(7) the general level of faculty salaries. It is Ket-

tler's opinion that, "these factors affecting costs are

so inter-related that each.must be considered separately

and in relation to all other factors if an accurate cost

analysis is to be made."97

Several units have been used in unit cost studies.

Perhaps the most common unit has been the credit hour.

Just how representative this unit is of academic output

has been questioned.98 McGrath states that, “One
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accepted index of instructional costs is obtained by

dividing total expenditures for full-time faculty

salaries by the aggragate number of student credit hours

of instruction given."99 Toombs challenges the use of

student credit hours, or other similar factors for two

reasons. First, it suggests that faculty only teach

and it ignores other areas such as research and public

service. Secondly, it confuses instruction and learning,

since activity outside the classroom may contribute to

100 Other units that have been used are the

contact hour,101 the degree,102 the student,103 the

104 the matriculated student,105 and the program.106

learning.

class,

In addition to the units already discussed, other

factors are often considered as variables of costs.

Evans and Hicks state that, "Any discussion of the major

factors affecting instructional costs would necessarily

include faculty teaching loads, faculty nonteaching

functions, class size, salary analysis, and other

"107
instructional department expense analyses. Tydall

and Barnes argue that the most important single determi-

nant of instruCtional cost is salaries of the teachers.108

Reeves found that class size was not a major factor,

for as class size increased from nine or less up to

thirty, there were only moderate increases in time

required for the course. Beyond this point there was

no increase.109 However, McGrath found that institutions
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with relatively small class size had a relatively

large teaching load.llo

Method of instruction is a major cost factor to

Ruml and Morrison. They state, "The selection of the

most effective and efficient methods of instruction is

a matter of overwhelming importance to the liberal

college since, at any level of tuition income, faculty

salaries are sharply affected by how the curriculum is

administered."111 They recognize that class size may

determine the method of instruction.

Eckert reviewed the pertinent research concern-

ing the relationship between class size and instructional

quality and concluded that, in general, large group

instruction is as effective as small group instruction

as reflected in student achievement.112 An increase in

class size would decrease the cost per student and this

does not necessarily mean a reduction in instructional

quality. Ikenberry states that,

Quality can be sacrificed on the altar of

instructional economy if (1) faculty salaries fail

to receive adequate increments; (2) faculty members

are requested to teach an increasing number of

classes and also expected to perform creditably

many other functions such as student advising,

research, committee work, and public service; and

(3) large group instructional methods are used

irrespective of educational objectives and subject-

matter requirements and merely because a large

group of students is enrolled and available for

instruction.

Instructional quality, on the other hand, can

be increased and costs of instruction controlled

when curriculum reorganization reduces the number

so that (l) institutional objectives canof courses,
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become useful guides in the selection of educational

experiences; (2) educational experiences can be

better integrated, both during a single point in

time and over the four years of college; and (3) the

majority of courses enroll a sufficient number of

students to allow a choice of instructional method

when all factors, incIud1ng costs, are considered.113

Dressel suggests that, if course proliferation

is stopped as a result of a decrease in educational costs,

114
then the effect may even be an improvement in education.

It appears that course proliferation and class size are

115

two areas where significant savings are possible.

Saupe reported on a study of the relationships

between selected variables and the amount of total time

devoted to instruction as assigned by the department

chairmen. He found correlations between time and the

.28- student credit
I

following variables to be: credits,

hours, .40; class hours, .32; student class hours, .46,

and enrollment, .33. In addition he found faculty rank

had a negative relationship with: (1) percentage of

(2) class hours, (3) enrol-

class hours.116

time assigned to instruction,

lment, and (4) student credit and

Alternative Management Tools

Berdahl distinguishes between cost analyses and

formulas by stating, "cost analyses are attempts to

. . by dividingmeasure past actual costs per unit .

total institutional expenditures into various cost cate-

gories; whereas formulas are attempts to estimate future

fiscal needs on the basis of certain assumptions about
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enrollments, faculty/student ratios, average teaching

salary, ratios of instructional expenses to other insti-

tutional outlays, etc."ll7

Formula budgeting has been one method used in

statewide allocations to higher education. Rourke and

Brooks note that while cost analyses are extremely useful

for internal management, they are used less frequently

than formulas for external budgeting at the statewide

level.ll8 James Miller, who has made the major contri-

bution to the research in this field, states that,

. . . the greatest single limitation of formulas

and cost analysis procedures is that they cannot

make policy. . . . The intervening value judgements—-

the policy decisions——must still be made by responsible

individuals: higher education officials, state fiscal

officials, governors, and legislators.1

It has been generally agreed, that formulas used

in the analysis of budgets are useful if: "(1) their

purpose is clearly understood; (2) they are based on

adequate, dependable data concerning institutional

activities and the context in which institutions grow

and change: they are sensitive to differences, and are

subject to change when change is required; and (3) they

are applied with good judgment and are acceptable to

parties concerned with their use."120

One of the alternatives to unit cost studies for

resource allocation is internal pricing. Breneman, in

a report describing the proceedings of the "Conference

on Internal Pricing" held at Berkeley in July, 1971,

 

 



 

stated that, ". . . it should be clear that internal

"121
pricing is not synonomous with cost accounting. The

theory of internal pricing is built upon the economic

principles of the interaction of the market place.

Each department "earns" a budget based upon the

value of its output (measured by a schedule of

internal prices), and uses this budget to purchase

resources, internally priced at opportunity cost.

Each department has an incentive to minimize costs

for any level of output, since it seeks to maximize

output from available resources in order to increase

its budget.1 2

This theory is sound and supported by a signifi—

cant base of research in economics. However, there are

several problems in applying it to higher education

including the inability to define and measure outputs

and the inflexibility due to tenure. It may have some

value in simulations after some solutions are found to

some very real problems.

Another alternative which has received much dis-

cussion in the literature in recent years is (PPBS),

planning-programming—budgeting systems. Judy believes

it can "substantially contribute to the efficient allo—

cation of resources in higher education."123 Weathersby

and Balderston state that,

The key conceptual components of a PPB System are:

systematic long—range planning (5—15 years) which

clearly articulates objectives and carefully

examines the costs and benefits of alternative

courses of action which meet these global objectives;

a selection process for deciding on a specific

course of action (1—5 years) in objectives ( ro-

gramming); translating these decisions into immediate
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(0-1 years), specific financial, manpower, and

policy plans (budgeting); and recognizing a multi-

year planning Horizon and incorporating to the

fullest extent possible the total long—term costs

and benefits attributable to each course of action.124

The application of PPBS at the University of

California was not totally successful. The political

considerations took over and the emphasis became one

of input—control rather than output. However, . . .

it contributed to, but was not necessarily the controlling

influence on, the policy decisions that were made."125

Weathersby and Balderston stated that, to their knowledge,

"a total, comprehensive implementation of PPBS has not

been achieved in any college or university in the United

States."126

Related to PPBS is the work being done in mathe-

matical model building. Koenig developed one of the

more comprehensive and often cited management systems

for higher education. He states that,

The objective of the development is to structure a

mathematical model of an educational institution

that will provide the "logic" of information pro-

cessing programs to aid university administrators

in the overall allocation of resources. . . . The

model itself, then, consists of sets of equations

which describe the relationship of resources to

production, and, based on these, the associated

unit costs of production. It is therefore a

mathematical description of the way the university

utilizes its resources in production. The resources

of the university are described, broadly, as per-

sonnel, space, and equipment. The products are

identified as developed manpower, research, and

public or technical services.
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Basic to the systems approach to management is

the concept of cost—effectiveness, relating inputs and

outputs.128 This has also been referred to as the value—

added. To determine what an institution does for its

students requires knowing their condition as they enter

and leave. The value-added is assessed and a cost per

unit of value—added determined.129

All of the alternatives discussed in this section

are built upon some costing methodology. The way costs

are defined and allocated varies but each approach

requires some methodology. Unfortunately, with all of

the literature in costing, there is little research in

comparing the effects of different methodologies.

Advantages and Disadvantages of

Cost Analysis

 

The advantages of cost analysis in higher edu-

cation has been cited by many writers. It has been

suggested that cost analysis could be used for evalu-

ating efficiency and economy, comparing purposes inter-

nally and externally, studying alternatives, reporting

to legislators and others, justifying the fees charged,

budgeting, program planning, assisting in policy modifi-

cation or formulation, evaluating different methods of

instruction, answering questions on costing methodology,

introducing logic rather than snap judgment into decision

making, and serving as an indicator where thought is

130
needed.
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Although generally supportive of the need for

analysis, the weaknesses, pitfalls, and disadvantages of

cost analysis have been expressed by several writers.

Cooper says, for example,

Preoccupation with detail and accountability takes

the vitality out of administration, and creative

dreams are drowned out, leaving only a shell without

life, direction, or purpose. . . . And some in

administration have found a certain kind of safety

in their retreat from reSponsibility, a retreat

behind the curtains of electronic gadgetry and

technical detail.l3l

Johnson points out that, "The 'human' element of

management is still a prime ingredient." Systems are

necessary for complex organizations, but " . . . they

are not in and of themselves a substitute for effective

leadership."132

Although he sees the need for unit cost studies,

Logan Wilson emphasizes caution in how cost data are used.

The use of averages as norms, for example, carries

with it the virtue of standardization, but it also

may lead to the vice of leveling down to mediocrity.

. . . When applied indiscriminately, without regard

to institutional differences in role and scope and

heedless of quality, they can nullify the meaning

of the one adjective in the phrase "higher edu—

cation."133

The disadvantages mentioned by the writers in

the field are varied. Some writers mention that cost  
studies lack accuracy, may imply cost is the most impor-

tant aspect, are opinions not facts, are crude instru-

ments, are partial measurements, are quantitative rather

than qualitative in nature, often are not pointed toward
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specific objectives and thus waste time, may lead to

excessive zeal at reducing costs, and are vulnerable to

misuse and misinterpretation.134

John Dale Russell succinctly stated his position

with regard to the use of cost analysis in higher edu—

cation and it best represents the consensus today.

It is the considered judgment of the writer that

the calculation of unit—expenditure data has a

distinct place in the administration of higher

institutions. The data must, of course, be

treated somewhat cautiously; but this is true of

almost every kind of factual data used in adminis—

tering a college or university. Unit costs

cannot be considered a substitute for administra—

tive intelligence. As the financial reports of

institutions take on a larger degree of uniformity

than they have displayed in the past, an increased

use of unit—expenditure data may be expected. The

result may well be an improved efficiency in the

Operation of American colleges and universities.l35

Comparison of Dissertation

and Literature

 

A perusal of the cost analysis literature in

higher education reveals several phenomena including

the following:

1. Authorities recognize the need to examine cost-

ing methodologies, but they are quick to mention

the limitations.

2. There are several cost studies, each with its

own methodology; but a serious lack of compara—

tive analysis of methodologies is evident.
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3. There are several variables considered indi-

vidually to be significant cost factors, but

little comparison is being done with different

costing methodologies.

4. Faculty activity surveys have been in the

literature for a long time, but they are just

now emerging in general acceptance and appli—

cation.

What is needed at this juncture in the development

of cost analysis is a study to compare the several costing

methodologies. This dissertation has the major objective

of comparing four costing methodologies used in allocat—

ing costs to courses in conjunction with examining the

importance of several variables of cost under each of

these methodologies. Therefore, this research has some

elements in common with previous research. The four

costing methodologies used in this study have been pre-

viously employed and reported in the literature. This

study will use a common set of data to compare the four

costing methodologies and the relative importance of

several variables of cost.
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN

Summary of the Rationale

for the Study

 

 

Effective resource projection and allocation

requires a thorough analysis of the faculty activities

and their related costs. Wise use of faculty is a major

reSponsibility of college and university administrators.

Evans and Hicks remind us that, "Faculty teaching load

is unquestionably the most important factor influencing

instructional costs and therefore should be subjected

to careful periodic analysis."1 The control of instruc—

tional costs requires the identification of the major

variables of costs and their interrelationships. Yet,

costing methodologies have lacked a thorough examination

to assess just what results when different methodologies

 

are employed. To generate a cost figure is not sufficient

when it is realized that the costing methodology will,

to a great degree, determine that cost figure. What is

needed is research which will inquire into the nature of

the costing methodology used for allocation of costs to

the individual units chosen.
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Purposes of the Study
 

The purposes of this study were the following:

1. Develop a faculty time allocation profile by

department and rank of the major activities in

which the faculty participate; assign costs to

these activities based on the allocation of time

as determined by a faculty activity survey; and

examine the interrelationship between several

workload factors.

2. Compare four costing methodologies as a basis for

examining the relative importance of some major

variables in determining instructional costs and

for considering their interrelationships.

This was a descriptive study which considered the

major faculty activities of one college at Michigan State

University. The intention of this study was to consider

different costing methodologies and the importance of

five major variables in determining costs. Most cost

studies concentrate on arriving at a final figure, but

few try to determine the reasons for a particular figure

appearing as it is reported. This study not only gen-

erated costs based on different methodologies; but it

also explored what type of differences, depending on the

methodology employed, resulted in several independent

variables.
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Research Objectives

The objective of this dissertation were divided

into two parts. The first was to examine the inter-

relationships of selected instructional workload factors

through determining the distribution of faculty time

among several activities based on the salaries of the

faculty. The profile analysis was developed by depart-

ment and by rank.

The second objective was to compare the four

costing methodologies used in allocating costs to

courses. This comparison was not only based on the

costs generated per course, but also considered the

differences in selected variables of costs and the

respective costing methodology. The comparison was

made by answering the following research questions:

1. Is there a relationship between each independent

variable and section cost for each costing

methodology?

2. What is the relative importance of the indepen-

dent variables for each costing methodology?

3. Under which costing methodology do the variables

explain the greatest amount of the variance in

the costs?

4. To what extent is there agreement in the rank

ordering of independent variables across the

costing methodologies?
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Parameters of the Data
 

The population from which the data were drawn for

this study were the faculty and course offerings of one

college at Michigan State University. This college

offers the Bachelor of Arts, Master of Arts, and Doctor

of Philosophy degrees. Composed of five departments, it

is diversified in both the nature of its departments

and course offerings. It ranges from nonlaboratory

departments to more scientific laboratory departments,

and from the lower undergraduate courses to the advanced

graduate programs. Some faculty and departments have

gained international recognition for the contributions

they are making to their field.

There were fifty-one full-time faculty members

who taught during the 1972 fall term. They were all

included in the faculty activity survey which was the

method for collecting the research data. The part-time

faculty were not included since the focus of this study

was on the regular full-time faculty. All of the full-

time faculty were within the ranks of instructor,

assistant professor, associate professor, and professor,

except one. There was one full-time lecturer who was

considered an instructor for the purposes of this study.

Although graduate assistants were excluded from the

profile analysis, they were included as a cost factor

in the costing methodology portion of the dissertation.
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The salary for the graduate assistant was allocated to

the course section based upon what the faculty member

reported as the graduate assistant's total hours spent

on the course.

Although some of the data can be verified with

the records of the Office of Institutional Research,

much of the data is a reflection of the faculty members'

perception. Therefore, the data used for analysis

reflects the faculty members' view of their workload

with regard to activities and the distribution of the

several variables.

Costs for this study were limited to salary

expenditures; thus supplies, equipment, and capital out-

lay were excluded. The human resource is the major cost

element of higher education and therefore has the

greatest influence on the financial operation. Dressel

and associates emphasized this point in The Confidence

Crisis when they said, "Since salaries account usually

for seventy per cent or more of departmental expenditures

and represent that aspect of expenditures which is most

immediately subject to modification, emphasis on person-

nel time and salary expenditures is the key to manage-

ment."2 A major thrust of this study was to examine

the costing of faculty resources, and therefore salaries

are our primary cost consideration.





82

Data Collection

A faculty activity survey of each faculty member

in the college, which is the most predominant method for

gathering data,3 was the means for collecting all but the

salary data. The survey was conducted during the 1972

fall term.

Over a period of several months the Office of

Institutional Research staff and the advisory council

for the college had been considering approaches to

research within the college which would provide meaning—

ful data for a cost study. The college faculty, repre-

senting five departments, received their forms during

November 1—10 and were asked to return the completed

forms to their respective chairmen by November 16.

The survey forms were distributed by the chairmen of

each department. The questionnaire which was used is

entitled Faculty Activity and Outcome Survey4 and was

designed by the National Center for Higher Education

Management Systems. Financial data from the Office of

Institutional Research were used in conjunction with the

data provided through the questionnaire. Although it is

estimated to require one hour to complete the question-

naire, a very high return was expected since this was a

faculty initiated study and they were very interested

in examining the allocation of their time and the

associated costs. The questionnaire permits a wide
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range of activities to be included, thus facilitating

a comprehensive look at the total faculty activity as

it relates to time.

Although Campbell and Stanley in Experimental
 

and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research5 present a
 

series of factors which can jeopardize the validity of  
various designs, for this research two appeared to be of

real concern. Since some of the data were collected by

a survey, it was possible that a self—selection factor

could result. For this reason an attempt was made to

contact those faculty not responding to assess whether

they were uniquely different from those responding.

 Of the three faculty not responding, two were contacted.

One reported no teaching responsibilities with his full-

time responsibility related to a funded research project.

The other faculty member taught only one course and spent

most of his time advising a student organization. There-

fore, two of the three not responding were not typical

teaching faculty.

The reactive effect of faculty being asked to  
provide this kind of information could result in dis-

torted data. However, since this was a study which was

initiated by the college with faculty participation, it

was likely that the faculty would conscientiously com-

plete the questionnaire.
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One of the classical studies which illustrates

the reactive effect was conducted at the Western Electric

Company's Hawthorne WOrks in Chicago from 1927 to 1932.

These studies have come to be known as the Hawthorne

studies. Among other things, they found that, "The

employees being tested were reacting to changes in light

intensity in the way in which they assumed that they were

expected to react."6 The very fact that they were aware

of the experiments affected their performance.

Since the data for this study came mainly from

the faculty, it is possible that the reported hours could

be distorted. As was noted by Hubbard,7 Sullivan,8 and

others, some faculty may react negatively to a request

for activity data and therefore not report accurately

their time allocation. Although some express full con-

fidence in the faculty reporting their time, many

acknowledge that the possibility for error remains.

Therefore, in this study, those returned questionnaires

which exceeded a plus or minus three standard deviations

from the mean of their respective departments were

excluded from the analysis. In a normally distributed

pOpulation 99.73 per cent will be within three standard

deviations from the mean.

All of the other factors considered by Campbell

and Stanley were either not relevant to this study or

have been considered and ruled out as plausible extraneous

variables.
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The questionnaires were sent to all the faculty

by the department chairman and returned to him. Of the

fifty—one full-time faculty during fall term 1972, forty-

eight returned the questionnaire which is a return rate

of 94.1 per cent. Of the forty-eight returned question-

 naires, three were not sufficiently complete to make

them usable. One questionnaire exceeded the three

standard deviations from the mean and was excluded.

The total reported hours per week on this questionnaire

 were 126. Three standard deviations for this department

totaled 53 hours and the mean was 69.8 hours. Thus,

the range was 16.4 hours to 123.2 hours. The nearest

high to the one which exceeded three standard deviations

did not exceed two standard deviations. Therefore, the

total usable returned questionnaires were forty-four,

which was 86.3 per cent of the total full-time faculty

during the 1972 fall term. Table 1 summarizes the return

rates.

 TABLE l.--Returned questionnaires

 

1972 Fall Term Usable Returned

 

Department Full-Time Faculty Questionnaires Percentage

Dept. 0 6 6 100.0

Dept. 1 13 10 76.9

Dept. 3 15 13 86.7

Dept. 5 10 8 80.0

Dept. 7 7 7 100.0

Total 51 44 86.3

 

  1% i
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Assumptions of the Study

The assumptions of this study are the following:

The faculty member can work only 100 per cent,

i.e., this study considers the total hours

worked regardless of what should be expected as

a normal work week.

Cost may be assigned to the total hours worked,

i.e., the salary is for the total professional

services of the faculty member.

There is a linear relationship between independent

and dependent variables with the exception of

one independent variable-—method of instruction.

Limitations and Scope of the Study

The limitations and scope of this study are the

following:

1. This study was limited to the faculty and course

offerings of one college at Michigan State Uni—

versity.

Since human resources are the major cost factor

in higher education, the costs for this study

were limited to faculty salaries thus excluding

supplies, equipment, and overhead.

The question of quality and value of activities

cannot be evaluated solely on the basis of this

study.
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4. Generalizations to other colleges concerning

faculty allocation of time or the cost of par-

ticular activities cannot be made on the basis

of this study. These are highly institutionalized

considerations. The distribution of time and cost

patterns need to be evaluated as they relate to

the mission and objectives of the department

and the institution. For example, a department

or institution which stresses research as opposed

to undergraduate instruction will certainly have

different cost patterns and distributions of time

among activities. However, the procedure of

analysis is applicable for use by other colleges

and universities.

Instrument Reliability and Validity
 

As was pointed out in the review of the literature,

there is no agreement as to reliability and Validity of

faculty activity surveys. However, some of the most

current research is beginning to support such procedures.

The University of Michigan has conducted a

university—wide faculty activity survey for several years.

They conducted an experiment using the Faculty Activity

and Outcome Survey to assess the reliability of the

 instrument. A comparison was made between a sample of

the faculty who completed the NCHEMS form and the faculty

who completed the Michigan form which they have used for
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several years. Only two activity categories, credit

instruction and professional development, were signifi-

cantly different. The other four categories, noncredit

instruction, research, service, and administrative

activities, were not significantly different. It is

meaningful that when the questionnaires were compared

at the departmental level for the three departments which

participated, there were no significant differences; the

two differences only resulted in the aggregate.

One possible explanation of these differences

may be due to reporting in percentages instead of

average hours. Since the Michigan form allows report-

ing in percentages, the University's Office of Insti-

tutional Research has examined this issue.

In the most recent comparison, made in the Uni-

versity's largest unit, the initial indications are

that those individuals who report in percentages

tend to report more time in credit instruction than

This means that thethose who report in hours.

possibility exists that the pilot study differences

in credit instruction may be due to the unit of

measurement used to report time rather than in the

questionnaire used.

In their conclusion, the observation is made that,

Because of the consistency of the pilot results

with other analyses in the area of differences

caused by the use of hours or percentages as the

one could conclude that thereporting measure,

differences caused by the survey forms themselves

are actually much.sma11er than those reported.

. . . When it is remembered that virtually the

same information concerning courses, sections,

contact hours, etc. is reported in the category on

both questionnaires, this conclusion seems more

warranted. Therefore, to the extent that one is
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willing to attribute the credit instructional dif-

ferences on the two forms to differences caused by

the units of measurement, the two questionnaires

are comparable and measure the same phenomena.lo

Other institutions which have conducted faculty

activity surveys such as Ohio State and the University

of Missouri have found that the data can be a reliable

indicator of faculty distribution of time.11 The

environment in which the survey is conducted and how

the faculty are approached are critical factors in the

The survey can be useful forsuccess of the survey.

If changesmonitoring activities but not for control.

in activities are desired, they will only be brought

about by adjusting the reward systems and policies of

the individual college.

Although Michigan State University does not rou-

tinely conduct a faculty activity survey as most of the

other "big ten" universities do, a university-wide survey

was conducted in the fall of 1970.12 This survey, which

became known as the "green form" survey, showed an

average of 57.6 hours per week per faculty member.

Since the basic data on the college used as the popu-

lation for this dissertation were available from the

the means were compared with the 19721970 survey,

A t—test was used to test for significant dif-survey.

ferences in the mean total hours reported per faculty

member between the two surveys for each department and

_
_
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for the total college. No statistically significant

differences exist. Table 2 below shows the mean number

of total hours reported by department for each survey

and the t score.

TABLE 2.--Test for significant differences in total hours

between 1970 green form and 1972 NCHEMS form

 

 

1970 Mean 1972 Mean Degrees of

Department Green Form NCHEMS Form Freedom t Score

Dept. 0 57.8 61.9 12 - .87

Dept. 1 69.9 59.4 23 1.13

Dept. 3 68.6 69.9 26 - .19

Dept. 5 72.9 67.4 16 .83

Dept. 7 63.4 54.6 12 1.52

Total

College 67.5 63.5 97 1.26

 
No significant differences

The question of validity was approached by

Lorents in Minnesota. A sample of faculty were asked

to estimate, before the term and again after the term,

how many hours per week they would spend in eleven cate—

gories. During the term a "work-study experiment" was

conducted in which the faculty carried a "beep" device

at all times. When the device beeped they wrote down

their activity at that time. Only two categories were

significantly different in the pre-term estimates and

the post-term estimates. The point is that the survey
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costly, provided close to

the same results as a relatively expensive work study

experiment.

The debate over the issue of reliability and

validity will likely continue, but from a practical

administrative point of View, the loss in accuracy may

be offset by the advantages of 1555 cost and time

required in procuring the data.

clear that a survey,

"However, it does seem

if properly conducted, can result

in data that are reliable and reasonably valid and that

provide institutional managers with at the very least

some rough answers rather than undocumented guesses."
14

Profile Development

One of the two purposes of this dissertation was

to develop a faculty profile

and for each department.

of activities for each rank

The activities and their defi-

nitions come directly from the survey instrument and

include the following:

Activity

A. Teaching Activities

A.l Scheduled teaching . . .

A.2 Unscheduled teaching . .

Academic program

advising . . . . . . .

Course and curriculum

research and development

Definitions

All activities related to

courses given in the current

term.

Teaching not associated with

the specific courses listed

in A.1. -

Giving advice to students

concerning course scheduling

and academic programs.

Developing and preparing for

future courses.
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B. Research, Scholarship and Creative WOrk Activity

Institutes and Research

Centers . . . . . . . . .Activity that is carried on

for an institute or center.

(This may include B.2 activity

which is directly linked to a

separate unit of adminis-

_ . tration)

SpelelC projects . . . .WOrk related to a specific

project such as writing

research proposals, books,

articles; giving recitals;

and performing your profes-

sional skill.

General scholarship and

professional develOpment.WOrk activities related to

keeping current in a pro-

fessional field.

C. Public Service Activities

General professional

service/advice directed

outside the institution .Activities that would not be

considered C.2 and meant to

benefit the community outside

the institution, e.g., con-

sulting, advising, and

lectures for the public.

Extension service (not

instructional) . . . . .Activity directed outside the

institution where fiscal con-

trol is shared by the insti-

tution and government agen-

cies.

D. Internal Service Activities

Student—oriented service.Activities related to stu—

dent non-academic activi-

ties, e.g., preparing recom-

mendations, social inter-

action, sponsoring student

organizations and personal,

career, and financial coun—

seling.

Service reports and

records . . . . . . . . .Fulfilling institutional

information requests, e.g.,

writing and answering memo-

randa, preparing minutes, and

completing questionnaires.
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E. Administrative and Committee Activities

E.l Administrative duties . .Administrative functions

which include helping during

registration, gathering data,

preparing budgets, and per-

forming the duties of a

department chairman.

E.2 Committee participation .Committee involvement which

might include committees for

planning, budgeting, admis-

sions, candidate selection,

and faculty senate.15

Each questionnaire was examined by a representa-

tive of the Provost office for the purpose of noting

which activities were not within the purposes of the

university. Although many kinds of public service

activities are encouraged by the university, some are

up to the individual faculty member and may not be

directly related to the disciplines of the college or

to the purposes of the university. Examples might be

political activities or church activities. Only three

questionnaires included such activity which amounted to

one hour each, two for church activities and one for

political activities.

Among the above activities there were four dis-

tributions made by rank and department which are:

(1) average number of hours per week, (2) percentage of

the average hours per week, (3) average faculty salary,

and (4) total salaries. This profile provides an

approach for examining the utilization of faculty and

the associated costs.
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Since the second purpose of this dissertation  
was to compare costing.methodologies which deal with the

scheduled teaching section of this profile, several cor-

relations were made between many of the instructional

load factors. This instructional load correlational

study provides some information for administrative

decision—making.

Dependent Variables
 

The other purpose of this dissertation was to

compare four costing methodologies as applied to the

scheduled teaching section of the profile analysis. The

dependent variables for this objective of the study were

the course section costs generated by the four costing

methodologies. The four costing methodologies are based

on the course section's percentage of the faculty member's

total number of:

(1) hours of total course time,

(2) formal contact hours,  
(3) student credit hours, and

(4) course credit hours.

Each course section received four separate cost

figures, one for each costing methodology. In this

study the four methodologies for generating costs were

the dependent variables.
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CostingVMethodology
 

The unit of study was the individual course. The

focus of this research was on the methods used in allocat-

ing the costs to each of these course sections. Often

cost studies concentrate on generating a cost per unit

and the unit is frequently a contact hour, a student

credit hour, or a course credit hour. Each of these

units were considered in one of the costing methodologies

used for allocating costs to the course sections in this

study. The method of allocating the costs to the indi-

vidual courses will to some extent determine what the

cost figure will be when it is calculated for one of

the smaller units such as per student credit hour, per

course credit hour, or per contact hour.

Although all costs including secretarial

assistance, supplies and services, and overhead could

be prorated to each course, for the purposes of this

study only faculty and graduate assistants' salaries

were included in the course section costs. The primary

focus of this dissertation was on faculty workload and

costing of the instructional activities; therefore,

salaries were the primary cost consideration. The

salaries were taken from the Michigan State University

Salary Budget for 1972-73.16

Included in the usable returned questionnaires

were 124 course sections. For each course the faculty
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member reported the total number of hours he spent on

the course, including preparation, administration,

formal contact hours, and other contact hours. He also

reported the enrollment and the number of credits. By

multiplying the enrollment times the credits, the stu-

dent credit hours were derived.

First Level of Allocation
 

Two levels were developed for allocating the

faculty member's salary to each course section for each

of the four costing methodologies. The first level was

used for all four of the costing methodologies. This

first level of allocation was developed by multiplying

the faculty member's salary times a ratio of total

scheduled teaching activities divided by the total work-

week. For example, if a faculty member spent half of

his time in scheduled teaching, one-fourth in public

service, and one—fourth in research, then his salary

would be multiplied by 50 per cent. The scheduled

teaching portion of his salary is the amount of salary

which was then allocated by the four costing methodolo—

gies.

Second Level of Allocation
 

There were four methodologies for allocating

salary under the second level of allocation. Each of the

four methodologies is described below.
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l. The first methodology was to allocate the

scheduled teaching salary based on the course

section's percentage of the faculty member's

total hours devoted to scheduled teaching

referred to as total course time.

2. The second methodology for allocating costs was

to assign the scheduled teaching salary to the

course sections by calculating the percentage

between the faculty member's total formal contact

hours and the formal contact hours for the given

course section.

3. The third methodology was to assign the scheduled

teaching salary based on the course section's

percentage of the faculty member's total student

credit hours produced.

 4. The fourth methodology was to allocate scheduled

teaching salary based on the percentage of the

total credits taught by the faculty member and

the credits for the given course section.

Table 3 provides an example of how the costs

were calculated for each of the four costing methodolo-

gies and assigned to the particular course section.

Some issues of interest related to this study

involve the value of a faculty survey as a methodology

for costing. The value of such a survey for costing
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could be challenged if the relationships between variables

and costing methodology differ little. If on the other

hand there are significant differences, then perhaps the

faculty activity survey can provide the answers to the

question of why there are differences.

TABLE 3.-—Cost calculation

 

 

 

 
 

 

Professor John Doe Term Salary $8,000

Total hours per Scheduled teaching hours 15 25%

week 60 Scheduled teaching costs $2,000

Statistics

. . Total
Course/Section Credits SCH Contact Hours Egui§5_iime

A 3 60 2 6

B 3 32. 4 9

6 9O 6 15

Costs

Course/Section Method 4 Method 3 Method 2 Method 1
 

  

 

A $1,000 $1,333 $ 667 $ 800

B 1,000 667 1,333 1,200

$2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000

 

 

Independent Variables
 

The independent variables were factors considered

to have a relationship to costs. Two of the variables,

faculty rank and course level, were on the ordinal scale.

Class size and number of sections taught were on a ratio

scale. Method of instruction was on a nominal scale and

was treated separately. After reading the literature,
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several variables were added to the initial list and

included in a correlation analysis from which a selection

was made for additional analysis. All of these variables

were on a ratio scale except graduate assistants, which

was on an ordinal scale. The initial list of variables

was the following:

 

 

 

 

 

1. Faculty rank, with four levels: instructor,

assistant professor, associate professor, and

professor.

2. Course/section level, with three levels classified

as: lower undergraduate, upper undergraduate,

and graduate.

3. Class size, which is the enrollment in the course

section.

4. Number of courses and/or sections taught by the

faculty member during the term.

5. Methods of instruction, which are defined in the

questionnaire as:

Lecture Formal presentation-primarily

one-way communication

Laboratory Instructing, preparing, and

supervising student investi-

gations

Recitation/Discussion Two-way communication of

course materials

Seminar Students carry the major

responsibility for prepar-

ation
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Independent Study Students work independently

with only minimal faculty

direction

Tutorial Students work one-to—one

with the instructor

Programmed Instruction Course contents presented 1

through programmed materials

The other variables which were included in a

correlational analysis were: (1) the faculty member's

years of experience, (2) the number of fixed credit

course sections taught by the faculty member, (3) his

total workweek in hours, (4) the number of times he has

taught the course, (5) the course credit hours, (6) the

student—credit hours per course section, (7) the formal

contact hours per course section, (8) the other contact

hours per course section, (9) the preparation and

administrative time per course section, (10) the total

teaching time per course section, and (11) whether or

not a graduate assistant was assigned to the course

section.

All but one of the variables, method of

instruction, were at least on an ordinal scale, which

indicated a rank ordering of categories within the

variable. Method of instruction was on a nominal scale

which is simply the assignment of numbers to a qualita-

tive category and it therefore had none of the properties

of the other scales.l8 Hence it was treated by a

separate analysis.
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Research Questions and Statistical

Approaches

 

Although this is a descriptive study in which a

profile of faculty activity was developed and costs

assigned to these activities, it was also the intention

of this study to examine the influence of the four costing

methodologies on the importance of five variables in

determining cost. As part of the profile analysis, the

instructional portion of the profile was examined by a

correlational analysis since it related to the second

purpose of this dissertation, namely, instructional cost-

ing methodology.

Comparing the costing methodologies and selected

variables of cost using the instructional costs of the

profile analysis was accomplished by answering the four

research questions. The statistical approach follows

each question as listed below.

1. Is there a relationship between each independent

variable and cost for each of the costing

methodologies?

Approach

Simple bivariate correlations and One-way Analysis

of Variance

2. What is the relative importance of the variables

within each costing methodology?
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Approach

A multiple regression analysis--The relative importance

was determined by the contribution each variable made

to the total R2 as developed by the stepwise addition

and deletion methods.‘

3. Under which costing methodology do the variables

explain the greatest amount of the variance in

the costs?

Approach

Coefficient of multiple determination—R2

4. To what extent is there agreement in the rank

ordering of independent variables across the

costing methodologies?

Approach

Kendall Coefficient of Concordance

Each of the statistical approaches mentioned as

the method for answering the research questions is dis-

cussed below. The basic statistical measures are dis-

cussed here to facilitate reporting the results in sta-

tistics.

Correlation Coefficient

The simple bivariate correlation coefficient (r)

is a single number which measures the extent to which

two things are related, i.e., the extent variations in

one variable change with variations in the other.
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Correlations may vary from a +1.00, which is a perfect

positive correlation, through zero, which means complete

independence, to a -1.00, which is a perfect negative

correlation.19

A general verbal description of correlation

coefficients by Guilford provides a guide for interpre-

tation.

Less than .20 Slight; almost negligible relationship

.20 -- .40 Low correlation; definite but small

relationship

.40 -- .70 Moderate correlation; substantial

relationship

.70 —- .90 High correlation; marked relationship

.90 --l.00 Very high correlation; very dependable

relationshipzo

One-Way Analysis of Variance

The basic purpose of the one-way analysis of

variance was to determine if the means for each method of

instruction for each costing methodology varied signifi—

cantly from the total population mean. Since method of

instruction is on a nominal scale it was not apprOpriate

to include it as a variable in a regression analysis.

Although this was a population study and it was not

therefore necessary to deal with inferential statistics,

in this case an F test was used at a .05 level of sig-

nificance as a guide for assessing the meaningfulness of

the analysis of variance.
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A significant F means that there is a relation-

ship between the dependent and independent variables and

it is not a result of chance. The F test does not tell

where the differences are between the groups.21 For

this purpose the Scheffé method of multiple contrasts

was employed. "According to Scheffé's theorem, it is

possible to study observed data and search out meaningful

contrasts and confidence intervals to help identify

possible reasons for the rejection of a tested hypothe-

sis."22 By the Scheffé method each mean for each method

of instruction was compared with each other. With this

method it was possible to investigate each contrast

while keeping the probability of making a type I error

(the denial of a true hypothesis) equal to .05.23

Fifteen contrasts were made based on the cost

per course. These course costs were converted to cost

per course credit for the costing methodologies

developed on total course time, contact hours, and

student credit hours. Course costs developed on course

credits could not be converted to costs per course credit

since the mean for each method would be the same. The

Scheffé method was then used on the cost per course

credit for each of the three costing methodologies.

Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was applied with

cost as the dependent variable and the four independent
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variables composed of faculty rank, course level, class

size, and the number of sections taught by the faculty

member. A multiple regression coefficient (R) indicates

the extent of relationship between a dependent variable

and two or more independent variables. "In the many

areas of research in which controlled eXperiments are

not practicable, multiple regression analyses are exten-

sively used in attempts to disentangle and measure the

24
effects of different X variables on some response Y."

The multiple regression model which will be used

is:

Yi = a + lel + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + e

where:

Yi = (l...4) Cost based on the four methodologies

X1 = Faculty rank

X2 = Course level

X3 = Class size

X4 = Number of sections taught

e = the residual, assumed to be distributed

independently of the X's with zero mean and

. 2
variance 0

a = a constant
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b = the expected change in Y when X

decreases assuming all other X's remain

unchanged

b = the same as bl respectively.
2’ 3’

Since it was not necessary to deal with infer-

ential statistics because the entire pOpulation was

included in the survey, the correlations of each variable

on each of the costing methodologies were compared.

The objective was not only to discover the

relationship of the variables with cost, but to also rank

the variables in order of their importance. Because high

correlations between the X variables can upset the cal-

culations, the methods employed were both the stepwise

addition and the stepwise deletion.

Correlation and regression analysis is especially

suitable for studies where no single variable has been

established as a totally apprOpriate evaluation criterion.

As Freeman points out, "Correlation and regression analy-

sis, while used extensively in industry as a tool of

budget evaluation, has not been effectively utilized in

higher education budget analysis or at least it has not

been reported in the literature."25

Stepwise Addition.--After a regression is com-
 

puted, the utility of a variable may be questioned and

its omission proposed. The most thorough approach is

1 increases or
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to work out the regression of Y on every variable singly.

The procedure for the stepwise addition process is to

sequentially build the equation. The variable giving

the greatest reduction in the sum of squares of Y is

selected. This is called X1. Then the bivariate

regressions in which Xl appear are worked out. The

variate which gives the greatest additional reduction

in the sum of squares after fitting X1 is selected. This

is called X2. A11 trivariate regressions that include

both X1 and X2 are computed, and the variate that makes

the greatest additional contribution to them is selected.

This process is continued for all independent variables.26

Stepwise Deletion.--The stepwise deletion method
 

is basically the reverse process of stepwise addition.

This process may not necessarily select the same inde-

pendent variables nor will it necessarily account for

the same amount of variation in the dependent variable.

The regression of Y on all variables is worked out. The

variable that gives the least additional reduction in

sum of squares is then dropped, and so on.

Coefficient of Multiple Determination.--The R2 is
 

the coefficient of multiple determination of variance (the

square of the multiple correlation coefficient). This

measure indicates the proportion of variance in the depen-

dent variables combined with the regression weights used.
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For example, an R2 of .8759 indicates that 87.59 per cent

of the variance in variable Y is explained by the variation

in the combined X's. The methodology which yields the

highest R2 is the best fit relationship between the

independent variables. That is, it provides the best

weighting of the variables for predictive ability.27

Beta weights were calculated for each variable.

The beta weights are the constants in the regression

equation and they provide a means of measuring the change

in the dependent variable for a given change in an inde-

pendent variable assuming the other independent variables

are held constant. The coefficient of multiple determi-

nation (R2) is the sum of the beta weights times their

reSpective simple r.28

Shortcomings of regression analysis are recognized..

In multiple regression analysis the value of any regression

coefficient depends on the other variables included in the

regression. Difficulty may arise because one can never be

sure that there are not other X variables related to cost.

Even if the regression coefficients are clearly meaning—

fully significant, it is not uncommon to find that the

fraction of the variance of Y attributable to the

regression is much less than 50 per cent. This indicates

that in much of the research, most of the variation in Y

is due to variables not included in the regression. To
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further complicate the problem, one must recognize that

the relationships may not be linear.

Even with all of the above mentioned problems,

multiple regression analysis is among the best available

statistical methodologies to meet the objectives of this

 aSpect of the study.

Kendall Coefficient of

Concordancezg

 

 

The Kendall Coefficient of Concordance was used

to assess the degree to which there was agreement in the

rank ordering of variables across the several costing

methodologies. A high agreement indicates that no one

methodology gives a meaningfully different rank ordering

of variables. The degree of agreement among the four

costing methodologies, as to their rank ordering of the

variables, was reflected by the degree of variance among

the four independent variables. The coefficient of con-  
cordance is a function of that degree of variance. A

high value of the Coefficient of Concordance may be

interpreted as meaning that the costing methodologies

apply essentially the same standard in ranking the four

variables.

Summary

In this chapter the design of the study was pre-

sented. A summary of the rationale for the study, the

purposes, and research objectives were discussed as were  
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the parameters of the data and the methods of collecting

the data. The assumptions, limitations, and scope of the

study were listed and a discussion on the instrument

reliability and validity was presented. The dependent

and independent variables were defined and discussed.

Also included was a discussion on the profile develop-

ment, the costing methodology, and the statistical

approach.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Objectives of the Research
 

This study was intended to fill, in part, the

need for research on costing methodology and faculty

activity analysis. The basic objectives of this descrip-

tive research consisted of two parts. The first was to

examine the allocation of faculty time and salary costs

among several activities and to consider the interrelation-

ships of several instructional workload factors. The

second objective was to compare four costing methodologies

used to allocate costs to courses while considering the

importance of selected variables of cost.

The analysis for the first objective was approached

in two ways. A profile of faculty activity by department

and rank was developed and the relationships of several

workload factors were examined by employing the Pearson

product moment correlation. The analysis for the second

objective centered on answering four research questions

which address the problem of comparing the four costing

methodologies.
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Activity Profile
 

Time and Cost Distribution
 

Tables 4 - 9 show the distribution of faculty

time by rank for the total college and for each depart-

ment. The distribution of the forty-four faculty members

among the four ranks for the total college is shown on

Table 4. The distribution was five instructors, thirteen

assistant professors, nine associate professors, and

seventeen professors with an average reported total

hours per week for all ranks in the college of 63.5 hours.

As discussed in Chapter III, there were no statistically

significant differences in the college or by department

from a similar survey done in 1970. The greatest dif—

ferences between ranks for the college as reflected in

this survey were between professors at 66.4 hours and

instructors at 59.6 hours, a difference of 6.8 hours.

Scheduled teaching accounted for 41.2 per cent of the

time; and including other instructional related functions,

the total teaching activities amounted to 55.3 per cent

of the average week. Research consumed 21.2 per cent

of the time, slightly more than half of the scheduled

teaching time. Public service functions were only

3.5 per cent, but internal service and administrative

and committee work together amounted to 20 per cent of

the average week.
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Some interesting but not unexpected trends

developed from instructor to professor as reflected in

Table 4. After examining the percentage distributions,

a general trend, with minor deviations, emerged showing

that with an increase in rank there was a decline in

the percentage of time spent in scheduled teaching and

an increase in research, administrative duties, and

committee work. Although the difference in research

between associate professor and professor was meaningless,

the difference in administrative duties and committee

work was 6.7 hours.

Several questions could be raised in light of

the distribution of salary costs among the activities.

For example, research was consuming approximately $51,000,

which was more than half of the scheduled teaching

function; but can the output of this activity justify

the cost? This question and similar questions cannot

be answered by this research, but only through the

judgment of the administration and faculty of this

college.

Table 5 reflects a small department with limited

activity in research (13.4%) but a major involvement in

teaching (51.4%). The department represented in Table 6

Was the most equipment—oriented and made the most use

of the tutorial method of instruction. Its distribution

of faculty time resembled the total college. Table 7
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reflects the department with the greatest committment

to research (31.7%). Scheduled teaching amounted to

only 31.3 per cent. The teaching and research responsi-

bility was quite evenly distributed over the three

ranks in this department. This department also reported

the highest number of hours per week (69.9 hours) which

was also quite evenly spread over the ranks. The depart-

ment represented by Table 8 required small classes with

a large amount of faculty time spent in evaluating papers.

This may have accounted for the fact that this department

had the second highest allocation to scheduled teaching

(29.7 hours). Other than a very low allocation to public

service, this department generally paralleled the college.

The final department, as reflected in Table 9, reported

the lowest nwmber of average hours per week (54.6 hours).

Although a low public service allocation was reported,

this department had the highest allocation in the college

to administrative duties and committee work (17.2%).

This profile analysis of the faculty activities

provided a focus for the rest of this research. The

scheduled teaching section of the profile analysis for

the total college as reflected in Table 4 was examined

by correlating several variables of the instructional

workload. These variables were factors related to the

student, the faculty, and the course.
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Student, Faculty, and Course

Relationships

 

 

An application of the Pearson product moment

correlation to the data included in the scheduled teach-

ing section of the profile analysis revealed some mean-

ingful relationships. Table 10 shows that there was

little relationship between faculty rank and other

variables such as total workweek (.139), total teaching

hours per course (-.l40), level of instruction (.029),

and likelihood for graduate assistant help (.114). How-

ever, it did appear that rank was positively related to

years of experience (.515). Also as the rank increased

there was a slight tendency for the teacher to have

taught his courses previously (.204). As his years of

experience increased there was only a slight possibility

that he would Spend less time in preparation and admin-

istration for his courses (-.20).

It is noteworthy that there was very little

correlation between the total workweek for a faculty

member and the student credit hours per course (—.124),

class size (-.ll8), contact hours per course (-.052),

number of course sections taught (-.l42), and total

teaching hours per course (.144). It appeared that

the total hours worked per week was a relatively fixed

amount and as instructional workload measures decreased

or increased other activities were forced to increase

or decrease to absorb the time.
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Unabbreviated Listing of Variables

Abbreviated

(as in Table 10)
 

l.

2.

12.

l3.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

19.

Rank

Experience

Fixed Cred

No Section

Total Hour

Level

Frequency

Class Size

Cred Hours

SCH

Contact Hr

Other Hour

Prep Adm

Teach Time

Grad Asst

Cost—Time

Cost—Cont

Cost—SCH

Cost-Cred

Related to Table 10

Faculty

Years of teaching experience of the

faculty member

Fixed credit courses as opposed to

variable creditS'

Number of sections and/or courses

taught by the faculty member

Total work week expressed in hours

Course level of instruction

Number of times the professor has

taught the course

Number of students enrolled in the

course

Course credit hours

Student credit hours

Formal scheduled contact hours or

class hours

Informal contact outside the classroom

Preparation and administration for

the course

Total course time - time devoted to

a course

Whether or not a graduate assistant

is assigned to the course

Course costs allocated on actual time

devoted to the course

Course costs allocated on formal

contact hours

Course costs allocated on student

credit hours

Course costs allocated on course

credit hours
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There did appear to be some flexibility in the

use of time. There was a slightly positive relationship

between total time per course and class size (.215) as

well as student credit hours (.239). Also, as enrollment

increased the time spent in preparation and adminis-

tration increased slightly (.331). There was also a

greater possibility for graduate assistant help (.500).

Therefore as the class size increased there may have

been a slight increase in total time devoted to that

class, but the total workweek was not likely to change.

It also appears that if a faculty member taught more

sections or courses he may have spent less time per

course section. That is, the higher the number of

sections taught, the fewer hours spent in formal con-

tact (-.344), other contact (—.258), preparation and

administration (-.264), and total teaching time (-.400)

per section. This is meaningful in analyzing workloads.

As there was an increase in the number of times

the professor taught the course (frequency), the total

number of teaching hours related to that course decreased

only slightly (—.224) and the total workweek changed

little (-.123). As expected, preparation and adminis-

trative time devoted to the course decreased slightly

(-.200) as did other contact hours (-.l43) when fre-

quency was increased. However, formal contact hours

also decreased with an increase in frequency (-.153),

a phenomena difficult to explain.
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As the level of instruction increased there was

a decrease in class size (-.56l) and SCH (-.532). Yet

there was little correlation between level and total

teaching hours (—.l30), contact hours (-.llO), and other

contact hours (-.006). That is, as the level of

instruction increased the size of the classes got

smaller while the total teaching hours worked per course

and the contact hours per course may have changed very

little. It is interesting that higher level courses

did not have a higher amount of other contact hours

reported since at the graduate level a premium is placed

on informal contact with students.

Although total teaching hours per course increased

when formal contact hours increased (.803) the total

workweek changed little (.144). In addition, as formal

contact hours increased there was a slight increase in

other contact hours (.284) as well as preparation and

administrative time (.400). Therefore, an increase in

contact hours may increase the teaching activities but

it will not necessarily increase the total workweek.

Cost Relationships

The interrelationships among the four costing

methodologies are noteworthy. Table 10 shows that costs

developed on formal contact hours correlated with costs

developed on total course time at a ratio of .934.

Costs based on time correlated with costs based on
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student credit hours at .734 and with costs based on

credit hours at .628. Costs based on contact hours

and student credit hours correlated at .701, between

contact hours and credit hours at .563, and between

student credit hours and credits at .654. Costs

developed on total course time reported by the faculty

correlated higher than any other method with each of

the others except credit hours, which correlated at

.654 with student credit hours compared to .628 with

time. However, because costs develOped on formal con-

tact hours correlated so very highly with the total

course time as reported by the faculty (.934, see

Table 10), one should weigh quite closely the advan~

tages of faculty activity survey over simply costing

on formal contact hours.

It was apparent from the information in Table 11

that the methodology selected for allocating costs to

courses would to some extent determine that cost.

Allocating costs based on total course time and on

formal contact hours paralleled each other quite closely.

Although costing on credit hours, to a limited extent,

resembled total course time and contact hours, costing

on student credit hours varied a great deal from the

other three patterns. This might be expected since

student credit hours are really a subset of course

credit hours. That is, the other three methods focus
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on the course, whereas this method considers both the

class size and the course credit hours. In interpreting

Table 11, it is imperative that caution be exercised.

The base unit was the individual course, thus to compare

between levels it would be preferable to reduce the

average course cost to a common unit.

TABLE ll.--Course cost patterns by level of instruction

for four costing methodologies (in dollars)

 

 

 

Average Course Allocation Methodology

Section Cost by "N

Course Level Student Course

nggze ngfiigt Credit Credit

Hour Hour

Lower

Undergraduate 19 1365 1388 1849 1194

Upper

Undergraduate 71 731 730 696 747

Graduate 34 772 750 562 841

 

Rather than reporting per course costs by level,

in Table 12 the course costs were reduced to per hour

of total course time, per contact hour, per student

credit hour, and per course credit hour. For each

allocation methodology the unit basis for that allo-

cation could not be used as the unit of measurement in

the per unit cost since there would be no differential

in the cost by level. This accounts for the blank spaces

in Table 12.
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Table 12 illustrates the fact that the methodology

for allocating the cost to the course and the unit

selected to reduce that course cost to a common base

will, to some extent, determine the cost. In the

literature a popular unit used as a common base is the

student credit hour. Anderson reported a ratio of

1:2:4 for the three levels of instruction. As Table 12

shows this ratio would also be supported by this research.

However, the major factor in determining this ratio was

costing based on the number of students, for the other

three methodologies reflected a reverse pattern with

lower undergraduate being the most expensive. These

other methodologies developed unit cost based on the

course regardless of the number of students. Since

tuition fees are determined on a per student credit

hour basis, there is value to calculating cost on the

student credit hour. Yet, if there is some flexibility

so that class size can be increased or decreased mod-

erately without damaging the quality of instruction,

then perhaps costing should be focused upon the faculty

member's time or upon the course.

It was apparent from Table 12 that salary cost

determined on total course time reported was greater

for lower undergraduate instruction. The correlational

study reported earlier in this chapter in Table 10

showed class size correlating only moderately with
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cost, and this due.mainly to the inclusion of graduate

assistant cost since the correlation with faculty time

was only .215. The cost relationships reported in

Table 12 should provide a reference for discussion by

the administration and faculty of the college as they

set policies governing workload factors.

Costing Methodologies and

Variables of Cost
 

The literature suggests several variables which

are related to cost. In this research the relationships

of five of these variables, with cost developed on four

costing methodologies, were examined. The following

four research questions which were used as a guide in

the analysis provide a focus for reporting the results.

1. Is there a relationship between each independent

variable and cost for each of the costing

methodology?

To answer this question two approaches were used.

The Pearson product moment correlations were calculated

between each independent variable and cost except for

method of instruction (see Table 13). Caution needs

to be exercised in interpreting this data. The unit of

study is the course and not the student. If these

costs were converted to a per student basis different

results would likely occur.
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Because method of instruction is on a nominal

scale, the Pearson product moment correlation is

inappropriate. Therefore a one-way analysis of variance

was used for this method in answering this question.

a. Rank had only a slight correlation with costs

regardless of the costing methodology employed. The

highest correlation was with costs developed on credits

(.204); the lowest, with costs based on student credit

hours (.108); with contact hour costs at .122 and costs

based on total course time at .151.

b. Leyel_had a low negative correlation with

course costs based on total course time (-.264) and

contact hours (-.244). The definite but small relation-

ship may be attributed to a slightly negative relation-

 
ship between the course level and the teaching time

{-.130) and contact hours (-.110), see Table 10. A

moderate correlation existed between level and costs

developed on student credit hours (-.460). This was

due in part to the negative correlation between the

level of instruction and class size (-.561), see Table 10.

Because costs were allocated to the course based on stu-

dent credit hours, the impact was such that the larger

classes cost the most per class. Therefore, it follows

that the level of instruction would have a negative

relationship with course costs developed on student

credit hours.



 

136

c. Class size correlated moderately with costs
 

based on total course time (.460), contact hours (.431),

and student credit hours (.681). It had a low cor-

relation with costs based on credit hours (.285). The

positive correlation with course costs based on student

credit hours was not surprising since class size cor-

related at .975 with student credit hours, the basis

of allocating the costs, see Table 10. However, the

substantial relationship between class size and course

costs based on total course time (.460) was higher than

might be expected since the correlation between class

size and the total time devoted to a course was .215,

see Table 10. This discrepancy can be explained by the

fact that class size and the possibility of graduate

assistant help was correlated at .500. Graduate

assistants tended to be used on larger classes increas-

ing the costs for those classes by the proportional

allocation of the graduate assistant's salary. As

reflected in Table 13, graduate assistants only

effected a meaningful difference in correlations

dealing with class size. With the exception of costs

based on student credit hours, the correlations with

class size would be lowered approximately ten points

if graduate assistants were excluded from cost.

d. Number of sections taught was split as a
 

variable between fixed credit sections and total sections.
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There was very little correlation between fixed credit

sections and costs regardless of methodology employed.

The ratio ranged from —.028 to -.065. However, there

was a negative relationship between the total sections

taught and costs developed on the basis of total course

time (-.363), formal contact hours (-.302), SCH (-.268),

and course credits (-.476). That is, as the total number

of sections taught increased, there was a slight decrease

in costs. It has already been reported that as the total

number of sections taught increased, the total time

devoted to a course section decreased (-.400) as did

also the contact hours (-.344). Therefore, each course

got a smaller percentage of the total contact hours and

teaching hours which resulted in an allocation of costs

over more courses. The same logic held for SCH's and

course credits.

The four variables used to allocate costs to

the courses were correlated with the course costs before

and after allocating the graduate assistant's salary.

The correlations are reported in Table 14. It was evi-

dent from this table that all of the correlations were

higher when the graduate assistant costs were included.

With the exception of the variable of total course time,

the variables used for allocating the costs only cor-

related moderately with the course costs. Other factors

such as the salary schedule must account for the dif-

ference.
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e. Method of instruction was analyzed next to
 

determine whether or not it had a relationship with costs

based on the four methodologies. For this analysis it

was necessary to use the one-way analysis of variance

technique for a correlation analysis would be inappro-

priate.

The one-way analysis of variance was testing the

hypothesis that the mean course costs were equal for all

of the six methods of instruction. If this hypothesis

were true then method of instruction would not have a

relationship with cost. However, if the mean costs

of the methods are different then method of instruction

may make a difference in cost. To determine where the

differences were located another statistical test was

necessary. Unit cost data are in the appendices.

Analysis of variance for method of instruction

was conducted using course costs for each of the four

costing methodologies with costs including and excluding

graduate assistants. The analysis was also made using

course costs, including graduate assistant cost, and

converted to per credit cost for the three costing

methodologies using total course time, formal contact

hours, and SCH. The methodology employing credit hours

was omitted since there would have been no difference

because it was the base unit used on the other three

methodologies. Therefore, the units of study were

 



140

both the course costs and the course cost per credit.

The F statistic, F table value, and the level of sig-

nificance for each of the analysis of variance tables

are listed below. The complete analysis of variance

tables for each test are included in the appendices.

As Table 15 highlights, the hypothesis of equal

mean costs for the methods of instruction must be

rejected. There were statistically significant dif-

ferences in the mean costs of the methods for each of

the four costing methodologies whether or not graduate

assistant costs were included, or if the costs were

based on per course credits instead of total course

costs. In every case the level of significance was at

the .0005 level except for course costs allocated on

credit hours, but excluding graduate assistants. In

this case the .008 level was still a very high level

of significance.

This statistical test answered the research

question by demonstrating that there was a relationship

between method of instruction and costs under each of

the four costing methodologies. However, where the

differences were located has not yet been discussed.

To identify the differences the Scheffé method of post

hoc comparisons was utilized. Table 32 in the appendices

shows that in only five contrasts were there significant

differences, yet they reflect a grouping pattern.
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TABLE 15.--Analysis of variance F statistic for method of

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

instruction

. . . F Table Level of

Costing Methodology F Statistic Value Sig.

Without Graduate

Assistant Costs:

Total Course Time 13.04 4.79 .0005

Formal Contact Hrs. 15.55 4.79 .0005

Student Credit Hrs. 17.23 4.79 .0005

Course Credit Hrs. 3.30 4.79 .008

With Graduate

Assistant Costs:

Total Course Time 15.47 4.79 .0005

Formal Contact Hrs. 17.36 4.79 .0005

Student Credit Hrs. 17.99 4.79 .0005

Course Credit Hrs. 5.90 4.79 .0005

Per Credit Costs:

Total Course Time 7.37 4.79 .0005

Formal Contact Hrs. 9.29 4.79 .0005

Student Credit Hrs. 12.84 4.79 .0005

 

Inspection of this data suggested that costs of lecture

and discussion were similar as were the costs of seminar

and independent study. Laboratory and tutorial may form

another group, Table 32. Upon reflection of the defi—

nitions of each of these methods of instruction and the

tendency in the literature to group instruction into

laboratory, nonlaboratory, and independent study,3 it

was decided to re-group instruction and test using

Scheffé for similar mean costs. The three groups of

instruction became (1) lecture and recitation/discussion,

(2) laboratory and tutorial, and (3) seminar and inde-

pendent study.
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These three groups were contrasted against each

other both on course costs and on course costs per

credit. The complex contrasts were calculated by both

weighting the contrasts with the number of units in

the given method and without weighting the contrasts.

Identical results were found with both the weighted and

unweighted approaches. The results reported in Table 33

in the appendices demonstrate that lecture and discussion

were definitely different in cost from seminar and inde-

pendent study under all four costing methodologies

whether determined on a per—course basis or on a per-

credit basis. Laboratory and tutorial differ from the

other two groups part of the time depending upon the

costing methodology employed.

It was apparent that method of instruction did

have a relationship as a variable of cost with each of

the four costing methodologies. Furthermore, the methods

seemed to group into the three categories as discussed

in the literature,4 from a methodological point of View

as well as from a cost point of View as demonstrated in

this research.

Because method of instruction is on a nominal

scale it was not possible to include it as a variable

in the remainder of the research. The statistical test

performed on method of instruction demonstrated that

it was certainly a major factor and highly related to
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cost. The issue must remain unsettled as to whether or

not class size determines the method of instruction.

However, the evidence suggested a strong relationship

between cost and method of instruction under all four

of the costing methodologies.

2. What is the relative importance of the variables
 

within each costing methodology?
 

This question was answered by utilizing multiple

regression stepwise addition and deletion with course

costs developed on the four methodologies as the depen-

dent variable. The results of the multiple regression

analysis are reported in Tables 17 - 20. The equations

were calculated setting the significance level at .05

for both approaches in addition to in Tables 16 - 29.

All variables were included to obtain a rank ordering,

however, conclusions will be drawn only on those that

are significant. The equations were calculated setting

alpha at .05 for both approaches in addition to including

all variables regardless of their level of significance.

A complete set of data for the multiple regression

equations including only those significant at the .05

level are included in the appendices. Identical results

were obtained by the stepwise addition and deletion

approaches.
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a. Total course time reported by the faculty was
 

one methodology for allocating costs to courses. The

results of applying the costs developed on this methodology

as the dependent variable in a multiple regression analy-

sis are reported in Table 16. The rank ordering of the

relative importance of the variablesgcan be determined

by examining the contribution to the total R2 made by

each variable. The two variables, class size and number

of sections taught by the faculty member, together

accounted for almost all the R2 in the equation. The

other two variables made little additional contribution

to the R2.

b. Formal contact hours, as reported in the
 

survey, was the basis for allocating costs to courses.

Table 17 reflects the results of the multiple regression

analysis. As with the methodology based on total course

time, class size and number of sections taught are again

the only two significant factors in contributing to the

total R2. This costing methodology not only had the

lowest R2 (.24) but it also had the lowest combined R2

for class size and number of sections taught (.242).

c. Student credit hours, the third basis of

2

 

allocating costs, had the highest contribution to R

(.49) for the two significant variables of class size

and number of sections taught (see Table 18). Class

size alone accounted for .464 of the variance in costs.
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This undoubtly was a result of the very high correlation

between class size and SCH (.975, Table 10). Because

class size was the major component in calculating stu—

dent credit hours, it was not surprising that there

was a higher correlation in this methodology.

d. Course credit hours was the fourth methodology
 

for allocating costs to courses and the reSults of apply-

ing these costs as the dependent variable in the multiple

regression analysis are reported in Table 19. The two

significant variables reported with the other three

methodologies were also significant under this methodology,

but in reverse order. The number of sections taught by

the faculty member accounted for .226 of the total R2.

When class size was added the cumulative contribution

was .271.

Only class size and the number of sections taught

by the faculty member were significant variables in all

four methodologies. In three out of the four method-

ologies class size was first in relative importance.

Faculty rank and course level were not significant

variables when combined with the other variables

although the former appeared third in the ranking

three out of four times.

3. Under which costing methodology do the variables
 

eXplain the greatest amount of the variance
 

in the costs?
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Below is a summary of the multiple correlation

coefficients reported in Tables 16-19. It was apparent

that the four independent variables together explained

the greatest amount of variance when costs were allocated

on a student credit hour basis. However, this was due

almost solely to the independent variable of class size.

TABLE 20.--Summary of multiple correlation coefficients

 
 

2

 

R R

Costs Allocated on Actual Time ~ .30 .55

Costs Allocated on Contact Hours .24 .49

Costs Allocated on Student Credit Hours .50 .71

Costs Allocated on Course Credit Hours .28 .52

 

Research questions 2 and 3 were extended to
 

include additional variables.
 

Because class size is so highly correlated with

student credit hours, the results of this analysis may

not reflect the true usefulness of the costing methodolo—

gies. Including class size as an independent variable

had the effect of considering only one of the bases of

allocating cost since student credit hours, one basis

of allocating costs, correlates with class size at .975

(see Table 10). For this reason it was decided to add

the four variables used in allocating costs to the four
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independent variables discussed above. A multiple

regression stepwise addition and deletion was calculated

for the eight variables. A significance level of .05

was required for both the addition and deletion techniques.

The multiple regression analysis was also figured regard-

less of the variable's level of significance. A complete

set of data for the multiple regression equations for

only those variables significant at the .05 level are

included in the appendices. Identical results were

found by the stepwise addition and deletion techniques

except for costs allocated on course credit hours. Both

approaches for credit hours are reported in the appendices.

In addition to the four variables of class size,

number of sections taught by the faculty member, faculty

rank, and course level, the four bases of allocating

costs were included. These are: total course time

reported by faculty, formal contact hours, student

credit hours, and course credit hours. Reported below

are the results of the multiple regression analysis on

the eight variables for each of the four costing

methodologies.

Table 21 reflects the results of the multiple

regression analysis, for all eight variables, for costs

allocated on the total course time devoted to the course

reported by the faculty in the survey. Only three

variables, total course time, student credit hours, and
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faculty rank, made significant contributions to the

total explained variance in costs (R2). Faculty rank

was significant in this analysis whereas without including

the bases of allocating costs it was not significant (see

Table 16).

The highest multiple correlation coefficient of

R2 (.82) was achieved by this costing methodology. By

adding the bases of allocating costs as variables in

the multiple regression analysis, the costing methodolo—

gies were put on a more comparable basis. This was the

case because the variable of class size had, in effect,

the impact of one of the bases of allocating costs,

namely student credit hours. However, the high R2 is

a result of adding the variable used in allocating the

costs. Thus, caution needs to be exercised in inter-

preting the high R2.

The multiple regression results for allocating

costs on contact hours was reported in Table 22. A

total R2 of .72 resulted from the analysis, .70 of which

was attributed to total course time, student credit

hours, faculty rank, and class size. It was noteworthy

that contact hours did not make a significant contri-

bution to the total R2, yet it was the basis of allocat-

ing the costs. When considered independently of the

other variables, contact hours correlated at .604 with

costs allocated on contact hours (see Table 10).
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Student credit hours was the basis for allocating

costs and used as the dependent variable in the multiple

regression analysis reported in Table 23. Whereas this

costing methodology had the highest R2 when just the

four variables were included (.50, see Table 18), it

2
had next to the lowest with an R of .65 in this analy-

sis. Class size, which accounted for .46 of the R2

reported in Table 18, contributed no significant

addition to the total R2 when all eight variables were

considered. Student credit hours had a level of sig-

nificance of .0005 in the equation that included only

the four significant variables (see appendices). In

the analysis reported in Table 23 it lost that level of

significance when it was considered along with all eight

variables. The difference was a result of a major shift

in the standard error of the regression coefficient for

the variable. Therefore, student credit hours made the

major contribution to the explained variance as reflected

in R2, but its level of significance was altered by the

inclusion of all eight variables.

Table 24 reflects the results of the multiple

regression analysis with costs allocated to courses

based on course credit hours as the dependent variable.

An R2 of .51 resulted from the analysis, the lowest of

the four costing methodologies. This was the one

analysis where a different result was obtained from
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stepwise addition and deletion (see appendices). The

variables denoted by an asterisk in Table 24 are the

ones considered significant under stepwise addition.

A phenomena similar to that reported in Table 23

regarding student credit hours also occurred with this

analysis reported in Table 24. Under stepwise addition

student credit hours had a significant level of .002

(see appendices), but when all the variables were

included as reported in Table 24 the level of sig-

nificance was excessively high (.945). This difference

was also traced to the shift in the standard error of

the regression coefficient. The variable, number of

sections taught, made the greatest contribution to the

total R2, both when all eight variables were considered

(Table 24), and when just the original four variables

were considered (Table 19).

Total course time reported and the number of

student credit hours were considered significant in

all four costing methodologies. Of the original four

variables, faculty rank was considered significant twice;

and each of the other three variables, class size,

course level, and number of sections taught, were each

significant once. The variables considered significant

with costs based on total course time were also con-

sidered significant with costs based on contact hours

and in the same relative order of importance. This was
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true for all eight variables as reported in Tables 21

and 22, and also with the four original variables as

reported in Tables 16 and 17.

The question of the influence of graduate

assistant costs that were included in the course costs

was answered by the information in Table 25 which com-

pared the multiple correlation coefficients, where the

dependent variable excluded the graduate assistant costs,

with those where graduate assistant costs were included.

Identical results were obtained by the stepwise addition

and deletion techniques where graduate assistant costs

were excluded.

TABLE 25.--Comparison of multiple correlation coefficients

including and excluding graduate assistants costs

 
 

Costing Methodology R2 R

Total Course Time:

With Graduate Assistant Cost .82 .90

Without Graduate Assistant Cost .83 .91

Contact Hours:'

With Graduate Assistant Cost .72 .85

Without Graduate Assistant Cost .71 .85

Student Credit Hours:

With Graduate Assistant Cost .65 .81

Without Graduate Assistant Cost .62 .79

Course Credit Hours:

With Graduate Assistant Cost .51 .71

Without Graduate Assistant Cost .44 .66

_¥  
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Table 25 reflects the fact that graduate

assistant costs made very little difference in the

multiple correlation coefficients when costs were

allocated on total course time and on contact hours.

As might be expected, the biggest differences resulted

in costs allocated on student credit hours and on

course credit hours. The difference in R2 for costs

allocated on course credit hours was explained in part

by the fact that student credit hours made a significant

contribution to the R2 when graduate assistant costs

were included. Graduate assistant costs correlated

highly with large classes, thus with student credit

hours. The same principle held for costing on student

credit hours.

4. To what extent is there agreement in the rank
 

ordering of independent variables across the

costing methodologies?

The Kendall Coefficient of Concordance was used

to assess the degree to which there was agreement in

the rank ordering of variables between the costing

methodologies. This approach provided another way of

comparing the costing methodologies. The formula for

calculating the Kendall Coefficient of Concordance

yielded a coefficient between 0 and 1 where 1 repre-

sented perfect agreement among categories.
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The rank ordering of the four variables among

the four costing methodologies yielded a coefficient

of concordance of .85. This coefficient was tested for

significance at alpha .05 and found to be significant.

That is, the probability was that the result was not a

function of chance. Details of the calculations are

in the appendices.

The variables were ranked by their relative

2 in theimportance in contributing to the total R

following order: (1) class size, (2) number of sections

taught by the faculty member, (3) faculty rank, and

(4) course level. Each of the variables received its

rank three out of four times.

Summary

The profile analysis reflected a large portion

of faculty time (45%) devoted to noninstructional

activities. The distribution of time over activities

is consistent with the mission of the departments and

representative of other similar studies. The relation-

ships between workload factors provided some noteworthy

correlations. It appeared that the total workweek was

relatively fixed as instructional workload factors

increased or decreased. The total time devoted to a

particular course by the faculty member correlated

highly with contact hours, but it lacked a high cor—

relation with other factors such as class size, course
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credit hours, student credit hours, or level of

instruction. As the level of instruction increased,

the size of the class tended to get smaller while the

time devoted to the class changed very little. As

formal contact hours increased the total teaching time

increased, but the total workweek changed little.

The correlation between course costs allocated

on total course time and course costs allocated on

formal contact hours was .934. Cost developed on total

course time correlated higher than any other method with

each of the other costs except credit hours. By

inspection of the data it was evident that course costs

and per unit costs were highly similar for the two

costing methodologies based on total course time and

on contact hours. Allocations based on course credits

only partially resembled these two, and as eXpected,

allocations based on student credit hour deviated the

most.

It was determined that the method of allocating

the costs to the courses and the method of reducing that

course cost to a common base would, to some extent,

determine that cost. Although previous research

suggested that graduate instruction was four times

the cost of lower undergraduate instruction when deter-

mined on a per-student credit hour, this research, while

supporting that conclusion for that one methodology,
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found lower undergraduate instruction more costly under

the other methodologies. However the other methodologies

develop the cost based on some unit of the course,

whereas allocating on student credit hours is calculat-

ing a cost based on the student. Student credit hour

costs, as discussed earlier, are a subset of costs

allocated to course credit hours.

Method of instruction was found to be a signifi-

cant variable of costs. Differences in the mean costs

for methods suggested a grouping of lecture and recitation/

discussion, laboratory and tutorial, and seminar and

independent study.

Class size and the number of sections taught by

the faculty member correlated the highest with costs.

When the four original variables were considered, class

size and number of sections taught made the only sig-

nificant contribution to the total explained variance

in costs under all four costing methodologies. When

only the four original variables were considered, costs

allocated on student credit hours provided the highest

R2. This was due to the variable class size. When the

four bases of allocating costs were included in the

multiple regression analysis, which put the costing

methodologies on a more comparable basis, the methodology

which had the highest R2 was costs allocated on the basis

of the reported total course time. Therefore, the
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equation which provided the best model for predicting

costs was based on the total time devoted to the course

as reported in the faculty activity survey. The rank

ordering of relative importance of variables was:

(1) class size, (2) number of sections taught by the

faculty member, (3) faculty rank, and (4) course level.

Although there was high agreement between costing

methodologies in the rank ordering of these variables,

considering both the original four variables and the

four bases of allocating costs, the highest explained

variance is achieved with costs allocated on total time

devoted to the course as reported in the faculty activity

survey.
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CHAPTER V

THE PROBLEM, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH

The Problem
 

Efficient resource projection and allocation

requires a thorough analysis of the faculty activities

and their related costs. Effective utilization of

faculty is a major responsibility of college and uni-

versity administrators. Even in light of this many

institutions have little idea of how the faculty

allocate their time or how this distribution effects

costs. "One has only to raise the question as to what

professors in a given department actually do, to learn

that in most departments and most universities only the

professor can provide an answer."1 Few institutions

have devised a meaningful method of gathering this

information, analyzing the data, or costing out these

activities. Only now is the concept of faculty activity

analysis emerging with general interest and acceptance.
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To manage the cost of instruction requires the

identification of the major variables of costs. Yet

research on costing methodology in higher education has

lacked a thorough examination assessing what results

when different costing methodologies are employed. To

generate a cost figure is not sufficient when it is

realized that the costing methodology will to a degree,

determine that cost figure. A need for research which

inquires into the nature of the costing methodology

used for allocating costs to the individual units chosen

was reflected in the literature.

Research Objectives
 

The objectives of this dissertation were divided

into two parts. The first was to examine the inter-

relationships of selected instructional workload factors

through determining the distribution of faculty time

among several activities and assigning costs to these

activities based on the salaries of the faculty. The

profile analysis was developed by department and by rank.

The second objective was to compare four costing

methodologies used in allocating costs to courses. The

bases of allocating costs were: (1) the total course

time, (2) formal contact hours, (3) student credit hours,

and (4) course credit hours. This comparison was not

only based on the costs generated per course, but it

also considered the differences in selected variables of
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costs and the respective costing methodology. The five

variables of costs which were examined were: (1) faculty

rank, (2) course level, (3) class size, (4) number of

course and/or sections taught by the faculty member, and

(5) the method of instruction. The comparison of costing

methodologies as related to these variables centered on

answering four research questions which addressed the

comparability of these methodologies.

Parameters of the Data
 

The population from which the data were drawn for

this study were the faculty and course offerings of one

college at Michigan State University. This college offers

both undergraduate and doctoral level programs, and its

five departments are diversified in both the nature of

their activities and course offerings. The entire

faculty were surveyed and a return rate of 94.1 per

cent was realized. All but one faculty member not

responding were contacted in a follow—up. The results

of the follow-up were only used to determine their com-

parability with the rest of the college. All of the

data, except salaries, were collected for the fall team

of 1972 through a faculty activity survey instrument

designed by the National Center for Higher Education

Management Systems.
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Findings

The findings must be interpreted in light of

limitations of the study. The costs were developed

from only the instructional portion of the faculty's

time and from one college at one university.

10 A large portion of faculty time (45%) was devoted

to noninstructional activities. The distribution

of time spread over activities was consistent

with the mission of the departments and repre-

sentative of other similar studies.

It appeared that the total workweek was relatively

fixed as instructional workload factors increased

or decreased. The total time devoted to a par-

ticular course correlated highly with formal con—

tact hours, but not with other factors such as

class size, course credit hours, student credit

hours, or level of instruction.

As the level of instruction increased, the size

of the classes tended to get smaller, while the

total time devoted to the class changed little.

As faculty rank increased there was a slight

decrease in total course time, formal contact

hours, and the number of sections taught.

A very high correlation of .934 was realized in

comparing costs allocated on total course time
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and costs allocated on faculty reported formal

contact hours. Costs developed on total course

time correlated higher than any other.method

with each of the other costs except those

developed on credits.

Costs developed on the methods, total course

time, and faculty reported formal contact hours

were highly similar in relation to the level of

instruction.

It was determined that the method of allocating

the costs to the courses and the method of

reducing the course costs to a common base did,

to some extent, determine that cost. Although

previous research suggested that graduate

instruction was four times the cost of lower-

division undergraduate instruction when deter-

mined on a per-student credit hour, this research,

while supporting that conclusion for that one

methodology, found lower-division undergraduate

instruction more costly under the other method-

ologies.. However, these other methodologies

were costing on the basis of a unit related to

the course, whereas the student credit hour is

really a subset of course credit hours. This

finding supports the contention that the costing

methodology will to some extent determine the cost.
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8. Class size, the number of sections taught by the

faculty member, and method of instruction were

found to be significant variables of course costs.

9. The dependent variable used in the multiple

regression analysis which explained the greatest

amount of variance in costs was the method for

which costs were developed on total course time

as reported in the faculty activity survey.

Conclusions
 

The value of a faculty activity survey has been

demonstrated in this research. When such a large portion

of faculty time is devoted to noninstructional activi-

ties, it is important that the faculty time be utilized

efficiently and effectively. Work assignments for

faculty should be individualized to take advantage of

 the strengths of each faculty member. A perusal of the

individual survey instruments suggests that workload

needs to be more evenly distributed, for some faculty

carry an excessively heavy load. Teaching assignments

should never be based solely on student credit hours,

and certainly consideration should be given to contact

hours. To achieve maximum utilization of faculty, a

program of self-renewal through a faculty development

program may increase their productivity.

Faculty should be given tangible incentives for

assisting in finding new methods for reducing costs
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without reducing the quality of instruction. Since a

large portion of faculty time is not under the influence

of administration, it may be desirable, as suggested by

others2 to define a teaching load which represents the

full-time involvement of faculty and adjust that load

when the faculty member is involved in research, service,

or other activity.

Although there appears to be some rationale for

allowing a small increase in contact hours, the major

areas where economy can be achieved would be in reducing

the number of courses and increasing the class size.

These decisions need to be made in light of the instruc-

tional strategies and purposes. A variety of classes and

class sizes might be desirable and possible if a thorough

analysis were made of existing courses. Further research

would be indicated; however, the areas of noninstructional

activity may provide an additional area where economy can

be achieved.

As demonstrated in this research, method of

instruction is definitely related to course costs regard-

less of the costing methodology employed. However, its

importance, as noted by others, is likely to be related

to its influence on class size and teaching load.3

The true cost of instruction is related to the

salary paid the professor and how he allocates his time

to instruction. A faculty activity survey is the only
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acceptable method for allocating costs to courses of

the four considered in this research, because time does

not correlate very highly with the bases of allocating

costs under the other methodologies with the possible

exception of contact hours. To develop a costing

methodology on the presumption that a relationship

exists between time and some other basis of allocation

would be erroneous. Only formal contact hours had a

high correlation with time. Because a large portion of

instruction is based on variable credit courses and the

formal contact hours for these courses are not listed in

the schedule of courses, it may be necessary to survey

the individual faculty members for this information.

If a faculty activity survey is reasonably

reliable and valid, as a growing body of research seems

to indicate, then it can be used as an effective and

efficient methodology for allocating costs to courses.

If the data cannot be considered reasonably reliable

and valid then costs developed on one of the alternative

costing methodologies still will not provide a true

reflection of how resources are really being allocated.

It is imperative that costs be understood in

relationship to the purposes for which they are to be

used. The limitations of cost analysis should be kept

clearly in mind when a cost study is being planned.
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Recommendations for Future Research
 

Several recommendations emerge from this research.

The issue of the reliability and validity of faculty

activity surveys needs additional study. Some method

for assessing the high number of hours worked per week,

as reported through faculty surveys, would make a sig-

nificant contribution to existing research.

This study was conducted for one term in one

college. It would be desirable to have this study

duplicated using an entire year and crossing several

colleges within the university. To extend the research

to a larger sample with several institutions partici-

pating would strengthen the argument for the use of

faculty activity surveys.l

There is still a need for more research on com—

paring different costing methodologies. Not only is

there need for examining the results of several methods

of allocating costs to courses and methods of converting

those course costs to unit costs, but also for conducting

this kind of comparative study over a wider range of

institutions which will have different emphases.

Definitive research is needed to assess the

impact of an increase in class size and an increase in

the number of sections taught by the faculty on the

quality of instruction. It appears that the greatest
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opportunity for economy is in class size, yet little is

known about its impact on the quality of learning.

Since such a large portion of faculty time is

spent in noninstructional functions, research to explore

the cost-benefit of such activities could make a major

contribution to workload studies. As higher education

continues to adopt management information systems, it is

important that cost-benefit be researched. The problems

in defining outcomes are many, yet without more research

in this area, the value of management information systems

is limited.
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APPENDIX A

UNIT COSTS FOR METHOD OF INSTRUCTION BY

COURSE COSTS, COURSE CREDIT HOUR,

AND STUDENT CREDIT HOUR
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR METHOD

OF INSTRUCTION
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APPENDIX C

SCHEFFE CONTRASTS ON METHOD OF INSTRUCTION

 

 



TABLE 32.--Scheffé simple contrasts (six methods - course

costs)

Where mean cost for method

of

10

2.

instruction is noted by:

lecture

laboratory

discussion

seminar

independent study

tutorial

Basis of Costing Methodology

—.————-——————

Contact

quparison Time Hours

U1=U2 N N

01:03 N N

U1=U4 Y V

U1=U5 Y Y

U1=U6 N N

U2=U3 N N

02:04 N N

U2=U5 Y Y

U2=06 N N

U3=U4 Y Y

03:05 Y Y

03:06 N N

U4=U5 N N

U4=U6 N N

U5=U6 N N

Where:

Y

N

= yes:

= no,

Credit

SCH Hours

N N

N N

Y Y2

Y Y2

N N

N N

N N

N1 N

N N

Y N

Y Y

N N

N N

N N

N N

the comparison can

be rejected

the comparison cannot

be rejected

Alpha level .05

were

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

Can reject

Can reject

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

Can reject

Cannot reject

Can reject

Can reject

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

Cannot reject

1When graduate assistant costs are excluded

this becomes a yes.

2When graduate assistant costs are excluded

this becomes a no.
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TABLE 33.—-Scheffé complex contrasts (three methods -

course and credit costs)

 

Where mean cost for method

of instruction is noted by:

H

Costing Methodology

Egst per course:

Total Course Time

Formal Contact Hours

Student Credit Hours

Course Credit Hours

Cost per credit:

Total Course Time

Formal Contact Hours

Student Credit Hours

Unweighted

lecture and recitation/discussion

laboratory and tutorial

seminar and independent study

Where:

Y = yes, the compariSOn

can be rejected

N = no, the comparison

cannot be rejected

Alpha level = .05

Weighted

 

UJ-U3 UJ—UZ

Y N

Y N

Y Y

Y N

Y N

Y N

Y N

wwmflzm

N

Y N Y

Y N Y

Y Y N

Y N N

Y N Y

Y N Y

Y N N

 

 

 



APPENDIX D

MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS FOR ADDITION AND

DELETION ANALYSIS WITH A MINIMUM OF

.05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

(CONSIDERING FOUR VARIABLES)
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APPENDIX G

FACULTY ACTIVITY AND OUTCOME

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

  

 



FACULTY ACTIVITY

AND OUTCOME SURVEY

Date Academic TermName

PhonePlease address any questions to

 

Upon completion, please detach the form and send it to

Purpose of Survey

This survey instrument has been designed by the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

(NCHEMS) for use in this as well as many other institutions. You are now participating in a pilot test that is

being conducted to investigate the practicality of using faculty-generated activity data for costing, budgeting,

planning, and reviewing academic programs.

If you wish to comment, we encourage you to do so on the last page of this booklet.
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PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS ON PAGES 2 AND 5FORM. BEFORE YOU COMPLETE

A sample form is included on pages 6 and 7.

General Instructions

This survey asks you to estimate the hours on spend during an “average week" of this term ed in diff '

asks you to estimate the percents e contri ution of these hours to th engag erent types 9‘ activity. It thenplea for each activity as youezomplete the survey. 0 outcomes of the institution. Please read the activnty defimuons and

SECTION A: TEACHING ACTIVITIES

A.1. Scheduled Teaching: All activities related to courses (degree and non credit d credi da

the uncut term. 'lhese activities would include: m an non t’ y or am) given in

mfififlw” W”mm“ 331% 27.3%“ new...

Supervising these comes Tutoring Mum” Preparing

Meeting scheduled classes Supervising independent lam MW”

my Evaluating 3° a 8
students

Instructions for Columns (a) through (i)

(a) Enter de ents, colleges, or other unit dalmatian (0) Enter method of instruction as coded below

under ch the course is taught

(f) Enter scheduled contact hours/ week

(g) Enter hours/average week of unscheduled contact with

(c) Enter section designation. numberefstudents enrolled, and students in course

check (7) if course material is remedial (below college

level) or if it is extensitm (windpaliy directed toward (h) Enter hours/ average week spent in preparing and

nonmatrlculated students) arranging the activities of the current course

(b) Enter number or other designation of course

(d) Enter credit hots-s given for course (i) Enter the total hours/average week (sum of columnstf).

(g), and (h) in Section A.1)

Method of Instruction Column (e)

Code Method Deflnltbn

A Locus-e Formal presentation - primarily one—way communication

B Laboratory instructing, peparing, and supervising student investigations

C Recitation/Discussion No-wsy communication of course materials

D Seminar Students carry the major responsibility for preparation

E Independent Sudy Students work independently with only minimal faculty direction

F Tutorial Students work one-to-one with the histrucmr

G Programmed Instruction Course contents pesented throng) programmed materials

A.2 UNSCHEDULED TEACHING: Teaming not associated with the specific courses listed in A.1. For example:

Thesis committee participation
Guest lecturing in another faculty member’s course

Discussions with colleagues about teaching Giving seminars within the institution

A.3 ACADEMIC PROGRAM ADVISING: Giving advice to students cmcernlng come scheduling and academic programs. Not

to be confined with counseling that is included in D. 1

AA COURSE AND CURRICULUM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT: Developing and preparing for future courses.

For example:

t

Preparing come outlines Devising new instructional materials 33:0 ‘13: 333321;;ts

'
Evaluat teaching effectiveness

Developing book lists Revising existing materials and planmnging changes

Level Codes Column (p)

Code Description
Code Description

A Preparatory
E Upper division and graduate

B lower division F Graduate

c Upper division G Professional

D Under-gramme
H Other
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NAME 1. D. on 50cm. 5!:me NO.

DEPARTMENT RANK

FOR INSTITUTIONAL use

‘ PERCENTAGE nusnuaunoru 10

SECTION A. TEACHING acnvmis INSTITUTIONAL OUTCOMES

(I) (It) (I) (m) (n) (o)

A.l SCHEDULED TEACHING
E ,- 3 E

III -

Eg gm o+ z

(O+(g)+th)=(i) "0‘3” 33 egg E'g E25 5 EU E3

(0
Put 5? go... «:2 z‘E Jig; '2': 38

”I" comm id) is) (f) m WEEK ‘3“ < $- 23: EFL” 2

. Numb“ Em.“ w “I” grasp“? oron Pow onn-za mean. 3% Egg 3; E55: 55% fig 2E

...... time 23::- mmuc. Comm” 0335;? 1133:; W 52< a: 98's: seals 25

non manor: as % Ola % is '79

SUBTOTAL        
 

( )

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION

A.2 UNSCHEDULED

TEACHING

AJ ACADEMIC

PROGRAM

ADVISINC

COURSE AND

CURRICULUM

RES. 8: DEVELOP.

 

OUTCOME DEFINITIONS

'lhis section of the form allows an to indicate what outcomes

your activities principally bene t. Please try to make a rough

estimate of the percentage distribution for each of your activities

to the following outcomes:

(3) Student Growth and Development: Results and benefits of

activities that contribute to enhancmg personal, social.

academic and/or career aspects of students who are

registered in the institution.

(k) Development ofNew Knowledge and Art Forms: Results and

benefits of activities that contributeto the development,

storage. utilization. and/ or appreciation of knowledge and

art.

(l) inseparable Combinat
ion of (j) and (k): Results and benefits

of activities that contribute to both student growth and

development and creatim of new knowledge and art

forms and cannot be separated. (it is preferable to separate

these if possible.)

Community Development and Service: Results and benefit:

of activities that contribute to educational growth in an

provide short- or long-term utility to the community.

(it) General Institutional Support: Results and benefits of ac-

tivities that contribute to maintainirg the institution.

(0) Personal Professional Growth: Results and benefits of ac-

tivities that contribute principally to your professional

growth.

V(m

 



 

2()J.

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

 

                  
 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIauTION T0

INSTmmONAI. OUTCOMES

0’ (II) (I) (III) (II) (o)

I- .8
(I) E in 2+ E

AVERAGE. mg 8.4% Bk- >°m 2 go E3

WEEK U... zin- n° :5: o _,_, 3°
l-> e°l- <2. Z a. dga (< 39

ZIsl _Zfi KO 9“”0 < 22 i-

lsln F: E: :24 I 2 o O9

0° (BO “K 2;: HIE) .. 2E

az itilts-:2 ”.7: OED Ea "‘ a
H I2< Oz< Ea Om: 0E3 s. 85

AchITV AchiTV DESCRIPTION 95 w» «is % 9'. ‘75

at INsnTUTEs a

RESEARCH CENTERS

a':

5
o gig

§§,
3 526 n1 SPECIHC PROJECTS

ng<

< i a

E {g a. B
m =o

mafii

3.3 GENERAL

SCHOLARSHIP AND

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

C.l GENERAL PROFESSIONAL

SERVICE: ADVICE DIRECTED

0 iii OUTSIDE THE INS‘ITI'UTION

32§§

§§EE
‘” " "’ < C.2 EXTENSION SERVICE

(NON iNSTRUCIIONALi

D.i STCDENT-ORIENTED

SERVICE

Id

9.

E
“.3 D2 GENERAL PROFESSIONAL

IS an SERVICE ADVICE DIREITED

z < ; TowARD THE INSTTTUTION

E25
5; E <

DJ SERVICE REPORTS

AND RECORDS

LEVEL

a El ADMINISTRATIVE ‘2;

> DUTIES m

Fin 3 a

. >

“$53 SE
2 Z

25:» gg

5585 E2 COMMITTEE 8 a

g < q < PARTICIPATION E

LEVEL OF ADMINISTRATIVE
AND COMMITTEE

ACTIVITIES

Code

level

1

............ . . . . ................. Department/
Unit

2 ' ' .........................................
College / School/ Division

3 ...... ‘ """""""""""""""
. ............ . . . . ......... . Campuswide

.............................................
.Systemwide
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PLEASE READ TH
TO THE LEFT E INSTRUCTIONS ON THIS PAGE AS YOU COMPLETE THE FORM

SECTION B: RESEARCH, SCHOLARSHIP, AND CREATIVE WORK ACTIVITIES

B.1 Institutes and Research Centers: Research scholarshi ' carri' ,esea

center. (Includes all activities listed in B.2 that are done‘IoI'lrnfiggttliIt:zomgeflg' if ed on for an institute or rch

B.2 Specific Projects: Research. scholarship. and creative work activity related to a specific p'oject. For example:

Departmental Research Writing or Develo ' 'rch Propo s g Writing Articles

Sponsored Research Admmisterins Research Writing Books

Grants Writing Reviews

Performm Your PW Giving Recitals Creating New Art Forms

fessional ii]

Exhibitions

3.3 General Scholarship and Professional Development: All research scholarslii d ' '
current in a professional field. For pie: . p, an creative work activmes related to keeping

Reading Articles and Maintaining an Re iewin '

Books Related to Your Artistic S ' Resleamhgfiosfueagw 5

Profession

Attending Profes- Research-Related Discussiai

Sionai Meetings with Colleagues

SECTION C: PUBLIC SERVICE ACTIVITIES

11113 section includes activities that are directed outside the institution [except for those associated with community education

(extenswn Instruction) which should be included in A.1.]

C-1 General Professional Services/Advice Directed Outside t
he Institution: Activitia that would not be considered Extension C.2 meant

to benefit the community outside the institution. For example:

Consulting
Community Training Lectures or Seminars for

Ad ising
Grants

the Public

v
Patient Care

C.2 Extension Service: Activities that are directed toward the community outside the institution where fiscal control is shared by the

institution and governmait agencies. For example:

Agricultural Extaision
Urban Extension

SECTION D: INTERNAL SERVICE ACTIVITIES

This section includes activities related to eneral contact with students. to rmfasional responsibilities within other organizational

units Within the institiaion, and to fulfilling nstitutionsl requests. For examp e:

D.1 Student-Oriented Service:

Personal, Career. and Finan-
Sponsoring Student Organizations

cial Counseling

Preparing Recommendations
Meeting with Parents

Participation in Social
.

Interaction
Coaching Athletics

onadministrative activities related to ormance

0.2 General Professional Service/Adv
ice Directed Toward the Institution: All n

health clinic, campm architect’s 0 ice. office of

of assignments in or consultation to such units as the library. counseling center,

the president. Also included are:

Interviewing Candidates for
Escorting Visitors

Positions

0.3 Service Reports and
Records: Milling institutional information

requests such as:

Faculty Service Reports and
Preparing Minises

Questionnaires

Writing and Answering Memoranda

Keeping Records

SECTION E: ADMINISTRATIVE
AND COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

E.1 Administrative Duties. For example:

Assigning Faculty Course Load

3:3:33P333fi33a m-
President or Any cute} inis-

Preparing Budgets

trative Position

Gathering Data

Policieis‘mring Personnel
Helping Dining Registration

E . 2Committee Participation. For example:

Admission Committees
Faculty Senate

Candidate Selection

Planning Committees

Committees
Budget Committees

Code the level of these activities as describe
d at the foot of the form.
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