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FREFACE

One of the most important and, at the same time, one of the most
difficult functions of the college dean is the proper evaluation of the
service load carried by each member of his facultys. Traditional methods
of measurement do not satisfy either the instructor or the administrator,
because they do not consider numerous factors which are known to con-
tribute to the time which the college teacher devotes to his work.

Administrators are quite aware of the lnadequacy of these methods
and of the dissatisfaction resulting from their use, but attempts to
remedy the situation have brought few, if any, effective improvements.
The purpose of this study is to provide the dean of the teachers college
with a statistically sound method of evaluation, which, in the light of
accepted principles and practices, will adequately consider all pertinent
factors that are likely to contribute to faculty service load.

I wish to express my indebtedness to the members of my advisory
committee, particularly to Dr. Ware Marsden and to Dr. Howard Heding,
for the very valuable guldance and assistance which they provided. Also,
I am deeply grateful to Dr. John Hamblen, Director of the Computing Cen-
ter at Oklahoma State University, for the service he provided. This
service saved me many hours of tedious statistical tabulation and compu-
tationa

Most of all, I wish to acknowledge the help and splendid cooperation
given by the many deans and instructors who participated in this study.
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Without their interest and willingness to participate, the investigation
ﬁould have been impogsible.
Finally, I wish to gilve recognition to my wife, Mary Helen, for

her never falling encouragement and understanding throughout the devel-

opment of this thesis.

Vernon W. Burrows
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM

Proper evaluation of faculty service load lies at the very center
of all effective educational planning. In the first place, it is basiec
to the wise expenditure of public funds devoted to instruction.t Only ¥
as the administrator is able to evaluate properly the services rendered
by a teacher is he able to calculate intelligently the cost commensurate
with such services.

Secondly, proper evaluation is desirable for the purpose of effec- v
tively distributing faculty duties and responsibilities. This, according
to Yeager, is the most important administrative function in a school.?

A sincere effort on the part of a dean to divide equally the over-all

load of an institution does much to reduce strain, encourage cooperation,
and improve morale on the part of his faculty.3 It should also lead to an ¥
economy of time, because proper evaluation implies uniformity of method -~

with due allowance for individual application, of course --and uniformity

1s. P. Capen and E. B. Stevens, Report of A Survey of the Universit
of Nevada, Bureau of Education, Bulletin No. 19 (Washington, 1917), Ds 100.

2y11liem A. Yeager, "The Service Load of Faculty Members in Educa-
tion," Education Research Bulletin, XXXV No. 2 (1956), p. 4O.

3H. H. Davis, "Organization of the Faculty for Effective Imstruction,
Student Relations, and Research," The Administration of Higher Institutions
Under Changing Conditions (Proceedings of the Institute for Administrative
Officers of Higher Institutions, XIX, 1947), p. 89.




no

.af méthod should faecilitate the meking of faculty asslgnments.
| -Equitable adjustment of faculty service leads; in turn, does much

to promote sducational efficiency. It tends to prevent overloading of
the individual.  Quite obviously, overlosding 1s teo be avelded, bgcause
1t lewds to dilutien of teaching effectivensss or Injury to the teacherts
health or b@thgh

Finally, preper evaluation of servie¢ lead is necessary for purpases'"
of aeceptable educstional publicity. Impreper indexes for messuring
loady such as the baré numbsr of hours & tescher spends in the classreom
per week, result in distlnet miscenceptions and lack of appreclation on
the part of the college patron &8 to . the Betual amount of time the in-
structor devolbes to his j@ba5

Clearly, guesswork In the matter of faculty work sssignments can

only legd te misundsrstanding, ill feeling, waste, and inefficlsney.
Purpose of the Study

Stimulated by the apparent validity and importance of the premise
that‘pr@p&r gvaluation of faculty service load is basie te effeatlive
gducational planning, the writer beeame Interested in and very much con-
cgrned sbout the answers to the followlng questions:

ls Cen & satisfacteory technlquey objective in ite application, bz

developed fer properly évalusting the service load? Thet ls, can &

lLA. Js Blark et al.y "The Evaluation of Faculty Services,” Amgrican
Assoeiation of University Professors Bulletin, XXXIV (1948), p..SB?

OFred C. Ayer, "How the Tesching Toad is Hendled in State snd Other
Universities," The Nations Schools, ITI (Juney 1929)y ps 224




technique which adequately considers all the factors that contribute
appreclsbly to service load be devised?

2: Could such an Instrument be depénded upen to glve accurate and
consistent measurements?

3s What are the implications for administrative practice that will
come out of a study of faculty service load in college?

In so far as the method of attaek will permit, 1t is the purpese of
this study to solve these problems, More specifieally, the purpese of
this investigation is te provide & formule for objectively and accurately
measuring the service load of the faculty membeér in a teacher education
institution.

Justifieation of the Problem

Because of the ever-growing public seheol population, it is quite
evident that America will eontinue to have inereasing enrollments in her
teachers colleges, It 1s admitted that, using present standards 1n the
selection of college faculty, employment of adequate staff to keep pace
with the swelling enrollumgnts will be very diffiecult if not :I.lnz[;u:a»asi.‘r;l&.6
It is suggested, however, that by proper evalustion and distribution of
work loads, the colleges should be able to provide more creditable ser-
vices to these incoming groups than now seems possible.

Because it h&s not appeared practical teo obtain time records for
the various sctivities performed by college instruetors, except in inten-

sive studies, simple measures have been traditionally employed in comparing

Cyargaret Clapp, "Major Problems in Higher Education,” Educationsl
Record, XXXV (1954), ps 8.



and assigning teaching loads. Credit hours, student hours, and class
periods per week are examples of such measures. However, these are
generally conceded to be unsatisfactory because they do not present the
whole picture. Russell! and many others insist that traditional methods
do not take into account numerous other factors such as level of in-
struetion, research, and extra-curricular activities, which are known to
influence the amount of time and energy which the teacher devotes to his
work. Furthermore, in a recent study made by the Research Division of
the National Education Association,a many participating teachers suggested
the need of a formula or formulag for reducing total assignments of a
teacher to a single figure which could be compared with similar figures
for other teachers.

The inereasing demands made upon college deans tend to make it
more and more difficult for them to devote sufficient time to some of the
detalls of instructional supervision, particularly to those affecting the
equitable adjustment of faculty load. They are quite aware of and con-
cerned sbout this problem and have made numerous attempts to remedy the
situation,9 yvet these attempts seem to be lackling in effectiveness, or

else they are too complicated to be workeble., 10 TIf one dares to believe

TJohn Dale Russell, "Service Loads of Faculty Members," Proceedi
of the Institute for Administrative Officials of Higher Institutions,
XVIII (IS46), Chs B, P. T5s

S“Teaching Load in 1950," National Education Association Research
Bulletin, No. 1, XXIX (February, 195L), D= 33

98. W. Anderson and R. D. Bennett, "Teacher Education - III. Staff,"
Enciclopedia of Bducational Research, ed. W. S. Monroe (New York, 1950),
Pl »

104, 8. Knowles and W. C. White, "Scientific Menagement as a Tool of
College Administration," Journal of Higher Education, XI (1950), p. 133.




the report pertaining to measurement of service load made by a committee
of the 1952 North Central Workshop on Teacher Education,lt there still
must be widespread discontent with the practices employed. In this same
report the committee declares that there has been little research done
to establish the validity of any of the techniques which have been em-
ployed.

Consequently, the investigator thinks it imperative that an attempt
be made to provide the administrator of the teacher education college a
statistically sound technique which will not only conserve time inecident
to the assignment of faculty work but will also reduce to a minimum the

maladjustments in load which can be so destruective of faculty morale.
Scope of the Study

Because the duties, responsibilities; and interests of faculty mem-
bers vary so widely among institutions of higher learning, it was decided
to 1limit this investigation to teachers in colleges which have a common
purpose and which operate under or are guided by a common set of accredi-
tation eriteria. Thus, the population for this study includes the
faculties of only seventy-four selected teacher education institutions
which are located in the geographical area served by the North Central

Association of Secondary Schools and Collegea.l2

Hiyeasurement of Service Load," Reports of the Fifth Workshop On
Teacher Education, Sponsored by the Committee on Institutions for Teacher
Education of orth Central Association of Secondary Schools and
Colleges and the University of Minnesota, ed. John E. Jacobs (Emporia,
Kansas, 1952), pp. 99-110.

12pight of the seventy-four selected colleges are not members of
the North Central Association,but they do cooperate in studies with the
North Central schools.



Tt is desired that the sample adequately reyresent.évery departe-..
»m%nt,of‘study and sach level of experience, tenurg, and rank to be found
in these& colleges. Even soy, it was deemed wise to limit the pepulation
somewhat by exeluding any staff meuber whese teaching lead is less than
half his full asssignment. This excludes presidents, deans, registrars,
business managers, and éerhaps.other administrators or supervisors. In-
asmuch as theélr werk is pretty well prescribed, it is assumed that their
exclusion will not appreeiably reduss the usefulness,of the Tindings of

this study.
ILimitations

It is recognized and resdily admitted that no system of evaluation
has been found or is &pt to be found which properly considers all the
factors which centribute to the service rendered by an instruetor.
Certain.of them are so qualitative in nature that they defy measurement.
Nevertheless, it seems fair to assume that some plan which considers and
properly weighs theose varisblss which can be measured would be & step
in the right direction.

| As gtated in the répert of the Fifth w@rkShopjl3,one~of the reaseons
for the difficulty in compering tetal serviece loads is that the college
professer, becguss of the nature of his work, has not been required te
maintain & regular time schedule. It is admitted, therefore, that this
,a?tempt,t@‘caleulate gservice load is sn effort to make & reasonably accu-
rétE~estimate‘@f the total hours which the individual should spend, rather

then an éstimate of time he setually spends, on the job. The writer in ne

l3Repgfts of the Fifth Workshgp on.Teacher Education, p. .99



way presumes to question the integrity of the participants in this study
and is confident that the findings will be as valid and as worthwhile as

if the professor did "punch the time clock.”
Clarification of Terms

What is service load? Douglass and others,1™ in reviewing the lit-
erature pertaining to this subject for the Encyclopedia of Educational
Research, indicate that the service load is generally understood to in-
clude all the activities which take the time of the teacher and which are
related directly or indireetly to his professional duties, responsibili-
ties, and interests. Teaching load refers only to those tasks relating
to preparation, presentation, and evaluation of classwork. Other factors
such as office routine, committee work, conferences, and research are
classed as parts of the non-teaching load. The elements most often men-
tioned in the literature as being contributing factors to the service
load will be listed in Chapter II of this thesis.

In view of the many variables which seek recognition, the choice of
a unit of measure and of a criterion for weighing the service load pre-
sents some difficulty. Scroggs” insists that the index which adequately
measures the load of the teacher must be comparsble, combinable, compre-

hensible, sensitive, functional, direct, and simple. The clock hour per

week more nearly satisfies all these eriteria than any other unit.

144, R. Douglass, S. Romine, and W. T. Gruhn, "Teaching Ioad,"
Encyclopedis of Educational Research, ed. W. S. Monroe (New York, 1950),
P 111'513-.

15sehiller Scroggs, "A Survey of Proposed Units for Measuring Ser=-
vice Loads in Institutions of Higher Learning," Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College Bulletin, No. 10 (stillwater, 1932), D» 3.




Hence, for purposes of this Investigation, service load is defined as
the total number of clock hours per week which the faculty member devotes
to his Job.

As a criterion for determining this load, the arithmetic average
between the instructor'sl® estimate and an estimate provided by the dean
of his college has been chosen. It is assumed that the dean has knowl-
edge of and much interest in the effort and accomplishments of each fac~-
ulty member. His estimate should serve as a logical check to balance
the possible tendency on the part of the instructer to over-estimate or

under-estimate his own load.
Restatement of the Preblem

Proceeding on the assumption that the arithmetic average between
the instructor's estimate and the dean's estimate is & valid eriterion
by which to determine the service load of & faculty member in a teacher
education institution, the problem becomes one of devising a formula by
which this index can be &ccurately predicted. As stated before, this
formula must consider all those factors which are likely to contribute

significantly to time spent on the job and which do not defy measurement.
A Preview of the Plan of Attack

A review of related research found in the literature pertaining te
this problem and & preliminary study of service load made at the writer's

own cdllege revealed several attempts at and contributions toward its

161y this study, the words "teacher," "instruetor," and "professor”
are used synonymously, &xcept when specifically referring to rank.



?olution@ Speeifically, these sources supplied: (1) an enumeration of
&h@se factors whieh are thought to deserve consideration, and (2) cértain
ﬁrinciples which are deemed essentisl to the proper selection and wéight-
ing of these factors which ceontribute significantly to the total loé@,

In accordance with these prineiples, a logical hypothetical formula
hag been developed and an experiment designed to check its,applicability
and to statistically prove its acceptability,

In the following chapters of this thesis, the reader will find &
partiél review of the literature; a statement and interpretation4of the

formule, a deseription of the experimental design, a statistical tréat-

ment of the data, and certain conclusions and implications.



CHAPTER II
A PARTTAL SURVEY OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

Numerous studies pertaining to the general problem of the service
load in educstion institutions have been reperted. The abundance of
this material imposes the necessity of confining this review to reports
bearing most directly on the preoblem under investigation.

The purpose of this chapter is to make avallable to the reader in-
formation relative to the following questions;

l., What elements are most commonly suggested as deserving consldera-
tion in determining the serviee load of the college teacher?

2. What practices have been traditionally empleyed in me&asuring
this load? What are the objectlions to these practices?

3+ What attempts at a more satisfactory solution have been made?
In what respects are these attemptis inadequate or unacceptable?

4. What prineiples should be observed in computing and in assigning
the service load in & teachers college?

Factors Contributing to Serviee Load

Many listings of elements which are deemed essentlal to the proper
calculatien of the total service rendered by the college teacher are to
be found in the literature. Some are rather short and emphasize only
the more time-consuming factorsy others are very long and detailed with
each item of major importance further defined and explained by one or

10
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more sub-items of lesser lmportance.

MeMu].len,l Reeves and Russell,? Brown and Fritzemeier,3 Bjork et
al,* seroggs,d Iyon,® Young,T Randolph,® and others have submitted very
comprehensive lists of centributing factors, of which the most fre-
quently mentioned are:

l. Time spent in the eclassroom

2. Time required for preparation

3« Time used in evaluating students' work

4, Number of students in each class

5. Level of instruetion

6. Number of concurrent sections of courses taught by one person

T« DNunber of new courses taught by the individual instrueter

8. Method of presentation

1L. B. MeMullen, The Service Load in Tescher Training Institutions
of the United States (Conmtributions to Education, Nos 244, Teachers
ColTege, I9§”: Ps O7»

2F. W. Reeves and J. D« Russell, "The Instruectional Load," Colle
Or, tion and Administration (Indianapolis Board of Education, Dis-
c 8 C m-, I§§ j, P m.

3E. J. Brown and L. H. Fritzemeier, "Some Factors in Measuring the
Tvugﬁsr'a Load," Educstional Administration and Supervision, XVII (1931),
Ps .

bBjork et al, p. 572.

SSeroggs, p. 22.

6L. He Iyon, "A Plan for Evaluation of Teacher Loed," Californisa
Journa]:‘g_ Secondary Edueation, XX (1945), p. 348. '

TLloyd P. Young, "Service and Teaching Losds in Our Member Institu-
tions," The American Associstion of Colleges for Teacher Education,
Second Yearbook, (1949), Ds L5.

8y. Ra Randelph, "Professor's Weekly Werk Hours," School and Soeiety,
ILXXII (September, 1950), ps 202,
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9. Time¢ needed to confer with students

10+ Time spent in meetings--faculty, committee, and departmental
1l Time devoted to office work--clerical and administrative

12. Rank
13+ Time given to research and creative sctivity

14, Time slloted to professionsl reading and professional groups
15. Time spent In ._'public relgtions werkf.

Undoubtedly, many will contend that the mest significant facters
which deserve consideration in evalumting sgrvice rendered by thelpié-
fessor arg: (1) & rich, cultural backgroundj (2) & personality which
stimuletes the slert mind of the scholars (3) interest in and knowledge
of the subjset taughty (4) uniqueness and effectivensss of methods useds
(5) moral &nd professional integrityy and (6) an &biding concern sbout
Andividual students and their needs.’

There 1s no argument ggainst the impertaénce of sueh faetors in truly
eveluating the success of & tencher, and eensgquently the relative value
of sueh faét@rs.invdet&rmining,sérviee rendsred, but, as stated before,
iﬁ,is intended in this study to inelude enly thoese factors which do net
.défy messurement, As Miehell stiys, in referring te factors similar te
thosg just listed, "Such gnrichment defles anslysils in terme of clock
hours per week and should be considered .ope of the mein ressons why the
working week of the college professor should not be so heavy 88 that of

the commercial empl@yeg}ﬁl@

3 98. F. Anderseny, "Why Den't I Do Research?” American Asseeiatien‘gg
Uhiversity Professars, Bulletin Nos 40 (Spring, 1954)y DD B[2-F(9.

10%1ene M. Michell, "Need for Time Analysis of Instruetion,” Journal
ef Higher Education, VIII (1937), De 312.




Traditional Practices

The most common measures of tesehing load used in Institutions of
higher lesrning are the credit hour and the class period.lt A tradi-
tional standard employed by ascerediting mgencies feor approving colleges
hgs been the maximum of sixteen hours per week of teaching for each mem-
ber of the faculty.l® Partly as & result of such & standsrd, it has bee
come common practice teo use sixtesn credit heurs &s & "reguler" teaching
sssignment.t3 Tittle has been done to prove or disprove the validity of
this unit as &an index for measuring tesehing load, but 1t is known that
meny teachers and administraters are not satisfied with 1t.,1% The credit
‘heur does not consider such pertinent factors as actual time spent in
eless, time for preparation and svaluation, number eof students, level of
instructien, or number of ceoncurrent sections, all of which sre commenly
listed as contributing significantly to the service lomd, In fact, as
Anderson relates, & so-called fiftesn-hour assignment often entails
over eighty hours eof sctual load,l>

Some studigs have indicated that the weekly time of the college

tescher is divided approximaetzly two-thirds for instruetional duties and

llpouglass, Romins, and Gruhn, p. 145L,.

12M. E. Heggerty, The Evaluation of Higher Institutions, Volume 2 -
The Fagulty, (Based on Investigatien Conduched by Committes on Revision
of Standards, Committee on Higher Institutions of the NCA), Univérsity
of Chicego Préss, 1937, ps 1hh.

13Mtchell, p. 31L.
lqu@rk &t aly s 567

l5Ander50n, ps 478,
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.aﬁﬁuthird for nen-instructiensl dutiesﬁl6ll7 They report also that for
mést proféssors the time deveted to instrudtion is divided sbout equally
‘between &ctual teaching and preparstion, Using .this &s & basis, a‘t‘tempts
heve been made to estimate total lead by use of & three-to-one ratie to
be applied,te seme¢ster hours of credituassignad;ls However, Knowles and
White™® found that the ratio of total time required to semester hours of
cﬁédit,assignEd.varies from 2.9 to 5i5y and that time requirements do
not correspond with credit heurs invelved. |

The eluss peried was used gs the unit of lo#d in the National Survey
@f’th&«Edu@ati@n-@f'Teaeh&rsago Ignoring adjustments for eny speeisl
méth@iS»@f'prESEntati@ny the medlan load ef cellege and university pre-
i:é-ssors in 1930-1931 was reportedy by thls survey, to be fifteen tesching
¢loek hours per week, with e rénge from one to mere than thirty-five.
Imediate‘iy,_ ong wonders what other services, 1f sny, were rendered by
individuals &t the different extremes of the semple used in the survey
.which could pessibly heve equeted their total lomds. In other wordsy
.ej.c'k hours of teaching aslong give & very incomplete pleture of the ine

struetor's entire losd. Many agrée with Feley2l that "seomething more

16E4 8. Evénden, Gs C. Gamble, and H. G. Blue, "Teacher Personnel in
the United States,” Netlomal Survey of the~Educa$i®n of Temchersy Vol. II,
Us S« Offiee of Edueation, Bulletin Noa l@, Wesh ingt@n, 1933 )5 Pe 191,

ATy, H. .Cenley, "Junior College Instructor," Junigr College Journal,
IX (1939), pa 509.

| BKHQWLGS &nd Whites pa l31n

- Omia,
| ®Omvenden, Gamble, &nd Blug, p. 18L.
. 2la, 1, Foley (Chm.), "Report of the Cemmittee on Tesching Losd in
Gelleges,“ Nerth Central Agsoglatlen Quarterly, IV (1929)y ps 25T.
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thaen & printed progrém of classes is necessary in order to gauge Justly
a teacher's work.:"

Acerediting sgencies have also been conesrned with the ratio of the
number of students to the number of teachers &s .an index of faculty lesad.
The average student-faculty ratio in North Central colleges 1n 1941 was
thirteeén thQnEjee The supposition is that the lewer this ratio, the
graater the efficiency of the schoeol, Censequently, méiny colleges have
become quite conscious of the student contact h@ur‘asfa-basis.for caleu=
lating lotid. This measuré invelves the simple multiplication of the
number of students in sach class by the number of heours per week the
elass meets:. Tts usé is based on the assumption thet theére is & direct
relation betwéen number of students in a elass and the teaching burdens
Yet & survey cenducted gt the University of Chietdge in 1933 showed little
correlation between class size &nd burden of teaching.®3 On the other
hand, K:oo-sglL found that class size is a factor te be considered, but that
the extent of its Influence is limited. In practice, the number of stu-
dent contact hours varies from eighty in some graduate scheols to four
hundréd or &vén te ene thgusand in some undergraduate schools 2> Too

many uncentrellable factors mske the selé use .of this unili undesirable.

QQReviggd‘MEnugl oft Acerediting, North Central Association, 1941,
ps Faculty 5.

23F. W. Regves and Others, "The University Faeulty,” University of
Chiesge Survey, Vols. IIT (University of Chilcégo Press, 1933), cited by
Dougless, Romine, and Gruhn, p. 1458.

2M1.. V. Koos, The Adjustment of the Temching Load in & University,
U. S« Bureau of Edueatlen, Bulletin No. 15 (Washington, 1919), p. Lh.

25Y0ung, Pe. )'|'6 I
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Many administrétors have attempted to meke sllowances for some of
theé varigbles mentioned earlier, by assigning weights to .certain factors.
Through the years, this hées bgen done with respect to the methed of pre-
sentation. A weight of one te & lecture period and freom one-half to one
for & leberatory period is commen practice, with some schools distin-
guishing between leberstory and mctivity periods &lseo. Lindsey and
.Holland26‘assert thet it was not unusuel in 1930 for American institu=
tions ef highsr learning to allew the instructer "ene teaching lead heur
for séeh heur spent in recitation, one-helf tesching leoad hour for each
hour spent in the Leboratery, &nd one snd one-half fteaching load hours
for eseh heur spent in leeture." This is based on the sissumption that
the amount of preperation required for each hour of classwork varies con-
slderebly with the methed of presentation empleyéd. Altheough generslly
Bccepted, it is not wholly agreed that this is &.valid assumptien. Fer
instance, Nichelson®! declares that "the clock-hour: eredit-hour ratios

of 3:2 and 4:3 are not populsr in college chemistry instruction,"

Attempts at Tmprovement

L. V. Ko0s2® developed one of the first scientific metheds for ad-
Jjusting the teaching lead At the cellege level, This method considers:
(1) mode of presentsition, (2) experience of the teacher, (3) nature of

the subject, &nd (4) level of instruction. On the basis of & losd study

20g, E. Lipdsay snd E. 0. Holland, College &nd University Adminis-
trstion (New York, 1930), p. 4h5.

ZTp, . Nichelson, "College Tesching Lomds, 1951-1952," Journal of
Chemical Education, XXX (1953), ps 150.

28

Koos, pps 1=63.
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mede at the University of Washingtom in 1919, Koos prepared tebles of
weighted vélues to adjush for differences in these four factors. He
found thét the aversgs teaching lo#d for a five &nd one-half day week
reguired thirty~three hours, plus an additlenal sléven hours for the
non-instructional duties. With knowledge of the four elements Koos con-
sidersy, the administrater can obtain from the table of welghted values

& constéant, which, when divided inte thirty-three, yields the number of
tesching hours te which the instrueter should be assigned.

Although it 1s admitted that this method was develeped quite scien-
tifieally &nd could probasibly be gspplied with a high degree of aceuracyy
provid.ing_ the table of welghted values were revised frequently, the labor
invelved in keeping the table currently sppliceble snd the faet that the
méthed asetuslly eonsiders only four factors weuld seem to limit its ae-
ceptability Band usefulngss to both teachers snd sdmlinistrators.

A formuls for messuring load, develeoped by Kelly29 in 1926, is based
on the belief thet differences in the time réquired for the preparation
and adminigtration of clagswork in the various subjects constitutes the
chief facter in crgating inequalities in the teaching load. His indexes
of preparstion sre based on ratings provided by & limited number of uni-
versity desns, The four factors which he considers amre: (1) the extent
of new study snd preparation required, (2) the extent of review, outline
work, and preparéitien of materisls required for regulsr meetings of the
¢lass, (3) the extent of labor invelved with student manuseripts, note-

books, &nd the like, and (4) the extent of time required for individual

r, I, Kelly, "Relative Amounts of Time Required for Teaching the
Different College Courses," Journel of Fducstiensl Research, ITI (1926),
e 277s
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student conferences. The siverage weightings to be applied to these four
factors Kelly found to be .30, p28, +25, and 17 respectivelys From

the deans?® answersbt@ his questiennaires, he prepared & table of average
valugs for gaeh factor in esch subjeet fleld gt three different levels
of instruetien. Before applying the formula which Kelly prepared, one
must first find and multiply the tg@bulsr value for each of the four
factors by its epprepriate weight and adds This sum represents only the
Bmount of timg required for preparing to teach the designated course.
Using this index of prepératien and any previously agreed upen figure
for total load, one esn then apply the formula to determine the number
of hours ef teaéhing_whieh should be assigned: His formula is:

g o4 §'H'.=a¢u5

wherg H represents hours of teaching per week, I is the index of prepsra-
tion, #nd 45 is the agreed upon total weekly losd.

Again, the nunber of factors censidered by this methed is rather
limiteds Such elements as the level of instruction,; the number of duplim
eate sections; the number of students, and the many non-instructional
duties are ignored. Alsg, the validity of a table of values prepared
more than thirty years #sige 1s gquestionable for use todays

Probebly more than sny other auther, McMullen3O is cited in the
literature pertaining teo faculty lesd in teachers colleges. Although he
did not attempt te develep & formula, he did eveolve a table of standards
for class-hour &nd student-hour leads fer various subjeets tsiught in the

teachers college: These standards sre based on actual time records kept

30MeMullen, 97 pp.
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by 1,956 instructors who were teaching in institutions belenging to the
American Association of Teachers Colleges in 1926. They congider many
sub-factors contributing te (1) claes work, (2) preparation, (3) office
roubine, and (4) student relations; but exclude such elements as .committee
work, prefessional reading, research, and public relations. The norms

.are relatively_easy,to,apﬁly,.enee an .ever=-all average load 1s decided upon.
This total load was found te be forty-four hours in his study.

By revising MecMullen's standards in accordance with present-day
practices, one might find a relatively werthwhile, acceptable system for
asgigning load, except for the fact thaty, in addition to .other items al-
ready mentioned, level of students, new classes, and duplicate sections
are lignored,

The index .of load developed by Reeves and Russell3l in 1929 is the
ratie of the imstructor's load to that of the average for the college,

It involves (1) teaching hours, (2) preparation hours, and (3) student
hours. Using the lndividual opinlons of instruectors frem Transylvanla
and Hiram colleges as & basls for weighting these three factors, the
authors attempted to .conmbline them into & formula ylelding s single index.
The preparstion hour and the teaching hour were found to be considered
equel in importance, while the student hour was given a welght equal to
‘the other twe combined. The Reeves and Russell formula is:

28 LB
i Tp 7 TEE

-where P stands for preparation time, T for teaching time, S for student

3lReeves and Russell, pp. 178180,
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hours, and Ap, At, snd As represent the average of each factor for the
" institution &8 & whole, Obvieusly, the index of load for the institu-
tion 1s four.

This faréﬁula. is quite simple and easy to spply after the averages
s#re gompiled, but, &s the duthers sdmit, many factors are given scant
attentlon &nd others sre emlitted entirely. The tendency for the indi-
vidusl pmfe-s.é@r to "pad" hie repert--with respect to preparatien time--
1s &pt to be grest, particularly if he thinks his load might be incressed
&g & result @f‘ the 1lngulry.

According to Ayer,32 mt the University of Texas in 1929 it was pro-
posed thet theé following classes be consldered finsncial equivalents;

L. Noﬂ—&dvamed—-fm-shman or sopheomoré-~clagses with thirty students

2. Advanged--junior or sénior--classes with twenty students

3s Gzt“aiduate‘} elesses with eight students.

MUsing these standards 85 & basls, by allowing ene-sixth more credit
Por d@ubliné, ‘the size of the class, &nd by meking allowanece for the in-
avsmged diffieulty of teaching sdvenced courses,” Ayer propesed the fol-
lowing f@rmulas for measuring &nd .astima’ting_ the cpst of the teaching |
loud: .

Non-gdvaneed = 25 4 (5 X
Adveneed = L4 4+ (9 x

35 + (7 x

v

Gradusite

oo{'z 8]‘2‘%""2

Even though these feormulass mey have served adequately the purpose

Ffor which they were intended, sbout which the writer eould find no record,

v 32pped. Cs Ayer, "Computing and Adjusting the University Teaeching
Lond," The Nations Sehoels, IV (July, 1929), Ds 27»




they in no way satisfy the need for an instrument for equitsbly assign-
ing faculty lesd. They only emphasize the importance which administra-
tors have sttached to number of studeénts and te level of instruetion in
determining costse

Tn 1945, Lyend3 presented sn evalustion plan te the faculty at . San
Franclseo Junler Cellege. It consists of & tescher-lead chart te be
filled out by the lnstructor and & system of welghts to be applied by an
gvdaluating committeg, In completing the form, the instructor censiders
the follewlng factors: £nrellment; formel lecture heurs; unsupsrvised
leboratery, gym, Bnd confgrénce hours; new courses; meetings .off the
eEMPUS Y pHEper-gridings numbgr of sdvisegs) &snd non-teaching duties, The
system of weights was arbitrarily selscted to glve & miximum lgad of
forty-five points.

Apperently the methed 1s guite flexible &nd subject entirely to the
Judgment of the committes which spplies it, This injeetion of the humen
glement, Lyon ¢laims, is necessary for the suceessful application ef any
plan, Although tentetively spproved by the San Fréneisco cellsge faeculty,
no report as to finkl seccépténce or reléctlion seems to be availsble.

In 1948, & committes st the University of Neorth Dakotadt developed
& plan "for gsteblishing the weekly servics lead t¢ include sll services
faculty menbeérs are expected to render to the institution.”™ They pre-
pared & "Basle Evaluation Sheet," on whieh gsich department evaluetes each
of its courses in terms of the mversge number of hours per week réquired

of the tescher, At the beginning of sech semgster, the Instructer fille

33Ly®n, PPs 3)-l-6=3ll-9n

348jork et al, pps 5T0-57Ls
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out a:"Semester Evaluation Sheet," which takes into consideration the
course evaluations, the enrollment, and the assistance provided by the
dnstitution. This sheet yilelds the teachlng load, to whiech are added
hours allowed for research, asdministrative work, committee work, et
cetera, The committee admitted that it would require much work to get
the system established. They suggested; too, that an umpire of some
gsort would probably be needed "to moderate the excessive zeal of some
.departments."35 A plan similar to ﬁhe North Dekota plan has been de=
veloped snd used at the Callfornia Institute of Technologyt36 Their
schedule 1s called "Units for Faculty Duties.”

Recently,-Encehs37 reported the evolution of a new staffing formula
For institutions of higher learning in California. The baslc idea .of
this formule 18 that it allows staff in relation to the total work load
of the college, The tobel work loed is divided by the work loed per ine
dividual instructor te ecalculate the number of teaching positions needed

for a perticular college. In practice the formule locks like this:
N (totel number of faculty) =

(Ca » Va) « (Cb « Vb)Lo3 & (Co 4 Ve)l.5 « (Cd « VA)6 & (Ce « Ve)3
iz

8
tT

3Frp1d., p. 5TL.
36Ayer,.The Netions Schoole, IV, D« 27.

375. B. Enoche, "What Factors Should Be Considered by an Institution
in Determining Staff Needs," Current Issues in Higher Education (Asgocia=
tion for Higher Hducatlon, DeDartment of NEA), 1955, DD FOL=208.
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.Enochs interprets the formula as follows:

C = approved courses;

Ca -= glasses meeting ene heur for one hour of ecredit,

Cb == classes meeting two hours for ene hour of credit,

Ce =~ classes meeting three hours for one hour of credit,

Cd'-—mgoaching,majer sports = more than three hours for one
hour of credit,

Ce =- coaching mingr sperts or supervision of dramatic or
‘Journalism productions - more than three hours for one
hour of credit, '

'V = additional sections of appreved courses;

8 = allowance for supervisory staff

12 = faeulty work loads in units of student ceredit; based .on work
week of 45 hours, deseribed thusly;

12 heurs teaching plus 24 hours preparatien, or

18 hours teaching plus 18 hours preparation, or

2k hours teaching plus 12 hours preparation, and

9 heurs advising, committee work, et cetera

Even .though this férmula has reportedly found faver in California
for use in determining staff needs.and.instructionél cpsts, Enochs pelnts
out -that it can lead to .an undue proliferation of sourse offerings, if
not accompenied by a sound plan ef curriculum study.“38 For the typical
teacher, it seems to include enly (1) teaching hours, (2) preparation
hours,; end (3) nine heurs for non-teaching duties. It does not censider
enrollment, level of instruction, new courses, and rank. But it is in-
dead "a far ecry” from the old student-~teacher ratlo method of deseribing
staff needs.

In summarizing this pertion eof the review of the literature, it
should be noted that only one of the methods described has been designed
specifically for use in the teachers college. It is agreed that many of
the problems pertaining to total lead are common to all ingtitutions ef
higher learning, but the degree to which each influences the total re--

sult may differ considerably. For instance, the teaching load, as

3B1pid., p. 208.
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méasured in eredit or teaching hours, has been traditionally heavier in
tﬁe teachers colle%e tham in the university, while time devoted to re-
Search»has,beenucorrespondingly‘1ightern39!ho

Tt should also be noted that the number of significant factors con=
sidered by the sevemai systems varies from ene to more than ten, reveal-
ing,differing,thlosgphies andl no particular agreement as to what makes
up total service load. Very.few of these systems have been.validated
statistieally.

Faets and Principles to be Observed in Evaluating
Faculty Service Load

The pertinent liberature has been .carefully studied In an effort to
diseover basle facts and sound principles upon which to establish legieal
hypotheses and procedures for the solutlon of this problems .These fagts
and principles consist mainly of significant findings, conclusions, and
recommendations of Interested research students, snd are summarlzed as
follows:

| 1. It is the responsibllity of each member of & .college faculty
to carry a falr and equitable share of the total service losd, with a
reas@nabie attempt at sucecessful fulfillment@hl

2. A fair load in a teachers college is the average load carried

in all teacher insbltutlons--a standerd set up by ex;;per':I.enc:‘e.;)'*2

39Haggerty,.pu 156,

4Opo1ey, p.. 250.
L1

ke

Yemgery Ds 40.

‘MeMullen, pe 7O
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35 The ingtructer whe is slower than average must expect to pay
the penalty of his slowness in longer hours of work, whereas the one who
is more rapid than average sheuld have the margin of time which he gains
to dispese of as he choases¢u3

L. A figure between fifteen and sixteen credit hours per semester
appears te best represent the average teaching assignment in teachers
ecllegesﬁhh’h5

5: The maximum assignment for accreditation purpeses usually reads:
The average teaching lead of the entire college should net exceed fifteen
recitation perieds af not more than sixty minutes each per-week or its
gquivalent, FEquivalenece 1s based on the ratie of one class period in a
recitation class to ene and one-half perieds in shep, laboratory, and
physical.edueationvclasseS@u6

6. In teachers colleges, the average nunber of cleeck hours spent in
the classroom is 18:L4 per WE&k@uY

7. In the smaller colleges, .the average amount of time devoted per
week to instruetional duties is thirty-five hours, almost egually divided
between classreom and nen-classroom duties. In additien, the instruector

averages more than sixteen hours in ether duties pertinent te his job@ha

.thoos, Pe T

b, p, Messick, "Teaching and Serviee Loads of College and Univer-
sity Staffs," School and Soeiety, IXIX (May, 1949),; Ds 335

45vichell, p. 31le
h6Young, p. 45,
h7Haggerty, D 156,

haConley, Ps 509.
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8, The average total service lead in teachers colleges is approxi-
méteiy fifty-twe hours per week,“935o

9« In 1945 the departmental averages at one teachers college indie
cated a range in preparafien time frem 7.5 hours per week in Physiecal
Education to 21.5 hours peér week In Speech, with mest departments centerw
ing around seventeen to sighteen h@ursgsi

10. Mueh repetition-of classes reduces the time nedded te teach the
repeated seetions suceessfully. The duplieate seetien requires only
two~thirds as much time as the originaly demanding ne time for prepara-
ti@n;se

11, while time requfred to prepare a leeture or class discussien is
independent of enrollment, time for evaluatien and student conferences
varies dirvectly with envellments’3 Student hour averages vary from 250
for Home Eeonomics and Industrial Arts te 450 and 500 for Secial Seilencesy
‘English, end Education. The mede is 350,54

12, Time neesded for preparatlen is greater for the more advanced

ourses oo Conseduently; the ratio of graduate te undergraduate teaeching

*voung, p. W6.

ORrandolph, p. 20Ls

Sl"Tentgtive Prineiples of Teachidg and Service Loads ef the
Faculty ef ISTC," Indians State Teachers College, Committes on Problems
of Facullty Loady 1945, T bp. (mimeo), cited by Dguglass, Romine, and
Gruhn, pe 1459,

S2ynewles and White, p. 33.

531yon, ps 3U46.

ShyeMullen, p. T2.

55Kb@s, DPs 37«
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assigrments, in terms of sredit hours, usually spproaches feur to ,five'-..x56
1 11.13@ There appeers to be Little or no sorrelation betwsen years .of

experience in teeching and time nseded for daily preperstion,’! Buty &
ngw ¢oursg placks en added burden, end unless this is reces

zedy "the
inptrustor is penslized for crawling out of his agadamis rut,." 8 e
8 ,e:jéims& Jréquiraa from 1.5 t0 2.5 times a8 mueh time for preparaticn
& does. ong taught severel times befors.’d
1k, Greeter tesching losds are customerily assigned to individuals
of low renk, who are usuelly new instructors, becsuse (L) they do not
have &8 many conmittee essigmments end edvisery duties, and (2) they. are
‘Bsslgned more elementary courses, which require less pr&paratim.@ The:
d.a&reasa in quad is fmm ong 1o two hours when raised to the renk of
essociate and -enother ong te El;wo ‘hours when reissd to & full profiessors
| As mueh &8 five "Ah‘aurs dgerésse 1s glven the heed of a .d.apa.r'bmenussl
15. Ceunseling is a véry importent aspect of college teaching, It
mey ineluder "(a) setting up student progrems, (v) helping students over
*rogugh spots,’ (@) helping the student with seeisl, economic, or behevier
pémbléms, and (4) giving the studsnt individusl .instruc‘hion,.?“éa These
Soveagar, p. 4O
TlMeMullen, ps 90s, -

Ly:an, s 34T,
| Pxnowles end White, ps 1384
| 60Lingsay and Holland; pe LH6.
6LTbid.y pe W46-LT.

62yeagar, pa bl.
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e@nferences with students usuelly consume from four to five hours per
weelk, 03564

16. Some of our best educetional vslues are to be found in our
extra~curricular activities. Meost authorities sgree that sponsorship
of these should carry load credit65

17. Every staff member should engage in some resesrch asctivity to
promote his own professional growthm66 ‘The teachers college instruector
_ 1s reported to spend from tweo te four hours per week dolng research.67

18. Eech staff member should perticipete in professional activities
whiech advance the profession on national, state, or local levels, The
extent or level of such underteXkings will depend upeon hils interests and
qualificetions, butyevery faculty member should do some service designed
to improve his communify,68

19, The balenced end effective distribution of assignments in terms
of individual interests .and competencies is the responsibllity of the
dean .and/or the heed of the department .59

20. The date necessery for sclentific evaluations of faculty;lgad

are best cbtained through the medium of the questionnaire. Both deans

63Haggerty, p. 147,

6hgandolph, p. 20L.

65Ty0n, ps 34Ts

66Yeager, p. 434

67Evendén, Gemble, and Blue, pp. 186-18T
68Yéager; D. 43

69Ibidc=‘,; P Lo,
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and teachers should be asked to ccopérate,7o

21, The method of measurement sheuld produce a single figure that
can be compared with similar figures for ether teachers. This is the
chief value ef a formula.lt

22, The instrument for messuring lead should consider only ampunt
of time invelved, net quality of werk done. (@

23, Total serviee lead should be measured in very simple units,
intelligible to the public. They should be comparable, combinable, and
comprehensible;73

2L. .The clock hour per week is most often recommended as the desira-
ble unit for measuring loads Mest institutiens interpret the teaching
elock hour as the teaching period-~usually only .fifty te fifty-five

minutes in lengthe=, rather than a full sixty-minutes @f"teac:l'ling,..sw]r
Summary

Altheugh this review is far from exhaustive, it is inelusive enough
te indieate the nature and extent of studies in the field of cellege
faculty service loads and to exhibit experimental techniques generally
employed.

Time for presentation, preparation, evaluation, conferences, office

70Khawles and White, ps 134
TlNEA Research Bulletin, Ne. l., XXIX, P. 43.

T2Norman Frost, "What Teaching Load?," Americen Sehool Board
Journaly; CIT (Mareh, 1941); ps b3s

73Scroggsy Ps 3

T4rRandelph, p. 202.
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work, meetings, research, professional reading, and publiec relations,
plus such facfors,as,number of students, level of instruection, duplicate
sections, new ceurses, method of presentation, and rank, are the elements
most often listed as deserving consideration in determining loads

Traditional practice has made much use of the credit hoﬁr,.the stu=
dent hour, and the teaching heur, for evaluating faculty lead, but these
are no longer acceptable to either teacher or administrator. Meost in-
vestigators have ceoneluded that future attempts at measuring and compar-
ing faculty leeds should be in terms of cloek hours per week.

Several studies direeted toward improving the system of evaluation
of lead by means of schedules of faculty dutles, or tables of standard
valuesy or formulasy have been made. Most .of these have been too . simple
ta be effestive, or else too complex to be workable.

The literature centributes much in the way of basic faets and prin-
¢iples which should be observed in attacking a préblem of thls nature.

These have been very helpful in gulding the present investigator.



CHAPTER ITI
DEVELOFMENT OF THE FORMULA

Two years ago, 85 chairman of a faculty committee, the writer was
eharged with the responsibility of direeting a survey of faculty service
JLoad at Northeastern State College. The results of this preliminary
.study plus the many basic facts and principles revealed by a review of
the.literature‘have-served as guides in establishing hypotheses leading
to the development of é formula for properly estimating faculty load in
a.teachers college.

It is the purpose of this chapter te present: (1) a summary of the
findings ef the preliminary study, (2),a.list-of the assumpiions upen
which the fermula is based, and {3) a statement and interpretation of

the formula,
The Preliminary Survey

Fellewing a great deal of discussion and a limited amount of re&-
search relative to the evaluation of faculty load, the ecommittee prepared
a‘;ather detailed schedule of questions to determine hew much timebeach
,fgeulty'membérwdﬂvotes to his geveral duties and responsibilities. This
qﬁestionnaire was presented to the faculty of Nertheastern State College
and: each mermber was urged to cemplete 1t ae quickly and as conscientiously
as pgssible. Within a ﬁwmpweek period; fifty-eight schedules were re-

turned[and~six,were‘immediat@ly disesrded beeause the staff members.

31
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iﬁvolved”taught le55”than half<time. ‘The committee agreed that to in-
-ciude‘these*might"tend'to‘distort'thE“findings. "A-summary of these
findings 1is presented in Table I. ,

Upon comparing the results of this survey with the common practices
revealed by the literature, one must conclude that Northeastern State
College is quite typical of other teachers colleges in the nation with
respect to faculty service load. The mean total load of 52.9 hours is
only about one hour greater than that revealed by the literature. It
will also be noted that the total load is divided almost equally among
classroom duties, other instructional duties, and non-instructional
responsibilities.

. The average assignment of 14.6 semester credit hours is slightly
less thaﬁ the fifteen to sixteen hours usually reported, but the teach-
ing hour load of 18.2 periods is almost the same as. the national average.
Although the time spent 1n preparation 1s less than the national mean,
thevtime required for evaluation is sufficiently greater to make the sums
of these two factors about equal. The student hour load of 384 is some-'
what heavier than the norm of 350 quoted by McMuilen,l but his study was .
made over thirty years ago and probably 1s not adéquate for today's use.

| Time devoted to student conferences at Northeastern State College
is‘slightly lower,but time given to research and professional reading is
correspondingly higher than averages revealed by the literature. Most
other non-instructional duties receive gbout the same amount of time as

‘tﬁat_quoted by other studies, so .that the non~instructional total of

sﬂxteen hours agrees exactly with the national norm for teachers colleges.

'leMullen, p. T2.
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Basic Assumptionsﬂ

The-administrator must know and underétand.themassumptions.upoh which
the formula is based in erder to appreciate fully and interpret properly
AtHe results ebtained by it. The assumptions which follow have been formi-
lated in accordance with prineiples énd practices which have been found
to have some bases for acceptance,

1. The typical instructor in the teachers college devotes approxi-
mately fiftyetwo hours per week to his Job.

2. The ordinary class period in college, even though actually only
fifty to fifty-five minutes in length, 1is to be interpreted as ene full
ciock hour of service load. This statement holds, regardless of whether
the period is spent in teaching a regular, lasboratory, or asctivity type
class. It 1is suggested that, even though the time may be used only iﬁ
converéation, the few minutes between classes can never quite be called
the inétructor's owna

3+ - The typical class requires three-fourths as many hours per week
for prépgratian.as there are credlt hours gilven in the course.

| 4., The time ordiharily spent in evaluation is one~-half as many
hoﬁrs.pér week as thé number of credit hours granted.

Assumptions three and four simply mean that a typical.four-ho@r
course requires.three hours er preparation and two hours for evaluation
.eaéh week. An ordinary sixteen-hour assignment requires twenty hours
fo; these two factors, excluding veriations due to,duplicate‘sections,
,neﬁ classes, differences in enrollment; and differences in level of 1ne
st}uction. |

5. Some courses require more time for preparation, per semester

crédit hour, than do others. It is assumed that the time necessary for

i
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pﬁeparatton“and*evaluatian'decreases as time required for presentation
increases. For example, an eleven credit-hour load for activity type
courses which meet two hours per week"fcr'eachfcredit.hour‘offéred, or

a thirteen credit-hour load for laboratory courses which meet one and
one~half hours per week for each credit hour, is equivalent to a sixteen
credit-hour load for reguler courses, all other factors remaining equal.
In each case epproximately thirty-six hours are required for presenta-
tion, preparation, and evaluation.

6. A duplieate section, about the same size as the original, needs
fully as muech time for evaluation but only one-third as mueh time for
preparation as the original. This means that a duplicate section of a
typical four~hour cour%e requires,bniy three hours for these two factors
as compared with five hours for the original.

T The,average'number of student hours taught in the teachers col-
lege is 360 per week. Number of studént hours 1s assumed to mean the sum
total of the products obtalned by multiplying the number of students in |
each class by the credit hours offered by the course. It is not neces-
sarily .the same as the number of student contact hours whiech is often
uéed as a measure of service load.

8. It is assumed that variation in the number of students directly
affects time required for evaluation and student conferences. For each
student hour deviation from the nerm of 360, two minutes per week should
be added or subtracted. This rule is based on the assumption that eight
.h?urs--one-half the ususl teaching load of sixteen credit hours--are
nérmélly spent in evaluation and that four hours are normally devoted to
sﬁudent,conferences. Twelve hours divided by 360 yields an incremeﬁt.of

tﬁo,minutes per student hour per week.
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9. The graduste class requires l.4 times as much time as the under-
gﬁaduate’classnfor preparation and evaluation. In practice, a twelve-
hour assignment of gradusate courses is compared favorebly with a fifteen-
hour undergraduate assignment. Assumptions two, three, and four, would
yield totals of 27.0 and 33.75 hours respectively for these two assign-
ments. Six hours=--one-half the graduate credit-hour assignment--would
almest equate the twe loads.

10» Any course taught for the first time by an instructor requires
little or no more time for evaluati@n.ﬁutltwiee»as much time for prepara-
tion:as,it-weuld require ﬁhﬁreafter. This necessitates an additional
three-fourths of an hour per week for each credlt hour efferéd by . the new
gourse,.

11. The average amount of time spent in carrying,out.non-instructional
duties and responsibilities is 16 hours per week, distributed somewhat as
follows: meetings, 145 hours; student conferences, 4 hours; extra-class
setivities, 2 h@urs;.ebse:vatign.éf student teachers from the instructer‘s
own department, 0.5 hours; office routine, 3 hours; professional growth
and eentributions, 4 hours; and publiq relations, 1 hour.

Tt is assumed that the typiecal experienced teacher will devote 16
hours to these dutiles. The.beginning,teacher or one with no special or
extra-curricular assignments will spend only .12 heurs doing this type
work. The departmEntthad, with appreximately three-fourths teaching
Alqad, beeausé of his many additional administrative, supervisory, and
.a@visery duties, will devete about 25 hours per week to these tasks.
F%nally, the administrator or supervisor who teaches only half-time will
sﬁend 34 hours earrying out his non-instructional duties.

The last two filgures were arrived at in the following marner:
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Tﬂree-feurths.@f sixteen hours=--the averagé.teaching,assignment--is
twelve hours., Assﬁmptiens,two, three, and four, would yield a total of
tﬁenty—seven hours needed for instructional dutles. Fifty-two hours==-
the aversge total load-~less twenty-seven gives the twenty~five hour
figure for department heads snd others who tefich such a load. In like
manner, one-half of sixteen hours is eight hours, which, with the above
.assumptioﬁs applied, ylelds a total instruectionsl load of eighteen hours.
-So, for the half=<time teacher, a total lead of fifty-two hours less an
Anstructional lead of eighteen hours ylelds a non-instruetionsl lead of
thirty-four heours.

12. It is mssumed that .the rank of the college.teacher 1s merited
by his experlence and qualifications, which, it is further assumed, tend
to increese his prestige end the demand for his gervices. Some authori-
‘tiese suggest that this inereased demend on the time of the instruetor
of higher rank 1s usually provided for by decreased teaching assignments.
Present practice does not bear out this fact, and se it is assumed that
,an.additional.increment.of at least one=half hour for each step in rank

sbove the instructor is necessary in .calculating the total load.
Statement and Interpretation of the Formule

In}dévelopins,the following formula for measuring or estimating the
sarvice load of a faculty member in a teachers é@llege,,attempts have
been mede to satisfy all the basic assumptions Just listed.

LﬁP+—5¢%—g—+‘§-ﬁ-§°-§—63.+%+§‘§+_R+K

2Lindsey and Holland, p. Lk6.
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Thebymbols in-the formula are to be interpreted as follows:

“Total service load in hours per week

L .

P = Hours spent in presentation<=number of pericds per
- wesk actually spent in class

C = Credit hours assigned-=gpplieable to either quarter
~-  or semester hours, provides for time usually devoted
to preparation and evaluation

D - Credit hours in which duplicate sections are taught--
this item provides for reduction in preparation time
required for these duplicate sections

S = Number of student hours--prevides for varilations in
time needed for eveluation and for student conferences
a8 class enrollment deviates from the norm

G - Graduate eredit hours assigned--provides for level of
instruetion differesnces

N = Credit hours in which new classes are taught--provides
for increase 1in preparation time required when teaching
a course for the first time

R -~ Rank coefficilent--R is zero for the instructor, .5 heour
for the assistant professor, 1 hour for the associate
professer, and 1.5 hours for the full professor

X = Non=instruetional load ceefficlent--K is 12 for the
typicel beginning teacher, or for any other who has few
or no special assigmnments; K is 16 for the typical fulle-
time experienced teacher; K is 28 for the staff member
with spproximately three-fourths of a teaching lead, 25
hours for the non-teaching duties and 3 extra to compen-
sate for normal decrease in student hour load; K is 4O
for the half-time teacher—administrat@r,.3h hours for
non~teaching duties and 6 additional to compensate for
normal loss in student hour load. ‘

Examples of Application

To facilitate understanding, demonstrations of the spplication of
this formula are hereby presented. Four examples should suffice.
Example 1, A beginning teacher with rank of instructor is assigned

to -teach feurteen semester hours in Business Education. His classes mest
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fourteen periods per week; he has three sections of a three<hour coursej
aﬁd.he teaches a total of 345 student hours per week. What 1s his total

service load?

- ., 5C D 8 ~ 360
L—P+T—'§+-"“3‘O“"“‘+

= (14) + 5/b(14) ~ 1/2(6) + .3.%*.‘.5.%@ + (0) + 3/4(14) + (0) + (12)

_3%“1.+R+.K

iR

4

& 50:5 hours per week.

‘Example 2. An experlenced teacher with rank of asseociate has been
assigned to teaech six hours of Health Education and six hours of Physical
Education. His classes meet a total of eighteen hours per week; he has
six sections of a ene-hour activity‘ceurses he 1s teaching a two-hour
héalth.ceurse for the first time; and he teaches a total of 420 student

hours per week. What 1s his lead?

S - 360 G 3N,
+ 5 + g ok R 4+ K

55

It

(18) + 5/4(12) - 1/2(5) + 4222380 4 (0) + 3/4(2) + (1) + (16)

= . 51.0 hours per week.

Example 3. An experienced teacher with rank of assistant has been
assigned fifteen‘hours in English. Her classes meet .fifteen periods per
week; she teaches two sectlons of & three-hour course; one new three-
hmpr course on the graduate level, and a total of 430 student hours per

week. What is her load?

|

L = (15) + 5/4(15) - 1/2(3) +:&é2§gé9.+ 1/2(3) + 3/%(3) + (.5)

+ (16) = 54.8 hours per week.,
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Example 4. A department head with rank of professor is assigned to
teach ten eredit hours In Chemistry; six hours ef lecture and nine hours
of leborateory. One two-hour graduate course 1s new to him, He teaches

200 student hours per week. What .is hils load?

3N
T 3t 30+

+ 5 + R + K

g
2

i

(15) + 5/4(10) = (0) + EQQ%%QQ ¥ 1/2(2) + 3/8(2) + (1.5) + (28)
= 54.2 hours per week.
Summary

The preliminary study of faculty service load made at Nertheastern
State College in 1955~1956 revealed practices very similar to the find-
ings typically reperted in the literature.

Twelve basic assumptiens, pertaining,to,the»relative amounts of
time deveted to the several factors which contribute significantly to
faculty lead, were formulated in accordance with prineiples and prac-
tieces discovered by the investigater. |

| Based on these assumptiens, a hypothetical fermula for measuring
,féculty_service lead in the teachers college was evolved. It now be-

cdmes.necessary,to preve the aceeptability of this fermula.



CHAPTER IV

METHOD AND PROCEDURE

A brief description of the experiment designed to test the validity
of the formula, procedures used in securing the pecessary data, and an
analysis of the subjects echesen to participate in the experiment are pre-

sented in thils chapter.

Method

The methed employed for checking the acceptebility of the formula is
essentially statistical in nature. It was decided that a formula index
of the total weekly service lead for the 1957 spring semester--or querter--
for each of a relatively large number of instructors should be determined
by applying the instrument directly to objective data pertaining teo all
of the asslignments given to .each instruetor during this teaching period.
For comparisen purposes--as & criterien index--, it was decided to use
the average of two independent estimaetes of the total weekly load of each
subject. To provide these estimates, the investigator chose the two
persons whoy in his gpinien, should have had the greatest knewledge of
the time actually spent on the jeob by each instructor, namely, the in-
struetor himself and the dean of his college. For validity purposes; it
was planned that the instructor should give separate estimates of the
several components of his lead, the sum of such estimates to be computed

by the investigator. Because the dean would be expected to give estimates

IS
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.aﬁ several instruetors,,suéh,estimates.to-serve primarily as checks or
balances for the instructers* estimates; 1t was theought wise to ask of
the dean only & single estimate of total weekly load for each teacher.

| ‘The degree of agreement.between.the formule index and the ecriterion
index,so,ébtained.ferms.the»basis.for drewing the inference of Valiqiﬁy.
The reletionship 1s spparently linear and so .the Pearson preduct-momgnt
eogefficient of correlation was deemed adequaté to demonstrate the degree
@f agreement..

In an &ffort to further prove the acceptability of his formula, the
Investigator thought,itJneceséary to show that there is n@-significént
difference between the index of total losd ebtained by usg of the instru-
ment and that indiceted by the eriterion. Assuming, therefore, . the null
hypothesié, 1t was dgeided to determine the significence of the differ-
aﬁae«between corrglated means and the significance of the difference
between-correlated.atandard;deviati@ns.@f the two sets of measures at

the ,10 level of prgbebility.
Subjects

Knowing that errors which arisg from bits of any sort arg neither
detected nor measured by reliebility formulasy it 1s agreed that only good
déta wlll enable the gogd statistical technique to yleld valid respltgml
And so4 1n selecting the subjeets to be used in this study,fmuch.effort
.wés mede to secure & truly representative sample. Proper distribution
_a%cmrding,te depertment, rank, tenure, and relative losdy a8 well as the

tétal size and geographicsl distribution of the sample, were considersd.

1
I
i
1

lH. E. Garrett, Statistics in Psychology and Education (New York,‘
1953), DPs 209.
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From the standpeint of size, the teotal population of deans of the
colleges selected to participate in this study did not seem prohibitive,
#nd so the help ef each was solicited. The total pepulation of instruc-
tors, on the other hand, was considered te he semewhat large and unwieldy
and certainly not necessary,; providing the good sample could be .pbtained.
Consequently, the dean of each of the seventy-four selected institutions
was asked to cheose from his fameulty only eight members, according to the
following instruetions: (1) Select no person whe is net teaching at least
half-times (2) cheose from all ranks, from imstructor threugh professor;
(3) choese freom as many different departments as seems feasible; (4) se-~
lect some with shert tenure, some with long; and (5) select some whom yeu
econsider to be carrying an a#erage>lead.on your campus, some heavier than

average, and some lighter than average.
Materials

Two forms were prepared for securing the neceséary data, copies of
which are to be found in the appendixes. The "Dean's Estimate of Faculty
Load" provided space for; (1) the names of the eight.féculty members te
be choesen by the dean to participate in the study, (2) the department
represented by each, (3) the number of teachers in that department, (L)
the size of his faculty, and (5) a check~list for the dean to .indicate
his estimate of total weekly service lead carried by each teacher named.

The second form, titled "Faculty Service Load Report," was designed
to obtain information for two purpeoses. It was built te provide objec-
tively determined data to be used in computing load by means of the
formula, and also to previde infeormetion to bg used in cemputing the

teacherts estimate of total lead.
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The objective information requested on the second form included:
. (i) department name and number of each course taught, regardless of the
number of duplicate sections; (2) semester--or quarter--hours credit
offergd by each ceurse; (3) graduste and under-graduate enrollment in
each class; (4) eclock hours spent weekly in each class, according to the
methed of presentation used; (5) courses taught for the first time by the
instructer; (6) tenure in his present position; and (7) his rank.

The instrueter's statement of time actually spent in class, plus his
estimate of time given to preparation and evaluation, plus the sum of his
estimates of time deveted weekly to the many non-instructienal duties and
résponsibilities listed in the report, enabled the investigator te compute
egeh Instructorts estimate of his total weekly load. For purposes .of
analyzing the sample, this second schedule also supplied infeormation rela-

tive to the teacher's academic qualifications and teaching experience.

Yoo,

Analysis of the Sample

Table II presents a list of the participating ceolleges and the dis-
tpibution.af participating teachers according to departments. It will be .
néticedvthat-fifty—ene institutions from eighteen different states in the
North Centrel area are represented in the sample.

| Of the seventy-four deans whose cooperation wes solilelted, sixty-
nine per cent previded the requested infermation. .Ten others did not
perticlipate but returned letters of explanation. Only . thirteen failed
,té respond.s.

i 0f the ten deans who gave reasons for not taking pert in the study,

oﬂe expressed willingness to de,so.but.felt that his method of assigning



COOPERATING INSTITUTIONS AND THEER:DEEARTMENTALSEEPRESENTATION IN THE SAMPLE

TARLE I

Colleges Reporting Nutiber of Teachers Reporting by Departments
Q ? o o ol s
State City College Biolh g |88 " alg
Sial «rr1P St ostol e 13} ~
— el =il ol « R0 S]] 1] s{ @ ®
AEREIENE LR IR 1D TE
ZIBiA8 2183128181 8] 34 =
Arizonsa Flagstaff Arizona State 1 2 1 2 5
- Temps Arizone Stete It 3 o 5
Arkensas Arkadeiphia jHenderson -State Teachers 1 = i 5
' Conway Lrkansas State Teachars L 1l i ;1) 11 8
Jonesghore Arkansas 3State 31 1 I 7 il 1 , 7
Colorado Alsmosa Adems Stab 2111 1 N i1 8
Greeley Colorado State 1 iio1bi1t oz : i1 8
I1linois Charlesion Eastern Jllinois State oIy i1 1 X 1 PL 8
Maconb . Western Zilinois State 2 1 £ 2 P 1 6
Towé Cedar Fall iowa State Teachers 1 oyttt 1 i 8
Kansas Frporia Kansas State Teachers 1 20 Ii 1 101 T
Pittsburg Kansas State Teachers io1p iy 1 k 1 1 1 6
Michigan Kalamazoo Western Michigan U. il 12 L e 8
Marquette Northern Michigan I o3l 1% 1 2] 1 &
Mt. Plesasant Centrzal Michigan 1 e T 5
Ypeilanti Eastern Michigan 1 S B I R S Y Y i X 8
Minnesota Bemidii State 11 2 1 i 7
Mankate Mankato State o3y 1 oii ol 1 1 1 8
. Moorhead State bR L 2 1 ' o2 8
B8t. Cloud State _ A A L 27 1 8
Winona . 1 Winons State N il 1 1 1 it 1 8
Iissouri Cape (iradeau | | Southeast Missouri State || 1 i 1 11 7
Kirksville " I Northeast Missouri Siate 4ol oz 1 b1 1 €
8%, Louis Herrisz Teachers - LI i 1 i 1 i 2 g
Nebraska Chadron Nebraska State Teachers™ b1 21 % 1 L 1y 1 8

5h



TABLE IT (Continued)

Colleges Reporting - ’ Number of Teschers Reporting by Departments - -
] o ) By twul a -
ur w =P 0 gl e
State City College Bl 21 52t g ) g a0 2L Gl
AHEEE BRI EEEE L
Nebraska Peru Nebraska State Teachers il 1 1 S e S s A 6
Wayne : Nebragka State Teachers 1 2 11 1 1 1 1 8
New Mexico “Tams Vegas -New Mexieo Highlards U. 20 1} 1} 1 1 1y 1 8
Nerth Deksta | Biekinsem | Stzte Teachers I; (i 2 1 1 1 8
: - Meyville - 8tate Teachers 1 i 1 i 1 5
Minot Btzte Teacghers il 1y 28 11 1 1 1 8
Chio - Cleveland St. Jehn's i1 1 1} 2 1 7
Okl.ahgre~ Adn © |"Bast Cewbral State- i il 1 1 1 6
: Alva - | Worthweztern State i i} 1 1 1] i} 1 1 8
Drurant : Sputhesgtern State i 2) 1 1 1 1} 1 -8
1 Fémond- Cerntral State i 1l I 1 1t il 1 7
Tahleguah | Northemstern State a1 1 i 1 1 2 8
Weatherford | Southwsstern State 1 o1 i Pl o1 8
Seuth Dekota Madisen - ‘Beneral PBesdie State 21 1 il 1 2 7
Spearfish Bileck Eills Teachers 1 1 1 1 4
: Springfield Southern State Teachers 1 2 1 1 2 T
West Virginia | Athens Concard. 1} 1} i 1 1 1 1} 1 8
Biuefield Bluefield State b i 1 1 1 1 6
Fairmont Fairmont State ij 1} o 1 1 6
West Liberty West Liberty State i} 1 il L 2 6
Wisconsin Eau Claire Wisegonsin State 1 1y i i1 1 8
Menomonie Stout State i 21 3 i 1 8
Oshkosh Wisgonsin State 1] 1 il 1 R S I R 8
River Falls Wisgonsin State 1 i} 2 1 i 14 L 8
Stevens Foint | Wiseonsin State : 1 2 i L i 2 8
Whitewater Wisgeonsin State o it 2 1 1 i 1 7
Totals - 1 Fifgy-one Colleges Ioi2l 30 boj by 277 61201 3127 221301 571 91 370

on
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lqad would distor£ the.findings. Another had moved to .a new college and
was no longer in the position of dean. Three hesitated to "burden the
teachers with completing questionnaires at this busy time of the year."
TWe.others pointed out that they had committed themselves to.a similar
study for the following year and felt that to participate in this one
would be a duplication of effort. One dean confessed that he had mis-
lald the forms but expressed willingness, at a rather late date, te com-
piete another set. Still snother indicated much interest in the study
.and stated that his iteachers were in the process .of completing the ques~
tlonnaires; but, for some reasen, they never arrived. The tenth dean
provided a brief description ef his methed of assigning lead in lieu of
the informetien requesteds
The thirteen deans who falled to respend were quite widely seattered,

geographically speaking, and in every instance at least one ether school
in the same state professed interest and willingness to participate. It
is thought, therefore, that the non-resanse,of these thirteen contacts
presents ne probablllity of bilas with respeet to prevailing poliey or
piaetice»pertaining,to-assignment of faculty load. Much Interest evi-
dénced,by the meny supplementary letters and notes from the deans whe did
regspond was very encouraging to the writer. Excerpts from some of these
may be found in Appendix C.

| Of the 592 instructors whese help was originally anticipated, 370
cqmpleted and returned questionneires, OFf thesé, fourteen were not used
Afér‘one»reasonﬂar anothers Flve of the teachers were found te have been
) téaching7leésvthan.half-timey,two'failed.to follew instructiens well
"e@oughzfor thelr reports teo be interpreted properly, and the remaining

,séven failed to send their reports in time feor them te .be included in the
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tébulation. However, these late reports were quite typical of the ones
tabulated, and 1t is very doubtful if thelr inelusion would have signifi-
céntly altered the results.

Teble III presents a distributlion of the subJects according to the

reletive load cearried by each es indiceted by the deans.

TABLE III

DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS IN THE SAMPLE ACCORDING
TO THE DEANS' ESTIMATES OF WEEKLY LOAD

Hours Per Week Frequency
54 = Above . . . . . . . Lo
50 = 53 . . . . . . . L
Lé - 49 . . ' ' . . ; 50
]4'2 - l+5 s L] 4 . L L a 87
38 ~ L1 . . . . . . . 60
3”‘ - 37 . . . . » [ . 39

0 - 33 . . ' . . . . 36

It 1s quite obvious that most deans arbitrarily selected forty-two
to forty-five houre as the average weekly losd on their campuses. It
will be noticed that the number selected from beleow this .category is al-~
most identical to .the number selected from above this category. Some-
déans refused to differentiste, however, and placed all eight of their
cﬁoices in the same bracket. Other deans used no more than two .or three
ciasses, yet Table TII reveals a range of at least twenty-four hours in
the total distribution. This would indicate much varigbility in rela-
tive load among the instructors represented in the sample.

TabievIV presents a percentage-wise comparison of the distribution
b% departments of the subjects composing the sample and the corresponding
distribution in the gelected population. This latter distribution was

.c&mpiled from exhibits by the participating colleges as reported recently



.by the American Couneil on Education.

TABLE IV

L9

DEPARTMENTAL DISTRTBUTION OF SUBJECTS IN THE SAMPLE AS COMPARED WITH

A CCRRESPONDING DISTRIBUTTON IN THE POPULATION

Number Percentage Number® Percentage
Department tig ;gtgge | Poiﬁl:iion Pogilzzion
Sample Sample Represented ; Represented
Art . . . .. 1k 3.9% 176 b, 3%
Biology + o - . 19 5.3% 241 5.8%
Business . 4+ & 32 9,0% 297 T.2%
Edueation & Psychology 49 13.8% 680 16,49
English . » . Ll 12.49 455 1190%
Health & Phys. Hdue. . 25 7.0% 372 9.0%
Home Economics , . 6 1.7% 110 QUT%
Industrial Arts . . 20 5,64 227 5. 5%
Languages « .« . .. 8 2.2% 128 3.1%
Mathematics . . . 26 T+3% 225 5g5%
Music o « & . s 22 6.2% 282 6.9%
Physical Seience . . 28 7.9% 293 7.1%
Secial Secience . « 5L 15,1% 561 13.6%
Speech . s . . 9 2.5% 72 1.8%
Total 1TT358 9.9 ﬁ 3115 99.9%

*Source: American Council on Education, American Universities and
Colleges; ed. Mary Irwin (Washington, D. C., 1950).

Although it is admitted that,the status of each department, with
respeet to number of teachers, could have changed considerably within the
iqterval between the date of publication of our souree of informatlon and
tﬂe date on whieh the sample was taken, it is considered to be highly
i@probablea This criterion provided by the American Council on Edueation

L

ié, therefore, assumed te be quite valid and reliable.
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Assuming the null hypothesis, the Chi-square test was used to com-
p@re the observed frequencies in each department with the expected fre-
quencies as computed from the information given in Table IV. The
probability of exteeding the computed Chi~square is approximately @h5,2
whieh indieates that .the divergence between observed and expected fre-
quencies is certainly no greater than that which can be attributed selely
to sampling fluctuatiens. It is concluded; therefore, that the null
hypothesis is true and that the sample is not biased as regerds depart-
mental représentation.

The exhibits listed in the 1956 edition of "American Universities
and Colleges" were also used to compile expected frequencies with regard
to degree qualifiecatieons and rank: Tables V and VI present the distribu-
tion of subjects In the sample with reference to these items as compared

with the corresponding distributions in the selected population.

TABLE V

DEGREE QUALTFICATION DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS IN THE SAMPLE AS COMPARED
WITH A CORRESPONDING DISTRIBUTION TN THE POPULATION

N ' Number Percentage | Numbexr* -} Pereentage
o . in of the . in the ' of the
Qualification | the | Teotal || Populatien | Population
Sample & Sample .|l Represented Represented
Bachelor's Degree 0 2.8% - 148 ' 3.6%
Master's Degree b6} 55.4% 2353 : 571%
Doctor's Degree .} 150 .1 L2.i% v 1618 o 39.3%

*Source: American Cgpuncil on Education, American Universities and
Colleges, ed. Mary Irwin (Washingten, D. C., 1956).

i

Again the null hypsthesis and the Chi-squars test were employed to

2garrett, p. 4e8.
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check the divergence between observed and expected frequencies as regards
bgth,degrees earned by instructors and their rank. The probabilities of
egceeaing the computed Chi-squares were found to be .43 and .09 respec-
tively, and in each case one must conclude that the divergence is no
greater than that which can be explained by sampling fluctuations. The
ngll hypothesis is again aceepted. Consequently, the sample must also be
considered adequaté with reference to the training and prestige of the

instruetors who compose it

-TABLE VI

DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS IN THE SAMPLE ACCORDING TO RANK AS .COMPARED
WITH A CORRESPONDING DISTRIBUTION IN:THE POPULATION

Number Percentage Number* Percentage
in of the in the of the
Rank the Total Population Population
Sample Sample Represented Represented
Instructor 60 16.9% 602 14,6%
Assistant 92 25.8% 1261 30.6%
Associate 108 30.3% 1105 26 .8%
Professor 82 £3.0% 9oL 22.0%
No Rank 1k 3.9% ol 6.0%
*¥Souree: American Council on Education, American .Universities and

Colleges, .ed. Mary Irwin (Washington, D. C.y 1956).

Table VII presents an analysis of the sample with regard to tenure

and teaching experience,

taught a minimum .of three years at the college level.

Over eighty per cent of the subjects have

Nearly fourteen

.per cent have been teaching more than twenty years at this level, while

some twenty per cent may be classed as beginning or probationary college

teachers. Only forty-seven of the 356 subjects were tedching in posi=

tions new to them in 1957. This indicates a probable turnover of only



thirteen per cent. In addition to eleven years of college experience,
the average subjeect in the sample was found to have taught nearly six

years in the publice schoels.

TABLE VIT

DISTRIBUTION‘OF INSTRUCTCORS COMPOSING THE SAMPLE WITH REFERENCE
TO TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Number ' Per Cent

. i in of the

FEdperience the Total

Sample | Sample

Three years or less at the college level 68 19.1%
More then three years but less than twenty 240 : 67.4%
More than twenty years at the college level L8 B 13.5%
New te their positions at tine of the study W7 ) ‘ 13.2%

Since all cabsgories of teachers with regard to experience are
well represented, including some with little or no experience; some wllh
much experience, and many with a mederate amount of experience, 1t is

assumed that the sample 18 not bimsed with reference to this item.
Summary

In this chapter the writer hes attempted to .describe briefly the
experiment designed to compare gtatistically the index of total weekly
service load of the instructor in the teacher education institutlon,
as computed by his formulae, with a logically chosen criterion index.

Procedures for selectling the subjects to participate in the experi-
mént and for securing the necessary data were also presented. Stratified
vsémpling,ﬁechniques.and the questiounneire were employeda Much effort

was made to obtain a random and, at the same time, a truly representatlve



ATi
[N

sample.

Finally, the sample obtained was described, and analyzed for possibls
bias with regard to size, geographical distribution, departmental spread.
academic background, rank,; teaching experience, and relative load. It
was considered quité adeguate with respect to each of these factors.
Spurious correlatien results due to bilas in the sample are, therefore,

not antieipated.



CHAPTER V
ANALYSTS .OF THE DATA

Confident that the reader will agree that the fegrmula develeped in
this study adeguately considers .all pertinent facteors which ecgntribute
appreelsably te facdulty serviece lead in the heachers cellege, and satis-
fied that the sample gbtgined for experimentally testing it is net blased
with respeet te size; gepgraphiecal distributien, or te .representativeness
regarding department, rank, scademie itraining, and relative lgad, the
writer new wishes teg present & statistieal treatment @f the data in an
effort te establish the validity and reliability of this instrument.

Such 1s the purpese pf this chapter.

Specifically, it is desired here to answer the fellowing questlons:

l. To what degree dges the fgrmuls measure what it purperis te
measure? In sbher werds, is it valid? |

2. Is the fermula a dependable instrument fgr measuring faculty ser=
vice load 1n the teachers cellege? Deoes it give @@nsistent‘measurements?'

3+ Does the index @fui@ad.as ecalculated by the formula differ sig-
nificantly frem that indigated by the criterien?

4. Ie the formula beﬁtef'suited t@¢ meapure serviee lgad in sgme

depertments than in others? If sey, which?
The Ianference of Validity

Dges -the formula truly measure faculbty service lead in the teachers

54
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epllege? To answer this question, it was degided that it would be wise
to determine the degree of cgrresppndence gr relatignship between & set
of sceres .gbtalned by means @f the formula and & esrrespending set ¢f eri-
terion segres for a sample group of teachers college ingtructers. Begause
this relatlionship is apparently linear, the Pearson preduct-mement cg-

efficient of ecorrelation was chesen te show the degree of carrespendence.

TABLE VIIT

INTER-CORRELATIONS AMONG FOUR METHODS OF DETERMINING FACULTY LOAD

e . . - .
Methed Dean's Est. Teacher's Est. Criterien | Fermula
Dean's Estimate ' = +15 j .60 140
Teacherts Estimate »15 e .88 .76
Average (Criterion) 60 ' .88 S <81
Formule Index » - Wb .76 » 81 e

Table VIII presents the inter-eorrelations smeng the four sets of
scores provided b& the four techniques emplgyed in &alculating,the>l@ad
of each subjeet in the sample. It will be neted that the griterion .and
teacher’s estimate scores are mast elosely related--cgefficient of corre-
lation 1s «88=«; but the feasibility of using the teacher's estimate
semester after semester, for determining faculty load ie indeed doubtful.
It is net sufficiently @bjective te prevent certain individuals, whe may
wish to de¢ 80, from taking advantage of the methgd for persenal galns
Also, the teacher's estimate technique would have little predietive value,
because the data could nat be available until the teaching peried was well
under way.

The dean's estimete of faculty lead cerrelates substantially with
the eriterign-~ .60 ==, but it, tos, is usually determined quite sube

Jeetivelys As Indiceted in the tsgbley; the dean's estimate and that .of
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the teagher were fgund to be relabively independent of emech other, yet
beth shegw marked correlation with the griterion and with the farmula
measures.

Of greatest slgnificance to this study is the coeffieient ef corre~-
latien between formula and eériterien seores of faculty leed. This is
relatively highl=-g813 -=, and the standard errer is small, as will be
shovn. By converting the Pearson r inte Fisher's z~function® and compus-
ting the standerd error in terms of the number in the sample, and then by
re~gonverting to f-values, the .95 confidence interval is found to be bhe-
tween .78 and .84, This means that only one time in twenty should 1t be
expeeted that the r of any other sample teken from the same populetilon
would lie beyond the limits of this interval. Also, assuming the null
nypothesis, it becomes quite evident that this r of .813 is very signifi-
eeant, even at the ,0L level. Under the given senditigns, the critical
rati@~ét.the 0L level is only L1483 This means that if the null hype-
thesis were true and the fermule spores were entirely independent .of the
“egriterion seoresy gnly sne time in one hundred weould sampling fluctuations
alone produce an r as greet as ,1h8.

The evidenge infers that there is a high degree of eprrespendence
between formule scores and criterien sceores andy therefeore, thal the
formule is a valid instrument for measuring faculty serviee load in the

teaghers gollege.

lgarretty p. 173
2Ibid., pe 198,

3Ibid., ps 200s
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Relisbility of the Formula and eof the Criterien

Reslizing that a high ceorrelation between a measuring lnstrument
“end & eriterion is evidence of validity omly if the instrument end the
eriterion are both relleble, the writer submits the followlng arguments
in an effort to show reliebility in his fermula and in the selected eril-
terions

In using the formula, with one possible exeeption, it is applied to
speeific dats pertaining te each component centributing to the total load
sgore. This exception is K, the non-instructional load cesefficient. But
even here, there is mueh objectivity, because the person using the formue
la has but four cholces; each of which is well defined.

Although relisbility seems to be inhersnt in the formulsa, due to
the objectivity of its spplieation, it was decided to check the relisbility
statistically. The instrument was applied a second time--four menths
after the firgte-to information supplied by fifty of the 356 subJjects.
These resulis were correlated with the scores first obtained end the co-
effielent of reliebility was found teo be ,97. As will be sghewn later in
this chapter, the standard deviation of the formula scores is only 6.61
hours. The standard error of & score ebisined by mesns of the formula
isy therefore; only slightly mere than one hour. This means that two=
thirds of the obtained scores probsbly lie within one hour of the true
fermule scores Even at the .95 level of confldence, an ebtained score
mugt differ no more then 2.16 heurs from the true formula scores It is
contended, therefore, that the formula is relatively free of change errors
of measurement and that the seores obtalned by it are stsble and trust-

worthys
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The religbility of the eriterion, admittedly, is questlenasble; net
because of the souree selected for providing the datay but because of
the subjectlivity invelved in meking estimates. TIn this case, howevery
mach of the Informsation upen which the estimate was based was entlrely
ebjeetive in nature. Also, .the questlonnaire devised for collesting
these data requlred severasl seperste estimates of gomponents of the total
losd; rather then & single estimates This procedure should heve facill-
teted mere gareful delibersticn on the part of esch sublest who provided
"?an.estimate-@f his service loed, thereby inereamsing the reliebility of
this Infermeation.

Further, the erilterien is an aversge of two entirely independent
estlnatesy, and 1t 1s apparent im this study that the cone hes a very defl-
nite balancing effeet upon the othsr.

Finally, as will be shown later, the mesn of the criterion scorgse==
50,88 heours per week-~comperes very favorsbly with the aversge load in
teachers colleges &s discovered and revesled by other investigaﬁars,h
- In view of the fmet thet college teachers have never been regulred
to. provide & day-to-day record of time devoied to thelr jobs, it is very
doubtful if a meore relisble writerion gould have been found than the one

selected for this studys
A Comparison .of the Formule Sceres With the Crlterion Scores

To further prove the aceeptebility of the formuls developed 1n this
studyy it wes declded to determine whether or not there 1s & real differ-

ence between secores obtained by it and theose indicated by the eriterilens

hYoungg Ps 46,
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The.purpose of this comparison is to determine whether or not the
formule mey be used, net only as & predictive device for evaluating load,
but also as a direct lnstrument of meesurement, the results of which would
be simple, comparsble, combinasble, and comprehensible.

Since the averasge load is considered to he the falr lesd in dlstribu=
ting faculty agsignments end responsibllities, the arithmetic mean was
chosen .ag the logleal meassure to be used in comparing formule and cril-
terlon scores. In developing the formula, this average was sssumed to be

Fifty-two hours per week.

TABLE IX

AN ANALYSIS OF MEAN FACULTY LOAD AS DETERMINED BY FOUR DIFFERENT METEODS

Method. Mean Loed in St%md@r@IErro; Standard Rrror Criﬁiéal
Hours per Week! of the Mean of Difference| Ratio
Deen's Estimate Ll , 06 « 36 , 32 21,3
Teacher's Estimate 5T.T0 57 » 34 22,0
Aversge Estimete - '50.88 436 (Criterion) meman
Formuile Index . |  50.80 v | we2 | 00

Teble IX presents an snalysis of the mesn faculty load in the téachers
college as determined by the dean's estimate, the teacher's estimate, the
criterien, and the formule. It will be noted thast the means of the formuls
and criterion scores for the sample are only slightly less then the assumed
mean for the population, and that these two measures differ by enly .08
hour, as cempared with m difference of over thirteen heurs between dean's
estimate and teacher's estimate mean seoress

The gtandard error of the mean provides an estimate of relisbillty
in terms of prebable divergence of each mesn from the true mesn of I1ts par-

ticular distributions This error in each case, as shown in the table,
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is negligible==being less than .one per cent of the total megn logd--.
éssuming,that all the means are stable and trustworthy; therefore, what
ghout thelr differences? Are they significant?

. Te determine the rellability of the difference hetween the means of
.ﬁny two sets of seeres, 1t becomes necesssry to set up the null hypothe-
%iswand,ﬁhe-desired level of signifigance, ealeculate the standard error
of the difference in the mesns,; and establish the eritigsal ratig. This
,ériti@al,ratio‘is then used to guide the investligator towsrd aceeptance
or rejection of the null hypothesis and the ¢gbvieus conclusicn.

‘ In an effert to aveid Type II errors--sccepting the null hyp@thfsis
when & real difference existé=--, the .10 level of significence was selec-
ted snd the eritiesl retle for formula versus eriterlon mesns was found
te be approximstely O.ks For 355--which ig N-l--degrees of freedom,
,Garretth teble for determining the eignificance of statistics shows the
gritical retie at the .10 level to be 1465m5 This means that as gften
a8 one time in ten & eritisel ratio egual to or greater then 1.65, due
to sampling fluctustions alone, 18 to be expected, The ratio of 0.4 is
ﬁuﬁh less, and hence must be of no significance whatever, The mull hypo=
thesis 1s meceptedy therefore, and it follows that vo resl difference
~éxiats.between.the formule mean score and the eriterion mean score of
the pepulation invelved.

| On the olther hand, the difference beitween the mesn of the deans'
-?stimates and the mean of the eriterion scores &s well ag the difference
?etWeen the teschers® estimates and the criterion scores is guite large

hnd,quite significant, even at the 0L Ievela The criticsel ratios are

SGarrett, p. 42T,



Tar greater than the eritisal ralic of 2.59 far 355 degrees of fresdon

&t the ,01 level of signifisance. Censequently, it is logicel te reject

theinull hypethesis regarding the difference In the mesans of criterien

ggores and deans® estimates as well as the differsnee in the means of

ariterion scores mnd teachers' sstimates.

To complete the proef that ne difference exists between formuls

sgores and eriterion scores, it Lecomes necessary te shew, net only that

thelr means deo net differ, but alse that there is ne difference in the

varisbility of the two sets of seores.

ghosen as the logleal measgure %o show this verisbility.

AN ANATYSTS OF VARIABILITY IN FACULLY LOAD AS DETERMINED

TABLE X

DIFFERENT TECHNIQUES

The standsrd devisblon has besn

BY FOUR

Standard | Standard FError] Standsrd Breor The
Technique Deviaticrny of Standard of the Critical
y Hrs¢/WEek‘ Deviation Differance ~ hatie o
Deen’s Estimete 6+73 226 o3k O.21
Teacher's Estimate | 10,92 «h0 ity 10430
Average Estimate 680 026 (Cpiturien) S
Formula Index 6.6l o2k 216 1.19

Teble X presents an’amalyﬁig,@f the variehility in faculby lozd as

meagured by the four techniques uged in this study. As indicated in this
tabley, the standard deviations of secores obbained by uss of the dean's

estimate, the eriterion, sud the formule compare very faversbly--all see
@l@ﬁe to 647 hourse-, while the standerd deviation for teasher's estimate

scores 1s much lerger. The standard errors of all the weasures, ss for

tha means, are again guite negligible, ranglvg frow ghout fifteen minubas

for the formuls measure to about twenty-five minutes for the teachsr’s
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estimate error,

Assuming the null hypsthesis snd calculating the standard error of
the differemce between standard deviatiens for the criterien as compared
with eaegh of the other techniques, the eritiesl ratio for each of these
three methods was estseblisheds The criticesl ratie of 1.19 for the formu-
la 18 considersbly less than the 1.65 found in the teble for determining
the reliasbllity of stetlstige under the glven conditions. Hence, the
ﬁifferen@e is of ne significence. The null hypsthesis iz secepted, and
it 18 lnferred that ne real difference exists hetween the standsard devisa-
tlens of formule end eriterion scores.

Upon studying Teble X further, the reader should also conclude thet
there i no difference in varisbility between griterien scores and the
deans® estimstes, but that the difference in varisbiliiy between the sri-
terion seores and temchers® estimates is very lerge and, therefore, gulte

significeant,
The Regression Eguation

For predletive purpeses, the coeffiglent of validity between formuls
Bnd criterion scores, their meens, snd their standard devietlons leed te

the follewing regresslon eguatiens
T - 50,88 = L84 (F - 50.80)

ﬁhere E'is.the»@riterien.saare predicted by any given fermule score Fa
%@r example, & formila ssore of 5L hours prediets a criterion sgore of
;51@@5 hours, er s formuls Boore of 44 hours prediests & eriterion score
of 45,17 heursa

Twg=thirds of mll scores cbitained by the formule will differ no more
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then one hour from the predicted eriterion values. The prebsbility is
enly one in twenty that ‘the formule index of faculty service load will
differ by more than twe hours from the predicted criterlon index. Hencey
1t is concluded that the formulsa index may be used as the trﬁe index of

feeulty load.
Depertmental Analysis of Ipad

Teble XI presents an snelysie, by departments, of the datas pertain-
ing te formuls versus criterion scores. Thie informeation 1s presented
in an effort to. show the relative suiteblliiy of the formule to evaluate

faculty load in eech of the seversal depertments of study.

TARLE XTI

A DEPARTMENTAL ANALYSIS OF FORMULA VERSUS CRITERION SCORES

L | e | cosertcten
Semple | Scores Scores Velldity .

Art . . . . . s s 13 k7.5 46.8 753
Biology « s ¢ o o« s 22 52.8 54,9 «T96
Business « & ¢ s o 33 50.3 50.7 Okl
Educetion and Peychology » L7 5L.2 51.9 »790
English &+ - « » o of kb 51,5 50,3 B9k
Health end Physlcal Eduecatlon 22 b7.5 46,6 »020
Home Economics o+ s o s 6 Lé.2 Li,0 456
Industrial Arts . n 9 s . 19 5Lek 5L.9 »886
Languages e s s a s 8 I gt 46.0 816
Mathematies . .+ .« o 26 52.3 53.0 <793
Music s e e s a s 22 L7.1 46,6 818
Physieal Seilence » . .« . 29 508 51.9 =778
Social Selence « . . . 57 53.4 53,1 .83k
Speech . . s « o 8 53.2 52.1 .811

Total . o s » 356 50.9 50.8 ‘ 813
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With one rather netlcesble exception, the coeefficlent of valldity
for esich department is high and the difference in the means is small.
Theurelatively low eérrelation for Home Beonomiss might be explained by
the feet that the size of the sample for this department, although falrly
representativey 1s extremely smell, thus leading to pessible spurieus
conelusions when used ex@lusively@

In genersal, one might eonelude from & study of this tsble that the
formule is almest equelly suiteble for use in all departmentsy but seems
" 10 be & Little more valid for the Business, Health, Industrisl Arts, and
Seeial Selenwe groups, and perhasps & Little less valid for the Art, Home
Egonomics, and English groups. Incldentelly, the teble reveals varia-
tions in faeulty losd between depertments, It sppesrs that teachers of
Art, Heelth, Home Economics, Langusges, and Musie carry relatively light
loads, while Instruetors in Blelogy, Mathemstics, Social Selence, and
Speech carry relebively heevy losds. In most instenses, however,. the
departmental. sample is toe small to draw velld inferenczes.

It would alse be interesting to kuow the relative csshb eof instruc-

tion 1n the several departments, bubt such is not the purpose of this study.
Results

A statistical trestment of the dats has revesled the follewing in-
formetions

ls The pervice lond normslly carried by the faculty member in the
teachers college of the Worth Central Associstion i sppreximstely fifty-
gne hours per week., Thirp load as indieated by the fermuls developed in
this study differs by only 08 houes from that indiceted by the selected

eriterions The means #re beth highly relisble, the standerd errory in
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each case, belng only sbout ene-~third of an hour,

25 The null hypothesis at the .10 level of significance was arbi-
trarily set as the eriterion for analyzing the difference 1n the means
of the formuls snd the eriterion scores. It was readily secepted.

3+ The same procedure was used to estebligh the significange .of the
difference in standard deviations of the twe sets of scores; and sgaln
the null hypothesis &t the 410 level was acecepteds

L, The ceefflcient of rellability of the formuls was .found to be
very high=- »97 ==, &nd the instrument is, therefore, considered to be
gntirely,dependable»and.trustwerthy;

5s The relisbillity of the ¢riterion, on the other hand, could not
be proved statistieally. It wes accepted on the assumption that the
gourcey the procedure for obteining 1t, and the mean value cobtained, are
all logical snd dependsble.

6s The coefficlent of correlation between the formula and the eria
terion measures was found t@abe'n813,.which is congidered te denote &
yery high linesr relatlonship.

T+ The regression eguation esteblished for predlcting a erilterien
score from &ny obteined score ylelds results which, for all practical
purpaeses, Bre equel to .the fermuls scores. The proof eof the velidity ef
the instrument 1s, therefore, deemed to be completes

8+ It was found, with one possible exception, . that the formuls 1s
gbeut equally sulted for evaluating losd in all of the several departments
of the teachers colleges This one exceptlon in Home Econaomlcss Buby the
size of the sample for this depertment wes extremely low, whilch may ex~

plain the relatively lew correlation.



CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

| Belleving thet guesswork in the metter of faculty esslgnments can
only leed to misundersianding, 1ll feeling, weste, and inefficlenay, the
writer set out, 1n this study, to provide an objective technigue for ag=
curately measuring the service load of the faculty member in .a teacher |
education institution.

A review of the literature revealed thet, traditlonelly, much use
of the eredit hour, the teeching hour, and/cr the student hour has been
mede in defining and assigning fsculty load, but thet these units are no
longer saceptable to either teacher or sdministrater, They de,n@t,&éné
plder neny factors which are th@ughtntaabe-pertinent.in;&etermining,ﬁhg
QSTViae-l@a&fef the college imstructor. Following the recommendstions
:gf,cherlinvestigat@na,,tha-writer<seleeted the cleck-hour=per-wesk &8
the unit for memsuring loéd in this study, besmuse 1t sppeared to be
simple, comparable, eombinsble, and intelligible to the public. Hence,
%he»serviae.laaa.waa,derinad.as the totel number of clock hours per‘wéek
which the fasulty member devoted to his Jobs
i ‘The elements most of'ten mentioned in the literature as deserving
,%ﬁnsideramian.inwaal@ulating,servine«lmaa were found te be; %time spent
,ﬁna(l) presentation, (2) preparstion, (3) evaluation, (h),a@nﬁéreneeg,
kB) office routine, (6) meetings, (7) resemreh, (8) pr@féssi@nal.reédinsﬁ

nd (9) publié'relatiansj plus such faetors ms (1) nunber of studentg,

66
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(2) new coursesy (3) duplieste sections, (h) method of presentatlon,

:(‘5) level of instructiony #ind (6) rank, |

o secordance with _i»rimvil?le:s and facts revenled by & survey of the
Literature #nd & preliminery study mede st Northesstern State College,
Tahleqush, Oklahems, & formils for eveluating the service load, s de-
fined, was developed This formuls 1s:

I =P o 50 D o 8=360 .G 4 M i oo
R R ,2»*"“55‘*“*.2__‘*1:*3 + X

where L = total lgsd In hours per week

P = hourg per wesk spsnt in presentatien y

C = gredlt hours assigned, -

D = -.gredlt hours in whiech duplicate sections are taught,

8 =~ student hours per week,

G = greduste credlt hours taught,

N « eredlt hours offersd by courses taught for the first time,

R = rank eosfflelenty 0 for lnstruetor, «5 hour for mselstant
professory, 1 hour for asseciste, and 1.5 hours for the
full professor,

K = non=ingtructionsl loed eoefflelenty 12 hours for the be-
glnning teacher, 16 hours for the typlesl experienced
teaghery 28 hours for the instructor whe devoted three-
fourths of his time to teaching duties, snd 4O hours for
the helf'-time teacher,

The sixteen hours for the typlesl experlen

to be dlstributed &t follows: meetings, l.5 hoursy siuvdent conferences,

b hours¢ extre-cless agtivities, 2 hourss observation of student teschers
i‘r‘am, the- instruster's depariment, .5 houry office roubine, 3 hourss p.r.éi—-
fesslonal growbh snd gontributions, b hoursy snd publie relabtions, 1 hours
; To determine the ageeptabllity of the formuls, & criterlon wag chosen
.é.nd. an experiment designed, The criterion gensisted of the average of
?W@- Aindependent estimates of the total weekly load ef the ceollege Instruc-
J.;b@r;,f,ana made by the instruster himselfy and the other by the dean of his

éellege 7y



The :E‘&@m'ﬂ.ties from fifty-one out of & totsl of seventy-four selected
teacher training isgtitutions im the North Centrsil sres chese to parilci.-
m‘t,e in the studys The Pifby-one deans and 356 instructors supplied in-
fﬁrmaiivmﬁ by meens ef qut,s.tiﬂnmiree y Frem whisgh beth the eriterice and
Formule spores sould be saluuleted. The sumple was btested for bias with
respest to size snd bo dlsbribubion secerding te depsriments represented,
mundemic trgining, tesehing experiense, snd relatlve load.

Pinally, the dete were trested stebtisbleslly with the follewing rew
sults:

L: The sversge losd in the besichers sollege was found to be fpproni-
ﬁnat;&;’l.;y fifty-ang hours per weeke
| £: This pverage load =e measured by the formils was enly »00 houre
Lene Lb&m that dndicwted by the criterien. This difference is nob 8ige
wifiventy ln Deeby 1t 48 highly insilgnificsnt, even sl the 10 laveld,
which weg the lowesh ecriterion svsileble.

3. e stasderd devimtion of lead scorss, assording to . the eriberlon,
i 6280 bawes, The stepdsed daviebion of formle scores wes found b he
6 «61 hourss and sgain, the dlffersnce was peoved he be of wo slgoifiskbee
ai G 10 level,

L The fermules wes Powsd be be very steble and trustwertly, I1ts e~
ef*r"ﬂmem al' relieblliby velng «97Ts The rellsbility ef the sriterlen was

B

sephed on the sesumptlon that the seuree; the procedure Doy obisining
Aty and the wesn valug ebtained, were #ll leglesl snd dependsbls.
, :

Be The seefficient of sorrelabion batwesn fermols spd erliberion

sres wes found 4o ke 813, This implies » high pesitive relwbtleunship,

leading te the luferense ol validity. The serresponding regression equas-

blan yislds predisted seores which sre alwost fdentiesl with the formula
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S-@Qres o
6y With one exseptien, the fermuls appears to be about equelly
suitsble for measuring lead in sll of the several departments te be found

in the teaechers cgolleges The exceptien is Home Egenomics.
Conelusion

The evidence presented leads to the follewing conclusions The form-
ula developed In this gtudy 1s & satisfactory teshnique for accurately
#znd consistently evalusting faculty service logd in the teamchers callege,
.beeauge:

ls It is objective iIn its applications ALl infermation used in ob=
talning an index of losd by use of this formula 1s & mitber of regord in
the desn's office,

2, It should mablsfy the Insiruetor. Agcording to prinsiples snd
facts revenled by the litersbure and by & preliminery survey, the formuls
adequately considers all sommensurgble factors whieh are likely to cone
tribute t®$sarviee losd in the teschers colleges

3+ It should satisfy the dean, The instrument reducges faeculty load
to & common unit which ig simple, compurable, conbinsble, and intelligible
to the public.

he Tt is stetistieslly sound. Its epeffielent of validity is high,
Amplylng asccuracys. Ibe coeffislent of rellsbility is exbremely high,

fmplying conslatensy and depsndsbllitys
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Implicatiens

Admittedly, the evaluatien of loads by use of thiy fermula will in-
volve & congidertble time gn the part of subordinate members of the desn's
gtaff, but the net result tg the dean in effectively balenelng faculty
sssignments will be net only an economy of time but & more hsrmemleous and
rrodustive tesehing staff,

By means of this formuila, deprrtmental and institutionsl summsries
etn easlly be medey showlng average, ‘medisn, or total serviees rendered.
These sre negessiry to revesl exlsting ftendenclesy such as:

de Whet is & fair teaching load .in & partliculer department? in the
ingtitublon &8 & whole?

2s: How dp losds in different ,é.epart;mems. conplre?

3. What #¥e the malary costs of varigus fmeulty servises?

ha Tm it sdviseble to underteke s speciml program of expsnded ser-
viee at this particular tine?

5: VWhe zgn be enlled upon for speclsl duties this semester?

6. What‘. 18 the lot of the beginning tescsher In this schoel?

T» What additfonsl tesehing mesignments gan be mede 1f time for re-
sesreh or for vonferences with stﬁd-e._nts 15 seerifiged during an emergency
cauged by ungnticipated heavy enrollment?

Informetion leading o the selutlon of sueh preblems is impertent
not enly te teachers and sdministrators, but alse to regents, leglslstors,
#nd other patrons ¢f the teachers college. It sheuld help to give these

i;eop;le B more sympsthetls understanding of work done by the instrugtor.
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APPENDIX A. COFY OF QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO PARTICIPATING DEANS

THE DEAN®S ESTIMATE OF FACULIY LOAD

(Per Week)
Flease Check‘Ycur Estimate
of His Total Service Load
. - | Number Who|q - : T 1 T a
Name of Faculty MemberpDepartmentl Teach in g ol 11 1 - g -
: t Department |F Bt SR DIRIRIF &
Bl dldidle a4 g
oQmMmidlin). g [To N BRTO N e JFON
1] , . =)
1.
24
3.
L,
5.
6.
T

Please indicate the size @f your facultby.

Dean's Signature

College Represented

Address

Do you wish & report of the findings of this study?

|
I

1
i
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APPENDIX B, COPY OF QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO PARTICIPATING INSTRUCTORS
FACULTY SERVICE LOAD REPORY

The follewing guestiemnaire has been designed te obtain infermetien
relative to a study of service lead in teacher educatien institutiens.
You have been specificaelly chosen te partieipate in this study, the pur=-
rose of which ls te develup & technigue which mey make pessible a more
equiteble distribution ef faculby asssigoments. Assuring you that all in-
formation will be treated confidentially, we earnestly solicit your ceop-
eration. Plesse return this repert te your dean upon cempletion.

Name o Rank
College Degrees _ Teaching Experlence: In Public Scheels 3
In College ; In Present Position » (Inelude this term.)

IMPORTANT DIRECTION: Io cempleting the remsinder of this sechedule, please
recken time in units of bgurs per week er fractions theregf. Be accurate.

-I. TEACHING T0ADs Fleage list the courses which were assigned to ysu fer
the second semester of the 1956-1957 scheoel year; also the enrollment in
each class (whether graduste gr undergraduste), the time spent in prepara-
tien &nd evaluatien, and the time spent in presenting the subject (whether
in regular, leberatory, ¢r activity cless). IList each section, regardless
of duplication of epurse name and number.

Dept. Name and|{Sem.Hrs. Enrellment' [Clock Hrs. ClassworkfAdditional Time
No. of Course ] Credit | Tind.Grd Gradd Reg, Tab. | Act. | Prep. [ Eval.

ot orh

Term Tetal

List the courses named gbove which were taught by yeu for the first tinme

this term.

1

oz

1
} *The prdinary class perled, even though actually enly fifty te fifty-
five minutes in length, is te be counted as one full ecleck hour of time.
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IT, NON~TBACHING LOAD. -Please estimate carefully the average number &f
" heurs spent each week in performing the fellowing services.

Ty = —
Type ef Serviece

-

Hours Per Week -

'Attendance at Meetings:

Committee

Departmental

Faculty

Other

Cenferences with Students:

Te Help with Classwerk

For (Guidance Purposes

Other

Sponseorship of Ixtra-Class Activities:

Fraternity or Serority

Interest Club

Other

Office Wark:

Official Cerrespondence

- Administysative Reports

Other

Public Relations:
" Representing College at Public Functions

~Judging Musie, Speech, and Other Centests

Commencement Speaking, Etec,

Other

Supervisery Duties:

Visitatiens within Department

Observation @f Departmental Student Teachers

As Critie Teacher or Coordinstor

Resesrch:

Professional Reading (Other than Class Prep.)

Professional Writing, Painting, Compesing, Etc.

Oﬁher Assigned Duties:

Total (Non-teaching Load)
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APPENDIX C. EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST IN AND NEED FOR THIS STUDY

! With enly one or two exceptions, s8ll participating deans expressed
a.desire to heve a report gf the findings of this study. In additien,
several emphasized thelir interest in and need for a solutien to the preob-
lem by writing supplementary ceards or letters. The following are excerpts
fﬁ@m.a few of their statements.

We are glad to be &ble te participate in this valuable survey
and are anxious te sgee the results in summary forms

Thank yeou for your consideration. We would appreciate the
results ¢f your study.

I am very anxious te get a report en this study you are making.
In my opinion,; it is very wortbwhile. I knew that, personally, I
have been looking for and studying different methods of determining
faculty lead fer quite awhile.

Agtually the temching load has become sg¢ burdensome of late,
since the impesitien of the 1l5-hour minimum, that few instructors
have much time fer anything but teaching.

We have tried te arrive at some equitable means of dividing
loads. We have not foeund ene which is completely satisfactory.
Am quite interested in the results of your study.

5 The fellewing excerpt tends to validate the belief that an ebjective
téchnique for measuring faculty service load is needed.

I know that the faculty people whe bhave repgrted extremely
heavy service leoads are very busy and very consclentious people.
I de think, however, that they utilize meére time in eating,
sleeping, and recreating themselves than the difference between
their service leads and the total hours available in a week would
appegr to indicate.

I trust I have not been teoe conservative in my estimatess I
presume ygu will find that this is a universal complaint in this
type of study.
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