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Comparable Faculty Workload Report

INTRODUCTION

The Socid and Behaviord Research Indtitute at Cdifornia State University San Marcos
produced the Comparable Faculty Workload report for the Cdifornia Faculty Association, the
Statewide Academic Senate, and the Cdifornia State University. The study design, questionnaire, and
andysis were discussed with the CSU Faculty Workload Study Group, and completed with input from
this group. The CSU Faculty Workload Study Group consigts of individuas from the Academic
Senate, the Cdifornia Faculty Association, campus provodts, the Cdifornia State University
adminigtration, and two consultants. The Academic Senate representatives were Jan Gregory (San
Francisco), David Hood (Long Beach), Myron Hood (San Luis Obispo), and Jacquelyn Kegley
(Bakerdfidd). The Cdlifornia Faculty Association was represented by George Diehr (San Marcos),
Elizabeth Hoffman (Long Beach), Judith Little (Humboldt), and Susan Meisenhelder (San Bernardino).
The Campus Provosts were Tom LaBelle (San Francisco), Scott McNall (Chico), and Paul Zingg (San
Luis Obispo). The individuas representing the Cdifornia State University administration were Gary
Hammerstrom (Chancdllor’ s Office), Jackie McClain (Chancellor’ s Office), and David Spence
(Chancdlor’'s Office). The consultants were Marsha Hirano-Nakanishi (Chancellor’s Office) and

Richard Serpe (San Marcos).
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The report summarizes responses of faculty membersin the Cdifornia State University (CSU)
system and faculty a comparable indtitutions throughout the country concerning faculty workload,
activities, and attitudes.

The data were collected to dlow an assessment of the workload of faculty in the CSU system,
and compare that workload to that of faculty in comparable inditutions. This report gives focusto
comparisons between CSU faculty and faculty a other comparable ingtitutions across the United
States, and shows how differences in the CSU system between 1990 and current data (2001 and
2002) compare to those of other ingtitutions across this same time period. The report contains an

account of the data and methods, a description of the results, and a summary of the key findings.
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METHODS

Data

Two time periods are considered in this study; Administration 1 comprises data collected from
CSU faculty in 1990 as well as data collected from comparable inditutions in 1990, and Administration
2 comprises data collected from CSU faculty in 2001 as well as data collected from comparable
inditutionsin 2002.

Adminigtration 1 data came from 1,964 mailed questionnaires from CSU system faculty and
1,107 mailed questionnaires from faculty members at 36 CPEC (Cdifornia Postsecondary Education
Commission) ingtitutions throughout the United States. These data were collected in 1990. The data
for Adminigtration 2 includes 1,655 mailed questionnaires from CSU faeculty a 21 campuses. This
survey was administered between April 39, 2001 and July 39, 2001. The number of tenure faculty
guestionnaires completed at each campus ranged from 19 (at CSU Monterey Bay) to 102 (at
Pomona). Adminigtration 2 aso included 974 mailed questionnaires completed by faculty at 23 US
ingtitutions, collected from March 6™ to June 28", 2002.

These 23 USindtitutions include 20 of the 36 indtitutions included in Adminigtration 1, aswell as
three indtitutions from the current list of CPEC ingtitutions. The Carnegie Classfication of these
inditutionsis worth noting. The classfications include Bacca aureate Colleges-Libera Arts, Magters

Colleges and Universities |, Doctoral/Research UniversitiesH ntensive, and Doctoral/Research

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI



UniverstiesExtensve. The Baccaaureate Colleges-Liberd Arts inditutions focus on undergraduate
programs, with &t least 50 percent of their degreesin liberd arts. Magters Colleges and Universties|
ingtitutions provide masters-level education, and grant at least 40 masters degrees per year across at
least three disciplines. Doctora/Research Universities- ntensive ingtitutions provide doctord-level
education, and grant at least ten doctora degrees per year across at least three disciplines, or at least
20 doctoral degrees per year. Doctoral/Research Universities-Extensve ingtitutions provide doctord-
level education, and grant at least 50 doctora degrees per year across at least 15 disciplines. The US
ingitutions in 2002 included nine Masters Colleges and Univerdties | indtitutions, seven
Doctoral/Research UniverstiesH ntensve ingtitutions, and seven Doctoral/Research
Universties-Extensve inditutions. The CSU indtitutions included one Baccaaureate Colleges-Liberd
Artsingitution, 19 Masters Colleges and Univergties| ingditutions, and one Doctoral/Research
Universties- ntensve ingtitution.

The questionnaire items addressed the types of activities faculty engaged in, the time spent in
various activities, and attitudes about their activities and inditutions. Additionaly, dataregarding

respondent characteristics were obtained from questionnaire items.
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Sampling and Procedures

The genera sampling procedure was the same for each sample.  African-Americans and
L atinos were over-sampled, while other race/ethnicity classfications were sampled proportionadly.

A guestionnaire was sent to each person in the sample with a cover letter that explained the
purpose and importance of the survey, and urged the person to complete the questionnaire. Two
weeks after the initia mailing, a post card was sent to each person in the sample who had not yet
responded urging them to complete and return the questionnaire. Approximately three weeks later,
those who had not responded were sent another questionnaire with a cover letter requesting that they

complete and return the questionnaire.

M easur es

The questionnaire for this study was developed in consultation with the Faculty Workload
Study Group. The items from these questionnaires are found in Appendix A.

Most of the variables addressed in this report directly represent the responses of the faculty
members. However, the andyss reports on a number of variables that have been transformed in some
way. Thesetransformed variables are typicaly averages across terms (e.g., average number of units
per term) or sums within terms (e.g., total number of students taught in thefal). Averages across terms

were computed only for those cases with vaid vaues for each term (fadl and spring for semester faculty,
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and fdl, winter, and spring for quarter faculty). Sumswithin terms use any case with vaid valuesin any

of the component measures.

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI



RESULTS

Respondent Characteristics

The gender breakdowns by administration are shown in Tables lathrough 1c. The CSU
campuses had more femde faculty in 2001 than they did in 1990 (p<.01). Thisisshownin Table 1la
Table 1b shows that the percentage of femaes in comparable US ingtitutions declined from 1990 to
2002 (p<.001). Additiondly, there were a greater percentage of female faculty in CSU campuses than

inthe USindtitutions (p<.01). Thisisillustrated in Table 1c.

Table 1a: Gender of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CsU 2001
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Mae 1243 63.87% 828 58.93%
Femae 703 36.13% 577 41.07%

Table 1b: Gender of US Faculty 1990 and 2001.

US 1990 Us2002
Gander Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Mde 609 56.60% 554 65.41%
Femde 467 43.40% 293 34.59%
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Tablelc: Gender of CSU and US Faculty 2001.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Mae 58.93% 554 65.41%
Femde 577 41.07% 293 34.59%

The average age of the respondents changed for both CSU and US faculty. Tables 2athrough
2c show faculty ages. Table 2areveds that the average age of CSU faculty decreased considerably
from 59.31 in Administration 1 to 50.16 in Administration 2 (p<.001). In contrast, Table 2b shows
that the average age of US faculty increased from 47.93 in Administration 1 to 49.38 in Adminitration
2 (p<.01). Table 2cindicatesthereisno difference in age between CSU and US faculty at

Adminigration 2.

Table2a: Age of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU2002  Probability
Age 59.31 5016  ***
N 189 1331

Note: * p<.05,** p<.01,*** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table2b: Ageof USFaculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002 Probability
Age 47.93 4938  **
N 104 822

Note: * p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS=Not Significant

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI



Table 2c: Age of CSU and US Faculty 2002.

C3J 2001 US 2002 Probahility
Age 50.16 49.38 NS
N 1331 822

Note * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS=Not Significant

Faculty were asked about their race/ethnicity. Respondents were presented first with a
question of whether or not they are of Hispanic descent. They were then asked their race. Table 3a
reveals a dight increase in the percentage of Hispanic faculty in the CSU campuses (p<.05). Therewas
no difference in the percentage of Hispanic faculty in the US inditutions from Adminidration 1 to
Adminigration 2, as shown in Table 3b. Table 3¢ shows that Higpanic faculty are much more prevaent

in Cdifornia than in the nationd sample (p<.001).

Table 3a: Hispanic CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Hispanic  Freguency Percent Frequency Percent
No 1768 92.66% 1235 90.34%
Yes 140 7.34% 132 9.66%

Table 3b: Higpanic US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 us 2002
Hispanic  Freguency Percent Frequency Percent
No 1017 96.49% 813 97.48%
Yes 37 3.51% 21 2.52%
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Table 3c: Hispanic CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CsU 2001 us 2002
Hispanic Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 1235 90.34% 813 97.48%
Yes 132 9.66% 21 2.52%

Table 4a shows a change in the didtribution of faculty by racein the CSU from Administration 1
to Adminigtration 2 (p<.001). That is, there were fewer whites, and more “others’ in 2001 than there
werein 1990 in the CSU system. Table 4b shows the distribution of race for USingdtitutions. There
were large differencesin the racid distribution of faculty between CSU and US campuses (p<.001).
Thisisreveded in Table 4c. Mogt dramaticaly, the US faculty had a much higher percentage of whites

and fewer “others’ compared to the CSU campuses.

Table4a: Race of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Race Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo 17 0.89% 2 167%
Asian or Pacific Idlander 206 10.81% 110 8.37%
African-American 71 3.73% 57 4.34%
White 1540 80.84% 1024 77.93%
Other 71 3.73% 101 7.69%

Table 4b: Race of US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 Us 2002
Race Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo 6 0.56% 6 0.74%
Asian or Pacific Iander 35 3.27% 1 5.07%
African-American 25 2.34% 28 347%
White 990 92.52% 728 90.10%
Other 14 1.31% 5 0.62%
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Table 4c: Race of CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 Us 2002
Race Fregquency Percent Frequency Percent
American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo 22 1.67% 6 0.74%
Asian or Pacific I ander 110 8.37% 41 507%
African-American 57 4.34% 28 347%
White 1024 77.93% 728 90.10%
Other 101 7.69% 5 0.62%

The mgority of the CSU faculty were full professors. However, the didtribution of CSU faculty
across ranks differed from Administration 1 to Administration 2 (p<.001), asillustrated in Table 5a. In

2001 there were more assstant professors and fewer associate and full professorsin the CSU system

then there had been in 1990.

Table5a: Rank of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Rank Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
Full Professor 1125 58.11% 772 53.84%
Associate Professor 515 26.60% 277 19.32%
Assistant Professor 29 15.29% 385 26.85%

There was a different shift in the US faculty (p<.05). That is, the percentages of full and

assgtant professorsincreased from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigiration 2, while the percentage of

asociate professors declined. Thisisseenin Table 5b.

Table5h: Rank of US Faculty 1990 and 2002,

US 1990 US 2002
Rank Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
Full Professor 348 32.52% 302 35.87%
Associate Professor 331 35.61% 250 29.69%
Assistant Professor Al 31.87% 290 34.44%
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The rank distribution also differed between the CSU and US samplesin Adminigtration 2
(p<.001), asillugtrated in Table 5¢c. While the CSU faculty are over haf (53.8%) full professors, and
19.3 percent associate and 26.8 percent assistant professors, faculty at the US ingtitutions are much

more evenly distributed across ranks.

Table5c: Rank of CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Rank Frequency Percent Frequency  Percent
Full Professor 772 53.84% 302 35.87%
Associate Professor 277 19.32% 250 29.69%
Assistant Professor 385 26.85% 290 34.44%

Conggtent with the shift in ranks from 1990 to 2001, the average number of years that faculty in
the CSU system have held their current rank has dropped dramatically from Administration 1 (p<.001).
Thisis seen in Table 6a, which shows that the average number of years the faculty members had been
at their current rank in 2001 is about haf of the 1990 average. The average number of years the faculty

had been a their current rank for comparable US ingtitutions was unchanged since 1990. Thisis seen

in Table 6b.

Table6a: Yearsat Current Rank for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 C3U 2002 Probability
Years 18.65 9.42 bl
N 1931 1218

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table6b: Yearsat Current Rank for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US1990 US 2002 Probability
Years 8.08 823 NS
N 1068 838

Note: * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS=Not Significant

Table 6¢ shows that there is a difference in the average number of years that faculty in the CSU
system have held their current rank between CSU and US faculty (p<.001). CSU faculty have held

their current rank more than a year longer than faculty in the comparable US indtitutions.

Table6c: Yearsat Current Rank for CSU and US Faculty 2002.

CSU 2001 US 2002 Probability
Years 942 823 Rk
N 1218 838

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.0l, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Faculty were asked when they had attained their highest degree. Again, consstent with the shift
in ranks, the number of years since CSU faculty attained their highest degree has decreased from

Adminigration 1 to Administration 2 (p<.001). Thisisrevededin Table 7a

Table 7a: Yearswith Highest Degreefor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CsU 2002 Probability
Years 26.23 16.60 rk
N 1926 1375

Note * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Sgnificant

Table 7b shows adight increase in the number of years since US faculty attained their highest
degree (p<.05). The number of years Snce attaining their highest degree increased for US faculty from
15.34 yearsin 1990 to 16.35 in 2002. Table 7c shows the average number of years since ataning

their highest degree for CSU and US faculty in Adminigtration 2.
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Table 7b: Yearswith Highest Degreefor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002 Probability
Years 1534 16.35 *
N 1071 825

Note: * p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS=Not Significant

Table 7c: Yearswith Highest Degreefor CSU and US Faculty 2002.

CSU 2001 US 2002 Probability
Years 16.60 16.35 NS
N 1375 825

Note * p< .05, ** p<.0L *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

CSU faculty were classfied by academic discipline using their HEGIS code. Table 8 shows
the percentages of faculty in different disciplines. Socid science wasthe largest category,
encompassing 25.8 percent of the CSU faculty. CSU campuses saw a drop in the percentage of
faculty in engineering and computer science and increase in the percentage of education faculty from

Adminigration 1 to Administration 2.

Table8: HEGIS of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001

HEGIS Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Art 136 7.04% 105 7.35%
Business 198 10.25% 138 9.66%
Education 203 10.51% 218 15.26%
Engineering/Computer Science 177 9.16% 7 553%
Humanities 202 10.46% 152 10.64%
Science and Math 326 16.87% 254 17.77%
Behavioral/Socia Sciences 489 25.31% 377 26.38%
Professional/Technical 201 10.40% 106 7.42%
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The tenure gatus of faculty membersisdisplayed in Table 9a. Tenure Satus differed from
Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2 (p<.01). That is, fewer CSU faculty in 2001 were tenured
compared to 1990. Thissametrend isfound for US faculty (p<.05) in Table 9b. Table 9¢c shows the

tenure gtatus for CSU and US faculty in Administration 2.

Table 9a: Tenure Status of CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Tenure Status Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
Tenured 1421 73.44% 989 68.63%
On Tenure Track, but Not Tenured 503 25.99% 441 30.60%
Not On Tenure Track 9 047% 1 0.07%
F.E.R.P. (Feculty Early Retirement Program) 0 0.00% 6 042%
Other 2 0.10% 4 0.28%

Table 9b: Tenure Status of US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Tenure Status Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
Tenured 747 69.81% 547 64.58%
On Tenure Track, but Not Tenured 311 29.07% 292 34.47%
Not On Tenure Track 8 0.75%% 0 0.00%
Other 4 0.37% 8 0.94%

Table 9c¢: Tenure Status of CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Tenure Status Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
Tenured 939 68.63% 547 64.58%
On Tenure Track, but Not Tenured 4411 30.60% 292 3447%
Not On Tenure Track 1 0.07% 0 0.00%
F.E.R.P. (Faculty Early Retirement Program) 6 0.42% 0 0.00%
Other 4 0.28% 8 0.94%
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Table 10a shows the average number of years CSU faculty members have been a their current
inditution. Interestingly, faculty at CSU campuses have been at thelr inditution for alonger period in

2001 compared to 1990 (p<.01).

Table10a: Yearsat Current Ingtitution for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

C3UJ 1990 C3U 2002 Probability
Years 1249 1363 *x
N 1943 1417

Note * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Sgnificant
The average number of years US faculty have been at their current indtitution is shown in Table
10b, while Table 10c shows the comparison between CSU and US faculty in Administration 2.

Neither of these comparisons reved sgnificant differences.

Table10b: Yearsat Current Ingitution for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 us 2002 Probability
Years 12.30 1283 NS
N 1073 844

Note * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table10c: Yearsat Current Ingitution for CSU and US Faculty 2002.

C3U 2001 us2002 Probability
Years 13.63 1283 NS
N 1417 844

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
The sample of tenured/tenure track faculty is a representative sample by rank and HEGIS
codes of the CSU faculty system wide. An andysis of the sample and those completing the survey

indicates there are no sgnificant threets to the vaidity of these results due to non-response bias.
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Assigned Time

In this report we use “assigned time”’ to Sgnify non-teaching assgnments funded interndly or
externdly. Specificaly, respondents were asked “During the current term were you given reduced
teaching or assgned time?’ For CSU faculty, there was a sgnificant increase in the percentage of
faculty receiving assgned time (p<.001), from 42.2 percent in the 1990 adminigtration to 52.4 percent
in2001. Thisisseenin Table 11a. There was dso arisein the percentage of faculty recelving
assigned time in the comparable US indtitutions (p<.01), asillustrated in Table 11b. Table 11c dso

shows that CSU faculty were much more likely than US faculty to recelve assgned time (p<.001).

Table11la: Assgned Time Recaeived CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 C3U 2001
Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
No 1135 57.7% 683 47.56%
Yes 42.21% 753 52.44%

Table11b: Assgned Time Recaved US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US1990 Us2002
Frequency  Percent Freguency Percent
No 70 69.19% 536 63.06%
Yes 3A 30.81% 314 36.94%
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Table 11c: Assigned Time Received CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 uUs 2002
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
No 633 47.56% 536 63.06%
Yes 753 52.44% 314 36.94%

Table 12a shows the funding sources that were indicated by faculty as a source for funding their
assigned time. Respondents were asked to indicate each funding source that funded their assigned
time. These sources are not mutudly exclusve. More than four-fifths of the faculty with assgned time

reported that this assgned time was funded, at least in part, by their university.

Table 12a: Sourcesof Funding for Assigned Time CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Funding Source: Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
University 743 89.63% 634 80.87%
Externa Sources 117 14.11% 179 22.83%

The likelihood that CSU faculty with assgned time had that time funded by their universty was
lower in Adminigration 2 than it was in Adminigtration 1 (p<.001). Thisisrevededin Table 12a By
contrast, the percentage of CSU faculty recelving assgned time that was funded at least in part by
externa sources increased from 14.1 percent in Adminigtration 1 to 22.8 percent in Adminisiration 2
(p<.001).

The likelihood that assgned time at US indtitutions was funded by their universities did not
change from Adminigration 1 to Adminigration 2. Thisis seen in Table 12b, which aso shows no

change in the likelihood of funding from externd sources for US faculty.
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Table 12b: Sour ces of Funding for Assgned Time US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 us2002
Funding Source: Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Universty 287 86.45% 265 83.60%
Externd Sources 63 18.98% 61 19.24%

The likelihood of funding from different sources was compared for CSU and US faculty in
Adminigration 2. Table 12c revedsthat CSU and US faculty did not differ with respect to the

likelihood of recalving funding for assigned time from different sources.

Table 12c: Sour cesof Funding for Assgned Time CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CsU 2001 Us 2002
Funding Source: Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
University 634 80.87% 265 83.60%
Externa Sources 179 22.83% 61 19.24%

Table 13a shows the activities for which CSU faculty recelved assgned time. These activities
are not mutudly exclusive. Those activities marked as “other” were typically responses that were not
aufficiently detailed to dlow a determination of what category they might fit into. “Other” activitiesdso
included responses such as“ret” or “family leave.” Scholarly and crestive activities was the most
common type of activity for which faculty received assgned time. Program administration was o
reported frequently. There were some noteworthy differences between the 1990 and 2001
adminigrations of CSU faculty, illustrated in Table 13a. The percentage of faculty receiving assgned

time for program administration increased from 27.3 percent in 1990 to 34.0 percent in 2001 (p<.01),
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while assigned time for scholarly and creetive activity dropped from 48.5 percent to 31.6 percent

(p<.001).
Table 13a: Activities Allowing for Assigned Time CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.
CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Activity Type Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Student Advisement 166 20.02% 136 17.32%
Program Adminigtration 226 27.26% 267 34.01%
Scholarly/Creative Activities 402 48.49%% 248 31.59%
Other 206 24.80% 155 19.77%

The activities funded for assgned time for US faculty are displayed in Table 13b. Faculty at

US inditutions showed no change from Adminigtration 1 to Adminisiration 2 with respect to the

activities funded for assgned time.

Table 13b: Activities Allowing for Assigned Time US Faculty 1990 and 2002,

US 1990 USs 2002
Activity Type: Freguency Percent Freguency Percent
Student Advisement 35 10.51% 45 14.20%
Program Adminigtration 92 27.63% 86 27.13%
Scholarly/Cregtive Activities 190 57.06% 162 51.10%
Other 77 23.10% 7 2.21%

There were some interesting differences between CSU and US faculty in Adminigration 2, as

reveded in Table 13c. CSU faculty were more likely than US faculty to receive funding of assgned

time for program administration (p<.01), assessment activities (p<.05), governance (p<.05), and other
activities (p<.001). On the other hand, US faculty were much more likely than CSU faculty to recelve

assigned time for scholarly and crestive activities (p<.001).
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Table 13c: Activities Allowing for Assigned Timein Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Activity Type: Freguency Percent Freguency Percent
Student Advisement 136 17.32% 45 14.20%
Program Administration 267 34.01% 86 27.13%
Scholarly/Creative Activities 248 31.59% 162 51.10%
Assessment Activities 55 7.02% 11 347%
Pedagogical/New Courses/Program Preparation 126 16.05% 46 1451%
Governance 53 6.76% 9 2.84%
Grants/Contracts 159 20.25% 77 24.29%
Other 155 19.77% 7 2.21%

The table above shows the percentage of CSU and US faculty that recelved assigned time for
various activities. Itisaso useful to consder the percentage of dl faculty (not just those with assgned

time) that received assigned time for these activities. These percentages are shown in Table 13d.

Table 13d: Activities Allowing for Assigned Timein Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Activity Type: Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Student Advisement 136 9.27% 45 5.28%
Program Administration 267 18.20% 86 10.08%
Scholarly/Cregtive Activities 248 16.91% 162 18.99%
Assessment Activities 55 3.75% 1 1.29%
Pedagogical/New Courses/Program Preparation 126 8.59% 46 5.39%
Governance 53 3.61% 9 1.06%
Grants/Contracts 159 10.84% 7 9.03%
Other 155 10.57% 7 0.82%
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Time Spent in Activities

Number of Hours Spent in Workload Activities

Tables 14a-14c show the average adtivity hours of dl faculty (both with and without assigned

time). These averagesilludtrate the same points made above. That is, CSU faculty in 2001 spent more

time overdl, including more time on teaching (p<.05), scholarly and creetive activities (p<.001),

advisng students (p<.001), adminigtration (p<.001), and other activities (p<.001) than did CSU faculty

in 1990. Additiondly, US faculty total workload activity hours did not change sgnificantly from 1990

to 2002, and CSU faculty total workload activity hours were higher than US workload activity hoursin

Adminigtration 2 (p<.001).

Table 14a: On-CampusWork for All CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001

N Mean N Mean Probability
We_ek_ly Hours Spent on Scholarly/Cresative 1916 6.63 1420 1020 ***
Activities
Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 1918 2511 1420 2588 ~*
Weekly Hours Spent on Advising Students 1918 5.19 1420 444 Fx
Weekly Hours Spent on University, School and
Department Service 1917 5.56 1420 520 NS
Weekly Hours Spent on Administration 1918 141 1420 247 ***
Weekly Hours Spent - Other Activities 1917 4.63 1420 2.08 ***
Total Ingtitutional Hours 1918 4851 1420 50.28 ***

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 14b: On-CampusWork for All US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002

N Mean N Mean Probability
We@k_ly Hours Spent on Scholarly/Creative 1058 9.69 843 1405 *x*
Activities
Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 1058 22.02 843 2145 NS
Weekly Hours Spent on Advising Students 1057 4.34 843 347
Weekly Hours Spent on University, School and .
Depertment Service 1058 5.02 843 453
Weekly Hours Spent on Administration 1058 1.30 843 185 **
Weekly Hours Spent - Other Activities 1057 4.75 843 0.72 ***
Total Ingtitutional Hours 1075 46.37 850 4725 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 14c: On-CampusWork for All CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002

N Mean N Mean Probability
We_ek_ly Hours Spent on Scholarly/Creative 1420 1020 813 1405 *x
Activities
Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 1420 25.88 843 2145 Fx*
Weekly Hours Spent on Advising Students 1420 4.44 843 347  **x*
Weekly Hours Spent on University, School and
Department Service 1420 5.20 843 453 xx*
Weekly Hours Spent on Administration 1420 247 843 185 **
Weekly Hours Spent - Other Activities 1420 2.08 843 0.72 ***
Total Indtitutional Hours 1420 50.28 850 4725 ***

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 15a shows the average number of hours faculty listed for each of the activitiesin the table
for CSU faculty. The table shows hours separately for those with no assigned time and those with
assgned time. On average, CSU faculty in 2001 reported working more hours per week than they had
in 1990 (p<.001). Thisistrue both for those with and without assgned time. CSU faculty in
Adminigration 2 with no assgned time spent more hours on scholarly and creative activities (p<.001)

and on teaching (p<.01) than those in Adminigtration 1, but spent fewer hours on advising students
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(p<.001) and univerdity, school, and department service in 2001 (p<.01). CSU faculty in
Adminigtration 2 with assgned time spend more hours on scholarly, administration in 2001 (p<.001),
and creative activities (p<.001) and on teaching (p<.05) than those in Administration 1, but spend

fewer hours on advising students (p<.001).

Table 15a: Hours Spent on Workload Activities for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
No Weekly Hours Spent on ek

Scholarly/Crestive Activities 1107 551 668 982

Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 1107 2750 668 2899 **

Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 1107 502 668 429 ek

Students

Weekly Hours Spent on University, o

School and Department Service 1108 518 668 446

Weekly Hours Spent on

Administration 1107 0.85 668 1.02 NS

Weekly Hours Spent - Other 1106 451 668 178 *x

Activities

Total Institutional Hours 1107 48.56 668 5035 *
Yes Weekly Hours Spent on ek

Scholarly/Creative Activities 809 8.15 %2 1055

Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 811 21.85 752 2311 *

Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 811 542 750 A5G Hxk

Students

Weekly Hours Spent on University,

School and Department Service 811 6.07 2 585 NS

Weekly Hours Spent on ok

Administration 811 2.16 752 3.76

Weekly Hours Spent - Other

Activities 811 4.81 752 235 ***

Total Institutional Hours 811 48.43 752 50.21 **

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

Hours spent in different workload activities by US faculty are displayed in Table 15b. Though

totd inditutiona hours did not change for US faculty from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigration 2, there
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were differences for some types of activities. Both those with (p<.001) and without (p<.001) assigned
time saw a dramatic increase in the hours they spent on scholarly and crestive activities, and those with
no assigned time increased dightly their time spent on administration (p<.05). For US faculty with and
without assigned time, the increase in time spent in scholarly and cregtive activities paralleled a decrease
in time spent in “other” activities

Table 15b: Hours Spent on Workload Activitiesfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 us 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
No Weekly Hours Spent on e

Scholarly/Creative Activities 736 8.89 S8l 14.86
Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 736 23.59 531 2276 NS
Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 735 424 531 33] *ex
Students
Weekly Hours Spent on University, .
School and Department Service 736 4.81 531 4.34
Weekly Hours Spent on .
Administration 736 0.79 531 110
Weekly Hours Spent - Other 736 452 531 071 %+
Activities
Total Institutional Hours 748 46.10 536 47.08 NS

Yes Weekly Hours Spent on e
Scholarly/Creative Activities 322 11.50 312 1511
Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 322 18.43 312 1924 NS
Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 399 457 312 376 **
Students
Weekly Hours Spent on University,
School and Department Service 322 549 32 486 NS
Weekly Hours Spent on
Administration 322 2.46 312 313 NS
Weekly Hours Spent - Other e
Activities 321 5.28 312 0.73
Total Institutional Hours 327 46.99 314 4755 NS

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Comparing CSU faculty to US faculty in Adminigtration 2, Table 15¢ reved s that CSU faculty
reported a higher total of ingtitution hours than did US faculty both for those with (p<.001) and without

assigned time (p<.001). Thisreflects the finding that for both faculty with and faculty without assgned

Table 15c: Hours Spent on Workload Activitiesfor CSU and US Faculty for Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
No Weekly Hours Spent on .

Scholarly/Creative Activities 668 9.82 53l 14.86

Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 668 28.99 531 2276 ***

Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 668 429 531 331 *k

Students

Weekly Hours Spent on University,

School and Department Service 668 4.46 S8l 434 NS

Weekly Hours Spent on

Administration 668 1.02 531 110 NS

Weekly Hours Spent - Other 668 178 53 071 **

Activities

Total Institutional Hours 668 50.35 536 47.08 ***
Yes Weekly Hours Spent on xx

Scholarly/Creative Activities /52 1055 sl2 1541

Weekly Hours Spent on Teaching 752 2311 312 19.24 ***

Weekly Hours Spent on Advising 752 458 312 376 **

Students

Weekly Hours Spent on University, x

School and Department Service 752 5.85 312 4.86

Weekly Hours Spent on

Administration 752 3.76 312 313 NS

Weekly Hours Spent - Other xx

Activities 752 2.35 312 0.73

Total Ingtitutional Hours 752 50.21 314 4755 xx*

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
time, CSU faculty, compared to US faculty, spent more time teaching, advising sudents, and other
activities. USfaculty did, however, spend more time on scholarly and cregtive activities, regardless of

assigned time.
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Table 16a: Off-CampusWork for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001

CSU 1990 CsU 2001
N Mean N Mean Probability
Weekly HoursSpen.t on Paid Off-Campus 1964 264 1436 107 *ex
Work or Consulting
Weekly Hours Spent on Unpaid Community 1964 206 1436 014 ek

or Professional Service Activities

Note * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Many faculty aso work outside the university. The hours that faculty spent engaged in paid off-
campus work or consulting and unpaid community or professond service activities are summarized in
Tables 16athrough 16¢. Table 16a shows that regardless of assgned time, CSU faculty spend less
time in both paid off-campus work or consulting and unpaid community or professond service activities
in 2001 than they did in 1990. This same pattern holds for US faculty aswell, as Table 16b shows.

The difference between CSU faculty and US faculty with respect to these off-campus activities was

Table 16b: Off-CampusWork for US Faculty 1990 and 2002

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Wesekly HoursSpen.t on Paid Off-Campus 1084 59 843 002 *x*
Work or Consulting
Weekly Hours Spent on Unpaid Community 1059 277 843 186  ***

or Professional Service Activities

Note * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

minima. Thisisseenin Table 16¢.
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Table 16¢c: Off-CampusWork for CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Weekly Hours Spent on Paid Off-Campus 1436 1.07 843 092 *
Work or Consulting
Weekly Hours Spent on Unpaid Community -, 214 843 18 NS

or Professional Service Activities

Note * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Satisfaction

Table 17a shows the proportion of CSU faculty who gave a*“ satisfied” response (either
“somewhat satisfied” or “very satisfied”) to each of the job aspectslisted. Asthistable shows, dmost
al of the respondents were satisfied with job security. On the other hand, only about a quarter of the
respondents indicated that they were satisfied with the teaching assstance they recelve. These numbers
represent increases in the proportions of CSU faculty saying they are satisfied with their (a) workload
(p<.001), (b) mix of teaching, research, and service (p<.001), (c) facilities for scholarly and cregtive

activities (p<.001), (d) teaching assistance (p<.001), and (€) job security (p<.05).
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Table 17a: Satisfaction with Work Scope, Support, and Resources for CSU Faculty 1990 and

2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Satisfaction with N Proportion N Proportion Probability
Work Load 1942 0.39 1402 046  ***
Required Mix of Teaching, Research, ek
Admin. and Service 1927 0.39 1426 0.48
Time Available for Working With
Students 1920 0.57 1416 0.60 NS
FaC.I|I.tI.eSfOI‘ Scholarly and Creative 1890 027 1385 038  **
Activities
Teaching Assistance 1663 0.20 1117 026  ***
Job Security 1941 0.89 1433 091 *

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The pattern for US faculty from Adminigration 1 to Administration 2 was the same as that for
CSU faculty. The proportion of US faculty reporting that they were satisfied or very satisfied increased
with respect to (&) workload (p<.01), (b) mix of teaching, research, and service (p<.05), (¢) facilities
for scholarly and cregtive activities (p<.001), (d) teaching assstance (p<.05), and (€) job security

(p<.05). Thisisseenin Table 17b.

Table 17b: Satisfaction with Work Scope, Support, and Resour cesfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Satisfaction with N Proportion N Proportion Probability
Work Load 1076 0.63 842 070  **
Required Mix of Teaching, Research, .
Admin. and Service 1081 055 835 0.61
Time Available for Working With
Students 1053 0.68 823 0.72 NS
Fac.lll.tl.&sfor Scholarly and Creative 1060 041 836 053  ***
Activities
Teaching Assistance 930 0.37 706 043 *
Job Security 1076 0.86 836 090 *

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Adminigration 2 for both CSU and US faculty addressed faculty satisfaction with a broader set
of conditions. Thisisreflected in Table 17¢, which showsthat US faculty were generdly more likely to
express satisfaction with their work scope, support, and resources. US faculty were more likely to be
satisfied with (a) workload (p<.001), (b) mix of teaching, research, and service (p<.001), (c) time
avallable for working with students (p<.001), (d) facilities for scholarly and crestive activities (p<.001),
(e) teaching facilities (p<.05), () office gpace (p<.05), (g) teaching assistance (p<.001), and (h) library

and information resources (p<.05).

Table 17c: Satisfaction with Work Scope, Support, and Resour cesfor CSU and US Faculty in
Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Satisfaction with N Proportion N Proportion Probability
Work Load 1402 0.46 842 0.70  ***
Required Mix of Teaching, Research,
Admin. and Service 1426 0.48 835 0.61  ***
Time Available for Working With
Students 1416 0.60 823 0.72  ***
FaC.I|I.tI.eSfOI’ Scholarly and Creative 1385 038 836 053  *x
Activities
Teaching Facilities 1426 0.57 840 062 *
Office Space 1440 0.67 841 072 *
Classroom Technology 1398 0.60 828 0.62 NS
Support for Professiona Travel 1405 0.39 828 0.38 NS
Avalibility of Equipment 1427 0.77 843 0.79 NS
Technical Support 1423 0.66 839 0.63 NS
Clerica Support 1416 0.58 825 056 NS
Teaching Assistance 1117 0.26 706 0.43  ***
Job Security 1433 091 836 0.90 NS
Library and Information Resources 1423 0.74 811 078 *

Note: * p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
30



Research and Creative Activities

The amount of research, creative, and professond activities faculty engage in was of interest.
Table 18a shows the amounts of various CSU faculty research, creative, and professiona activities for

the past three academic years.

Table 18a: Research and Creative Activitiesfor All CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001

Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean  Probability
Publicationsin Refereed Journals 1963 1.92 1435 241 kx>
Publicationsin Non-Refereed Journals 1963 0.99 1435 115 NS
Popular Media Publications 1963 0.79 1435 087 NS
Published Reviews 1963 0.76 1435 0.87 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 1963 0.39 1435 055  **
Textbooks Published 1963 0.15 1435 020 ~
Monographs Published 1962 0.19 1435 020 NS
Other Books Published 1963 0.15 1435 0.16 NS
Technical Reports 1963 141 1435 133 NS
Presentations at Conferences 1963 4.28 1435 544  ***
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1963 0.50 1435 035 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1963 0.40 1435 046 NS
Patents or Copyrights 1963 0.10 1435 018 *
Articles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 1435 344 .
Computer Software Products 1963 0.22 1435 020 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 . 1435 1.08
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 . 1435 0.30
On-Line Courses 0 . 1435 135

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

The table reved s that presentations, reviewing articles for publication, and publishing articles or
cregtive work in refereed journals were the activities that were performed most frequently.  Thetable

shows significant increases for in published articles in refereed journds (p<.001), chaptersin edited
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volumes (p<.01), presentations (p<.001), and patents (p<.05) from Adminigtration 1 to Administration
2.

Table 18b shows the amount of research, creative, and professond activities faculty engaged in
by USfaculty. There was some change between Adminidration 1 and Adminigtration 2 for US faculty.
Specificdly, the number of articles published in refereed journds (p<.01) and chaptersin edited

volumes (p<.001) increased.

Table 18h: Resear ch and Creative Activitiesfor All US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002

Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean  Probability
Publicationsin Refereed Journals 1077 291 837 342  **
Publicationsin Non-Refereed Journals 1077 1.08 837 102 NS
Popular Media Publications 1078 0.86 837 068 NS
Published Reviews 1078 1.08 837 093 NS
Chaptersin Edited VVolumes 1076 0.49 837 0.79  x**
Textbooks Published 1078 0.14 837 014 NS
M onographs Published 1074 0.17 837 0.16 NS
Other Books Published 1076 0.17 837 015 NS
Technical Reports 1078 1.20 837 105 NS
Presentations at Conferences 1078 5.36 837 571 NS
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1076 0.50 837 039 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1077 0.77 837 056 NS
Patents or Copyrights 1077 0.09 837 011 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 837 505 .
Computer Software Products 1077 0.15 837 0.16 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 . 837 1.32
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 . 837 0.24
On-Line Courses 0 . 837 0.77

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

Comparisons are made between CSU and US faculty in Table 18c.US faculty had more
publications in refereed journds (p<.001), chaptersin edited volumes (p<.001), reviews of publications

(p<.001), and service on editorid boards (p<.05) than did CSU faculty. On the other hand, CSU
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faculty published more textbooks (p<.05), produced more technica reports (p<.05), and developed

more online ingtruction materids (p<.001) than did US faculty.

Table 18c: Resear ch and Creative Activitiesfor All CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean  Probability

Publicationsin Refereed Journals 1435 241 837 342  **x
Publicationsin Non-Refereed Journals 1435 1.15 837 102 NS
Popular Media Publications 1435 0.87 837 068 NS
Published Reviews 1435 0.87 837 093 NS
Chaptersin Edited VVolumes 1435 0.55 837 0.79  ***
Textbooks Published 1435 0.20 837 014 ~

Monographs Published 1435 0.20 837 0.16 NS
Other Books Published 1435 0.16 837 015 NS
Technical Reports 1435 1.33 837 105 *

Presentations at Conferences 1435 5.44 837 571 NS
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1435 0.35 837 039 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1435 0.46 837 056 NS
Patents or Copyrights 1435 0.18 837 011 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 1435 3.44 837 505  **x*
Computer Software Products 1435 0.20 837 0.16 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 1435 1.08 837 132 =

Accereditation Reviews Published 1435 0.30 837 0.24 NS
On-Line Courses 1435 1.35 837 0.77  ***

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The amount of research, creative, and professond activities faculty engaged in for the past
three academic years., lit by assigned time, isdisplayed in Table 19a. The table shows significant
increases for CSU faculty without assgned time in published articlesin refereed journals (p<.001),
chaptersin edited volumes (p<.05), presentations (p<.001), patents (p<.05). Those with assigned time
showed increases in publications of articles in non-refereed journds (p<.05), chaptersin edited

volumes (p<.05), and in presentations (p<.001).
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Table 19a: Research and Creative Activitiesfor CSU Faculty with and without Assigned Time 1990 and 2001.2

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean Probability
No Publications in Refereed Journals 1135 1.54 682 224
Publications in Non-Refereed Journals 1135 1.04 682 1.08 NS
Popular Media Publications 1135 0.80 682 085 NS
Published Reviews 1135 0.79 682 085 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 1135 0.34 682 050 *
Textbooks Published 1135 0.13 682 019 NS
Monographs Published 1135 0.19 682 019 NS
Other Books Published 1135 0.14 682 015 NS
Technical Reports 1135 1.30 682 128 NS
Presentations at Conferences 1135 3.73 682 456  ***
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1135 0.62 682 051 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 1135 0.53 682 0.70 NS
Patents or Copyrights 1135 011 682 024 *
Articles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 682 291 .
Computer Software Products 1135 0.23 682 0.27 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 . 682 0.95
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 . 682 0.25
On-Line Courses 0 . 682 133 .
Yes Publications in Refereed Journals 828 244 753 257 NS
Publications in Non-Refereed Journals 828 0.92 753 121 *
Popular Media Publications 828 0.78 753 090 NS
Published Reviews 828 0.71 753 089 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 828 0.46 753 059 *
Textbooks Published 828 0.18 753 022 NS
Monographs Published 827 0.18 753 020 NS
Other Books Published 828 0.17 753 0.18 NS
Technical Reports 828 157 753 1.37 NS
Presentations at Conferences 828 5.03 753 6.24  ***
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 828 0.33 753 0.20 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 828 0.23 753 0.24 NS
Patents or Copyrights 828 0.08 753 012 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 753 392 .
Computer Software Products 828 0.20 753 015 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 753 120
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 753 0.35
On-Line Courses 0 753 1.37

& RLOAD Reduced Teaching Load Received 0 = No, 1 = Yes.
Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 19b shows the amount of research, creative, and professond activities faculty engaged in
by US faculty split by assgned time. Between Adminidration 1 and Adminigration 2, US faculty with

no assigned time increased in the number of articles published in refereed journds (p<.001) and
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chaptersin edited volumes (p<.01). The number of chaptersin edited volumes aso increased (p<.05)

for those US faculty with assgned time.

Table 19b: Research and Creative Activitiesfor US Faculty with and without Assigned Time 1990 and 2002.2

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean Probability
No Publications in Refereed Journals 744 2.61 527 340
Publications in Non-Refereed Journals 744 1.04 527 099 NS
Popular Media Publications 745 0.87 527 0.70 NS
Published Reviews 745 0.99 527 094 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 743 047 527 0.76  **
Textbooks Published 745 0.12 527 013 NS
Monographs Published 743 0.15 527 015 NS
Other Books Published 744 0.14 527 0.13 NS
Technical Reports 745 1.04 527 099 NS
Presentations at Conferences 745 5.07 527 554 NS
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 743 0.55 527 051 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 745 0.92 527 0.67 NS
Patents or Copyrights 744 0.09 527 013 NS
Atrticles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 527 476 .
Computer Software Products 744 0.17 527 020 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 . 527 121
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 . 527 0.25
On-Line Courses 0 . 527 0.81 .
Yes Publications in Refereed Journals 333 3.58 310 344 NS
Publicationsin Non-Refereed Journals 333 117 310 1.07 NS
Popular Media Publications 333 0.83 310 065 NS
Published Reviews 333 1.28 310 091 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 333 0.54 310 083 *
Textbooks Published 333 0.20 310 015 NS
Monographs Published 331 0.21 310 018 NS
Other Books Published 332 0.25 310 019 NS
Technical Reports 333 157 310 116 NS
Presentations at Conferences 333 6.01 310 6.02 NS
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 333 0.40 333 018 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 332 0.43 310 037 NS
Patents or Copyrights 333 0.09 310 0.07 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 0 . 0 554 .
Computer Software Products 333 0.10 310 0.08 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 0 . 310 151
Accereditation Reviews Published 0 . 310 0.23
On-Line Courses 0 310 0.71

& RLOAD Reduced Teaching Load Received 0 = No, 1 = Yes.
Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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CSU and US faculty with and without assigned time are compared in Table 19¢c. For faculty
with no assgned time, US faculty had more publications in refereed journds (p<.001), chaptersin
edited volumes (p<.01), presentations (p<.001), reviews of publications (p<.001), and service on
editorid boards (p<.05) than did CSU faculty. For those with assigned time, US faculty had more
publications in refereed journas (p<.01), chaptersin edited volumes (p<.05), reviews of publications
(p<.001), and accreditation reviews published (p<.05) than did CSU faculty. On the other hand, CSU
faculty with (p<.001) and without (p<.01) assgned time developed more online ingtruction materias

then did US faculty.
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Table 19c: Research and Creative Activitiesfor CSU and US Faculty with and without Assigned Timein
Administration 2.2

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time Research or Creative Activity: N Mean N Mean  Probability
No Publications in Refereed Journals 682 2.24 527 340  ***
Publications in Non-Refereed Journals 682 1.08 527 099 NS
Popular Media Publications 682 0.85 527 0.70 NS
Published Reviews 682 0.85 527 094 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 682 0.50 527 0.76  **
Textbooks Published 682 0.19 527 013 NS
Monographs Published 682 0.19 527 015 NS
Other Books Published 682 0.15 527 013 NS
Technical Reports 682 1.28 527 099 NS
Presentations at Conferences 682 456 527 554  ***
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 682 0.51 527 051 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 682 0.70 527 0.67 NS
Patents or Copyrights 682 0.24 527 013 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 682 2.91 527 476  *x*
Computer Software Products 682 0.27 527 020 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 682 0.95 527 121 *
Accereditation Reviews Published 682 0.25 527 025 NS
On-Line Courses 682 1.33 527 0.81 **
Yes Publications in Refereed Journals 753 257 310 344  **
Publications in Non-Refereed Journals 753 121 310 107 NS
Popular Media Publications 753 0.90 310 0.65 NS
Published Reviews 753 0.89 310 091 NS
Chaptersin Edited Volumes 753 0.59 310 083 *
Textbooks Published 753 0.22 310 015 NS
Monographs Published 753 0.20 310 0.18 NS
Other Books Published 753 0.18 310 019 NS
Technical Reports 753 1.37 310 1.16 NS
Presentations at Conferences 753 6.24 310 6.02 NS
Juried Exhibitions/Performances 753 0.20 310 0.18 NS
Non-Juried Exhibitions/Performances 753 0.24 310 0.37 NS
Patents or Copyrights 753 0.12 310 0.07 NS
Articles Reviewed for Publication 753 3.92 310 554  ***
Computer Software Products 753 0.15 310 0.08 NS
Editorial Boards/Jury Panels 753 1.20 310 151 NS
Accereditation Reviews Published 753 0.35 310 023 *
On-Line Courses 753 1.37 310 071  ***

* RLOAD Reduced Teaching Load Received 0= No, 1 = Yes.
Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Workload Activities

Teaching

Number of Classes. Table 20a shows the average number of classes taught for CSU faculty
each term separately by caendar type (semester or quarter). The table shows that semester faculty
saw adecrease in the number of classes taught in the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001), and quarter

faculty saw an increase in the number of classes they taught in the spring (p<.05).

Table 20a: Number of Classes Taught by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Sum of Fall Courses 1353 3.39 9%7 310  *x*
Sum of Spring Courses 1339 320 A7 301  Fx*
Quarter  Sum of Fall Courses 501 279 321 280 NS
Sum of Winter Courses 495 270 323 273 NS
Sum of Spring Courses 492 242 321 257 *

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 20b displays the average number of classes taught by US faculty in the first and second
adminigtrations. Administration 2 had no faculty at campuses on a quarter system, So no comparisons
for the 1990 US quarter faculty are possible. For US semester faculty, though, the average number of

classes taught in both spring (p<.001) and fal (p<.001) declined from Adminigtration 1 to

Adminigration 2.
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Table 20b: Number of Classes Taught by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester Sum of Fall Courses 919 2.88 79 256  *x*
Sum of Spring Courses 850 2.73 04 245  **x*
Quarter  Sum of Fall Courses 108 2.30 0
Sum of Winter Courses 107 2.30 0
Sum of Spring Courses 106 213 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The comparisons between CSU and US faculty in Adminigtration 2 isin Table 20c. Thistable
shows a large difference between CSU and US faculty in the average number of classes taught. CSU
faculty taught more classes than US faculty in both fal (p<.001) and spring terms (p<.001). For
comparison, Appendix B contains results on teaching and service for semester faculty in the fal terms

for CSU and US faculty at both time points.

Table 20c: Number of Classes Taught by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Sum of Fall Courses 967 3.10 79 256  ***
Sum of Spring Courses 947 301 04 245  *x*
Quarter  Sum of Fall Courses 321 280 0
Sum of Winter Courses 323 2.73 0
Sum of Spring Courses 321 257 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 21a shows the average number of classes taught for CSU faculty each term separately
for receipt of assgned time and cdendar type. The table shows that semester faculty with no assgned
time saw a decrease in the number of classes taught in the fal (p<.001), and quarter faculty with no

assigned time saw an increase in the number of classes they taught in the spring (p<.01).
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Table 21a: Number of Classes Taught by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability

Semester No Sum of Fal Courses 773 3.73 426 341 F*x
Sum of Spring Courses 761 361 428 353 NS
Yes Sum of Fal Courses 580 2.95 541 285 NS
Sum of Spring Courses 578 2.65 519 259 NS
Quarter No Sum of Fall Courses 297 2.98 170 308 NS
Sum of Winter Courses 296 292 172 303 NS

Sum of Spring Courses 299 271 172 295 **
Yes Sum of Fal Courses 204 251 151 248 NS
Sum of Winter Courses 199 2.38 151 240 NS
Sum of Spring Courses 193 197 149 213 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 21b displays the average number of classes taught by US faculty in the first and second
adminigtrations. Asindicated above, Adminigtration 2 had no US faculty at campuses on a quarter
system, so no comparisons for the 1990 US quarter faculty are possible. For US semester faculty, the
average number of classes taught in both spring (p<.001) and fdl (p<.001) for those without assigned
time declined from Adminidration 1 to Adminidration 2. The average number of classes taught by US

semedter faculty in both spring (p<.01) and fall (p<.05) declined for those with assgned time as well.

Table 21b: Number of Classes Taught by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 us 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Sum of Fal Courses 636 3.04 504 274 xxx
Sum of Spring Courses 585 293 452 265 **x
Yes Sum of Fal Courses 283 252 295 225 **
Sum of Spring Courses 265 2.29 252 208 *
Quarter No Sum of Fall Courses 85 240 0
Sum of Winter Courses &4 240 0
Sum of Spring Courses 85 231 0
Yes Sum of Fall Courses 23 191 0
Sum of Winter Courses 23 191 0
Sum of Spring Courses 21 143 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 21¢ shows the comparisons between CSU and US faculty in Administration 2. This
table shows alarge difference between CSU and US faculty in the average number of classes taught.
CSU faculty without assigned time taught more classes than US faculty in both fall (p<.001) and spring
terms (p<.001). Additiondly, CSU faculty with assgned time taught more classes than US faculty in

both fall (p<.001) and spring terms (p<.001).

Table 21c: Number of Classes Taught by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 us 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Sum of Fall Courses 426 341 504 274 **x
Sum of Spring Courses 428 3.53 452 265 ***
Yes Sum of Fall Courses 541 2.85 295 225 **xx
Sum of Spring Courses 519 2.59 252 208 ***
Quarter No Sum of Fall Courses 170 3.08 0
Sum of Winter Courses 172 3.03 0
Sum of Spring Courses 172 2.95 0
Yes Sum of Fall Courses 151 2.48 0
Sum of Winter Courses 151 240 0
Sum of Spring Courses 149 213 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Teaching Units The average number of units taught by CSU faculty arein Table 22a. There
was no difference for semester or quarter faculty between CSU faculty in 1990 and CSU faculty in

2001.
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Table 22a: Number of Unitsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester  Total Units- Fall Term 1281 9.59 951 935 NS
Tota Units- Spring Term 1267 911 921 897 NS
Quarter  Total Units- Fall Term 474 10.26 315 997 NS
Tota Units- Winter Term 470 9.98 317 958 NS
Tota Units- Spring Term 467 9.04 313 924 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

USfaculty, as did CSU faculty, showed no difference for semester faculty between faculty in

1990 and faculty in 2002. Thisisseenin Table 22b.

Table 22b: Number of Unitsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester Tota Units- Fall Term 847 8.10 737 705  *xx
Total Units- Spring Term 773 7.67 647 6.78  ***
Quarter  Tota Units- Fall Term 97 8.36 0
Total Units- Winter Term 9 8.25 0
Tota Units- Spring Term % 7.88 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
Comparisons were also made between CSU and US for semegter faculty in Administration 2.
Faculty at CSU campuses taught significantly more unitsin both fall (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) than

did faculty & USinditutions. Thisisillustrated in Table 22c.

Table 22c; Number of Unitsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester Tota Units- Fall Term 951 9.35 737 705  *xx
Tota Units- Spring Term 9221 8.97 647 6.78  ***
Quarter  Total Units- Fall Term 315 9.97 0
Total Units- Winter Term 317 9.58 0
Total Units- Spring Term 313 9.24 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The average number of units taught by CSU faculty arein Table 23a. There was no difference
for semester faculty between 1990 and 2001, but quarter faculty did show some differences. Those
quarter faculty with no assigned time saw an increase in the number of units taught in the spring term

(p<.01), but those with assgned time saw a decrease in units taught in the fal (p<.01) and winter

(p<.01).
Table 23a: Number of Unitsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.
CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability

Semester No Total Units- Fal Term 724 10.52 21 1044 NS
Totd Units - Spring Term 717 10.37 415 1059 NS

Yes Total Units- Fal Term 557 8.37 530 849 NS

Totd Units - Spring Term 550 7.46 506 764 NS

Quarter No Total Units- Fal Term 277 10.56 167 1095 NS
Total Units - Winter Term 280 1041 169 10.62 NS

Total Units - Spring Term 279 9.99 169 10.78 **

Yes Tota Units - Fall Term 197 9.84 148 8.87 **

Total Units - Winter Term 190 9.35 148 840 **

Totd Units - Spring Term 188 7.64 144 743 NS

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

US faculty showed a different pattern than the CSU faculty. Table 23b shows that for semester
faculty, the number of units faculty taught in both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) declined only for

those with no assgned time.
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Table 23b: Number of Unitsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean _Probability
Semester No Totd Units - Fall Term 585 8.57 458 7.32 ***
Totd Units - Spring Term 529 8.30 410 721 ***
Yes Total Units- Fal Term 262 7.03 279 6.60 NS
Totd Units - Spring Term 244 6.30 237 6.03 NS
Quarter No Total Units - Fal Term 78 8.54 0
Total Units - Winter Term 79 8.47 0
Tota Units - Spring Term 78 8.27 0
Yes Tota Units - Fall Term 19 7.63 0
Total Units - Winter Term 20 7.40 0
Totd Units - Spring Term 18 6.17 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Comparisons were also made between CSU and US for semegter faculty in Administration 2.

Both faculty with assigned time and those without at CSU campuses taught significantly more unitsin

both fal and spring than did faculty a USinditutions. Thisisillustrated in Table 23c.

Table 23c: Number of Unitsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Total Units- Fal Term 421 10.44 458 7.32 xxx
Total Units - Spring Term 415 10.59 410 7.21 *xx
Yes Total Units- Fal Term 530 8.49 279 6.60 ***
Totd Units - Spring Term 506 7.64 237 6.03 ***
Quarter No Tota Units - Fal Term 167 10.95 0
Total Units - Winter Term 169 10.62 0
Totd Units - Spring Term 169 10.78 0
Yes Tota Units - Fall Term 148 8.87 0
Total Units - Winter Term 148 8.40 0
Total Units - Spring Term 144 7.43 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Student Credit Units Student credit units were calculated for each respondent. Thiswas
done by summing of the products of (a) the number of students and (b) the number of unitsfor each
coursetaught. This measure excludes individud ingtruction because we do not have individud
ingtruction data that is conformable to units in the student credit units calculation. The average student
credit units for CSU faculty arefound in Table 24a.  There was a decrease in student credit units from
Adminigration 1 to Adminigration 2 for semester faculty in the spring (p<.05) and for quarter faculty in
thefal (p<.01) and winter (p<.05) terms. The student credit units for CSU faculty in 2001 trandate
into aggregated student faculty ratios of 17.67 for semester faculty in thefal, 15.48 for semester faculty
in the spring, 17.80 for quarter faculty in the fall, 16.30 for quarter faculty in the winter, and 16.08 for
quarter faculty in the oring.

Table 24a: Student Credit Unitsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester - Student Credit Units- ) 3 279.29 1013 26499 NS
Fall Term
Student Credit Units- ) ) 253,55 1003 23216 *
Spring Term
Quarter  Student Credit Units - 509 30734 348 26701 **
Fall Term
Student Credit Units- 528 272.86 351 20455 *
Winter Term
Student Credit Units - 532 24541 349 24118 NS
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 24b shows the student credit units for US semester faculty. Generdly, the average
student credit units for US semester faculty declined from Adminigtration 1 to Adminidtration 2. This

was true for US semester faculty for both fall (p<.01) and spring (p<.001). The student credit units for
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US semester faculty in 2002 trandate into aggregated student faculty ratios of 15.17 inthe fal and

11.62 in the spring.

Table 24b: Student Credit UnitsforUS Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Student Credit Units - 951 283.97 785 09755 **
Fall Term
Student CreditUnits- o 22224 786 17429 *
Spring Term
Quarter  Student Credit Units- 110 251 18 0
Fall Term
Student Credit Units -
Winter Term 113 252.68 0
Studeqt Credit Units- 113 21231 0
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
Adminigtration 2 student credit units are compared between the CSU and US semester faculty
in Table 24c. For both fall (p<.01) and spring (p<.001), CSU faculty had a higher student credit unit

average than did US faculty.

Table 24c: Student Credit Unitsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 Us 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Student Credit Units- )5 264.99 785 20755
Fal Term
Student Credit Units- 35 232.16 786 17429 **x
Spring Term
Quarter  Student Credit Units- 348 267,01 0
Fall Term
Studgnt Credit Units - 351 244 55 0
Winter Term
Studeqt Credit Units- 349 24118 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The average student credit units for CSU faculty by assgned time are found in Table 25a
There was a difference in sudent credit units between Administration 1 and Adminigtration 2 for

quarter faculty with assigned time. This group decreased in fal student credit units from 284.13 to

232.90 (p<.05).
Table 25a: Student Credit Unitsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.
CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Student Credit Units - 796 31273 451 296.43 NS
Fall Term
Stdent CreditUnits - g3 59106 442 20324 NS
Spring Term
Yes Student Credit Units - 599 23185 562 239.77 NS
Fall Term
Student CreditUnits - o0 50106 561 184.04 NS
Spring Term
Quarter No Student Credit Units - 313 30335 186 296.72 NS
Fall Term
Stud i its -
udent Credit Units 312 20268 189  274.67 NS
Winter Term
Sudent Credit Units- o150 55785 188 29612 NS
Spring Term
Yes Student Credit Units - 16 28413 162 23290 *
Fall Term
Student Credit Units- 15 51423 162 20041 NS
Winter Term
Student Credit Units -
uaent Lredit nits 217 19134 161 177.03 NS
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
47



Table 25b shows the student credit units for US semester faculty by assgned time. The

average student credit units for US semester faculty declined from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2

for US semester faculty for both fal (p<.01) and spring (p<.05) for faculty with no assgned time.

Additiondly, US semester faculty with assgned time had fewer sudent credit unit in the oring of 2002

compared to spring of 1990 (p<.01).

Table 25b: Student Credit Unitsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Student Credit Units - 614 30334 487 DAA5T **
Fall Term
t it Units -
Sudent CreditUnits-— o)) o305 483 20305 *
Spring Term
Student Credit Units -
ves 07 24334 208 199.73 NS
Fall Term
Sudent CreditUnits-— 537 o912 208 12710 *
Spring Term
uarter No i its -
Q Student Credit Units 8 256,96 0
Fall Term
Studgnt Credit Units - 83 269.17 0
Winter Term
Studen_t Credit Units - 88 240,88 0
Spring Term
Yes i its -
Student Credit Units on 230.83 0
Fall Term
Stud(_ent Credit Units - o5 194.64 0
Winter Term
Studen_t Credit Units - o5 111.76 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Adminigtration 2 student credit units are compared between the CSU and US semester faculty

by assigned time in Table 25¢. For both fal (p<.01) and spring (p<.001), CSU faculty without

assigned time, had a higher student credit unit average than did US faculty. Similarly, CSU faculty with

assigned time had a higher student credit unit average than did US faculty in both fal (p<.05) and spring

(p<.001).
Table 25c: Student Credit Unitsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.
CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean _ Probability
Semester No Student Credit Units - 451 206.43 487 24457 **
Fall Term
Studen.t Credit Units - a1 293.24 488 203.05 ***
Spring Term
Yes Student Credit Units - 562 239,77 208 199.73 *
Fall Term
Studen.t Credit Units - 561 184.04 208 127.19 ***
Spring Term
N i its -
Quarter o Student Credit Units 186 206.72 0
Fall Term
Studgnt Credit Units - 189 274.67 0
Winter Term
Student Credit Units - 188 296.12 0
Spring Term
Yes it Units -
Student Credit Units 162 232.90 0
Fall Term
Student Credit Urits - 162 209.41 0
Winter Term
Studen_t Credit Units - 161 177.03 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Students Taught. The number of students taught by faculty at CSU campuses are displayed in
Table 26a. The number of students taught did not vary much between adminigtrations. There was an
increase from 1990 to 2001 in the number of students taught by CSU faculty in the fal by semester

faculty (p<.05) and in the spring by quarter faculty (p<.01).

Table 26a: Students Taught by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Total Students Enrolled - 1324 96.32 956 9053 *
Fal Term
Total Sudents Envolled -7 ¢ 88.30 939 8559 NS
Spring Term
Quarter  Total Students Enrolled - 493 884 316 8017 NS
Fall Term
Totdl Students Enrolled - o 74.68 321 7255 NS
Winter Term
Total Students Enrolled - o, 66.81 316 7728
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
Table 26b shows the average number of students taught by US faculty. There was a decrease
from Adminigration 1 and Adminigtration 2 in the number of sudents taught by US faculty in the fall

(p<.05).
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Table 26b: Students Taught by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 USs 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Total Students Enrolled - 911 80.98 796 gla4  *
Fall Term
Total Students Enrolled - g5 7751 700 7108 NS
Spring Term
Quarter  Total Students Enrolled - 105 7056 0
Fall Term
Tota .Students Enrolled - 107 7944 0
Winter Term
Tota Students Enrolled - 106 6163 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Faculty teaching at CSU campuses had higher student enrollments than did faculty at other
inditutions. Thisisillustrated in Table 26c. CSU semedter faculty taught more students in both the fall

(p<.01) and spring (p<.001) than did US faculty.

Table 26c: Students Taught by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Total Students Enrolled - 956 9053 796 8l
Fal Term
Tota _Students Enrolled - 939 8559 700 7108 **+
Spring Term
Quarter  Total Students Enrolled - 316 80.17 0
Fall Term
Total Students Enrolled -
Winter Term 321 72.55 0
Tota Students Enrolled - 316 7798 0
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The number of students taught by faculty at CSU campuses plit by assigned time are displayed
in Table 27a. The number of students taught did not vary much between administrations. Therewas an
increase from 1990 to 2001 in the number of students taught by CSU faculty in the spring by quarter

faculty with no assgned time (p<.01).

Table 27a: Students Taught by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Total Students Enrolled - 755 106.64 419 10229 NS
Fall Term
Tot ts Enrolled -
od SudentsEnrolled- o0 10094 421 10435 NS
Spring Term
Yes Total Students Enrolled - 569 8264 537 8134 NS
Fall Term
T Enrolled -
od SudentsEnrolled- oo 2150 518 7035 NS
Spring Term
T Enrolled -
Quarter No otal Students Enrolled 201 89.96 166 8972 NS
Fall Term
Totd SudentsEnrolled- 09 g153 171 g5 NS
Winter Term
Total S_tudents Enrolled - 205 75,81 169 004 **
Spring Term

Yes Total Students Enrolled - 202 7746 150 69.61 NS

Fall Term

Total StudentsEnrolled- o7 400 150 6232 NS
Winter Term

Totd StudentsEnvolled - o, g 147 6032 NS
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 27b shows the average number of students taught by US faculty split by assgned time.
Generdly consgent with CSU faculty, the number of students taught by US faculty did not differ
between Adminigtration 1 and Adminigtration 2. The exception was a decrease in the number of

students taught by US faculty with assigned time in the spring semester (p<.05).

Table 27b: Students Taught by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean _ Probability
Semester No Total Students Enrolled - 629 93.18 502 86.34 NS
Fall Term
Tot ts Enrolled -
otal Students Enrolled 575 80.09 449 8040 NS
Spring Term
Tot ts Enrolled -
Yes otal Students Enrolled 282 82.84 294 73.08 NS
Fall Term
Total Students Enrolled- ., 71.90 251 5440 *
Spring Term
uarter No il
Q Total Students Enrolled 83 74.41 0
Fall Term
Total _Students Enrolled - 84 78.71 0
Winter Term
Total Students Enrolled - 85 69.99 0
Spring Term
Y -
es Total Students Enrolled 22 56.05 0
Fall Term
Total 'Students Enrolled - 23 49.52 0
Winter Term
Total S_tudents Enrolled - 21 27.81 0
Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Asillugtrated in Table 27c, faculty teaching at CSU campuses had higher sudent enrollments

than did faculty at other ingtitutions. CSU semester faculty with no assigned time taught more sudents

in both the fall (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) than did US faculty, and CSU faculty with assigned time

taught more students in the spring than did US semester faculty with assigned time (p<.001).

Table 27c: Students Taught by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean __Probability
Semester No Total Students Enrolled - 419 102.29 502 86.34 ***
Fal Term
Tot ts Enrolled -
otal studen sEnrolled 421 104.35 449 8040 ***
Spring Term
Total Students Enrolled -
Yes 537 81.34 294 73.08 NS
Fall Term
Total S_tudents Enrolled - 518 70.35 251 5440 ***
Spring Term
uarter No -
Q Total Students Enrolled 166 89.72 0
Fall Term
Tota _Students Enrolled - 171 8151 0
Winter Term
Total Students Enrolled - 169 92.04 0
Spring Term
Yes -
Total Students Enrolled 150 69.61 0
Fall Term
Total StudentsEnrolled - 5 62.32 0
Winter Term .
Total Students Enrolled - 147 60.32 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Meeting Hours per Week. The average number of meeting hours of CSU faculty in 1990 was

compared to those for CSU faculty in 2001. As Table 28a shows, the average number of total meeting

hours decreased in the fal for semester faculty (p<.05) and in the winter for quarter faculty (p<.01).

Table 28a: Meeting Hours Per Week for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean Probahility
Semester  Total Meeting Hours per .
Week - Fall Term 1299 1157 934 10.97
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Spring Term 1277 10.94 910 1069 NS
Quarter  Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Fall Term 485 11.90 311 11.29 NS
Total Meeting Hours per o
Week - Winter Term 481 11.56 312 10.47
Total Meeting Hours per 471 1054 310 1035 NS

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

There was more change with the US semester faculty. Table 28b shows that those US faculty

ggnificantly decreased the meeting hours in both the fall (p<.001) and spring (p<.001).
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Table 28b: Meeting Hours Per Week for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Total Meeting Hours per
2 . 774 24 Fxx
Week - Fal Term 89 989 8
Total Meeting Hours per exx
Week - Spring Term 814 9.37 684 7.85
Quarter  Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Fall Term 103 10.53 0
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Winter Term 104 1019 0
Total Meeting Hours per 103 1017 0

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
There were consderable differences between CSU and US faculty in Administration 2 with

respect to meeting hours, asillustrated in Table 28c. CSU semester faculty reported over two and a

haf more meeting hours in the fall (p<.001) and amost three more meeting hours in the spring (p<.001)

then did US facullty.

Table 28c: Meeting Hours Per Week for CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probahility
Semester  Total Meeting Hours per —_—
Wesk - Fall Term 934 10.97 774 8.24
Total Meeting Hours per —
Week - Spring Term 910 10.69 684 7.85
Quarter  Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Fall Term 311 11.29 0
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Winter Term 312 1047 0
Total Meeting Hours per 310 1035 0

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The average number of meeting hours of CSU faculty in 1990 was compared to those for CSU

faculty in 2001. Generdly, these did not differ sgnificantly. The one exception was for semester

faculty with no assgned time. As Table 29a shows, this category decreased their meeting hours by

about 49 minutes (p<.05).

Table 29a: Meeting Hours Per Week for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned N M N M Probabilit
Time ean ean Probability
Semester No Total Meeting Hours per .
Week - Fall Term 735 12.89 414 12.07
Total Meeting Hours per
72 12. 41 1271 N
Week - Spring Term > >3 3 S
Yes  Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Eall Term 564 9.85 520 10.09 NS
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Spring Term 552 8.85 497 9.01 NS
Quarter No Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Eall Term 285 12.97 163 1240 NS
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Winter Term 284 12.56 165 1146 NS
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Spring Term 284 12.33 166 1223 NS
Yes  Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Eall Term 200 10.38 148 10.07 NS
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Winter Term 197 10.12 147 936 NS
Totd Meeting Hoursper g7 799 144 819 NS

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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There was more change with the US semester faculty. Table 29b shows that those US faculty

with no assgned time decreased the meeting hours in both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001), and

those with assgned time decreased their fall meeting hours (p<.05).

Table 29b: Meeting Hours Per Week for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned -
Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Total Meeting Hours per xx
Week - Fall Term 615 10.72 487 891
Total Meeting Hours per Skk
Week - Spring Term 555 10.47 440 8.56
Yes  Total Meeting Hours per
277 . 287 7.1 *
Week - Fall Term 804 8 0
Total Meeting Hours per
Week - Spring Term 259 7.02 244 6.58 NS
uarter No i
Q Total Meeting Hours per & 10.78 0
Week - Fall Term
Total Meseti ng Hours per 82 10.39 0
Week - Winter Term
Total Meeting Hours per
83 10.67 0
Week - Spring Term
Yes i
Total Meeting Hours per 21 9.57 0
Week - Fall Term
Total Meeti ng Hours per 22 0.45 0
Week - Winter Term
Total Meeting Hours per 20 8.10 0

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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CSU and US faculty in Administration 2 differed congiderably with respect to meeting hours.

Thisisillugtrated in Table 29c. CSU semester faculty without assigned time reported more meeting

hours the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) than did US faculty. CSU semester faculty with assigned

time aso reported more meseting hours in both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) than did US

faculty.

Table 29c: Meeting Hours Per Week for CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned ili
= N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No  Total Meeting Hours per .
Week - Fall Term 414 1207 o7 .
Total Meeting Hours per
a1 12.71 44 56
Week - Spring Term 3 ° o0
Yes  Total Meeting Hours per i
Week - Fall Term 520 10.09 2 0
Total Meeting Hours per *xx
Week - Spring Term a7 201 2 .
uarter No [
Q Total Meeting Hours per 163 12.40 0
Week - Fall Term
Total Meeti ng Hours per 165 11.46 0
Week - Winter Term
Total Meeti ng.Hours per 166 12.23 0
Week - Spring Term
v .
€  Total Meeting Hours per 148 10.07 0
Week - Fall Term
Total Meeti ng Hours per 147 9.36 0
Week - Winter Term
Total Meeting Hours per 144 8.19 0

Week - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Course Preparations. CSU faculty were asked to indicate the number of different course

preparations they had done or would do in the current academic year. Their responses are summarized

in Table 30a. For semegter faculty there was a decrease for Administration 1 to Administration 2 in the

number of different course preparation in both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.01).

Table 30a: Number of Different Cour se Preparationsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Number of _leferent Course 1384 264 1042 oan  wxx
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of .leferent .Course 1384 251 1044 oga
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter  Number of 'D|fferent Course 518 223 357 227 NS
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of .leferenF Course 518 291 359 228 NS
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of Different Course 518 210 359 214 NS

Preparations - Spring Term

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

The average numbers of different course preparation for US semester faculty are displayed in

Table 30b. USfaculty had fewer different course preparationsin the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001)

in Adminigration 2 than did US faculty in Administration 1.
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Table 30b: Number of Different Cour se Preparationsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 uUsS 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Number of Different Course erx
Preperations - Fall Term 906 2.50 827 222
Number of Different Course
*k*
Preparations - Spring Term 831 243 826 188
Quarter  Number of Different Course
Preparations - Fall Term 104 2.16 0
Number of Different Course 106 217 0
Preparations - Winter Term ’
Number of Different Course
105 2.00 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
The number of different course preparations varied for CSU and US semester faculty. For
faculty, CSU faculty had a greater number of different course preparationsin the fal (p<.001) and

goring (p<.001) compared to US faculty. Thisis shown in Table 30c.

Table 30c: Number of Different Course Preparations for CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Number of Different Course e
Preparations - Fall Term 1042 244 827 2.22
Number of Different Course
* k%
Preparations- Spring Term 1044 2.34 826 1.88
Quarter  Number of Different Course
Preparations - Fall Term 357 2.21 0
Number of Different Course 350 298 0
Preparations - Winter Term '
Number of Different Course
359 2.14 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The number of different course preparations CSU faculty had done or would do in the current
academic year are shown in Table 31a. For semester faculty with assigned time there was a decrease

for Adminigration 1 to Adminigtration 2 in the number of different course preparation in both the fal

(p<.05) and spring (p<.05).

Table 31a: Number of Different Course Preparationsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assgned N M N Mean  Probabili
Time ean ean robability
Semester No Number of Different Course
Preparations - Fall Term 792 2.88 463 273 NS
Number of Different Course
Preperations- Spring Term 792 2.80 466 280 NS
Yes  Number of .leferent Course 592 233 579 2900 *
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of _leferent _Course 592 212 578 197 *
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter No  Number of Different Course
Preparations- Fall Term 306 2.32 191 254 NS
Number of D |fferent_ Course 306 2.38 192 258 NS
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of 'leferent 'Course 306 240 192 253 NS
Preparations - Spring Term
Yes  Number of Different Course
Preparations - Fall Term 212 2.10 166 196 NS
Number of .leferent_ Course 212 197 167 192 NS
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of Different Course 212 167 167 168 NS

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The average numbers of different course preparation for US semester faculty are displayed by

assigned time in Table 31b. US faculty without assgned time had fewer different course preparationsin

thefdl (p<.001) and soring (p<.001) in Adminigtration 2 than did US faculty in Adminigtration 1.

Similarly, US faculty with assgned time had fewer different course preparations in both fal (p<.01) and

goring (p<.001) termsin Administration 2 compared to Administration 1.

Table 31b: Number of Different Course Preparationsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned -
Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Number of Different Course .
Preparations - Fall Term 622 2.64 520 2.31
Number of Different Course
* %%
Preparations - Spring Term 575 2.58 520 2.06
Yes  Number of Different Course .
Preparations - Fall Term 284 2.20 307 1.98
Number of _leferent _Course 256 209 306 158 **
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter NO  Number of .Different Course 80 28 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of .leferent_ Course 82 230 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of _leferent _Course 82 218 0
Preparations - Spring Term
Yes i
Number of 'leferent Course o4 1.79 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of .Different_ Course 24 171 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of Different Course 23 135 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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CSU and US semester faculty varied with respect to the number of different course
preparations they reported in Adminigiration 2. For faculty with and without assigned time, CSU
faculty had a greater number of different course preparationsin the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001)
compared to USfaculty. Thisisshown in Table 31c. The table dso revedsthat for faculty with
assigned time, CSU faculty had a greater number of different course preparationsin the fdl (p<.01) and

spring (p<.001) compared to US faculty.

Table 31c: Number of Different Course Preparationsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned -
Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Number of Different Course exx
Preparations - Fall Term 463 2.73 520 2.37
Number of Different Course
* k%
Preparations - Spring Term 466 2.80 520 206
Yes  Number of _leferent Course 579 220 307 198 **
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of _leferent _Course 578 197 306 158 *
Preparations - Spring Term
uarter No i
Q Number of .leferent Course 101 254 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of Pifferent_ Course 192 258 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of _leferent _Course 192 253 0
Preparations - Spring Term
Yes i
Number of .leferent Course 166 1.96 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of Pifferent_ Course 167 1.92 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of Different Course 167 168 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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New Course Preparations. Faculty were asked how many of their different course
preparations were new preparations. The results for CSU faculty are displayed in Table 32a
Generdly, there was there was little change between Adminigration 1 and Adminigtration 2 in the
number of new course preparations for CSU faculty. Semester faculty did show an increase from 1990

to 2001 in the number of new course preparaionsin the spring (p<.05).

Table 32a: Number of New Cour se Preparationsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 1384 0.74 1045 0.77 NS
Number of New Course
*
Preparations- Spring Term 1384 0.63 1044 0.73
Quarter  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 518 0.67 355 0.64 NS
Number of New Course 518 0.59 356 0.64 NS
Preparations - Winter Term ' '
Number of New Course
518 0.54 357 055 NS

Preparations - Spring Term

Note * p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

Table 32b shows the number of new course preparations in the current year for US faculty.
Unlike the CSU faculty, the number of new course preparations dropped dramatically for US semester
faculty. USfaculty had fewer new course preparations in Administration 2 compared to Adminigtration

1 in both thefdl (p<.001) and spring (p<.001).
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Table 32b: Number of New Course Preparationsfor US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Number of New Course 491 1.33 827 0.67  ***
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of New Cou.rse 465 1.22 826 052  ***
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter  Number of New Course
. 47 1.28 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of New COL_Jrse 1.16 0
Preparations - Winter Term
N f N
umber of New Course 1.09 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
CSU and US faculty differed in the number of new course preparations they did in the current
academic term. Thisisseenin Table 32c. CSU semester faculty had more new course preparations

than US faculty in both fall (p<.05) and spring (p<.001).

Table 32c: Number of New Course Preparationsfor CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Number of New Course 1045 0.77 827 067 *
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of New Course 1044 0.73 826 052
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter  Number of New Course
: 355 0.64 0
Preparations - Fall Term
Number of NaN COL-JI’SB 0.64 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of New Course 357 055 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note * p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The average number of different course preparations for CSU faculty are displayed in Table
33a Generdly, there was there was little change between Adminidration 1 and Adminigtration 2 in the
number of new course preparations for CSU faculty. Semester faculty with no assigned time did show

an increase from 1990 to 2001 in the number of new course preparations in the spring (p<.05).

Table 33a: Number of New Cour se Preparationsfor CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned N M N Mean  Probabili
Time ean ean Probability
Semester No Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 792 0.78 466 0.79 NS
Number of New Course
*
Preparations - Spring Term 92 0.68 466 0.83
Yes  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 592 0.69 579 0.74 NS
Number of .New Coufse 592 0.55 578 0.65 NS
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter No  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 306 0.67 190 058 NS
Number of Na/v Cogrse 306 0.64 190 0.65 NS
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of New Course
Preparations - Spring Term 306 0.59 190 0.62 NS
Yes  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 212 0.68 165 0.71 NS
Number of New Course
Preparations - Winter Term 212 0.52 166 063 NS
Number of New Course 212 0.46 167 048 NS

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 33b shows the number of new course preparations in the current year for US faculty by
assigned time. Unlike the CSU faculty, the number of new course preparations dropped dramatically
for US semester faculty. Both those with and without assigned time had fewer new course preparations
in Administration 2 compared to Administration 1. For those without assgned time, the number of new
course preparations was cut in haf for both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001). Therewasasmilar
decline for new course preparations was cut in half for both the fal (p<.001) and spring (p<.001) for

those with assgned time.

Table 33b: Number of New Course Preparations for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned -
.g N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No Number of New Course exx
Preparations - Fall Term 341 1.37 521 0.r1
Number of New Course
* %%
Preparations - Spring Term 336 1.27 519 0.56
Yes  Number of New Course ek
Preparations - Fall Term 150 1.23 306 0.60
Number of New Course 129 106 307 044 *#
Preparations - Spring Term
Quarter No  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 38 1.29 0
Number of Na/v Cogrse 40 123 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of New Course 34 118 0
Preparations - Spring Term
Yes  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 9 1.22 0
N f N
umber o ! ewCogrse 9 0.89 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of New Course 11 0.82 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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CSU and US faculty differed in the number of new course preparations they did in the current
academic term. Thisisseenin Table 33c. CSU semester faculty with no assgned time had more new
course preparations than US faculty in spring (p<.001), and CSU faculty with assgned time had more

new course preparations than US faculty in both fall (p<.05) and spring (p<.01).

Table 33c: Number of New Cour se Preparationsfor CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned
.g N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 466 0.79 521 0.71 NS
Number of New Course
* %%
Preparations - Spring Term 466 0.83 519 0.5
Yes  Number of New Course .
Preparations - Fall Term 579 0.74 306 0.60
Number of New Course
* %
Preparations - Spring Term 578 0.65 307 0.44
Quarter No  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 190 0.58 0
Number of New Course
Preparations - Winter Term 190 0.65 0
Number of New Course
Preparations - Spring Term 190 0.62 0
Yes  Number of New Course
Preparations - Fall Term 165 0.71 0
Number of New C
HDer Of TR L-ourse 166 063 0
Preparations - Winter Term
Number of New Course 167 0.48 0

Preparations - Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Web-based Instruction. Faculty in Administration 2 were asked about on-line web-based

ingtruction in the current academic year. As Table 34 shows, on-line web-based instruction was not

common, and did not differ in volume between CSU and US indtitutions.

Table 34: Number of Web Courses for CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.

CSU 2001 uUs 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Number of Web Colrses - 1041 0.17 823 013 NS
Fall Term
Number of Web Courses - 1043 0.19 823 016 NS
Spring Term
Quarter  Number of Web Courses - 352 016 0
Fall Term
Numper of Web Courses - 352 015 0
Winter Term
Numbgr of Web Courses - 354 017 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Table 35 shows the amount of on-line web-based ingtruction in the current academic year by

assgned time.  Thistable reveds that on-line web-based ingruction did not differ between CSU and

US inditutions.
Table 35: Number of Web Courses for CSU and US Faculty 2001 and 2002.
CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned .
Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semest: Number of Web C -
e No  HNumbero OUrses 465 0.15 517 013 NS
Fall Term
Number of Web Courses- - 0.17 516 014 NS
Spring Term
Yes  Number of Web Courses - 576 0.18 306 014 NS
Fall Term
N f W -
umber of Web Courses 576 0.21 307 018 NS
Spring Term
Quarter No Number of Web Courses - 189 016 0
Fall Term
Numper of Web Courses - 188 0.16 0
Winter Term
Number of Web C -
Umbero OUrses 189 0.19 0
Spring Term
Yes  Number of Web Courses - 163 017 0
Fall Term
Numper of Web Courses - 164 015 0
Winter Term
Numbt_ar of Web Courses - 165 0.15 0
Spring Term

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
71



Individuaized Ingtruction

Number of Students Receiving Individualized Instruction. The number of students a
different levels (lower divison, upper divison, and graduate) receiving individudized ingruction from
CSU faculty areindicated in Table 36a. For semester faculty with no assgned time, the number of
lower divison students receiving individudized ingtruction was higher in Adminigration 1 than it wasin
Adminigration 2 (p<.05), but the number of upper divison students receiving individuaized ingtruction

increased from Adminigration 1 to Administration 2 (p<.01).

Table 36a: Number of Students Receiving Individual | nstruction CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester No Lower Divison Students 813 2.68 466 202 *
Upper Division Students 814 383 467 472 x*
Graduate Students 814 2.03 466 204 NS
Yes Lower Division Students 610 178 578 171 NS
Upper Division Students 610 3.69 579 353 NS
Graduate Students 610 249 578 273 NS
Quarter No Lower Division Students 319 348 192 278 NS
Upper Division Students 319 402 192 418 NS
Graduate Students 319 1.69 193 214 NS
Yes Lower Division Students 218 1.87 165 262 NS
Upper Division Students 218 329 166 414 NS
Graduate Students 218 171 166 229 NS

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The number of students receiving individudized ingruction from US faculty are indicated in
Table 36b. There were no sgnificant differences for US semester faculty between Adminigtration 1
and Adminigration 2 with respect to the number of sSudents at different levels to which they gave
individud instruction.

Table 36b: Number of Students Receiving Individual I nstruction US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability

Semester No Lower Divison Students 603 229 532 191 NS

Upper Division Students 603 312 533 260 NS

Graduate Students 604 211 534 216 NS

Yes Lower Division Students 277 181 314 162 NS

Upper Division Students 278 231 314 246 NS

Graduate Students 279 214 313 257 NS
Quarter No Lower Division Students 77 231 0
Upper Division Students 77 3.00 0
Graduate Students 77 1.39 0
Yes Lower Division Students 22 150 0
Upper Division Students 22 1.36 0
Graduate Students 22 1.27 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

Table 36c shows the number of students to which CSU and US faculty in Adminigtration 2
gave individua ingruction. For semester faculty, CSU faculty with (p<.01) aswell as those without
(p<.001) assigned time provided more upper divison students with individuaized instruction than did

USfaculty.
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Table 36¢c: Number of Students Recelving Individual Instruction from CSU and US Faculty in
Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester No Lower Division Students 466 202 532 191 NS
Upper Division Students 467 472 533 260  x**
Graduate Students 466 204 534 216 NS
Yes Lower Division Students 578 171 314 162 NS
Upper Division Students 579 353 314 246  **
Graduate Students 578 273 313 257 NS
Quarter No Lower Division Students 192 2.78 0
Upper Division Students 192 418 0
Graduate Students 193 214 0
Yes Lower Division Students 165 2.62 0
Upper Division Students 166 414 0
Graduate Students 166 229 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

Hours of Individual Instruction. Faculty reported the number of hours they spent providing
individud indruction to sudents. The average hours of individud ingruction provided by CSU faculty
isdisplayed in Table 37a. There were no sgnificant differences in the average hours of individua

ingtruction provided by CSU faculty between Adminigtration 1 and Adminidtration 2.
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Table 37a: Hours of Individual I nstruction Provided by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability

Semester No Lower Division Hours 813 154 466 1.32 NS
Upper Division Hours 814 291 465 362 NS

Graduate Hours 814 1.99 467 246 NS

Yes Lower Division Hours 609 1.15 578 100 NS

Upper Division Hours 610 297 578 287 NS

Graduate Hours 610 2.61 579 286 NS

Quarter No Lower Division Hours 319 1.97 192 214 NS
Upper Division Hours 319 3.28 192 384 NS

Graduate Hours 319 2.13 192 238 NS

Yes Lower Division Hours 218 1.46 163 201 NS

Upper Division Hours 218 2.90 166 401 NS

Graduate Hours 218 2.49 164 249 NS

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

There was a differences in the average hours of individud instruction provided by US faculty
between Adminigtration 1 and Administration 2. Table 37b shows that the number of hours of
individudized ingruction US semester faculty with no assigned time provided to lower divison students

decreased between 1990 and 2002 (p<.05).

Table 37b: Hoursof Individual Instruction Provided by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester No Lower Division Hours 602 171 533 126 *
Upper Division Hours 602 259 533 223 NS
Graduate Hours 604 243 534 222 NS
Yes Lower Divison Hours 277 1.22 314 106 NS
Upper Division Hours 278 1.89 314 201 NS
Graduate Hours 279 2.48 313 277 NS
Quarter No Lower Division Hours 77 2.29 0
Upper Division Hours 77 2.64 0
Graduate Hours 76 0.89 0
Yes Lower Divison Hours 22 0.73 0
Upper Division Hours 22 1.09 0
Graduate Hours 22 1.36 0

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The hours of individudized ingtruction provided to students was compared for CSU and US
faculty in Adminigration 2. As Table 37¢ shows, CSU semester faculty both with (p<.05) and without
(p<.01) assigned time provided more hours of individualized ingtruction to upper divison students than

did US faculty.

Table 37c:. Hours of Individual Instruction Provided by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 uUS 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester No Lower Division Hours 466 1.32 533 126 NS
Upper Division Hours 465 3.62 533 223 **
Graduate Hours 467 2.46 534 222 NS
Yes Lower Division Hours 578 1.00 314 106 NS
Upper Division Hours 578 2.87 314 201 =*
Graduate Hours 579 2.86 313 277 NS
Quarter No Lower Division Hours 192 2.14 0
Upper Division Hours 192 3.84 0
Graduate Hours 192 2.38 0
Yes Lower Division Hours 163 201 0
Upper Division Hours 166 4,01 0
Graduate Hours 164 2.49 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Graduate Thesis Committees. Faculty were asked about the number of graduate thesi's
committees they had served on or chaired. The results for CSU faculty are shownin Table 38a. Only
for quarter faculty with no assigned time was there agatistically sgnificant increase in the number of

graduate thesi's committees on which the faculty served (p<.05).
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Table 38a: Graduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.
CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned

Time N Mean N Mean Probability

Semester No Graduate Committees Served 814 1.39 467 150 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 814 0.93 467 1.02 NS

Yes Graduate Committees Served 610 1.45 580 169 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 610 1.00 580 122 NS

Quarter No Graduate Committees Served 319 0.79 193 115 *
Graduate Committees Chaired 319 0.55 193 0.72 NS

Yes Graduate Committees Served 218 1.28 167 125 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 218 0.96 167 0.83 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 38b shows the number of graduate thesis committees they had served on or chaired by
USfaculty. There was no difference between Adminigirations 1 and 2 in the number of graduate thes's

committees they had served on or chaired for US faculty.

Table 38h: Graduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.
US 1990 US 2002

N Mean N Mean Probability

Assigned

Time
Semester No Graduate Committees Served 662 1.73 536 1.85 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 662 0.97 536 104 NS

Yes Graduate Committees Served 309 148 314 178 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 309 1.16 314 1.17 NS

Quarter No Graduate Committees Served 88 1.20 0
Graduate Committees Chaired 88 0.64 0

Yes Graduate Committees Served 25 1.28 0

Graduate Committees Chaired 25 1.00 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The number of graduate thesi's committees served on or chaired by CSU and US faculty in
Adminigtration 2 is displayed in Table 38c. There was one difference between CSU and US faculty
with respect to graduate thesi's committees served on or chaired. Specificaly, US faculty with no
assigned time served on more graduate thes's committees than did CSU faculty with no assgned time

(p<.05).

Table 38c: Graduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by CSU and US Faculty in
Administration 2.

CsU 2001 US 2002
Assigned N M N M Probabili
Time ean ean Probability

Semester No Graduate Committees Served 467 1.50 536 185 *
Graduate Committees Chaired 467 1.02 536 1.04 NS

Yes Graduate Committees Served 580 1.69 314 1.78 NS
Graduate Committees Chaired 580 1.22 314 1.17 NS

Quarter No Graduate Committees Served 193 1.15
Graduate Committees Chaired 193 0.72

Yes Graduate Committees Served 167 1.25
Graduate Committees Chaired 167 0.83

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

O O]l © O
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Undergraduate Thesis Committees. The number of undergraduate thes's committees that
CSU faculty served on or chaired did not differ from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2. Thisisseen

in Table 39%a.

Table 39a: Undergraduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Asggned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No  Under-Graduate Committees 814 0.14 467 027 NS
Served
Under-Graduate Committees 814 0.19 467 028 NS
Chaired
Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 610 0.14 580 018 NS
Served
Under-Graduate Committees 610 0.17 580 021 NS
Chaired
Quarter No Under-Graduate Committees 319 0.44 193 042 NS
Served
Under-Graduate Committ
nder-Graduate Committees 319 047 193 069 NS
Chaired
Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 218 028 167 049 NS
Served
- jtt
Under QraduateComml ees 218 0.44 167 050 NS
Chaired

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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By contragt, there were sgnificant differences in participation in undergraduate committees for
USfaculty. AsTable 39b shows, semester faculty at comparable US ingtitutions with no assigned time
had served on (p<.05) and chaired (p<.01) fewer undergraduate thesis committees in Administration 2
than US semester faculty with no assgned time had in Administration 1. Additionaly, US semester
faculty with assgned time served as chair on fewer committees in 2002 than had US semester faculty in

1990 (p<.05).

Table 39b: Undergraduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned il
: N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
N - -
Semester 0  Under-Graduate Committees 662 0.49 536 030 *
Served
Under-Graduate Committees 662 0.40 536 018 **
Chaired

Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 309 0.38 214 024 NS

Served
Under-Graduate Committees 309 0.37 314 018 =
Chaired
Quarter No Under-Graduate Committees 83 0.36 0
Served
Under-Qraduate Committees 88 0.19 0
Chaired
Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 25 0.00 0
Served
Under-Qraduate Committees 25 0.40 0
Chaired

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 39¢ displays the number of undergraduate thes's committees semester faculty at CSU
and USinditutionsin Administration 2 have served on or chaired. The number of undergraduate thesi's

committees served on or chaired by CSU and US semester faculty did not differ.

Table 39c: Undergraduate Thesis Committees Served on or Chaired by CSU and US Faculty in
Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Ass.'gned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
N - -
Semester 0  Under-Graduate Committees 467 0.27 536 030 NS
Served
Under-Graduate Committees 467 0.28 536 018 NS
Chaired

Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 580 0.18 214 024 NS

Served
Under-Graduate Committees 580 0.21 314 018 NS
Chaired
Quarter No Under-Graduate Committees 193 0.42 0
Served
Under-Graduate Committees 193 0.69 0
Chaired
Yes  Under-Graduate Committees 167 0.49 0
Served
Under-Qraduate Committees 167 0.50 0
Chaired

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Exam Committees. CSU faculty were asked about the comprehensive exams and oras
committees they served on as amember or chaired. Table 40a summarizes their responses. Semester
faculty in the CSU system with assigned time served on more exam committeesin Administration 2 than

CSU samester faculty with assgned timein Adminigration 1 (p<.05).
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Table40a: Number of Exam Committes Served on or Chaired by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No Exam Committees Served 814 0.52 467 0.76 NS

Exam Committees Chaired 814 0.26 467 026 NS

Yes Exam Committees Served 610 0.68 580 098 *
Exam Committees Chaired 610 0.26 580 040 NS

Quarter No Exam Committees Served 319 0.66 193 0.77 NS
Exam Committees Chaired 319 0.26 193 049 NS

Yes Exam Committees Served 218 0.93 167 1.03 NS
Exam Committees Chaired 218 0.31 167 0.25 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The number of comprehensive exams and ora's committees they served on as a member or
chaired by US semester faculty isdisplayed in Table 40b. US semester faculty with no assigned time
chaired fewer exam committees in 2002 than US semester faculty with no assigned time had chaired in

1990 (p<.01).

Table 40b: Number of Exam Committes Served on or Chaired by US Faculty in 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Praobability
Semester No Exam Committees Served 662 1.25 536 104 NS

Exam Committees Chaired 0.60 536 030 **

662
Yes Exam Committees Served 309 1.19 314 1.06 NS
Exam Committees Chaired 309 0.62 314 040 NS

88

88

Quarter No Exam Committees Served 1.06 0
Exam Committees Chaired 0.58 0

Yes Exam Committees Served 25 0.64 0

Exam Committees Chaired 25 0.12 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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Table 40c shows the number of comprehensive exams and ord's committees that CSU and US
faculty served on as a member or chaired in Adminigtration 2. No differences were observed in the
number of comprehensive exams and orals committees served on or chaired between CSU and US

faculty in Adminidration 2.

Table40c: Number of Exam Committes Served on or Chaired by CSU and USin Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned Time N Mean N Mean Praobability
Semester No Exam Committees Served 467 0.76 536 104 NS

Exam Committees Chaired 0.26 536 030 NS

467

Yes Exam Committees Served 580 0.98 314 1.06 NS
580
193

Exam Committees Chaired 0.40 314 040 NS

Quarter No Exam Committees Served 0.77
Exam Committees Chaired 193 0.49

Yes Exam Committees Served 167 1.03
Exam Committees Chaired 167 0.25

o O] O o

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Service

Department Committees. Table 41a displays the number of department committees on which
CSU faculty served. There were differences in service from the 1990 administration to the 2001
adminigtration. Faculty on quarter campuses served on more department committees in both the winter

(p<.05), and spring (p<.05) terms.
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Table 41a: Number of Department Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester  Fall Department Committees 1424 2.07 1045 215 NS
Spring Department Committees 1424 204 1044 212 NS
Quarter  Fall Department Committees 537 2.05 357 225 NS
Winter Department Committees 537 2.07 359 233 *
Spring Department Committees 537 210 359 231 *

Note: * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The numbers of department committees US faculty served on in Adminigiration 1 and
Adminigtration 2 are displayed in Table 41b. US faculty in 2002 on average served on fewer

department committees than did US faculty in 1990 (p<.05).

Table41b: Number of Department Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester  Fall Department Committees 71 2.06 849 2.03 NS
Spring Department Committees 71 184 849 167 *
Quarter  Fall Department Committees 113 179 0
Winter Department Committees 113 174 0
Spring Department Committees 113 181 0

Note: * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

There were differences in the number of department committees served on between CSU and
US semedter faculty. Table 41c shows that in the spring, CSU faculty served on more department

committees than did US faculty (p<.001).
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Table4lc: Number of Department Committees Served on by CSU and US Faculty in Administration

2.
CSU 1990 Us 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability

Semester  Fall Department Committees 1045 215 849 203 NS

Spring Department Committees 1044 212 849 167 ***
Quarter  Fall Department Committees 357 225 0

Winter Department Committees 359 233 0

Spring Department Committees 359 231 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Table 42a displays the number of department committees on which CSU faculty served split by
assgned time. There were differencesin service from the 1990 administration to the 2001
adminigration. Faculty on quarter campuses with assigned time served on more department

committeesin each the fal (p<.01), winter (p<.01), and spring (p<.01) terms.

Table 42a: Number of Department Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No  Fall Department Committees 814 2.08 467 207 NS
Spring Department Committees 814 2.03 467 204 NS
Yes  Fall Department Committees 610 2.05 578 221 NS
Spring Department Committees 610 2.06 577 218 NS
Quarter No  Fall Department Committees 319 219 192 221 NS
Winter Department Committees 319 219 193 227 NS
Spring Department Committees 319 2.25 193 229 NS
Yes  Fall Department Committees 218 184 165 229 **
Winter Department Committees 218 1.88 166 239 **
Spring Department Committees 218 1.87 166 233 **

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The numbers of department committees US faculty served on in Adminigiration 1 and
Adminigration 2 are displayed in Table 42b. There were no differencesin the number of department

committees US faculty served on by administration when split by assigned time.

Table 42b: Number of Department Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No  Fall Department Committees 662 2.02 535 191 NS
Spring Department Committees 662 181 535 163 NS
Yes Fall Department Committees 309 2.16 314 222 NS
Spring Department Committees 309 190 314 175 NS
Quarter No  Fall Department Committees 83 177 0
Winter Department Committees 83 175 0
Spring Department Committees 83 184 0
Yes Fal Department Committees 25 184 0
Winter Department Committees 25 172 0
Spring Department Committees 25 172 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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There were differences in the number of department committees served on between CSU and
US semester faculty. Table 42¢ shows that in the spring, both CSU faculty with (p<.001) and without

(p<.001) assigned time served on more department committees than did US faculty.

Table 42c: Number of Department Committees Served on by CSU and USin Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Ass!gned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No  Fall Department Committees 467 2.07 535 191 NS
Spring Department Committees 467 2.04 535 163 ***
Yes Fall Department Committees 578 221 314 222 NS
Spring Department Committees 577 218 314 175 ***
Quarter No  Fall Department Committees 192 221
Winter Department Committees 193 227

Spring Department Committees 193 2.29

Yes Fal Department Committees 165 2.29
Winter Department Committees 166 2.39
Spring Department Committees 166 2.33

o O O o O O

Note: * p<.05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

School Committees. CSU faculty reported the number of school committees that they served
on for each term. Ther responses are summarized in Table 43a. CSU faculty did not differ in the

number of school committees they served on between 1990 and 2001.

Table 43a: Number of School Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Fall School Committees 1424 0.77 1046 076 NS
Spring School Committees 1424 0.77 1046 078 NS
Quarter  Fall School Committees 537 0.89 357 082 NS
Winter School Committees 537 091 359 081 NS
Spring School Committees 537 094 359 085 NS

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Table 43b shows the number of school committees served on by US faculty. Aswith the CSU
faculty, there were no differences in the number of school committees US faculty served on by

adminigration.

Table 43b: Number of School Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

CSU 1990 USs 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Fall School Committees 971 0.90 849 084 NS
Spring School Committees 971 0.82 848 073 NS
Quarter  Fall School Committees 113 0.74 0
Winter School Committees 113 0.67 0
Spring School Committees 113 0.73 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant

There were no differences between CSU semester faculty and US semester faculty in
adminigration 2 with respect the number of school committees served on. Thisisillustrated in Table

43c.

Table 43c. Number of School Committees Served on by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 1990 USs 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester  Fall School Committees 1046 0.76 849 084 NS
Spring School Committees 1046 0.78 848 0.73 NS
Quarter  Fall School Committees 357 0.82 0
Winter School Committees 359 081 0
Spring School Committees 359 0.85 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The number of school committees that CSU faculty served on for each term, split by assigned
time, are summarized in Table 44a. CSU faculty did not differ in the number of school committees they

served on between 1990 and 2001.

Table 44a: Number of School Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Assigned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No Fall School Committees 814 0.76 467 0.70 NS
Spring School Committees 814 0.75 467 0.71 NS
Yes Fal School Committees 610 0.79 579 0.81 NS
Spring School Committees 610 0.79 579 0.83 NS
Quarter No Fall School Committees 319 0.84 192 0.76 NS
Winter School Committees 319 0.85 193 0.75 NS
Spring School Committees 319 0.87 193 079 NS
Yes Fal School Committees 218 0.97 165 0.89 NS
Winter School Committees 218 0.99 166 0.88 NS
Spring School Committees 218 1.05 166 091 NS

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Table 44b shows the number of school committees served on by US faculty with and without
assigned time. Aswas the case with the CSU faculty, there were no differences in the number of

school committees US faculty served on by administration.

Table 44b: Number of School Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No Fall School Committees 662 0.95 535 0.87 NS
Spring School Committees 662 0.86 534 0.76 NS
Yes  Fall School Committees 309 0.79 314 0.78 NS
Spring School Committees 309 0.75 314 0.66 NS
Quarter No Fall School Committees 88 0.70 0
Winter School Committees 83 0.64 0
Spring School Committees 83 0.69 0
Yes  Fall School Committees 25 0.88 0
Winter School Committees 25 0.80 0
Spring School Committees 25 0.88 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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There were two differences between CSU semedter faculty and US semester faculty in

adminigtration 2 with respect the number of school committees served on. As Table 44c shows, US

faculty with no assigned time participated on more school committeesin the fal than did CSU faculty

with no assigned time (p<.05). On the other hand, CSU faculty with assigned time participated on

more school committeesin the spring than did US faculty with assgned time (p<.05).

Table 44c: Number of School Committees Served on by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No Fall School Committees 467 0.70 535 087 *
Spring School Committees 467 0.71 534 0.76 NS
Yes  Fall School Committees 579 0.81 314 0.78 NS
Spring School Committees 579 0.83 314 066 *
Quarter No Fall School Committees 192 0.76 0
Winter School Committees 193 0.75 0
Spring School Committees 193 0.79 0
Yes Fall School Committees 165 0.89 0
Winter School Committees 166 0.88 0
Spring School Committees 166 0.91 0

Note: * p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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University Committees. CSU faculty did not differ between Administration 1 and
Adminigration 2 in the number of universty committees on which they served. Thisisilludrated in

Table 45a.

Table45a: Number of University Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Fall University Committees 1424 0.93 1046 100 NS
Spring University Committees 1424 0.96 1046 104 NS
Quarter  Fall University Committees 537 0.97 359 092 NS
Winter University Committees 537 0.96 359 09 NS
Spring University Committees 537 0.99 359 097 NS

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Unlike the CSU faculty, there were differences in the US faculty from Adminigtration 1 to
Administration 2 with respect to the number of committees semester faculty served on. As Table 45b
shows, the number of university committees US semester faculty served on dropped for both fall

(p<.01) and spring (p<.001) from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2.

Table 45h: Number of University Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Fall University Committees 971 1.07 849 088 **
Spring University Committees 971 0.99 849 0.77  ***
Quarter  Fal University Committees 113 0.81 0
Winter University Committees 113 0.78 0
Spring University Committees 113 0.81 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant
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The numbers of university committees on which CSU and US semedter faculty served are
shown in Table 45c. Inthefdl, CSU faculty served on more university committees than did US faculty
(p<.05), and CSU faculty served on more university committeesin the spring than did US faculty

(p<.001).

Table 45c. Number of University Committees Served on by CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 1990 US 2002
N Mean N Mean  Probability
Semester Fall University Committees 1046 1.00 849 088 *
Spring University Committees 1046 1.04 849 0.77  ***
Quarter  Fall University Committees 359 0.92 0
Winter University Committees 359 0.96 0
Spring University Committees 359 0.97 0

Note * p<.05,** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

There was no difference in the number of universty committees on which CSU faculty served

between Adminigration 1 and Administration 2. Thisisillustrated in Table 46a

Table46a: Number of Univer sity Committees Served on by CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.

CSU 1990 CSU 2001
Ass_| gned N Mean N Mean Probability
Time

Semester No  Fal University Committees 814 0.84 467 083 NS
Spring University Committees 814 0.85 467 084 NS

Yes Fal University Committees 610 1.06 579 114 NS

Spring University Committees 610 112 579 119 NS

Quarter No  Fall University Committees 319 0.80 193 0.72 NS
Winter University Committees 319 0.76 193 0.76 NS

Spring University Committees 319 0.82 193 080 NS

Yes Fal University Committees 218 123 166 116 NS

Winter University Committees 218 1.25 166 119 NS

Spring University Committees 218 124 166 117 NS

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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The USfaculty did differ from Administration 1 to Adminigtration 2 with respect to the number

of committees on which semedter faculty served. As Table 46b shows, the number of university

committees US semester faculty with no assigned time served on dropped for both fal (p<.001) and

soring (p<.001) from Adminigtration 1 to Administration 2.

Table 46b: Number of University Committees Served on by US Faculty 1990 and 2002.

US 1990 US 2002
Assigned -
! N Mean N Mean Probability
Time
Semester No  Fal University Committees 662 1.05 535 0.81 ***
Spring University Committees 662 0.98 535 0.70 ***
Yes Fal University Committees 309 111 314 099 NS
Spring University Committees 309 1.03 314 0.89 NS
Quarter No  Fal University Committees 88 0.84 0
Winter University Committees 88 0.78 0
Spring University Committees 88 0.82 0
Yes Fal University Committees 25 0.72 0
Winter University Committees 25 0.76 0
Spring University Committees 25 0.76 0

Note * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Table 46¢ shows the numbers of university committees on which CSU and US semester faculty
sarved. In the spring, CSU faculty with no assgned time served on more university committees than
did US faculty with no assigned time (p<.05), and CSU faculty with assigned time served on more

university committees than did US faculty with assgned time (p<.01).

Table46c: Number of University Committees Served on CSU and by US Faculty in Administration 2.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Assigned .
Time N Mean N Mean Probability
Semester No  Fal University Committees 467 0.83 535 081 NS
Spring University Committees 467 0.84 535 070 *
Yes  Fal University Committees 579 114 314 099 NS
Spring University Committees 579 1.19 314 089 **
Quarter No  Fal University Committees 193 0.72 0
Winter University Committees 193 0.76 0
Spring University Committees 193 0.80 0
Yes Fal University Committees 166 1.16 0
Winter University Committees 166 1.19 0
Spring University Committees 166 117 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Student Contact

Student contact was a0 of interest. Faculty were asked about office hours and additional time
they were available for sudents. The responses of CSU faculty are summarized in Table 47a. From
Adminigration 1 to Adminigtration 2, the number of office hours increased for semester faculty with no
assigned time (p<.01) and for quarter faculty with no assigned time (p<.01). The number of hours that

faculty in 2001 reported being available to students outside of office hours was lower than reported by
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faculty in 1990. It should be noted that thereis a dight wording difference in the question regarding
officehours. That is, in 1990, faculty were asked the number of office hours they were required to

hold, whilein 2001 they were smply asked how many office hoursthey did hold.

Table47a: Student Contact for CSU Faculty 1990 and 2001.
CSU 1990 CSU 2001
N Mean N Mean Probability

Semester Office Hours Held per
Week
Additional Hours Available
to Students

Quarter  Office Hours Held per
Week
Additional Hours Available
to Students

1388 4.53 1024 485 **

1318 7.95 1009 425 ***

534 4.57 358 510 ***

497 821 356 456 ***

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

Congdering the tota hours available to students, CSU semester faculty reported being available
to studentsin 2001 an average of 9.14 hours per week for faculty without assgned time and 9.06 hours
for faculty with assgned time. These hours were alittle higher for faculty a quarter campuses. Quarter
faculty without assigned time were avallable to sudents 9.43 hours per week, while those without

assigned time were available 9.93 hours.
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The pattern for US semester faculty is amilar to that for CSU faculty. The number of office
hours for those with no assgned time increased from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2 (p<.01).
Thisisseenin Table 47b. However, the number of additiona hours dropped from Adminigtration 1 to
Adminigtration 2 for both those with assigned time (p<.001) and those without (p<.001). Again, this

drop must be attributed, at least in part, to arewording of the question.

Table 47b: Student Contact for US Faculty 1990 and 2002.
US 1990 UsS 2002
N Mean N Mean Praobability

Semester  Office Hours Held per
Week
Additional Hours Available
to Students

892 5.05 809 566 ***

904 9.95 805 3.97 ***

Quarter  Office Hours Held per
Week
Additional Hours Available
to Students

104 556 0

102 9.46 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS= Not Significant

The total hours US semester faculty were available to students in 2001 was of interest. US
semedter faculty without assigned time averaged 9.29 hours of avallability to students outside of class
per week. US faculty with assigned time were available an average of 10.23 hours per week.

The amount of student contact for CSU and US faculty are displayed in Table 47c. For
semester faculty, those with (p<.001) and without assigned time (p<.01) at the comparable US
ingtitutions held more office hours than did CSU faculty. On the other hand, compared to US facullty,
CSU samedter faculty with no assigned time had more additiond hours they were available to sudents

(p<.05), and counseled a greater number of students (p<.001). Further, CSU semester faculty with

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
97



assigned time spent more time in eectronic communication with sudents (p<.001), and counsded a

greater number of students (p<.05) than did US faculty.

Table 47c: Student Contact for CSU and US Faculty in Administration 2.
CSU 2001 US 2002
N Mean N Mean Probability

1024 4.85 809 566 ***

Semester  Office Hours Held per

Week

Additional Hours Available
to Students

Hours per Week Spent in
Electronic Communication 1011 3.34 811 2.88 **
with Students

Students Counseled and
Advised per Term

1009 4.25 805 397 NS

992 23.69 850 1046 ***

Quarter  Office Hours Held per
Week
Additional Hours Available
to Students
Hours per Week Spent in
Electronic Communication 355 297 0
with Students

Students Counseled and
Advised per Term

358 5.10 0

356 4.56 0

350 21.58 0

Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001, NS = Not Significant
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Faculty Attitudes

Workload Comparison Perceptions

Faculty in Adminigtration 2 rated their workload compared to othersin their discipline, othersin
their indtitution, and othersin their department. They aso rated their workload compared to their
expectations at the time that they were hired. Figure 1 shows the percent of faculty who said thelr
workload was higher, lower, or about the same. CSU faculty were dmost twice as likdly as US faculty
to indicate that their workload was higher than othersin their discipline (p<.001).

Faculty so compared their own workload to othersin their indtitution. As with the comparison
to othersin the discipline, CSU faculty indicated that they perceived their workload to be higher
(p<.001). However, Figure 1 showsthat this effect is not near as extreme as the comparisons to others
inthar discipline

Figure 1 shows the comparisons of CSU and US faculty to othersin their department in terms
of workload. CSU faculty were more likely than US faculty to indicate that they have ahigher
workload than othersin their department (p<.01).

It isaso useful to consder how faculty percelves their workload relative to their expectations at
the time they were hired. Asindicated in Figure 1, semester faculty’s current workload relative to
expectations at the time faculty were hired differed for CSU and US faculty. While CSU faculty were

more likely to say their workload was higher than their expectations than the same or lower, US faculty
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were more likely to say their workload was the same as expected than they were to say it was higher or

lower than expected (p<.001).
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Figure 1: Percentage of Faculty Indicating Their Workload is Higher than
Othersin Their Discipline, I nstitution, Department, and Per sonal
ExpectationsWhen Hired.
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Rdationship with the Inditution

Faculty were asked about their relationship with their ingtitution. They were offered a number
of satements regarding their reationship with their indtitution, and asked about the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed with these statements. Table 48 shows the percentage of semester faculty in
Adminigtration 2 that strongly disagreed, somewhat disagreed, somewhat agreed, or strongly agreed
with each statement. CSU semester faculty were more likely than US semester faculty to disagree with
the statements that (a) they are trested with respect at their ingtitution (p<.001), (b) their ingtitution
vauesther contributions (p<.01), (c) thelr indtitution’ s expectations of their workload matches their
own expectations (p<.001), (d) their participation in department or program committeesis rewarded

(p<.01), and (e) their participation in university, school, or college governance is rewarded (p<.05).
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Table 48: Relationship with Institution for CSU and US Faculty.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
| am treated with respect Strongly Disagree 134 9.77% 36 4.27%
at my institution. Somewhat Disagree 201 14.66% 101 11.97%
Somewhat Agree 514 37.49% 334 45.50%
Strongly Agree 522 38.07% 323 38.27%
| feel that the institution Strongly Disagree 161 11.86% 52 6.16%
values my contributions. Somewhat Disagree 271 19.97% 168 19.91%
Somewhat Agree 564 41.56% 388 45.97%
Strongly Agree 361 26.60% 236 27.96%
Theinstitution's expectations Strongly Disagree 289 21.06% 60 7.12%
of my workload are Somewhat Disagree 495 36.08% 243 28.83%
consistent with my Somewhat Agree 442 32.22% 373 44.25%
expectations. Strongly Agree 146 10.64% 167 19.81%
Participation in faculty Strongly Disagree 252 19.28% 157 18.87%
governanceis rewarded at Somewhat Disagree 458 35.04% 319 38.34%
my institution. Somewhat Agree 479 36.65% 295 35.46%
Strongly Agree 118 9.03% 61 7.33%
Participation in department/  Strongly Disagree 270 19.81% 114 13.59%
program committeesis Somewhat Disagree 497 36.46% 318 37.90%
rewarded at my institution. Somewhat Agree 493 36.17% 323 38.50%
Strongly Agree 103 7.56% 84 10.01%
Participation in university,  Strongly Disagree 230 16.97% 116 13.84%
school or college Somewhat Disagree 431 31.81% 317 37.83%
committeesis rewarded at Somewhat Agree 578 42.66% 328 39.14%
my institution. Strongly Agree 116 8.56% 77 9.19%
Effectiveteaching is Strongly Disagree 174 12.71% 78 9.36%
rewarded at my institution.  Somewhat Disagree 311 22.72% 185 22.21%
Somewhat Agree 597 43.61% 398 47.78%
Strongly Agree 287 20.96% 172 20.65%
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Interaction with Students

Faculty interaction with students received attention in the survey. Table 49 displays the
percentages of semester faculty in Administration 2 that strongly disagreed, somewhat disagreed,
somewhat agreed, or strongly agreed with statements regarding the nature of their interaction with
sudents. Faculty from CSU were more likely than US faculty to strongly agree to the statements that
(a) they encourage students to see them outside of class (p<.001), (b) they encourage students to work
with others outside of class (p<.001), (¢) they ask students to work cooperatively during class
(p<.001), (d) they provide prompt feedback that alows for improvement (p<.001), (e) they demand a
lot from students (p<.001), (f) they encourage students to ask questions (p<.05), (g) they vary
ingtructiond activities to accommodate different learning styles (p<.001), (h) they talk with sudents
about career opportunities (p<.001), and (i) they inform students about opportunities to learn outside
the classroom (p<.001). Both CSU and US faculty agreed with dl statements regarding their

interaction with students.
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Table 49: Interaction with Studentsfor CSU and US Faculty.

CSU 2001 US 2002
Frequency  Percent Frequency Percent
| encourage studentsto see Strongly Disagree 6 0.58% 2 0.24%
me outside of class. Somewhat Disagree 14 1.36% 27 3.19%
Somewhat Agree 193 18.77% 233 27.54%
Strongly Agree 815 79.28% 584 69.03%
| encourage students to work Strongly Disagree 6 0.58% 25 2.97%
with other students on Somewhat Disagree 70 6.80% 78 9.25%
projects outside of class. Somewhat Agree 265 25.73% 280 33.21%
Strongly Agree 689 66.89% 460 54.57%
| ask students to work Strongly Disagree 42 4.09% 67 7.96%
cooperatively and Somewhat Disagree 100 9.73% 143 16.98%
collaboratively during class. Somewhat Agree 271 26.36% 262 31.12%
Strongly Agree 615 59.82% 370 43.94%
| respond promptly to Strongly Disagree 3 0.29% 3 0.35%
student work with feedback Somewhat Disagree 21 2.04% 28 3.31%
that allows them to improve. Somewhat Agree 242 23.50% 263 31.09%
Strongly Agree 764 74.17% 552 65.25%
| demand alot of my Strongly Disagree 2 0.20% 1 0.12%
students. Somewhat Disagree 25 2.44% 27 3.19%
Somewhat Agree 287 28.00% 318 37.59%
Strongly Agree 711 69.37% 500 59.10%
| encourage students to ask Strongly Disagree 1 0.10% 1 0.12%
guestionsin class. Somewhat Disagree 1 0.10% 1 0.12%
Somewhat Agree 90 8.72% 109 12.87%
Strongly Agree 940 91.09% 736 86.89%
| vary classroom/instructional  Strongly Disagree 15 1.45% 22 2.61%
activities to accommodate Somewhat Disagree 81 7.85% 117 13.86%
different learning styles of Somewhat Agree 374 36.24% 368 43.60%
students. Strongly Agree 562 54.46% 337 39.93%
| talk to students about Strongly Disagree 11 1.07% 19 2.25%
career opportunitiesin Somewhat Disagree 65 6.32% 87 10.31%
my field. Somewhat Agree 337 32.75% 354 41.94%
Strongly Agree 616 59.86% 384 45.50%
| inform students about Strongly Disagree 3 0.29% 10 1.18%
opportunitiesto learn outside ~ Somewhat Disagree 55 5.35% 62 7.32%
of the classroom. Somewhat Agree 347 33.75% 393 46.40%
Strongly Agree 623 60.60% 382 45.10%
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SUMMARY

The SBRI at CSU San Marcos conducted a mailed survey of arepresentative sample of

Cdifornia State Universty full-time faculty membersin 1991, and a sample from other US indtitutionsin

2002. These condtitute the data for Administration 2. These data were combined with smilar data

collected from CSU and US inditutions in 1990 (Adminigtration 1). The study focused on faculty

workload, activities, and attitudes. Some key findings are noted below.

CSU faculty in 2001 spent more time overdl, including more time on teaching, scholarly and
credtive activities, and adminigtration, than did CSU faculty in 1990. Additiondly, CSU faculty
workload activity hours were higher than US workload activity hoursin Adminigtration 2.
Generdly, CSU faculty taught more classes, taught more units had higher sudent credit units,
taught more students, and had more meeting hours with students than US faculty.

While meeting hours for CSU faculty remained fairly congtant from Adminigtration 1 to
Adminigration 2, they dropped significantly for US faculty.

CSU semester faculty both with and without assigned time provided more hours of
individudized ingruction than did US facullty.

Generdly, CSU faculty served on more committees than did US faculty.

CSU faculty were generdly more likely than US faculty to indicate that their workload was
higher than othersin their discipline, others at their indtitution, othersin their department, and

what they expected at the time they were hired.
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. There was an increase in the percentage of CSU faculty recelving assigned time, from 42.2
percent in the 1990 administration to 52.4 percent in 2001, and CSU faculty were much more
likely than US faculty to receive assigned time.

. Satisfaction with work scope, support and resources increased for both CSU and US faculty
from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2, but CSU faculty were less satidfied than were US
faculty.

. CSU faculty were less likdly than US semegter faculty to report that (a) they are treated with
respect a ther ingtitution, (b) their inditution values their contributions, (c) their inditution’s
expectations of their workload matches their own expectations, (d) their participation in
department or program committees is rewarded, and (e) their participation in university, school,
or college governance is rewarded.

. USfaculty and especially CSU tended to agree with the statements that (a) they encourage
students to see them outside of class, (b) they encourage students to work with others outside
of dass, (c) they ask students to work cooperatively during class, (d) they provide prompt
feedback that dlows for improvement, (e) they demand alot from students, (f) they encourage
students to ask questions, (g) they vary ingtructiona activities to accommodate different learning
syles, (h) they tak with students about career opportunities, and (i) they inform students about

opportunities to learn outside the classroom.

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
107



. CSU faculty with no assigned time increased the number of publicationsin refereed journds
and patents obtained from Adminigtration 1 to Adminigtration 2, while those with assigned time

increased the number of publicationsin non-refereed journds.
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APPENDIX A

Faculty Workload Study

Sponsored by:
The Cdifornia State Universty,

The Cdifornia Faculty Association
and
The CSU Statewide Academic Senate

Conducted By:

The Socid and Behaviord Research Indtitute
Cdifornia State Universty San Marcos
San Marcos, CA 92096
760 750 3288

CSU Faculty Workload Report; SBRI
109



1 During the current term did you have any ingtructiona duties at thisinditution (e.g., teaching one

Or more courses, advisng or supervisng sudents activities)?
Yes No

(IF NO, PLEASE STOP HERE AND RETURN THISPACKET TO THE SOCIAL &
BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE IN THE ENCLOSED PREPAID ENVELOPE.)

2. During the current term did this ingtitution consider you to be atenured/tenure track or
temporary employee?
Tenured/Tenure track Temporary

(IF TEMPORARY, PLEASE STOP HERE AND RETURN THIS PACKET TO THE SOCIAL &
BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE IN THE ENCLOSED PREPAID ENVELOPE.)

3. Wereyou the chairperson of a department, program, or divison a this ingitution during
the fal 2001 term?

Yes No

4. During the current term were you given reduced teaching or assgned time?
Yes No — If No, skip to Q5

How many units were you released from?

Was your reduced teaching or assigned time funded by the University, by sources outside the
Univergty, or both? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

Funded by the University Funded by outside sources
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Which of the following best describes the type of activity for which you received reduced teaching or
assgned time? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

Student advisement

Program adminigtration

Scholarly/Cresgtive activities

Assessment activities

Pedagogical/New courses/Program preparation
Governance

Grants/Contracts

Other, Specify:

5. Inan average week, how many hours do you spend doing each of the following?

#Hrs. (PLEASE GIVE BEST ESTIMATE IF NOT SURE)
Scholarly/Cregtive activities

Teaching (include al aspects of indruction; e.g., classroom time, preparation, grading,
etc.)

___ Advisng students
____Universty, school and departmenta service
_____ Adminigration
___ Sawicelearning
____ Padoff_campuswork or consulting
_ Fundrasng
Unpaid (pro_bono) community or professonad service activities

Other, Specify
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6. How satisfied or dissatisfied do you persondly fed about each of the following aspects of your
job at thisindtitution? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH ITEM)

Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Not
Stidfied Sidfied Disstatified  Disstisfied  Applicable

My overadl work load:

My job security:

The mix of teaching, research, adminitration, and service (as gpplicable) that | am required to do:

Time available for working with sudents as an advisor, mentor, €tc.:

Teaching assstance that | receive (graduate assistants, student assistants, €tc.):

Facilities for scholarly and creative activities

Teaching facilities

Office space: _

Classroom technology:

Support for professiond trave:

Availability of equipment (such as persond computers, etc.):

Avallability of technica support:

Availahility of derical support:
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Library and information resources:

7. Please use the spaces bel ow to indicate how many different course preparations you taught or
will teach during each term during the 2001 2002 academic year. Ignore those terms which do
not fit with your ingtitution's academic calendar.

Different preparations: Fdl Winter Spring Summer

Of the different preparations, how many were new preparations?
Fdl Winter Spring Summer

On_Line web based ingruction:
Fdl Winter Spring Summer

8. About how many of each of the following have you presented/published/done, etc. during the
academic year 2001 2002, and during the academic years of 1999 2000 and 2000 2001
combined?

If NO presentations/publications etc. for the past three years, check here and SKIPTO Q9
(PLEASE GIVE BEST ESTIMATE IF NOT SURE)

Articles or creative work published in refereed professona or trade journas
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Articles or creative work published in non_refereed professond or trade journas
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Articles or creetive work published in popular media or in_house newdetters
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Published reviews of books, articles, or creative works
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Chaptersin edited volumes
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
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Textbooks

2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
Monographs

2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
Other Books

2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Research or technica reports disseminated interndly or to clients
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Presentations at conferences, workshops, etc.
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Juried exhibitions or performancesin the fine or applied arts
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Non_Juried exhibitions or performances in the fine or applied arts

2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
Patents or copyrights
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Reviewing articles or cregtive work for publication or presentation

2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
Computer software products
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Serving on editorid boards/jury pands
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Accreditation reviews
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01

Web _based on_line ingtruction materials
2001/2002 1999/2000 & 2000/01
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9. The question below deds with your teaching assgnments for the 20012002 academic year.
The columns on the left ask you to circle the letter representing the term and course level using
the key provided above each. The columns on the right ask you to write in the student
enrollment, the number of meeting hours per week, and the number of units of each course.

For example, if you taught athree unit lower divison lecture course during the fdl term of 2001
you would cirde"F" under the "Term" column and "L" under the "Course Leve™ column. You
would then move to the right hand portion and write in your best estimate of the student
enrollment, the number of hours per week that the course met, and the number of units. Please
do this for each course you taught &t this ingtitution for al terms during the 2001 2002

academic year.
CIRCLE CORRECT LETTERSUSING KEY SBELOW:
(F) Fdl
(W) Winter (L) Lower Div.
(Sp) Spring (U) Upper Div. (WRITE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE
(Su) Summer (G) Graduate IN THE SPACES BELOW)

Student # Mesting

2001_2002 Term Course Leve Enrollment Hrs. per Week # of Units

TMTTTTTTTTTTTMTTTTT
TR
LLELLLELLLLLLE
QLYo
cccccccccccccc
COOOOOLOOLOOOOL OO
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10. For each type of student listed below please indicate about how many received individudized
ingruction (i.e, tutoring, independent study, directed readings) from you in atypica week
during the 2001/2002 academic year. Also, indicate the average number of contact hours per
week that you spent providing individuaized ingtruction to each type of student.

(IF NONE, ENTER 0. PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE FOR AN AVERAGE WEEK)

Lower Divigon:
# of Students Recelving Individud Ingtruction
# of Hoursof Individua Ingtruction
(not induding e mail & on_lineingruction)

Upper Divison:
# of Students Recelving Individua Ingtruction
#of Hoursof Individud Ingtruction
(not induding e mail & on_lineindruction)
Graduate:
# of Students Recelving Individua Ingtruction
#of Hoursof Individud Ingtruction
(not induding e mail & on_lineindruction)

All Other Students:
# of Students Recelving Individud Ingtruction
#of Hoursof Individud Ingtruction
(not induding e mal & on_line indruction)
11. During the 2001/2002 academic year, about how many graduate or undergraduate thesis
committees, comprehensive exams, or orals did you chair or serve on at thisinditution?

Graduate:
Served as Member (but did not chair)
Thesis Committees Chaired

Undergraduate:
Served as Member (but did not chair)
Thes's Committees Chaired

Comprehensive Exams or Orals Committees (other than as part of athess committee):
Served as Member (but did not chair)
Thes's Committees Chaired
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12. Please use the spaces below to indicate how many different committees you served on during
each term for the 2001/2002 academic year. Ignore those terms which do not fit your
ingtitution's academic calendar. Please do not include thesis, exam, or orals committees.

Department/Program Committees: Fal Winter Spring Summer
School/College Committees: Fal Winter Spring Summer
Universty Committees. Fal Winter Spring Summer

13.  About how many office hours per week do you hold?

14. In addition to your scheduled office hours, about how many hours per week do you spend with
students outside of class, in person, or by phone?

15.  About how many hours per week do you spend in eectronic communication with your
sudents, including e mail and on_line ingruction?

16.  About how many students do you counsel and advise per term?

17. For the following workload questions, please mark the most gppropriate response.

Compared to other faculty in my discipline, my workload is:
Higher About the Same Lower Don't Know

Compared to other faculty in my indtitution, my workload is.
Higher About the Same Lower Don't Know

Compared to other faculty in my department, my workload is:
Higher About the Same Lower Don't Know

Compared to my expectations when | took the job, my workload is.
Higher About the Same Lower Don't Know
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18.

The statements below reflect the relationship you have with the inditution. Please indicate
whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with
each of the following statements.

| am treated with respect at my indtitution.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| fed that the inditution vaues my contributions.
____Strongly Agree ___ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

The indtitution's expectations of my workload are consstent with my expectations.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree _ Somewhat Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

Participation in faculty governance is rewarded at my inditution.
____Strongly Agree _ Somewhat Agree  Somewhat Disagree _ Strongly Disagree

Participation in department/program committees is rewarded a my ingtitution.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

Participation in university, school or college committeesis rewarded a my inditution.
____Strongly Agree ___ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

Effective teaching is rewarded a my inditution.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

19.  The statements below reflect ways you interact with students. Please indicate whether you
strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree with each of the
following statements.

| encourage students to see me outside of class.
____Strongly Agree ___ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| encourage students to work with other students on projects outside of class.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

| ask students to work cooperatively and collaboratively during class.
____Strongly Agree _ Somewhat Agree  Somewhat Disagree  Strongly Disagree

| respond promptly to student work with feedback that alows them to improve.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree
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| demand alot of my students.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| encourage students to ask questionsiin class.
____Strongly Agree ___ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| vary dassroom/ingructiond activities to accommodate different learning styles of students.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| talk to students about career opportunitiesin my field.
____Strongly Agree ___ Somewhat Agree __ Somewhat Disagree ____ Strongly Disagree

| inform students about opportunities to learn outside of the classroom.
____Strongly Agree __ Somewhat Agree _ Somewhat Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree

20.  What isyour tenure status at this ingtitution during the current term?
(CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX)

Tenured — Inwhat year?
Tenure track, but not tenured

Other, specify in space below

21. For how many years have you been employed at this indtitution?

22.  Which of the following best describes your academic rank & thisingditution during the current
term?

(PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE BOX)

Digtinguished/Named Professor
Professor

Associate Professor

Assgtant Professor

| nstructor

Other, specify in space below
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23.

24,

25.

26.

Degree

Fied
Year

27.

28.

29.

30.

In what academic year did you first achieve thisrank?
(PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE IF UNSURE)

academic year /

What is the name of your department or program?

How many full or part time faculty are employed in your department or program?
(PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE IF UNSURE)

Full_Time Faculty Members
Number of Part_Time/ Temporary Faculty Members

Please ligt the highest degree or certificate that you hold, the fidld in which you received that
degree, and the year in which you received that degree.

Y our gender:
___ Femde ____Mde

In what year were you born? 19
Areyou of Higpanic descent? Yes No

What is your race?
___ American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo
Asan or Pacific Idander (Japanese, Chinesg, Filipino, Adan Indian, Korean,
Vietnamese Samoan, other)
African_American
White
Other, specify in space below
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APPENDIX B

Workload Activitiesfor CSU and US Faculty

Workload Activity _?:;;1 CSU 1990 | CSU 2001 | US1990 | US2002
Teaching

Classes Taught - Fall Term 20a-Cc 3.39 3.10 2.88 2.56
Total Units- Fall Term 22aC 9.59 9.35 8.10 7.05
Student Credit Units- Fall Term 24ac 279.29 264.99 283.97 227.55
Total Students Enrolled - Fall Term 26aC 96.32 90.53 89.98 81.44
Total Meeting Hour per Week -Fall Term 28aC 11.57 10.97 9.89 8.24
Number of Different Course Preparations - Fall Term 30a-C 2.64 244 2.50 2.22
Number of New Course Preparations - Fall Term 32ac 0.74 0.77 1.33 0.67
Number of Web Courses - Fall Term 4 0.17 0.13
Service

Department Committees - Fall Term 4lac 2.07 2.15 2.06 2.03
School Committeed - Fall Term 43aC 0.77 0.76 0.90 0.84
University Committees - Fall Term 45a-Cc 0.93 1.00 1.07 0.88
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