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The University and the Community:
Use of Time by Academic Staff

Keith J. Morgan*
Summary

A survey of the use of time by academic staff in the National Universities is reported. Data
were provided through a questionnaire completed by a sample equivalent to 1% of academic
staff; half of the sample was provided by members of Faculties of Engineering and half by other
Faculties. Attributable university duties occupy an average of 43 hours per week but the
returns show wide variations with a standard deviation of 14 hours. Research occupies
approximately half of this time, and teaching about a quarter. Changes over recent years have
reduced the amount of time available for research and increased the time spent on administra-
tion and teaching. Community activities attract very high support from all staff with the
largest contributions being provided by professors. Major activities include service to the
professions, external teaching, service on international, national and local committees, and
adult education. Collaborative research and consultancy is now an important activity, espe-
cially for those in Faculties of Engineering. The area of cultural, social and environmental

amenities attracts little support.

Introduction

Universities are important, and not just to those who work in them. We are told so by the
media, by government, by industry and commerce. Moreover, public opinion generally holds
universities in high esteem [1]. But equally there is a diversity of views about what universities
are expected to do. The traditional academic view of universities as places for the pursuit of
scholarship and learning is not universally shared by government, industry and commerce,
taxpayers and parents, or students. Each of these segments of the community selects its
priority from a spectrum of benefits which embraces wealth generation, commercial conve-
nience, personal advantage, social development, and the advancement of knowledge.

The ability of universities to satisfy such diverse aspirations has proved advantageous. The
growth of universities and their facilities over the past century and the accompanying demand
for access to them provide clear evidence of this. But retention of these levels of support

depends on the ability of universities to continue to meet community expectations, whether

* Visiting Professor, R. I. H. E., Hiroshima University



280 Research in Higher Education-Daigaku Ronshu No25 (March 1996)

these focus on employment prospects for graduates or generation of wealth in the economy.
Governments are increasingly int_(og.iucing policies that idel_ntify the quality of work within
les in the communi
J apén, official policies relating to co-operative research, post-graduate and post'—experience
courses, life-long education and equity programmes already exist; and discussion of measures
affecting the range and quality of academic programmes and research work is being encour-
aged [2] .

These policies, together with the effects of the initial stages of dereguiation of the Japanese
National Universities, have already produced recognisible changes. Undoubtedly more substan-
tial changes will emerge, especially as the universities respond to the demands of post-
massification higher education. What is less clear is any measure of the extent of change that
has already occurred or of the priorities that might be attached to future developments. This
is largely due to a lack of information: it is difficult to construct effective policies if the starting
poirit is vague and the opportunities for implementation are unknown. For a university
planning institutional change, it is useful to have access to information about its current
situation; and equally it is desirable for central advisory bodies to be aware of the status of the
system as a whole. Given the range and scope of current policies, a particular need arises for
data rather than anecdotal advice in two key areas:

(i) on the assumption that major components of existing academic programmes are to
continue, the demands on time of the current university schedules define both the base from
which change will occur and the opportunities and priorities for change; and

(ii) the extent of existing involvement by individual members of the academic staff in
external activities identifies the base level and the potential for extension of services to the
community.

In an attempt to obtain some basic information on these matters, a survey of the use of time
and of contributions to the community by academic staff in the National Universities was

undertaken during 1994-95. The results are described and discussed in this paper.

Results

The survey was conducted within a small number of National Universities by means of a
questionnaire. The questionnaire (in Japanese) comprised two parts, seeking information
about: (a) the current use of time on attributable university duties; and (b) the extent of
participation in community activities. An abbreviated version of the questionnaire is attached
as an appendix [3] .

1.Sample. (1) Response. Questionnaires were distributed to full-time academic staff in the



Keith J. Morgan 281

participating universities; responses were received from approximately 25%. This provided a
sample of about 1% of the total academic staff of the National Universities [4] . The sample
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esponse.
Faculties of Engineering in the expectation that this would reflect particular aspects of
community activity. By response, the total sample is biased towards professors at the expense

of associate professors and junior staff (Table 1); and towards women who constitute about 9%

Table 1. Composition of Survey Sample.

Professors E‘f;sosf%gi;gres Lecturers é)rtahgés
ﬁgspon dents 52% 29% 9% 10%
Egg‘;fgjs‘“g 59% 26% 5% 10%
Other 44% 31% 14% 10%

of respondents as opposed to 7.5% nationally [4] - this bias did not extend to responses from
Faculties of Engineering. The distorting effects of grade-mix on the results for the whole
sample are generally not large as the differences between grades are small; but where it is
helpful to provide a common base for comparisons between those in Faculties of Engineering
and those in other Faculties, the results were calculated for an arbitrary grade-mix of 45%
professors, 37% associate professors, 9% lecturers, and 9% staff in other grades.

(2) Age and Service. The median age of the whole sample was in the range 46-55 years in
accord with average age for National University staff [4] . For professors the median age

is 46-55 years with only 5% falling in the age range 36-45 years.

L] 111y C

Associate professors are
younger, showing a median age 36-45 years but with about one third of respondents being older
than 45 years. Lecturers and staff in other grades have a median age of less than 35 years.
The median period of service of respondents in their present university is greater than 10
years for the whole sample and for professors, between 5 and 10 years for associate professors,
and less than 5 years for lecturers and other sta
served for less than 10 years in their present university, including 28% of professors; and 23%
have spent less than 5 years in their present university, including 15% of professors and 27%
of associate professors. In neither age distribution nor length of service do any significant
differences emerge between those in Faculties of Engineering and those in other Faculties.
2.Use of Time (1) Total Time. The questionnaire asked respondents to indicate separately

the amount of time spent each week on university duties under four headings: teaching,
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research, administration and other university duties, during periods of scheduled teaching and
during the rest of the year. On the assumption that together the four headings comprehensively
cover university duties, the aggregate represents the total time devoted to university work.
Differences exist in the use of time between the two parts of the year but the total time devoted
to university work remains effectively constant with median and mean values at 43 hours per
week. Small differences in the averages calculated for the different grades of academic staff
and for faculty differences are not statistically significant.

The range of total times reported shows wide variations about the average, with standard

deviations of 14 hours per week both for periods of scheduled teaching and for the rest of the
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Figure la. Distridution of tocal time spent on Figure 1b. Distribution of total time spent on
university duties during periods of scheduled teaching. university duties during the remainder of the year.
survey results calculated Poisson distribution
(a) mean. 43.5, std dev., 13.8:

N survey results excluding (b) mean. 42.9, std dev.. I4.1.
\\ returns of 40 hours/week

year. Distribution about the mean also provides significant variations (Figure 1). A substantial
minority, 24%, records a total time devoted to university duties of 40 hours per week in accord
with the requirement for staff in the National Universities as public servants [4] . By some
respondents an assumption that the working week constituted 40 hours was made explicitly and
others possibly made a similar assumption implicitly. Recognition of the formal requirement
is shared equally by professors (28%) and associate professors (25%) but not by lecturers and
staff in other grades (8%).

If this constraint represents an arbitrary and artificial response, the averages for total time

spent on university duties will be distorted. Some indication that this may be so is provided by
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a histogram of the distribution of total time excluding the returns of 40 hours per week (Figure

1). Comparison of a calculated modified Poisson distribution with this histogram shows that
it provides a recognisible approximation for the distribution of three-quarters of the returns
and, in the absence of special factors, implies that the residual 24% might also follow a similar
distribution. However, despite the substantial number of responses recording 40 hours per
week, the distortion of the averages is not large. Even after excluding all returns of.40 hours,
both for periods of scheduled teaching and for the rest of the year, the calculated values of the

a1 U L. A

he means to 44 hours per week. This result

0 45 hours per week and of t
is reassuring in establishing confidence in the overall average and in indicating that any
arbitrary constraint of 40 hours per week will not substantially perturb the distribution of the
times spent on the component duties.

(2) Teaching Time. The distribution of time amongst the four designated university activities

conforms to a simple pattern despite wide individual variations (Figure 2). Teaching necessar-
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ily constitutes a substantial part of university duties. For purposes of the survey, respondents
were asked to include under teaching all time spent on preparation, reading, marking and
supervision of students as well as class contact time. The results show that, on this basis,
teaching occupies 28% of time during periods of scheduled teaching and 7% of time during the

rest of the year. The median time spent on teaching durin

-

hours per week wfth a mean value of 12 hours per week but the range of values is wide with
a standard deviation of 8 hours per week. Outside the periods of scheduled teaching the median

value falls to 1 hour per week with a mean value of 3 hours per week and a standard deviation

of 5 hours per week. The overall distribution of time on teaching during periods of scheduled
teaching, conforms to a modified Poisson distribution (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Distribution of teaching time
during periods of scheduled teaching.
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The responses indicate some differences in the amounts of teaching time between the

different grades of staff and faculties in the universities (Table 2). The small differences

Table 2 Average Time Spent on Teaching Duties during Periods of Scheduled Teaching.

Associate Other
Professors Professors Lecturers Grades
hours per week

Overall
Average 12 13 11 14
Engineering
Faculties 11 12 16 9
Other
Faculties 13 14 9 20

between professors and associate professors are not statistically significant but the larger
differences with lecturers and staff in other grades appear to be real. Between faculties the
differences are statistically significant for professors, lecturers, and staff in other grades (at the
1% level) and probably significant (5% level) for associate professors; in consequence the

difference in mean times between engineering respondents, 11 hours per week, and those in
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other Faculties, 14 hours per week, is significant even when the grade-mix is adjusted to the

standard composition.

e year when teaching is not scheduled, the time spen
activities - presumably planning and preparation of courses - is reduced. The responses
indicate that approximately 60% of the year is occupied by scheduled teaching. On this basis
the mean time devoted to teaching averaged over the whole year is about 8.5 hours per week
or 20% of the average time spent on university duties.

oy 1 _ .

\J) Kesear

h. For this component, respondents were asked to include time spent on
applications for grants, preparation of manuscripts and on general scholarship together with
time spent directly on research. On this basis the responses indicate that research is the
dominant activity in terms of time: it accounts on average for 46% of allocated time during
periods of scheduled teaching and 66% of time during the rest of the year. In total this
represents about 54% of time over the whole year (Figure 2). Overall, the median time for
research during periods of scheduled teaching is 20 hours per week and during the rest of the

year 30 hours per week but the responses indicate substantial variations from the average
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Figure 4a. Distribution of research Figure 4b. Distribution of research
time during periods of scheduled teaching. time during the remainder of the year.

calculated Poisson distribution
{0) mean, 20.4, std.dev., 12.7:

{b) mean; 20 .6, std. dev., 13,0,

survey results

values (Figure 4, standard deviations 12.7 and 13.8 hours per week respectively) and between
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grades of staff and faculties (Table 3). The small differences between the times spent on

Table 3. Average Time Spent on Research.

Associate Other

. Professors Professors Lecturers Grades
Periods of Scheduled hours per week
Teaching pe
Overall Average 20 21 18 25
Engineering Faculties 21 24 23 30
Other Faculties 18 19 15 20
Rest of the Year
Overall Average 28 29 25 33
Engineering Faculties 29 32 32 37
Other Faculties 28 27 22 28

research by professors, associate professors and lecturers do not appear to be statistically
significant but those involving other grades of staff - some of whom will be engaged in research
full-time - are significant. Differences between the faculties which show those in Faculties of
Engineering spending some 4 hours per week longer on research, are significant (0.1 level) both
for separate grades of staff and for the whole Faculties even after adjusting the grade-mix to
the standard composition.

(4) University Administration and Other Duties. = Administration inescapably accompanies
academic duties in universities: less than 2% of respondents report that they spend no time on
it. For purposes of the survey, respondents were asked to include under this category time
spent on departmental, faculty and university business in meetings, discussions, committees and
working groups and time spent on activities such as admissions and the curriculum. Overall,
this work occupies about 16% of university time and remains at a constant level throughout the
year (Figure 2) yielding an overall median value of 5 hours per week (mean, 7 hours per week,
standard deviation, 7 hours per week) both for periods of scheduled teaching and for the rest
of the time. There is no significant difference in the time taken over administration between

+1
1

a oot
LIE

areslésaa anre Aiffavnnna A~ Aen
ACLUILICY DUl DUILIC Uil

Aoy i£L - Py . Denfacanre
1CICTIILTCS UV Cllic1 gC 11 . I

rofessors
spend on average one hour more at 8 hours per week on administrative matters than those in
other grades, a difference which is probably significant (5% level). The same effect is also
shown by the high proportion of professors (66%) amongst those who spend more than twice the
median amount of time on administration, an effect which may be associated with the duties
of heads of departments and deans.

The remaining category, that of other university duties, is intended to include the many
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diverse activities that need to be undertaken within a university other than those included in the

) S
week but this does not fully indicate the range of demands they make on time. One in four
responents avoids these activities entirely; in contrast one in three respondents spends more
than twice the median amount of time on them. The overall mean value remains at 5 hours per
week (standard deviation 6 hours per week) representing about 11% of time throughout the year
(Figure 2). In this area also there appear clear differences between professors and the other
grades o fessors constitute a minority (36%) of those respondents who spend no time
on such duties; and a majority (60%) of those for whom they occupy more than twice the median
time. The mean time spent by professors on these duties (6 hours per week) is significantly
longer than that spent by all the other grades of staff; the effect is most marked in the Faculties
of Engineering where associate professors report a mean time of 2 hours per week (which is
itself notably less than the 4 hours per week reported by associate professors in other
Faculties).

(5) Changes in the Use of Time. Recognisible changes in the universities have occurred in
recent years. Respondents were asked what changes they had experienced over the past five
years in the amounts of time they spend on the four categorised areas of university work. The
responses show a clear perception both of change and of where the changes have occurred.
There have been increases in the time devoted to university administration, teaching and other

activities; and a decrease in the time devoted to research (Table 4). Responses are effectively

Table 4. Changes in the Uses of University Time during the Past Five Years. [a]

University Other
Amount of Time Teaching Research Administra-  University
tion Activities
Increased 63% 11% 88% 62%
Unchanged 34% 23% 12% 36%
Decreased 4% 66% 0% 1%

[a] Percentages are of those who have been in university service during this five year period.

uniform across the faculties but perception of the changes varies with seniority. Increases in
time spent on teaching are identified by one in two professors, two in three associate professors
and four in five lecturers; conversely, for time spent on research, three-quarters of professors
associate professors and lecturers record decreases. Uniformity of
s across the grades of academic staff in the changes of time spent on administra-

S
tion - about 90% of all grades note an increase; and similarly for other activities where an
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increase is noted by about 60% of the whole sample.

Respondents were also asked to indicate their preferences for future change: that is, if
A A ) bl n mn A enmmscemnnn lhAannsaa Avras 1ol
aaaitionadl timme ana resources pecaine avaiianie,
it on the four designated areas of university work together with some form of community

activity. The responses (Table 5) clearly identify teaching as having the highest priority and

Table 5. Priorities in the Use of Additional Time.

Teaching Research U}I\]tli‘r,reurr?;fy Un(i)wsgfsrity Cﬁg?;ﬁ?égy
stration Work
e A R
Faculties ™ ! ’ ’ 4 ’
(F)atl}éiﬁties ! ! ’ ’ ’

community activity the lowest. Amongst the intermediate priorities the greater relative
importance attached to finding more time for university administration than for research is
noteworthy. Indeed, with the exceptions of engineering professors, who tend to favour research
as their third priority, and professors in other Faculties, who identify administration as their
third priority, the responses generally allocate second priority equally to administration and
other university work; and last place equally to community activities and research. In conse-
quence when the results are adjusted to the standard grade-mix, research and other university
activities attract equal priority both in overall response and from those in the Faculties of
Engineering.

3.Community Activities. The second part of the questionnaire is concerned with participatio
in community activities. For the purposes of the survey community activities were defined as
all relevant activities beyond those formally incorporated in the academic programme of the
university. This includes all those external activities by which members of university staff
benefit the professions, government, industry and the community in general, through a range of
cultural, economic, educational, professional and social work. For convenience, five general
areas of community activity were designated:

(a) Service to the Professions, which covers contributions to academic and professional
societies through committees, editorial and other work; it also includes contributions to other
universities through teaching and related activities;

(b) Service on Official Bodies, which includes work for international agencies, national,

regional and local government, and research foundations through service on committees,
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provision of expert advice;

(c) Consultancy and Collaborative Research, which embraces all those activities where

R T Y. RS R SO, JP SO ~ PR ph |
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yon-commercial organisations seek expert and
professional help through contract, consultation or collaboration;

(d) Community Social Service, which provides contributions to social welfare, health, pre
-school, school, adult and continuing education by direct and indirect work, committee
membership, fund raising, provision of special classes or through membership of service clubs;
and

(e) Services to Cultural and Social Amenities, which covers contributions to sport, music,
theatre, art, literature, journalism and broadcasting, religion, politics, environmental affairs
and includes direct participation, service on committees and in civic affairs generally.

These designations were intended to be convenient rather than comprehensive and the
boundaries between the areas were not intended to be precise or rigid. It is clear that
respondents were content to exercise some judgement in allocating some of their activities. It
was asked that respondents should include all their contributions to such activities, including
those which were less closely linked to university than to personal and family interests.

(1) Participation. The level of participation is high: 94% of respondents are currently active
in such workand a further 1% has been active in the recent past. Moreover, participation is
both extensive and diverse with each respondent showing an average of 5 separate activities

spread over 3 of the designated areas (Table 6). There are no faculty differences detectable in

Table 6. Participation in Community Activities.

All
Respondents

Other
Grades

Associate

Professors Lecturers

Professors

Proportion
gagéﬁm 95% 160% 96% 86% 78%
Activities

Number of
different 3 3 3 2 2
areas (mean)

Number of
different
Activities
(mean)

Mean Annual
Time on
Community 210 270 180 180 180
Activities

(hours/year)
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the extent of participation but professors report significantly (0.1%level) higher involvement
than those in any other grade of academic staff.

attraction that the different areas of
community work provided. The most attractive is service to the professions, the least, service
to cultural and social amenities. These preferences were shared by all respondents. Those in
Faculties of Engineering identify consultancy and collaborative research as their second
preference followed by service on official bodies; in contrast those in other Faculties prefer
community social service work to consultancy and collaborative research. These orders of
preference closely parallel the existing situation as is demonstrated by the areas of activity in

which respondents actually participate, currently or in the recent past (Table 7). The results

Table 7. Participation in Areas of Community Activity. [a, b]

. Consultancy . Cultural
St%r‘t’}l](ée Official and Cogégilgrilty and
Professions Bodies Collaborative Service Social
Research Amenities

% % % % %
Overal ‘
Response 88 54 64 47 24
Engineering
Facilties 90 56 71 35 20
Professors 98 72 80 38 22
Associate
Professors 90 41 62 33 17
Lecturers 55 ' 9 55 45 0
Other Grades 52 17 52 17 26
Other
Taculties 85 52 56 60 29
Professors 96 69 63 67 34
Associate
Professors 87 47 59 54 28
Lecturers 67 27 20 53 13
Other Grades 59 27 64 55 27

(a] Participants currently active or active in the recent past.

[b] Percentages relate to numbers in the whole sample.
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show that levels of participation increase generally with academic seniority across all areas

except that of cultural and social amenities. Between the Faculties there is greater involve-

community social service work than is shown by those in other Faculties.

(2) Service to the Professions. This area attracts most support in terms of both numbers of
participants and the amounts of time devoted to it. Nine out of ten respondents are, or have
recently been, active on this work and have spent, on average, between two and three hours per
week on it. The level of involvement reflects academic seniority: contributions come from 97%
of professors, 88% of associate professors, 63% of lecturers, and 56% of staff in other grades.
Similarly, the amount of time spent by professors (mean, 140 hours per year) is significantly
greater than that of associate professors (70 hours per year), lecturers and staff in other grades
(40 hours per year). Levels of activity do not differ between the faculties. Within this area, the
largest individual activity is service on the committees of professional societies which is
provided by over three-quarters of the respondents. Two-thirds of respondents report involve-
ment in organising conferences, and half in editorial work for publications. The other major
activity is work for other universities and colleges, normally in the form of part-time teaching,
which is undertaken by over half of all respondents - 69% of professors, 49% of associate
professors, 29% of lecturers and 20% of staff in other grades.

(3) Service on Official Bodies. Rather more than half of the whole sample report
participation in this area with again seniority rather than faculty determining the level of
activity. Participation decreases from over 70% of all professors, to 44% of associate profes-
sors, and 22% of lecturers and staff in other grades. The average amounts of time committed
by those who are active in this area diminish similarly, from a mean of 60 hours per year for
professors, to 40 hours for associate professors, and 30 hours for lecturers and staff in other

1e most im

grades. Numerically, th

S alltoa.

portant individual contributions are to work for local and
regional agencies: this accounts for 60% of those who are active in this area of service, and
receives similar levels of contribution from professors and associate professors. Elsewhere,
contributions by professors dominate representation on government, national and international

bodies: one-third of all professors but only one in ten of all other staff provide service at these

(4) Consultancy and Collaborative Research. Overall this area provides the second most
popular form of community work. Over 60% of all respondents are engaged in it and for them
it occupies an average of 110 hours per year. Levels of involvement in this area of work show
clear faculty differences. Responses from the Faculties of Engineering show over 70% of staff
participate; for those in other Facuities the proportion is 58%, a difference that persists even

when allowance is made for the differing grade-mix. In terms of time spent by those who
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participate in this work, there are no clear differences between the faculties; but there are
between the grades of staff, with the less senior staff engaged for longer periods: mean times
for professors, 90 hours per year, associate
grades of staff, 240 hours. Amongst the range of activities in this area, collaborafive research
shows the highest participation involving 68% of those who are active in this area and with a
fairly uniform distribution amongst the grades of staff in all faculties. Consultancy, shared
equally between commercial and non-commercial organisations accounts for a similar propor-
tion of participation but with professors showing a rather higher involvement than associate
professors and lecturers. Contract research provides a minor contribution: only 7% of the total
sample indicate experience of such work either currently or in the recent past; two out of three
of those who have this experience are professors.

(5) Community Social Service. Slightly less than half of all respondents are active in this
area. In terms of participation it provides a mirror image of that in the previous section. In
this case, the smaller contributions come from Faculties of Engineering, where 35% of members
are active participants in contrast to the other Faculties where 60% of members participate.
Those who do engage in this work spend on it an average of 50 hours per year, with professors
and associated professors spending less (40 hours) and lecturers and other grades of staff
spending more (90 and 70 hours respectively) than this average. Over half of the contributions
are in the field of adult education, with professors providing about two-thirds of the input, and
those from the Faculties of Engineering sharing equally with those from other Faculties in this
activity. Elsewhere, contributions from the Faculties of Engineering are small with those from
other Faculties making the major contributions to school and pre-school education, health and
social welfare work and through community service clubs. Thus, while one in seven of all

respondents is involved in school education work, those in other Faculties are three times more
likely to participate (with a proportion of one in five) than those in Faculties of Engineering
(one in sixteen). Overall participation in pre-school, health and social welfare work is small
(6%, 6%, 4% respectively) and the proportions from Faculties of Engineering are smaller still
3%, 1%, 1%); even membership of service clubs (e.g. Lions, Rotary) has membership from
Faculties of Engineering (5%) well below that of other Faculties (13%).

(6) Cultural and Social Amenities. This area represents minority interests with less than one
quarter of all respondents being either currently active or having been active in the recent past.
For those who are or have been involved, there is an average commitment of about 70 hours
per year. There is no clear relation between participation in this area and either faculty or
academic grade, though a possible link between age and participation is provided by the
increase from 22% of respondents aged less than 35 years (mainly lecturers and staff in other

grades) to 33% for those over 55 years (mainly professors). Only four groups of activities
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attract any extensive involvement: journalism and broadcasting with 9% of all respondents,
sports organisations, 696, music, theatre and art (which appears to be mainly music), 5%, and
environmental concerns, 4%. Vanishingly small support is recorded for activities related to
religion, (2%), politics (1%) and literature (<1%).

(7) Financial Rewards. Involvement in community activity is not accompanied by substantial
financial reward. While over two-thirds of the respondents obtain some earnings from it, more
than nine out of ten obtain less than 5% of their annual earnings in this way. Professors earn
slightly, but significantly, more than staff in all other grades but there are no significant
differences in the earnings between the faculties.

Clearly though, it is lack of time rather than financial reward which limits community
activity. Indeed, three-quarters of all respondents indicate that this is so. The constraints of
time diminish from professors and associate professors, of whom 81% and 79% respectively see
this as a limitation, to lecturers and those in other grades (60% and 51% respectively).
Moreover, over 80% of all respondents indicate that even financial reward would not enable
them to undertake additional community activities. Again, professors (82%) and associate
professors (84%) see this slightly more clearly than do lecturers (69%) and staff in other grades
(70%).

If there were to be financial reward for community activities performed on behalf of the
university, respondents were asked to identify the order of their preferences for its use with
respect to five possibilities: personal use, academic expenses (e.g. travel), research expenses,
scholarships, or for departmental, faculty or university funds. There emerged an overwhelming
and uniform first preference for using any money for academic expenses, followed in second
place by research expenses. Distantly as third, fourth, and fifth preferences were scholarships,

university funds and personal use, the last two being almost equally unpopular.

Discussion
A conventional image of university life remains one of remote and timeless academic study,
free from external stress and enriched by lengthy vacations and international conferences.

From within universities the view is different [5] , with a belief that high motivation and

seen to combine social status with a flexible schedule of work and freedom to pursue individual
scholarly interest. Time, social change and rapid institutional growth have eroded these
elements. Even so, universities still retain capacity to cater to the diverse needs of individual
n perhaps surprising to learn that in their work, contempo-

rary universities display characteristics not dissimilar to those of commerce and industry. The

y
survey shows that in Japan the average working week for academic staff in the National
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Universities is 43 hours throughout the year. This is identical to the average working week -
and rather longer than that for graduates in industry and commerce [6] . It is also similar
to that reported .g. 7,89

There is though a major difference in the way in which this time is used. Elsewhere, [8,9]
the major activity during periods of scheduled teaching is indeed teaching, which occupies
between 40% and 509 of the time; and over the whole year it accounts for about 409 of the
time [7] . In Japan the figures are 28% and 20% respectively, that is about half the time used
elsewhere. Conversely the average time for research in Japan amounts to well over half of the
time for the whole year and 46% of the time during periods of scheduled teaching: in British
universities, research occupies about one-third of the time over the whole year [7] ; and even
in those American universities categorised as “research universities” [10] the average is below
38% of time during periods of scheduled teaching [8] . The use of time for administration and
other duties shows little variation across international boundaries and appears to be fixed at
about one-quarter of average time. Overall these figures indicate that in an average working
week of five and a half days in Japanese universities, one day is spent on teaching, three days
on research, one day on administrative matters and half a day on other university business; in
contrast in America and Britain the corresponding figures would be roughly two days on
teaching and two days on research. This contrast appears to identify the National Universities
in Japan as “educational institutions uniquely characterised by a commitment to research”
rather than the alternative “educational establishments providing teaching in an environment
of research”.

A nexus between teaching and research is frequently invoked to describe the relationship
between these two principal activities in universities. It appears to be appropriate to describe

the use of time in this way - if you do more teaching, you do less research. So, the increase

(¢

in time devoted to teaching during periods of scheduled teaching is at the expense time spent
on research during the rest of the year (Figure 2); and the longer time devoted to research in
Faculties of Engineering (Table 3) is balanced by the shorter time reported for teaching.
Similarly perception of recent changes in the use of time identify decreases in research time as
an accompaniment to increases in time for teaching, and administration (Table 4). The results
reported by professors nicely illustrate this balanc
times professors devote to teaching and research are not statistically significant, they match
the significantly longer times taken by administrative and other duties and yield in total an
average similar to that for all other academic staff.

It would be inappropriate to invoke these statistics in any attempt to identify individual
characteristics. The averages conceal a wide diversity as is shown by the standard deviations

from the means. So, even including those who identify their working week as the statutory 40
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hours, one quarter indicates that university duties occupy longer than 125% of the averages for
total time, teaching time and research time; but concurrently less than 75% of average times
accommodates the total university duties of one in ten and the teaching and research of one in
three. Nor is academic productivity readily identified with average performance - a majority
of research publications originates from a small minority of university staff [11,12,13] . It
would be equally fallacious to assume that longer hours necessarily correspond to qualitatively
better results. Even so it is clear that pressure on time is felt to limit opportunities for teaching

(Table 5) as w

w
<3
o,

the need for more time for research [11] . It is tempting to relate this inversion to the existing
differences in time allocated to teaching and research, though the accompanying desire in Japan
to find more time for administrative duties would be difficult replicate elsewhere.

For a university system that until recently attached importance to its separation from
external influences, participation in community activities by academic staff from the National
Universities is remarkably high. Equally impressively this is largely achieved voluntarily,
without institutional pressure. It is true that the largest contributions are made to academic
professional activities serving learned societies and other universities, but exclusion of these
activities leaves participation in the other areas still shared by 86% of all respondents to the
survey. The time involved is also substantial, amounting to over 4 hours per week on average
or 10% of the time spent on university duties. The survey did not establish that all of this time
is additional and some of it could have formed part of that included under university require-
ments. However, by its nature most of this work will be additional and extend the average
working week to about 48 hours. The ten most heavily subscribed community activities are
listed in Table 8.

High commitment to professional affairs is not unique to Japanese academics but its
manifestation does offer special features. The level of active involvement in the work of
academic and professional societies is notably higher than would be expected elsewhere.
Similarly, the extent of part-time work in other universities is substantially higher than is
found in most other countries [5] . Encouraged by government, collaborative research and
consultancy now represent substantial components of community activity, especially in Fac-
ulties of Engineering. In contrast, and notable for xclusion from Table 8, is the low level
of contracted research (7% participation). Overseas it is long established [14] and widely
recognised [15] that individual contacts through consultancy and contractual research provide

the most effective routes to developing collaborative programmes between industry and

1 m —t+hi H H hawva natd Annbeastsial
universities. In America over two-thirds of all engineering professors have paid contractual
1 H | [P Anvaciiladinm amed ensmancral ~f b o on oo o a
links to industry [14, 16]. It will require much deregulation and removal of the many continuing

a
legal constraints before this mechanism for enhanced collaboration becomes available in the



296 Research in Higher Education-Daigaku Ronshu No25 (March 1996)

Table 8. Levels of Participation in Community Activities.

All Other
p?;’iiilelp Professors Academic
TR Statt
Committees of
1. Professional 67% 86% 47%
Societies
Organisation
2. of Conferences 55% 74% 34%

and Meetings

Work for other
3. Universities 54% 67% 39%
and Colleges

g, ollaborative 50% 59% 41%
Consultancy,
Commercial and o o o
5. Non-commercial 47% 64% 29%
Organisations
Editorial Work o ° °
6. for Publications 45% 58% 31%
Service to Local
7. and Regional 32% 42% 22%
Agencies
8. Adult Education 26% 33% 17%
9 International 9259 389 11%
*  Organisations ° 0 0
%ervice to
overnment o 0 (o)
10. AgenCieS and 22/0 36/) 6%)
Committees

National Universities.

Professors provide the major contributions to community activities (Table 8), perhaps
through some combination of expertise, status and age. This appears both in the range of
activities they undertake and the time they devote to them (on average, 100 hours per year more
than those in other grades). In establishing programmes of community activity, leadership from
the top is regularly invoked as an essential requirement. By their example, it appears that
professors are providing this leadership. Demands on time are though substantial and it is
professors who register these most clearly. This must provide a constraint on further expan-
sion of community work unless participation by the other grades of staff can be expanded. In
turn, this presents a problem of perception outside the university. It is regularly asserted in
industry that the relatively large contribution already provided by non-professorial staff is a
symptom of the low priority attached by professors to these projects.
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Direct and indirect financial rewards from community activities contribute substantially to
institutions and individuals overseas [17] . In Japan the penalties and complexities of regula-
tions constrain the extent of institutional benefit for the National universities, and
individual benefit. On this basis the preference for using any money obtained from community
activities for academic or research expenses rather than for personal or institutional benefit is
rational. In other countries a more uniform distribution of preferences would be expected, with
personal and institutional benefit both rating prominently. There is though an element of illogic
h ferences provided by the responses to the questionnaire. Earnings from teaching in
other universities are retained for personal use: there is no reason in principle why the
regulations for public servants could not be relaxed to allow this to apply to other professional
activities.

Limitations of the survey leave a number of issues unresolved and many aspects which could
be clarified by a more extensive study. The general conclusions appear to be qualitatively
reliable despite the relatively low response rate: results for individual universities conform to
the general patterns revealed by the survey. It would though be advantageous for the base of
the survey to be extended in order to confirm the results quantitatively, to extend the statistical
analysis to a wider range of faculties, to include private universities [18] and universities
overseas, and to clarify issues such as staff mobility and institutional location and culture in
determining academic and community service characteristics.
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Appendix Questionnaire
(abbreviated)

1. Please indicate:
(a) the grade of your appointment
(professor, associate professor, lecturer, other);
(b) your age
{(less than 36, 36-45, 46-55, over 55);
(c) the length of time you have worked in this university
(less than 5 years, 5-10 years, over 10 years).
2. Please indicate the amount of time (hours/week) you can devote to the categories of work
listed below:
Teaching, Research, Administration, Other University Activity
(a) during periods of scheduled teaching;
(b) during the rest of the academic year.
How long (weeks/year) is the total period of scheduled teaching in your Faculty or
Department ?
3. Please identify how the amount of time you spend on Teaching, Research, Administration,
and Other University Activities has changed over the past 5 years
Reduced / Unchanged / Increased.
4. Please show on the table those areas of Community Activities to which you now make
(current) or have recently made (in past 5 years) contributions.
(&) Service to the Professions: Committees of Societies, Conference Organisation, Editorial
Work, Work for Other Universities, Other;
(B) Service on Official Bodies: United Nations Agencies, International Foundations, Govern-
ment Committees, Local and Regional Organisations, Other;
(©) Consultancy and Collaborative Research: Commercial Consultancy, Non-commercial
Consultancy, Collaborative Work, Contracted Work, Other;

(D) Community Social Service: Social Welfare Organisations, Health Care Bodies, Community

(E) Service to Culture and Social Amenities: Sports Organ-izations, Music, Theatre, and Art,
Literature, Journalism and Broadcasting, Religion, Politics, Environment, Other.
5. Please enter the amount of time (hours/year) you spend on each of the areas of community

activity you identified in (4)
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6. Please indicate what proportion of your annual income is derived from community

activities:

7. Are the community activities you undertake limited by time ?
Yes / No
Would you be willing to extend your activities if they were rewarded financially ?
Yes / No
8 . If there were opportunity to undertake more community activities which area would attract
you most ? Please indicate the order of your preferences by numbering the areas listed below
(1 = most attractive, 5 = least attractive) :
Service to Professions, Official Bodies, Consulting etc, Social Service, Culture and Amen-
ities.
9. If in the university there were more time at your disposal, how would you choose to use it ?
Please indicate the order of your preferences by numbering the activities listed below:
Teaching, Research, Administration, Other University Activities, Community Activities.
10, If there were financial rewards for community activities performed on behalf of the
university, how should the money be used ? Please indicate the order of your preferences by
numbering the possible uses listed below:
Personal Use, Academic Expenses, Research Expenses, Scholarships, University Faculty or

Departmental Funds.
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