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HUMANITIES FACULTIES AND LEAVES

r

HIGHLIGHTS

0

4

o In acadenyc year 1979-80, 83,500 full-time faculty members taught in the
humanities In the nation's institutions of higher education. Half were in
four-year colleges, slightly more than one-quarter were in universities,I

a1d slightly fewer than one-quarter were in two-year colleges. These
totals and distributions had not changed markedly since 1977-78.

o ..The sabbaticals awarded in'1979-80 numbered just over 5,300--approximately
3 percent feWeN,than those awarded two years earlier. However, the number
awarded at two-year colleges had increased by one-quarter, whereas those a*
four7year colleges had- dropped by 15 percent.

o Six to 6.6 percent of therfull-time humanities faculty took sabbaticals
during the three year period.. This proportion varied according to'type of
institution, with a slightly higher rate (8.2 to 8.5 percent) at univer-
sities And a lower rate (4.2 to 5.6 percent(--rat two-year colleges.

Th ...
4\,'* , .

o Leaves without pay were granted to about half as many humanities faculty
,

p .members as vere.sabbaticals.
. J

..

o Full-year awards accounted for slightly more than one-quarter (27 percent)
. 1 of all the sabbaticals awarded td humanities faculty in 1979-80. Full -year

awards accounted for more than half (55 percent) of the 'leaves without pay.
-grantei humanities faculty in the same' year.,

. .

_

INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES GOVERNING LEAVES

o Three-quarters of thenation's colleges and universities offered sabbat-
icals as of winter 1981. Nearly all universities,,84 percent of 'the
four-year colleges, and 60 percent of the two-year colleges did so.

- o Nearly half of the institutions that 'offered sabbaticals awarded them
competitiyely; another third awarded them semiautomatically.

, .

Full-time tenured faculty were eligible for.sabbatiCals at nearly all of
. the sabbatitql-granting.institutiOns. Administrative ttaff were eligible
at about two-fifths of the insfitutionst;and ful-time nontenured faculty
could receive them at 38 percent tOf-the institutions-,

'

1 4

o More than half of t4e,institutions'that awardesabbatical leaves provided
support on the .basis of ."half salary for a full year" or "full 'Salary for.'
a half year."

. .

. . .r
r.

. . ..

Levies without'pay were available to faculty and staff at nearly%all
,

institutions. The most frequently cited permissible;purpose for such
-t:'.- leaves was "faculty development.." "Research" was also accepted, by a large

percentage (78 percent) of the institgtion$ that granted such leaves.
- ',1 .4

-

One-quarter of the nation's institutions reported that they-planne to re -''
view or amend tiieWpolcies r garding sabbiticals in the next. three years.
Of these, one-third specif* i that they would be developing a leave policy.t
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Overview

This study was undertaken at therequest of the Nation 1 Endowment for the

Humanities (NEH) to estimate the size of the fulltime humanities faculty in

the nation's colleges' and universities, and to determine th\ proportion of that

faculty who benefit from institutionalopolicies governing, sabbaticals and

leaves withoutay. In addition, the Endowment wanted to 1 arn how widespread

.
the practice of granting sabbaticals is and what/some of the'policies that .

relate td' their use are.
)

NEH plays a substptial role in the support of research and advanced study
. ,

\
in the humanities. It is therefore vitally interested in'the availability. pd

, 4 2

use of mechanisms such as the sabbatical that may be used to further researCh,

enhanCe teaching capabilities, and encourage faculty development opportunities.

Hence, a major concernACNBW%has been the ability of humanities faculty to

take leaves for professional or educational purposes. .

1

InLight of sniffing levels of institutional resources and changes in the

patterns of externallylrovided support, the Endowmpnt has sought to examine

both the, requency an c,ifd of leaves taken by humaniti s faculty as well as

the general-ins tit policies' governing sabbatic ls and leaves without
/

-pay. Data on the availabi ity and use of those special types,of research
k

opp'tunity will'assist the Endowment in determining the best use of public

resources for furthering study and 4evelopment in the humanities.

Methods Summary
. r

/
rche Higher,Iducation Panel a continuing ,survey research program created

I/
400971 by the American Council on EdUoation to conduct specialized surveys on

.14

or*.
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topics of current policy interest to the higher.eduation community aneto

goveilimeot agencies.
_ .

, //

//The Panel is a stratified sample of 760 solleges sand universities drawn

from the population of more than 3,000 i'nstitutions'listed in the National
P

tenter for Education Statistics' (NCES) Education Directory, Colleges and

Universi6eg.' All institutions in the populgtion are groupediaccoi-ding tgthe

Panel's stratification design, which is basest on' three factors: institution

' type (university, lour -year college, or two-year college), Contro4:,or gov-

ernance (public or pr ivate), and size (full-time-equivalent enrollment). For

any given survey, either the ent4re Panel or an appropriate subgroup is used.

The questionnaire (see Appendix A). for thissurvey was mailed on

February 2, 1981, to all Panel institutions except independent medical schools,

religioidor Bible colleges, and certain other specialifed institutions, such
-

as engineering and business colleges. .Pinellemi;ers were:asked to indicate the

size of their umanities faculty and their Oilizatpn of sabbaticals and

leaves withoUt pay. Institutions that formally provided for sabbaticals were,

asked a series of questions concerning who were eligible for leaves, how they

were granted7what level of support was available, and institutional plang to

review sabbatical policies:

from the 673 Panel members surveyed, 546 usable responses were obtained .

after Mail and teleppone follow-ups. This resulted -in a response rate of

slightly over,81 percent.

Data from responding institutions were tatistically ,adjusted to represent

the eligible natip2a1 population of 2,481 niversities, four-year colleges and

two-year colleges with full-time huManities faculty. "Appendix B: Techikical

Notes" contains a'description of the weighting, procedure and a di ussion of

the reliability of the survey estimates.

4 I

10
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Findings

,

There were an estimated 83,500 full-time humanities) faculty members in the -

: .
.

nation's institutions of posf4iondary educaticOluring academic year 1979-80.
. .

.

.This represented an increase of onlyone-half of 1 percentrover 1977-78. This
,/7

change took plate during a period when the size ofthe nation's full ,

,faculty (instructor and above) was estimated to have increAsed by just tess
10.

. .

thah 1 percent, and i, ts full-time-bquivalent enrollment to have increasedby
.

,1.5 percent.2
.

. '-,Over half pf the humanities fatulty had their-appolntments at four -year 4

colleges. One-forth were at-..universiti=es, and the remainin902 percent were
. .

at two-year colleges (see table A). Public institutions employed roughly
.

i

two-thiNs-of the total humanities faculty,., and firivate institutions accounted

for the rest. .

're

r.

Table A

Humanities Faculty, by Type, of Institution, 1979-80

Number

All institutions. 83,500

22,600

Four -year colleges 43,200

17,800

Upiiersities

Two-year colleges

ti

Note: On this and subsequent tables, detail may not hum to totals because,of-
weighting and rbundim,

)

1. For this survey; the humanities were defined to include languages, both
modern and,clasgical; linguistics;literature;

history;.fter4can stud-ieq;-
.philosophy; archaeology; religious studies; and the history, criticism and

theory of the arts:
.

.

.
. .

. .

2.,NCES, Projections of .Education Statis ics to 1988-89 (Washingtion: GPO,
1980), pp. 43, 100.-

.

11
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Approximately one out of fifteen (6.6 percent ) full-time humdnities faculty .

,..
. .

, 1 ,
.

took sabbaticals" in 1977-78, (table, B). At universities es the number increased
_ 1.

A

slightly in each year examined in the survey, wher'eas at four-yea and two-year

colleges,there was a drop in.the Second year and a gain in the -third.--

Notably, in.the four- year-sector the gain in 1979-80 was not as great as thar

earlier loss, so there were Tewtr sabbaticals at the end Of the period than at

the beginning.

Table B

Humanities Faculty Awarded Sabbatical Leaves,
4

Academic
Year

_ By Type of Institutjon
J

All' Four-Year

. Institution . Universities Colleges

tl..
Two-Year
Colleges

.

Number of sabbaticals awarded

.

1977=78 5,504 1,855 '2,852 797

. .

..

1978-79
-,,

5,005 ,1,909 2,351 ,745.,

1979-80 5,335 1,915 2;423 998

IA: ....

.

1977-78,-

As a percentagt of humanities faculty

6.6 8.3
e

6.7 4.5. -

,

% 1978-79 '6.0 8.5 5:5. 4.2.*

.
.

1979-80 6.4 8.5 5.6 5.6

,.. . - . .

. .

In contrast, the number of leaves. without pay increased over e period for ,

. '
,

,

. .

' each type orinstitullion (table C). Apparently the reduction in sabbatical

_ ,.4.

-

3. A sabbatical is a leave of absenceto whidifaculty may become entitled
after a fixed period-of service, and which is wholly or partly suppdrted by the

Institution. /
-

1'

-4'



,}eaves was being offset somewhat by granting more leaps without pay. However,

the number of leaves without pay continued to be only about half of the number

5

of sabbaticals.

Table C.

. Humanities Faculty Whd Took.Leaves Without Pay,
4-

ACidethic All
Year Institutions Universities

by Type of

Four-Year
Colleges

Institution

Two-Year
Colleges

Number of lea0s without pay taken c'

)97?-78 . 2,457 901 1,215 341

1974-79 2,576; 927 1,284 366

1979-80 2,847 938 1,492 417

As a percentage of humanities faculty

4

1977:48 . 3.0 4.0 2.8 1.9

1978 179' 3.1 4.1 3.0 2.1

1979-80 /3.4 4.1 3.5 2.3

These changes--fewer-sabbaticals,!more leaves without pay--ais6 summarized

.M tableD which shows the percentage change ovec_the period by type of insti-
J .

tution. 6 l

0. t
, Table 0

i,4 ,

Percentage Change fim 1977-78 to 1979.780 in'

LeaVes Granted HumanitiesTaqulty; by Type of Institution

Sabbaticals
leaves

Without Pay

. All institutions -3.1 :f5.9e

Universities . 3.2 4.1

Four-year colleges =15v0 22.8

Two-yeircolleges ,.25.2 22.3/ .
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The drop in the number of sabbaticals between' 1977 and 1979 shown in

table B represents 3.1 percent 'of the 1977 awards (see table D). The latter

table also points up the sharp reduction of sabbaticals in the four-ydar

college sector, the traditional bastion of the'humanities and liberal arts.

The drop contrasts with the increase by one - quarter, in. the number of sabbat-
.

icalg awarded at two-year institutions.

For leaves.without pay, each of the instAutival sectors showed an

increase during the period; in bdth the four-year and two-year college sectors

the increase was slightly morethan one-fifth.
-^

,-

Length Of Leaves -

..A f ,

Data from the study permitted further analysis of leave-takers by -41e
.

length of their le ves--whether they were for a full.year or only part of one.

In practice, sabbaticals were not often given for the full year. Over the

1

three-year period, one-quarter to one-thirdtpf the rtported sabbaticals were

for a full year (see table E).

Most leaves without pay taken by Kuhnitirfaculty during the reporting

period were for the full year. This heldArue in each type of institution and

in both the public and private sectors in 1977-78. However, by 1979-80

slightly less than half of these leaves were for a full year at the univer-
.

ev

sitles; and in the four-year colleges the proportion of such leaves had dropped

slightly, although it still remained above the 50 percent mark. On the other

hand, at two -year colleges, the percentage of the full-year leaves without pay

had increased from 63 percent to 72 percent. Table E summarizes these changes

by type of instituttoh.

e

I
4

14

t t
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Table E

'Full4ear Leaves as a Percentage ofA1 Leaves, by
.

, Type of Leave and Institution
.

_ .

Academic' . All
Year . Institutions

.

.

977-78 - 27 --.'

.

1

1978-79 27.'

1979-80 ,I27
, .,

/
.

Universities
Four-Year
Colleges

Two-year

Colleges
.

,

Sabbaticals

28 , 2
.

33 .

26. 27 32

29
. ..

26 27

Leaves Without Pay

:. 51 . 57 63

46 60 58

47 56 72

.'

- .
1977-78 .. 56.

.

1978-79 55-

1979:80' 55 .-
.

Attwo-yeir colleges,.the decrease to approximately one-quarter in the
4

proportion of, year -long sabbaticals was accoMpabied by an increase 'in the per-0

centage of year-long'aeaves withoutpay to neatly threer:quarters. These two

observations may fnate sPeculatn that tbeie-instiutions fended to award the

longerleave,as'pne without pay... hissurvey, however, did Pot attempt tO-

determine the reaso116'fo such changes. Furthermore, it is not a trend that

appears tp be consistent among all institutional sectors. For example, data

from the universities show a greater percentage, increase in the long-term
.

rf.e.

sabbatical tan in the longer leavemithout pay (see detail table 5).

. :. ,Sabbatical Policies

''e In order to place in better' perspective the'data concerninglumanitles
e, .

.

m!:faculty and-their use of sabbaticals and leaves without pay, the Panel survey
4'

,..included several items concerning institutional leave policies.
,

'

Qi

15
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As:of winter 1981, three-quarters of.the nation's 2,500 institutions of

higher education co'vered'in this,surveS, made sabbatical leaues available to at

least; some members of their staff and faculty. This proportion
,

varied

considerablyby type and control of institution.

figure 1 shows that nearly all (96 percent) of the universities offered

sabbaticals, 'as did $4 percent of the nation's four-year colleges. On the

Other hand, only three-fifths of the two-year colleges offered the benefit.

Fig. 1 Peicentage of institutions Offering Sabbaticals

,

All 4-Year
Inititutions Universities Colleges

6

2-Year
C011eges

The overwhelming majority of institutions that offerediabbaticals

a

considered, them to be a benefit for which all eligible staff had an equal

oppprtunity in accordance with-institutional policy and'practice (i'abte 0).

Only 5 percent of all institutions indicated that sabbaticals were negotiated
,

separately as apart- of an inOvidual's contract. Four -year' colleges appeared
A

.,to show the least evidence of this practice; only 3 percent reported a
I

procedure involving individual negotiation.

16
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Table G

-

Piovision for Sabbatical Leaves, by Type pf Institution

4.

.

.

(percentage dilstribution)

r
,

Provision for. : A1.1

Sabbaticals ;.. .

, -

Total

)-

Sabbaticals are'a benefi
)'

for which alT eligible staff
have an equal opportunity

.

Sabbaticals are negoliated

separately as partof each
individual's Contract,

Other

Institu-
tions

Univer- , Four-Year
sities Colleges

Two=year
Colleges

4100

92

5

4

)00

89

.4

7

100.

97

3

1

100

85

8

7

.

*
f ,

Method Of Award and Eligibility For Sabbaticals

. The manne? in-which 'sabbaticals were awarded varied considerably. The
4

survey instrument ideptified four ways: automatically, semiautomatically,

competitively,%and "other".4 A summary-of the results appears in table H. -jt

Shows that nearly half of the sabbaticals were awarded competitivelyand about'

one -third semiautomatically. Fewer than 10 percent were given' automatically.

Responses to a question that asked which faculty and staff were eligible

for sabbaticals indicated that nearly allIhstitutions so'considered full-time'

tenured faculty. Those few who did not were probably institutions without

tenure 'systems.

4. Institutjons that indicated "semiautomatically"and "other" were asked to
explain how the leaves were given. These explanations were analyzed with the
result that some responses were reclassified. A sabbatical was considered
"competit've when the relative,mgrits of an applicant's leave plan were
weighed Ag inst others in allocating limited sabbatical funds.
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,

TableH. '

'',' .

,
,

Method of Awarding Sabbatical Leaves,,by Type of Institution.,
(percentage distribution)

.-
All .

- FoUr-Year Two-Xear ,,,-
Method of:AWard. Institutions Universities .Colleqes . Colleges

, -..,

Total - TOO 100 100 '''. . 100 :

Automatically 8 10 = 8 ,- '7

Semiautomatically 36 45 36 .35
. ,

, Competitively 47 34 49 '47.

Other 9 11 7 . 12

In addition, full-t4me nontenured faculty and-the staff classified as

"administratiie and,other" were eligible for sabbatiCal leaves at 38 percent

and 42 percent of the institutions, respectively. Only a small proportion
. , . .s

.

considered. part -time faculty eligible.

Figure 2summarizes sabbatical leave eligibility by type of faculty and

,,...

type of institution..
-

.

.
..,

Institutional Support. For Faculty Members On Sabbatical
.

.
.

. . ,..41

'Responding institutions were asked what proportion of a faculty member's
. : ,k,-- .

,

.

% salary typically was'-provided for how long during a sabbatical leave. The
e

.
. >,

,

modal "arrangement was 'half salary for a full year. The reciprocal of 'that,
A., .

full salary fora half year,wat the next most frequently cited provision.
..

. . .

These two combinations of, percentages orsalary and duration were the only ones
. .

reported by more than 20 pereent. of the institutions. The most gerrous

4.006
arrangetent, full salary for a full'year, was identified as the typical.

arrangement At fewer than 3 percent of the institutions.

4
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rig. 2 Percentage of Institutione,Reporting Faculty EligiVIlty for Sabbaticals, by Faculty glassificallort

.

' Fuli Time
Tenured
Faculty

3, X

Administrative
Personnel

institutioAs

OF

Nontenured)
Faculty A.

Universities

t

Pirf-Time
Tenured
Faculty

Part-Time
Nontenured .

Faculty

1 2-Year olleges
1 4-Year Colleges

N .
. A; 20

a
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7 v.
Table I shows the distribution of the three combinations mentioried; bY'tYPel

f

of i.nstitution. The.major variancefrom the-Ratibnal average was 6,y the

two-year colleges. AlthOugh universities -and foUr-year-colleges both showed

well above halfof their number typically_pffering salar for a half year,

only aboat:two-fifthraf-tfte two-year inWtuttons did so.
- .

.

. I

Table I
.

-\\
-.

.

40'.. Support Provided Faculty on Sabbatical Leaves, by Type of Institution
-(in percentages) .' ..-

,

4' .1,4
6( .. All . , Four-Year Two -Year

Salary/Duration' Institutions Universities -;Colle es Cole e
.. (N=1,846) (N.175) - (N=1,006) = )

. ..-0

Half salary/
full. year g9 58 .

...,

Full salary/ .

half* year ' 57 ' 54 .

Full salary/
,full year 2 4

6

61 : 58

67 42

3 1

. 'Note:, Percentages are not additive. Many institutions indicated that;a-
,. sabbatical may be for half salary fora full year or full salary fon half a
.'year

.
.

..

J

Leaxelrithout Pay
- r .

,: f
,.r. Nearly all institUtions.(97 percent) m&de.leaves without pay available to

.,

Odir'Icagulty and/or staff. .Figure 3 shows that over 90,percent ofd each of the
0.-,

,

* major institutional types granted such benefits. '

In response-tO a query 'concerning ache purposes .for 'which leaves tithout pay
. .

were granted, nearly all (96 percenlOtof the institutions cited "faculty d'evel-
.

,41
,

opment". "Research" and "other academic empl6meht" '(a-categoiv tlit ,included
.

,f

2i

7

I
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#

Fig. 3 ewon. tag, ofInstItutions Ottertng.Litatios Without Pays'

75%

25%

.-

..,,P

,
..,

i

:
0

. All 4-Year 2-Year.-.-'
Institutions Universities Colleges COljeges

i t %...
'0

visiting profes.s_orships).were iden.tified by 78.`percent and 72 percent,.
,

.

respectiVely,, as being- permissible purposes.e. e

'A
Table J shows these percentage's by type of institution.. While nearly all

p
universities and most colleges allowed leaves without pay for research and

other academic employment, only three - fifths o* universities and fewer than
.

half of the four-year and. two-year colleges allAwed 'leaves for nonacademic

t 6

employment. ,

II

r

sr

A

Table J
_ -......v. .. ,-,

Allowable Purposes for .Leaves Without:Pay, by Type.of ThititutiOri ,

-
. (in' percentages). .!

.3,
J?: . .. ..

-;
Allowable All :

.

'tour-Year 'Two-Year
Purpose Institutions "' Universities Colleges Colleges

Faculty development 96 96

A
ResearCh 78 99

,
.Other academics 1

emp 1 oyment ", , 72 96 '

__.
- Nonacademic

emp 1 oyment 41 . 60 -'4"

.0.

..

96 96

.
91 . 69

,, , ,.:.

85 ' 52

.
45 . -° 33

.

22 :" ,
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.PlansTO Review'Sabbatical Leav6.13 icies..

Increasing personnel compensation .osts at colleges and universities have '

sparked interests in policy chAnges Which woad limit sabbaticals aa staff
4 n

benefit. Therefore:, the HEPAuestiOnnaire asked institutions if they were

-.4nning within the pext three yeArs to revieWOr amend their sabbatical have

policies. Thoseinstttutions that reported affirmatively were asked about the

nature of the planned changes.

-4

Table K

Sabbatical. Leave Policy Changes, by Type of Institution'
'(in percentages)

"43 'iltll Four-Year , Two-Year
Policy Change Institutions Universities Colleges Colleges

)

.(N=572(N=572) . (N=40) (N=258) ,, N=275
.,

Will develop policy 33 . 5

trill liberalize: .
s

/

eligibility -.

requirements '4 - ., 12 ,

'terms of sabbatical 15 16

1011 restrict:

eligibility'
requirements

terms of sabbatical'. 9

9.
Will terminate

sabbaticals \

Other

12

. 3

40 Y -62

.,

i

32 38 .4

6 i

'.-

19 12

or
. .

4 6

5 = 12

0 0 -44,...

42 1 35

Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

*Less than .5 percent. 1.40
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Responses indicated that only about one-quarter of the institutions were
. .

planning any change. Of thoseplahning 4 review of some sort, about one -third

'would be developing a policy. Most of these were two -year colleges. TaOle

shows estimates of the percentages, of institutions, categorized by typ4 that

reported liberalization or festriction of the terms of and'eligibility

7 .

reqiiirewents for sabbatica\s.

In the university and four-year college sectorsythe institutions reporting

.

liberalization equaled or,outnumbered those reporting restrictions. In the

two-yea5,sector, however, that p4tern was reversed. Only one .institution.(a

univerity) reported plans to terminate its sabbatical leave program.. .

Forty percent of the institutions that planned to review-or change their

sabbatical policies indicated that the change would `involve something other

an the six options offered on the questiOnnaire... In over half f-these cases

the review was expected because of schAduled contract negotiatio and thl(kfact

t

. that provision for sabbaticals was a' part of the institution's collective
0

t
bargaining. agreement. This was most frequently observed among public insti-

tutions: In a6but one-quarter of yie "Jather" reasons the review of sabbatical '

was identified; policies were to be reexamined merely as part of a general

I

.

faeulty compensation review. . In a few instances the 'lather" reasons Ainclled

/
«r , .

considering the` sabbatical according to "cut-off age ", ways to refine selection
. -

criteria and steps
,

to decentralize the review and approval 'process.

Conclusions

An estimated 83,500 full-tiMe htmanitjeS facility members tauglAlat

nation's institutions of igher education i cademic year 1939-80. This

figtre has not changed substantia ly,si 4977-78.-

1

Y

f",
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Approximately 6.5 percent of humanitieslfaculty were awarded sabbaticals in- ,

1979-80, and another 3.4 percent were granted leaves without pay. Thus,, it

appears likely that, in the humanities, nearly 10 percen of the full -tithe

Ulty received some type of leave for research -or professional development in

109- ol AMajoritY of, the institutions that awarded sabbaticals provide

support for the grantees OR the basis .of half pay for a full year or full

4 for a half year.

. The sabbatical leave js apparently, a well-established part of this

, country's system of higher educatiOn.- It is available at nearly all
.

universities? well over four-fifths of the, nation's four-year coileges ,'and at --

three-fifths of its two-year colleges. .
.

While one-quarter of the country's institutions plan to review their .

policies concerning-sabbaticals in the next three years, apparently very few of

these are considering restricting either'the terms or' the eligibility -

i r
reqUirements for sabbaticS1s.
.

..
,

, At nearly all of the ,i.pcitutions that granted sibbaticals.,.full-time
.4

0
-

. _ . , .

'tenured faculty were eligible. .In contrast, fewer than one-halfol the

1

7.

institutions report that administrative staff could 'be granted the awed.
-

Fewdr than two-fifths of file institutions reported eligibility for other

categories of faculty. .0.

\
(

25
, .

$
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Detailed Report Tables .

Table 1

Number and Percentage Distribution of Full-Time Humanities Faculty,
byType and_Control of Institution,. AY 1977-78 through 1979-8D

Type afiX 1977-78 1978-79
Control of Institution Number Percent Number Percent

1979-80 -
Number Percent

N(

All institutiop

Universities
FourAyear' colleges

Two:-year colleges

Public institutions

Oryiversitles

Four -year colleges

Two-year colleges

Private :institutions.

Universities
Four-year colleges'

Two -year colleges

83,053,

22,483
42,872

17,697

.100.0 83,286 100.0 ta3,537

- 27.1

51.6

21.3

22,57.9. 27:1 22,628
42,942 51.6 0,154
17,765 21.3 " 17,755

53,024 63.8 53,090 63.47 53,049
ft

4,
15,077 18.2 15,137 18.2 15,126
21,894 26.4 "21,868- 26.3 4,951
16,053' 19.3 16,086 19.3 15,972

30,029 36.2 30,196 36.3

-7,406 8.9 7,442 8:9
20,978 25.3 21,074 25'3
1,644 2.0 1,679 2.0

-100.0

27.1

51.7

21.3,

63.5

1841

26.3'

19.1

30,488, 36:5

7,502
21,203

11783

9.0

25.4

2.1

4. t

-Note: On this and subsequent tables, detail m not add to t
rounding. ,

...r- .
. .

---------i-

26

tals becauv of

.

.

.4111r -
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Table 2

Full-Time Humanities Faculty Who Took Leave,
by Type and Length of Leave, AY 1977-78 tWough 1979-80:

All Institutions .-

Type and Length ..
of Leave

sabbatical leaves

Partial year
Full year

All leaves without pay

OPartial Year
,Pull year

All sabbatical leaves

Partial year

Full.year

All leiVes- without pay

Partial year
Full year

All sabbatict leaves

Partial year
Full Year

All leaves without pay

Partial year .

Full year

All sabbatical leaves

Partial year,
.Full' year

All lelves,withOut pay
f

.. Partial year

-404 .year

1977-78 1978-49 1979,80

Number
,Who Took
Leave

As a %
of All

Humanities
Faculty

As a %
NuMber of All
Who Took Humanities
Leave Faculty

Number
4 Who Took
Leave

As a%
of All
Humanities
Faculty

ALL INSTITUTIONS

5,504 6.6 5,005 6.0 5,335 6.4

4,000 4.8 3,631 4.4 3,884 4.6
1,504 1.8- 1,374 1.6 1,451 1.7

2,457 3.0 2,576 3.1 2,847 3.4

se-1,089 1:3 1,169 1.4 1,268 1.5
-1,368 1.6 1,407 1.7 1,579 1.9

UNIVERSITIES

1,855 8.3 1,909 8.51 1,915 8.5

1,327 5.9 1,404 6.2 1,358 6.0
. 528, 2.3 .505 2.2 557 2.5

901 4.0 927 4.1 938 4.1

443 2.0. 496 2.2 494 2.2
458 . 2.0 431 444 2.0

0,
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES

2,852 6.7
.

.
2,351

3
5.5 2,423 5.6

2,136 5.0 1,720. 4.0 1,797 4.2
. 716 1.7 631 1.5 626 1.5

1,215 2.8 1,284 .0 1,492 3.5

520 1.2 520 1.2 658 1.5
695 764 1.8 834 1.9

1

`TWO-YEAR COLLEGES'

. 797 4,5 745 4.2 998 5.6

537 3.0 508 2.9 729 - 4.1
260 1.5 237 1.3 269 1.5

341 1.9 366 2.1 417 2.3

7r2T.-
214.

0.7

1.2
154 0.9
212 1.2

116
301

0.7
1.7

27
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t 'Table 3

Full -Tide Humanities Faculty Who Took leave,.; by
Type and Length of Leave, AY 1977-78 through 1979 -80:"

Public Institutions O

Type and Length
of Leave

1977-78 1978-79 197940
As a % As a % As a %

Number

Who Took
Leave

All sabbatical leaves r 3,024

Partial year 2,209
Full year 815

All leaves without pay 1,435

Partial year 627
) Full year 808

0(

All sabbatical :leaves 1,118
Ilk

Partial year 848

Full year 270

All leaves without pay 566

Partial year 280
Full year ' 286

All sabbatical leavds 1,161

Partial year . 824
ulfil year , 337

.....,

All leaves without pay 564

Partial year
Full year

-

221

343

All sabbatical aves 745 .

Partial year 537
Full year , 208

-A11 leaves without pay 307
. _

Partial year 127

,Full year 180

of All Number of All Number of All
Humanities Who Took Humanities Who Took Humanities
Faculty Leave \Faculty Leave Faculty

5.7 3,028 5.7 3,155 5.9

4.2 2,231 4.2 2,301 4.3
1.5 797 1.5 ° 854 1.6

2.7 1,566 2:9" 1,614 . 3.0

1.2 699 1.3 643 1.2 °

1.5 867 1.6 971 1.8

-----..)
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

7.4 1,174 7.8 1,156 7.6
.

56- 914 6.0 '858 5,.7

1.8 260 1.7 298 2.0

3.8 '609 4.0 592 3.9

1.9 332 2.2 306 2.0

1.9 277 *1.8 ' 286 1.9

5.3 1,1250, 5.1 1,089 5.0

3.8 809 3.7 749 3.4
F 1.5 316 1.4 340 1.5

2.6 625 2.9 640 219,

1.0 230 1.1 221 1.0

1.6 395 1.8 419 1.9

ALL PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES

PUBLIC TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
....,

4.6 728 4.5 /All 5.7 _

3.3 508 3.2 694 4.3
1.3 220 . 11.4 217 1.4

1.9 331 2.1 383 ' 2.4
\
0.8 136 0.8 116 0.7

1.1 195 1.2 267 1.7,,

0

-

-r-
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Table 4

Humanities Faculty Who Took Leave, by
. Type and Length of Lda , AY 1977-78 through 1979-80:

.

O.

Type andigigth
of Leave'

Private IWititutionsi

I.

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
As a % Asa % . As a'%.

Number of All Number of All Number of All'
Who Took Humanities' Who Took, Humanities Who Took - Humanities
Leave Faculty Leave Faculty Leave -faculty

ALL PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

All sabbatical leaves 2,480 8.3 ' 1,977 6.5 2,180 . 7.2

Partial year 1,790 6.0 1,400 4.6 1,583 . 5.2
Full year 690 2.3 1.9 597 2.0

All leaves without pay 1,0i2, , 3.4 1,01 3.3 1,234 4.0

Partial' year 462 1.5
6

471 1.6 2.1
Full year 560 1.9 540 1.8 12068 2.0

PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES

All'sabbatical leaves 737 10.0 735 9.9 759 10.1

Partial year v % 479. 6.5 , 490 1 6.6 500 ,6,7
Full year ° 258 3.5 245 3.3 .° 259 3.5

All leaves without pay. 336 4:5 317 4._ 3 346 4..,6

''' 163 2.2 . 163 2.2 188 , 2.5
-- --173 ---.2.3- -154 2.1 , 158 2.1

. .

Paitial year
Full year

PRIVATE FOUR -YEAR COLLEGES

All sabbatical 11,eaves .11i,692 8.1 1,226 5.8 1,334 6.3

artial§iar 1,312 '1' 6.3. 911 4.3 1,048 4.9
Full year 380 1.8

,..n
315 1.5 .286 1.3.'

,.

All leavet without pay :651 3.1
L

659 3.1 852 4.0

, Partial- year
Full year

P 4

299 1.4 290 1.4 437 2.1 -
352 1.1 369 1.8 415 2.0

PRIVATE TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
.

:

Al sabbatical leaves .52 3.2 17 1.0 87
.

4.- :9

Partial year 0 0.0 . 0 0:0 35 2.0
, . . . . . 4 , Full year --=.-- 52 '3.2 . .17 1.0 i 5g 2:9

. . ., .4
%A All- -leaves'.- without' pay 35 - -2.1 o '34 2.0 35 r 2.0

Partial year . .0 0:0 17 1.0- 0 0.0
Full year 35 2.1 17 .1.0 35;s° 2.0

0
c

-Th
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' Table 5

Percentage Chahge in Full-Time Humanities'Faculty Who Took Leave,
by Type and Length of Leave, Between AY'1977-78 and 1979-80

Type and Length

of Leave

All

,Institufions Universities

Four-Year

Colleges

Two-Year

Colleges

All sabbatical leaves

Partial year
Full Year

All leayz.s...without pay

Partial year
Full_year

ALL INSTITUTIONS

RIO

-3.1

-2.9
-3.5'

15.9
re:

16.4--
15.4

3.2 -15.0

2.3 -15.9

5:5 -12.6

4:1 22.8-

11.5 26.5
-3.1 20.0

25.2

35.8

3.5

22.3

-8.7
'40.7

..-

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

. .

*All sabbatical leaves 4:. , 3.4 -6%2 22.3

Partial year 4.Z 1.2 -9.1 29.2

Full year 4.8 1O'4 .9 4.3

All leaves without pay 12.5 4.6 IL 13.5 24.8

Partial year 2.6 ?.3 0 -8.7

Full year 20.2' 0 22.2 48.3

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

All sabbatical leaves -12.1 3.0 -21.2 67.3

Partial year -11.6 4.4. -20.1 NA

Full'year -13.5 .4 -24.7 0

'All leaves without pay .20.7 3.0 30.9 0

Partial year 35.5 e
15.3 46.2 0

Full year 8.6-
.

-8.7 17.9 ' 0

1

Table 6

Insp tins That Award Leaves, Winter 1981

Leave Policy
Four-Year Two-Year

Institutions Universities Colleges Colleges

All institutions
Percentage that award:

Sabbatical leaves
Leaves without pay

'ALL INSTITUTIONS

N=2,481.

74.4.

96.6

N=182 N=1,201 N=1,098
4

96.1 83.8 60.5
100.0 0 ' 92.4 '93.0,

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
,

Public institutions N=1,334 N=112 N350 N=873
Percentage that award:

Sabbatical leaves .73.2' 94.6 83.8 66.2
Leaves without pay 98.2 100.0 100.0 97.1

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Private institutions
I Percentage that- award:

Sabbatical leaves
'Leaves without pay

.

N=1,147

75.8
94:9--

N=71

98.3
100.0

/

' N=251

.
-83,8
99.2

. '

N=225

38.5
76.9

1 a

-3 0
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Table 7

Percentage Distribution of Institutions That Award Sabbatical Leaves, by. Type of Sabbatical' Leave Policy, Winter 198,1

Type of Policy
All

Four-year Two-YearInstitutions Universities *Colleges Colleges

ALL INSTITUTIONS

All policies 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(N=1,846) (N=175) (N=1,006) .(N=664)Sabbatical leaves are a

89.0 - 96.9 84.8 .
,.

. %

. -benefit for which all
staff have equal

opportunity 91.8

Sabbatical leaves are nego-
. tiated ieparatell as a
.part of each contract 4.7

Other policy : 3.6

All policies 100.0

(N=977)
Sabbatical leaves are a

benefit for which all
staff have equal

...opportunity 89.2
. 9

Sabbaticil leaves are nego-
tiated 'Separately as a

1

4.1 2.6 8.0

6.8 0.6 7.2

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

100.0 100.0 100.0
(N=105) (N=293) (N=578)

90.9 95.9 85.5

. part of each,contract 4.9' 4.5 2.6 6.2

Other policy 5.9 4.5 1.5 6,3

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS:

All policies
. 100.0 100.0 6 100.6 1.100.0

(N=869)
Sabbatical tavei are a

benefit for which all
staff_ have equal

OpOrtUnitY
. 94.7

Sabbatical leaves are nego-
tiated separately as
part of. each contract 4.3

Other policy.
- -

(N=70) (N=713) (N=87)

86.2

1.0 10.3 °

97.3 80.0

2.5 20.0

0.2 0.0

31
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Tables 8

Percentage Distribution of Institutions That Award Sabbatical Leaves, by

Met ha of Award, Winter 1981

. .

Method of

Award

All Four-Year. Two-Year

Institution's Universities Colleges Colleges

All methods

AU-tompically

Seffilaut atically

Competit ely
. .

Other methods

ALL INSTITUTIONS

100.0

(N=1,846)

7.9

36.3

46.9

A .. 9.0

100.0 100.0

(N=175) (N=1,0906

.3 8.3

44.5 35.8

34.2 '49.2
I

11.0 6.7

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

All methods 100.0 100.0 / 100:0

.... (N=977) (N=108) (N=293)

Au atically
, 6.1 8.0 - 8.5

Semiau maticilly .31.7 38.6 19.0

CompetiOvely 52.1 46.6 62.9

Other methods 10.0 - 5.8 9.6

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

All methods
.

100.0 100.0 .

\\
100.0

(N=869) (N=70) (N=713)

Automattcally .
'9.8 13.8- 8.2:

Semiautohlatically 41.4 53.4 42.8

Competitively 41.0 15.5 -43.6

Other methods

____

7.8 17.2 5.4

100:0
(N=664)

6.6

34.8

46.7

11.9

100.0
(N=578)

4.,6

37.0

47.7

10.7

100.0
(N=87)

20:0

.20.0

40.0

20.0



Table 9

.Percentage of.Institirtions That 'Award Sabbatical Leaves, by Category of
, Eltgible Faculty and. Staff, Winter 1981

,i
Faculty & Staff Ala

Eligibility Categories Institutions

'All eligibility categories

Four-Year
Universities Colleges -

0,0

100.0'
(N=1,846)

Full-time tenured faculty 96.0 '

. Part-time tenured faculty '7.4

Full-time nontenured faculty 38:2 j
Part-time'nontenured faculty 2.5
Administrative and other staff 42.0

All eligibility categories

ALL INSTITUTIONS

Two-Year
Colleges

) .

100.0 100.0
(N=175) (N=1,006)

95.-4

19.4
43.4
8.0
27.4 1

97.

6.5

35.4
1.5

24.5

100.0

(N=664)

93.1

5.6
41.1

2.6
72.6

PUBLIC-INSTITUTIONS

'Full-time tenured faculty
, Part-time tenured faculty

Full-time nontenured faculty
Part-time nontenured faculty
Administtative and other staff

A

11 eligibility categories

Full -time tenured' faculty

Part-time tenured faculty
Full,time nontenured faculty
Part-tiMe nontenur0 ulty
Adthinistrative.and to

Note: Percentages are

100.0

(N=977)

9646
6.3

35.5,

100.0
(N=106)

98.1

22.6.

41.5
co. 9.4

38.7

100.0 100.0
(N=293) (N=578)

100.0 94.8
6.5 3.3
33.4 35.3
0.0 0.0
42.3 71.5'

100.0
`(N=869)

95.2
8.4

41.2
4.3

f 22:9

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

100.0

(Ng0)

10010
d' 14.3'

44.3

.7.1 /

10.0

100.0
(N=713)

96.5
6.5

'36.2

2.1

17.1 ,

e; multiple responses were permitted.

xA"
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tr

100.0

(N=87)

79.3

19.5

79.3
19.5
79.3

.
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-Table 10

Percentage of Institutions That Award Sabbatical Leaves, by Type of Planned

Policy Review, Winter 1981

Type of Polic9p4eview or All Four-Year Two-Year

Chan Oititutions Universities Colleges alleges

tY

All institutions

ALL INSTITUTIONS

100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100%0

(N=2,481) (N=182) (N=1,201) (N= 1,098)

Percentage planning to review 23.1' 22.0

policies concerning sabbatical leaves 0=5/21-- (N 74U)

Percentage planning,to:

,21.5

(N=258)

25.0
(N=275)

Develop sabbatical leave policy 33.0 ' 5.0 31.8 38.2 /
,

Liberalize eligibility requirements 4.0 12.5 6.2 0.7 .

Liberalize terms of sabbatical leaves 15.2 15.0 . 18.6 12.0

Restrict eligibility, requirements 5.6 12.5 3.5 6.5

Restrict terms of sabbatical' leaves 8.9 12.5- 5.4 11.6

Terminate sabbatical leaves 0.2 2.5 0,0 0.0

Other 40.2 62.5 41.9 35.3
----.

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Public institutions 100.0 . 100.0 100.-0% 100.0

. (N=1,334) . (N=112) (N=350)' (N=873)

Percentage planning to review 22.3 25.0 23.7 21.5

policies concerning sabbatical, leaves (N=298) (N=28) (N=83) (N=188)
. - 0

Percentage planning to:

Develop sabbatical leave pplicy 23.8 0.0 214 28.2

Liberalize eligibility requirements 1.7 . 7.1 1 '0.0 1.1

Liberalize toms of sabbatical leaves 9.4% ' 17.9 9.6. a.s -

Rettrict eligibility requirements 7.7
' Y4.3 3

2.4 9.6

Restrict terms of sabbatical leaves '11,7 0.0 17.0

Terminate sabbatical leaves

Other s

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

50.7 , 57.1. 67.5 42.0

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS .or

Private institutions 100.0 100.0 100.0

(N=1;147) IN--77r) (N=851) (N=225)

Percentage planning to review' _ _ 23.9

policies concerning Sabbatical leaves (W74)
-.

planningplanning ici: '

. .

Develop sabbatical leave policy 43.1 ,

'1..iberalfte eligibility requirements 6.6

Liberalize terms of sabbatical leaves 21.5

Restrict eligibility requirements- 2.9

Restrict terms of sabbatical leaves 5.5

Terminate sabbatical leaves-. 0.4

Ot"er --
:

28.5

Acne. rercentages-are not ann.:rive, multiple responses were permitted.

.i) .

16.9 . 20.6 38.7

' (N=175) (N=87)

16.7 36.6 59.8

16.7 9.1 0.0

8.3 23.4 . 19.5

8.3 4.0 '0.0

8.3's 8.0 0.0
8.3 0.0 0.0

83.3 29,1 ' 19.5.

e

3
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Table it \
Percentage of Inititutions

That Grant Leaves Withput Pay, -by Purpose

.4

Purpose for Which
Leaves Without Pay May Be Granted

All institutions

Percentage that grant
leaves,without pay

. .

Of those that grant leaves,

'percentage that grant-leavei for:
.

Research

-Faculty development
Other academic employment"
Nonacademic employment
Other purposes

Public institutions
,

Percentage thlignt.
leaves without pay

.

> for Which Leave Was Granted, Winter ,1981'

Of those that grant -leaves,

All Four-Year, 'Two-Year
Institutions' .kiversities. ColTegdi' C011eges

96.6' _
. (V:2,397)

100.0

N=2,481)

78.0 . 98.9
96.1 '95:6
72.0~ 96.2
41.2 , 59.9
11.3 , 6.6-

100.0 .

(N=1,334)

98.2

(N=1,310) .

°

ALL INSTITUTIONSN

100.0 100.0 100.0
(N=182) (N=1,201) (N=1,098)

100.0. 99.4- 93.0
(N=182) (N=T:1-54) 0=i :02i)

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

91.2 58.8
96.5

85.2 52.3
45.404, 33.5

41/6 12.5 10.8

100.0 100.0'
(N=112) * ,OT=7595)

100:0 100.0
(N=112) (N=350)

4

100.0

(g=g7T)

97.1

(N=848)

le

. percentage that grant leaves for:

Reseatch

Faculty devel ment,
'Other academic mployment
Nonacademic emp oyment
'Other, purposes

Private institutions

Percentage that grant
leaves without, ay

4f-those that grant leaves-,7-
percentage that grant leaves

-. Research -

Faculty development

Jfther'atademic eitloyment

-Nonatatiedit-i4leMent
.0ther,purposes

. .

ti

for:'

.

68.3'- 98.2
97.6 F 98.2
61,7 95.5
38.9 66.1
10.5_ .' 8.9

100.0
(N=1,147) CRZITY

a.

PRIVATE. INSTITUTION

.92.3 . 54.4 '-

96.9 97.8
82.6 48.7
46.3 32.2

°- 10.3 11.0

100.0 100.0
(35E53) (N=225)

.a

89.6
94.2
84,.4

43.9
12.2

94.9 '100.0
°(N=1,088) (N =71).

`9g.6 .

90.1

95.8
49.3
2.8

90:9
95.4

86.3
. 44.3

13.4

99.2 76.9
(N=844) (N=173)

79.8
90.2

69.9
39.9

9.8

;

14'

Not ,Percentages are not additive; multiple responses were permitte\ d.
N

... .0

3
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HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL

(202) 233-4717

me'

- a

Appendix Al Survey Instrument
".,

h

AMERICMCCOUNCIL ON EDLICeliON.
ONODUPCINT CIRCLE

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036
.
.

I. .

.,

Dear Higher Education Panel Repre4Psentative:

February 2, 1981

.

Attached is Higher Education f'an-el Survey #53, "Sabbatical and Research ,

Leavesjial Colleges and Universities." The purpose of the survey is to gather
data on- institutional policies affecting sabbatical leaves and leaves without 4.0eS'pay and to:chart trends in faculty members taking such leaves... . 4 1 ,,`

,
_ _lbe_liati Di.932a1. dowment for the Humanities (NEH) , the sponsor of this Survey
recognizes its role in support of research, education, and public activity in
the humanities. Its resppnIsibilities entail 2,. vital presence in ,the iihole area- of
,sponsorship of individual fattilty research and personal development opportunities..

---e"-The--appiopTiate-mix of research fellowships --- pedagogial or curricula-oriented
fellowships, or the more conirentional _fatuity development opportunities provided ,
by NEE -- will be reviewed with a concern for the shifting resources provided by
the nation's colleges, universities, and the private recto The survey findings"
ill assist NEH to determine needs and ,priorities in this area. . ..

.e:- ,----t
.Our field test yesults indicated that iiie mdst likely resp-ondent for this sur- .

vey would be tie Office of. Academic'Affalis of the Office of the Dean of Instruction.
As usual however we leave that decisiOlt to-5to---,:- --.--, ,;$ $

......-- ,..,.......- -- ._ .
,...-.- . . .

Pliase understand' that responses from your institution will be held in strict
confidenCe. As; with all our surveyS-s the at-4 you provide will be reported in
kimimary fashion' only and will not be idenq.fiable with your institutioli: _714A,-sur-
yey is ,authorized by the National, Science Fotmdation. Act of4950;:as, amendedr Al-

44....:;:th-Opgh4rou'v'afenot required respond; your cooperation is needed to make ifie results
comprehensive) reliable, ancy timely. 1.0 , -..-.z

i .

.t . ..- . ..

Please,j.return the completed questionnaire to Ltvtly February 2.3_,, 1981. A pre-
paid; return envelope has been enclosed for your convenience. If,you have any problems"
or questions, please do not hesitate to telephone us collect at 202-833-475T.

..
Sincerely,

4',11

er

,

Frank J. At sok'
Panel Director

36
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American Council on Educatiori
Higher Education Panel Survey #53:

OMB No. 099-R0265
Exp. 6/81

Sabbatical and Research Leaves in Colleges and Universities

POLICY ISSUES

Does your institution formally provide for sabbatical*
leaves?

( ) No If no, please skip questions 24 and
goltraight to question S.

( ) Yes If yes,
Are sabbatical leaves Chea--"Zily one):

( ) Negotiated separately as part of each in-
,

dividual's contract
( ) A benefit for which all eligible staff have

oppoitunity in accordance with in-
stitutional policy or established practice

( ) Other (please describe)

T

2. Which of the following professional employees are ell--
, gible for sabbatical leave? (Check all that apply)

.( . tenured faculty
( ) part-time tenured 'faculty

) Ifull-time nontouted faculty
patt-tirti4 pOntenured faculty

( ) adminisfit tive and other

. How are sabbatical leaves given?

( ) semi-automatically (please explain)

)° competitively
( ) other (please explain)

*A sabbatical is a leave orabsence to which faculty may become en-
titled after a fixed period of service and whiCh is *oily or partly
supported by the institution.

4. Typically, what proportion of support does your in-
stitution provide to a faculty member who is on sab- ,Alti&rr
,batical leave? please report percentage of salary aud ..
percentage of academic or contract "var.

percent of
salary

I
percent of academic

or contract year

5. Does your institution allow/offer leaves without pay'
to faculty members?

( ) No
( ) Yes If yes,

° For what professional or educational purposes
may leaves without pay be granted?. (Check all
that apply.)

research
faculty development (related to teaching)
other academic employment (including
visiting professorships)
nonacademic employment (please de-
scribe)

) other (please describe)

4

6. Does your institution plan to review or amend its cur-
rent policy regarding sabbatical leaves within the next
three years?

( ) No
( Yes ( ) will des7elop a policy regarding sab-

baticals
( r) will liberalize eligibility requirements
( °) will liberalize terms of the sabbati9I
( will restrict eligibility requirements
( ) will restricyferms of the-sabbatical
( wilrierminate sabbaticals
( ) other (*please explain) .

37
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a

FULL-TIME HUMANITIES FACULTY
Be sure to include all persons with faculty rank even
if they also hold administrat4ve positions.

a

If full -time faculty members are assigned only part-
time to the humanities, include them only if at least half
of their teaching assignments are in the humanities.

7. How many full-time humanijies faculty were employed at your institution during each of the following academic years?

Number of Full-time
Academic Year Humanities Faculty

1977-78

1978.79

1979-80

co,

Humanities include languages, both modein
and 'classical; linguistics; literature; history;
American itudies; philosoppy; archaeology;
religious studies; and the history, criticism and
theory of the arts.

8. How many full-time humanities faculty members have taken letve for professional oreducational reasonseither sabbat-
ical dr without pay for each of the following academic years?

°

Number Who Took
Sabbatical Leave. Academic

Yeai

1977-78

1978.79

1979.80

Partial Year Full Year

Number Who Took
Leave Without Pay

Partial Year Full Year

Thank you for your assistance. Please return this form by
February 23, 1981 to:

Higher Education Panel
American Council on Education
One Dupont Circle, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036.

Please keep a copy of this suivey for your records.
Person completing form

-.
. Name

Dept

Phone'

Ifyou have any questions or problems, please call the HEP staff collect at 202-833-4757

r

%IP

1

we.

4
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Appendix B: Technical' Notes

Data from the responding Panel institutions were statistically adjusted to

represent the national population of institutions that had full-time humanities

faculty. Excluded were independent medical schools, religious or Bible col-

leges, and certain other specialized institutions, such as engineering and

business colleges. The ifi.atification.design for weight-Mg follows.

Cell

Table B-1: -Stratification -Dtsign

' Category . Population. RespoNtents

Or
02

04

0

Public universities
Private universities
Public black four-year colleges

FTE >3 000
Public non four-yea. colleges
FTE>8,750

112

71

12

100:-..

93

59

7

68 .

07 _Private nonblack four -year colleges
FTE>8,750 ..,..

11 9
08 Public two -year colleges FA >i750 . 36 .26
09 Public four-year colleges FTE 3,700-8,750 75 34
10 ublic, four-year colleges FTE< 3,700 163 26 -A
11 e' PriVate four- year colleges FTE 2,000-8,750 119 31
1R PrAvate four-year colleges FTE 1,000-2,000 255 36
13 Privatp four-year colleget FTE < 1,000 466 191 s.
14 . Public two7year colleges FTE 5,100-8,750 62 26
15 Public two-yeacolleges FTE 33.260-5,100 104 35,
16 Public two-year colleges FTE 1,600-3,260 175 Illyw 32
17$'

184
Public two-year colleges FTE < 1,600
Private two-year colleges ,-,a*

496

225
32

13
llir

The weighting. techniqUe ped was the standard one employeb or full Panel

surveys: Data received from Panel members were adju for item and ,

institutional nonresponse within4each cell. Then institutional weights were

applied,to bring 'the Panel data up to estimates represeptative of the national
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Comparison of.Respondents and Nonrespondents

Table B-2 compares-survey respondents and nonrespondents against several

A;ari"w

ablei. Higher-than-average retilonses'rateswe e recorded for private
6 o

institutions in general, uniOrsities, institutions in the Midwest and South,

-and those with undergraduate enrollments, between 2,000 and 5,999 students.
s

Public two-year and fOur-year institutions, large institutions, and those in
1

the East and West had lower-than-average response rates.,

4

Table B-2: Comparison of spondents and Nonrespondents
Ci ercgntages)

4

Characteristic"
,Respondents

(N=546)

Total 100.0

Control

Pubic 70.2
Private. 29.8

Tpe and control .

Public universities 17.0
Private universities, 1E 10.8
Public four7year colleges 24.7
Private four-year colleges 17.4
Public two-year colleges 27.7
Private two-year colleges 2:4,

. -

Region
East 24.5

Midwest 24:9
South 29.g
West 20.5

Total undergOaduate
.enrollment (1976)

lets than 2,000
2,000 - 5,999
6,000 .- 9,999

/10,000 or more,
.

22.

32

22.0
23.6

...

Nonrespondents Response
(N=127) Rate.

100.0

74..8

25.2

13.4
8.7

29.1

14.2
32.3

, 2.4

31.5

19.7
23.6
25.2

22.8
26.8
24.4
26.0

6

81.1

86.1

.83.6

84.6

'7 '181;1

84.1
78.6

81.2

7,7.4a

$4.5
84.5
77.8

83.8
79.5
79.6

/



Reliability of Survey Estimates '

32

ince the-statristics presented in thi ort are based on a sample, they

will differ somewhat from the figures whfbh would have been obtained if a

complete census had been. taken using the same survey instrument, instructions,

,ifivett

and procedures. As in any survey, the results are also subject to reporting
.0

..and procesting errors and errors due to nonresponte. Tothe extent possible,
. .

these types of errors were kept to a minimum by methods built into the survey

procedures;

The standard error is primarilpa measure.of sampling variability--that is,

tie variations that might occur by chance because only a sample of the

institutions' is surveyed. The chances are about 68 out of 100 that an estimate

from the sample would differ from a complete census by less than the standard

error. The chances are about 90 out of 100 that it would be less than 1.65

times the- standard about 95 out of 100 that it would be less than.1.96

.
.

times thestandard error;and about 99 out of 100 that it would. be less than
. i ..

2.5 times as large. ThusOnowing the standard error pe/ rmits us to specify a

range within which we can have a stated confidence that a given estimate would

lie if e complete census rattler than, a taMOesurvey, had..been, conducted. As .

an 'example, Afer-in t7 le B-3.to,the estimated number of ill.institutions that

offer-sabbatical leer-4846: 'The 90 percent confidence interval for that

item is plus or mintit 118. Thus, chances. are about 90 out of 100 that a

.complete densts, would show the number of institutions that offer sabbatidal

leavers to be more than 1,728 and less. than 1,964. lr

Table B=S Shows 90 percent confidence intervals of selected survey items

ipstittftiong and for public and Oivate institutions separately.

0

a

A
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Table B-3: Ninety Percent Confidence Intervals
of Selected Survey. Estimates

Institutions that
offer sabbatical
leaves

Institutions
offer leaves
out pay

that
with-

Full-time

humanities faculty
1979-80

Number who took:

artial year

sabbaticals

full year

sabbaticals

partial year

leaves without

PAY

full year leaves
without pay

All Public Private
Institutions Institutions Institutions

Confidence Confidence Confidence
Estimate Interval- Estimate Interval= Estimate Interval-

1,846 118 977 75 869 91

2,397 52 . 1,310 26 1,088 45

83,537 3,239 53,049 2,585 30,488 1,953

p

3,884 512 2,301 427 1,583 v283

3r

1,451 , 142 854 93 597 108

. .

1,268 309 643 74 . 626 300

1,579 163 971 99 608 1.30

__,----------------

42

4



s-

Other Reports of the Higher Education Panel
American Council on Education

.

EI-Khawas, E. H. College sad University Facilides: Expectations of Space and Maintenance Nerds for Fall 1974. Highet Education Panel Report,
No. 20, September, 1974.

Kinzer, J. L. and El-Khavras, E. H. Compensation Practices for Graduateledearch Assistants: A Survey of Selected Doctoral Institutions. Higher
Education Panel Report, No. 21, October, 1974.

El-Khawar, E. H. and Funtiss, W. T. Faculty Tenure and Contract Systems: 1972 and 1974. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 22, December,
1974.

EI-Khawas, E. H. and Kinzer, J. L. A Survey of Condoning Maiden Opportunities Available to Nonacademic Scientists, Engineers and Medic.-
nontidans, Higher Education Panel Report, No. 23, April, 1975.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Bachelor's Degrees Awarded to Minority Students, 1973-74. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 24,
January,. 1977. .

Atelsit, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Nonfederal Fundingof Biomedical Research and Development: A Survey of Doctoral Institutions. Higher
Education Panel Report, No. 25, July, 1975.

Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J. Milder Field Enrollment of Junior-Year Students, 1973 and 1974. Higher Education Panel Report, No.
26, April, 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Student Assistance: Pactleipents and Programs, 1974-75. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 27, July,
1975.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Health Research Facilities: A Survey of Doctorate-Granting Institutions. Higher Education Panel Re-
poli, No. 28, February, 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Faculty esearch: Level of Activity and Choice of Area. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 29. Janu-
ary, 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Young Doctorate Faculty in Selected Science and Engineering Departments, 1975 to 1980. Higher Edu-
cation Panel Report, No. 30, August, 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Energy,Costs and Energy Conservation Programs in Callas and Universities: 1972-73 and 1974.75.
Higherducation Panel Report, No. 31, April, 1977:

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Foreign Area Research Support Within Organized Research Centers at Selected Universities, FY 1972
and 1976. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 32, December, 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. College and University Services for Older Adults. Higher Education Panel Report, Ndr53: February,.
1977.

Xielsek, Nank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Production of Doctorates in the Biosciences, 1975-1980: An ExperiMental Forecast. Higher Education
Panel Report, No. 34, November 1977. 4. e

Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J. Composition of College and University Governing Boards, Higher Education Panel Report, No. 35,
August, 1977.

Atelkek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Estimated Number of Student Aid Recipients, 1976-77. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 36,
September, 1977.

Gomberg. Irene L. and Atelsek. Frank J. International Scientific Activities at Selected Institutions, 1975-76 and 1976-71, Higher Education Panel
Report, No. 37,January, 1978.

Atelsels, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. New Full-Time Faculty 1976.77: Hiring Patterns by Field and EdUcational Attainment, Higher Educa-
tion Panel Report, No. 38, March 1978.

?.

Gomberg i Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J. Nontenure-Track Science Personnel: Opportunities for Independent Research, Higher Education Panel
Report, No. 39, September 1978.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Scientific and Technical Cooperation with Developing Countries, 1977-78, Higher Education Panel Re-
port, No. 40, August 1978.

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Special Programs for Female and Minority Graduate Students, Higher Education-Panel Report, No.
41, November 1978,

Gombeu, Irene L. and Atelsek. Frank J. Tlie Institutional of Undergradurite FinanCial Assistance, 1976-77, Higher Education Panel Re-"sift
port. No. 42, May 1979.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Young Doctoral Faculty in Science and Engineering: Trends in Composition and Research Activity,
Higher Education Panel Report, No. 43, February 1979. ,./

Atelsek, Frank J. and 'Gomberg. Irene L. Shared Use of Silent Equipment at Colleges andUniversities, Fall 1978, Higher Education Panel,-Report, No. 44. November 1979: -
iGdmberg,j1rene L and Atelsek, Frank J. Newly Elementary and Secondary School Teachers, 1977-78 and 1978-79, Higher Education

Panel Report, Not 45, February'1980. -

_-Atelsek, Frank J. and t °Rib/erg, Irene L)liefund and Practices of Colleges and Universities. Higher Edutation Panel ikeport, No. 46.
February 1980. e

e
I

Ot.
1 Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J. Expenditures for Scientific ResearcIsEquipmentt Ph.il.,4rantink Inslitutions, FY 1978, Higher Educa-

tion Panel Report No.47, March 1980.
. ,: I.,4j 4 .:- ---..

Ateliek. Frank.). and Gorpberg. Istne I... Tendre Practices' at Four-Ye arges and Upersitkiskligher Education Panel Report No. 48. July
1980.

Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J. nends 'in Financial Indicators of Colleges and X.Jniversities, Higher Education Panel Report No. 49,
.

April 1981. , ..
;., ,

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Recruitnient and Retention of Full-Time Engineering Faculty, Fall 1980, Higher Education Rfiport

4telsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Selected Chinucteristiotaf Full-TineHumanities Faculty, Fall 1979, Higher Education ihanel Repbrt '

Atelsek. Fronk J. and Gomberg, Irene L. An Analysis of Travel by Acidentic Scientists and Engineers to International Meetings 1979-

No- 51, August 1981.

Ili, Higher Education Panel Report No. 50, February 1981.

1, - . , -

,

No 52, October 1981. .
..

...-;,
..:

.

, . . 4 3 . 4
_,

o

%


