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N HIGHLIGHTS : o
="' HUMANITIES FACULTIES AND LEAVES . Lo '
&

o In academic 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,

. - apd slightly fewer than one-quarter were in two-year colleges. These

. totals and distributions had not changed markedly since 1977-78.

0 .-The sabbaticals awarded in"1979-80 numbered just ovér 5,300--approximately
3 percent fewehothan thiose awarded two years earlier. However, the number .
awarded at two-year colleges had increased by one-quarter, whereas those as
- four-year colleges had- dropped by {5 perxent. : .

0 Six to 6.6 pegcent of the '§ull-time humanities fatulty took sabbaticals -
during the three year period.. This proportion varied dccording 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)” at two-year colléges.

!
4

o Leaves withoit pay were grénted to ‘about half as many humanities faculty ,
- -menbers as were-sabbaticals. ' . ) .

0 Full-year awards accounted for slightly more than one-quarter (27 percent)
. ' of d11 the sabbaticals awarded to humanities faculty in_1979-80. Full-year
’ awards accounted for more than-half (55 percent) of theleaves without pay.,
,granteg humanities facalty in the same ydar. . . .

INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES GOVERNING LEAVES , L . - :¢1-

&

0 . Three-quarters of the.nation's colleges and universities offered sabbat- °
. icals as of winter 1981. Nearly all universities,_84 percent of ‘the
R four-year colTeges, and 60 percent of the two-year colleges did so. °

'« 0 Nearly Half of the institutions that offered sabbaticals awarded them .
competitiyely; another third awarded them semiautomatically.

‘0¥ Full-time tenured faculty were eligible for.sabbaticals at nearly all of
. - the sabbatie§1~granting.institqtfbns. Administrative $taff were eligibte.
- at about two-fifths of the institutions,-and full-time nontenured faculty
could réceive them at 38 percent:of "the institutions.. .’ . oo
\ . . M . )

. . B . s o, L
0 More than hdlf of the institutions that awarded.'sabbatical leaves provided X
. > support on the -basis of -"hatf salary for a full year" or "full salary for -
- a half year." . e . )
"0- Leaves without'pay were available ﬁq facu]t& and staff at ﬁear]}‘a11‘ “(

* " institutions. The most frequently cited permissible purpose for such
= - leaves was "faculty development." “Research" was also accepted by a large

. percentage (78 percent) of the institutions that granted such leaves. .
‘ ‘,o' One-quarter of the natjon's fnstitutions reported that they planned to re-"°
’ Y view or amend their‘policies regarding sabbaticals in the next. three years. S
. Of these, one-<third spfijjjed’%hatjthey would be developing a leave po]icy.“/ .
"”'5%ﬁ»,’_ ¢ " . - . L . K
- . o 8 o , - % -
7 2 ki T e < ) / .




. Overview . \ o

This study was undertaken at the'request of the Nation 1 Endowment for the
" \. . .

Humanities (NEH) to estimate the size of the full-time humanities facu]ty in o~

.

the nation S co]]eges and un1vers1t1es, and to determ1ne thé'proportion of that

4

. facu]ty who benefit from 1nst1tut1ona] po]1c1es governing salbat1ca]s and

1eaves w1thout\pay In add1t1on, the Endowment wanted to learn how w1despread

[ t

the practice of grant1ng sébbat1ca1s 1s and what/some of the po11c1es that . .

relate td their use are. = , ’ : 5‘ . ., »

’ ' ") .

. NEH p]ays a substant1a] role in the support of research’ and advanced s%gdy

\ ., -
in the human1t1es. It is therefore v1ta]1y interested in"the ava11ab111ty nd - o

£
use of mechan1sms such as the sabbatical that may be used to further researcg

\

‘ enhance teach1ng capabilities, and encourage facu]ty deve]opment opportun1t1es.

Hence, a major concern of' NBH,has been the ab111ty of humanities facutty to ﬁf

v @ =
-

o take leaves for profess1ona1 or educat1ona1 purposes. .

N W e

In’ lyght of sh1ftﬂng levels of institutionai resources and changes in, the

.. .

- . patkerns of externa]ly Brov1ded support the Endowment has sought to examine
both the frequency an

ind of ]eavesataken by humanifies faculty as well as

1
N ’ opoggtun1ty w111 "assist the Endowment in determ1nﬁng the best use of pub]1c . '\('

N A Y
resources for further1ng study and deve]opmenb in the humanities. o,

~%
-

- . Y

-

: o " Methods Summary / . o
L s { Lo ; » ' / .
. ' / ) b

.. The H1gher‘Educat1on Panel. 1s a cont1nu1ng survey reseatch program created ‘ '

., N 3

1n'i971 by the Amer1can Council on Education to qonduct specialized surveys on ™




(

rd -. A . " .
Vi . . -
topics of current policy interest to the higherhereatign community and” to

governmept agencies. . ‘ . s

/The Panel is a stratified sample of 760 sollegessand universities drawn
from the population of mere than 3,060 fnstitutions‘]isted in the NationaT ’
F

_ Center for Education Statisfies (NCES) Education D1rectorxL7C011eges and

¥

\

size of their hgmaﬁities faculty and their q}111zat?on of sabbaticals and

review sabbatical policies.

Universitﬁes AN 1nst1tut1ons in the popu]d&1on are grouped accord1ng te- the )

Panel's strat1F1catnon design, which is based on * three factors institution
type (un1vers1ty, fourryear co]]ege, or two-year college), contro%ﬁor gov-
ernance (public or griyate),’and size (full-time-equivalent enroliment). For

any‘given surtey, either the entdre Panel or an appropriate subgroup is used.

The questionnaire (see Appendix A). for this;survey was mailed on

February 2, 1981, to all Panel institutfons except'independent medﬁca] schools, |,

re11g1ou§'or Bible co]}eges, and certa1n other specialized 1nst1tut1ons, such'

as engineering anq bu51ness colleges. Pane1~members were’ asked to indicate the

.

Teares wfthoht pay. Inst1¢ut1ons that, formally provided for sabbaticals were

asked a ser1es of quest1ons coricerning who were e11g1b1e for 1eaves, how they

were granted,'what Tevel of support was available, and institutional plans to
. - )

P

.

From the 673 Panei members surveyed, 546 usab]e)responses were obtained .
after ma11 and_ te]ephone follow-ups. This resulted in a response rate of
s]1ght1y over 8’ 1 percent. = L e e

-7

. . 8
Data from responding institutions were statistically adjusted to represent
the eligible nat1ona1 population of i 48£/AZ1vers1t1es, four-year co]]eges and

" two-year colleges w1th full-time human1t1es faculty. “Append1x B TechQ1ca]

~
the reliability of the survey estimates.

Notesf contains a’description of the we1ght1ng‘procedure and a djlgu551on of

.

-

o >




;- ‘ ' ».
. . Findings

. . : ’ . . 'lﬁ T
- ) . .

There were an est1mated 83,500 full- t1me human1t1es1 facu1ty members in the .

nation's institutions of post§ECondary educat1oa dur1ng academ1c year ]979—80
. This represented an increase of on]y one ha]f of 1 percent wover 1977-78. This -

/
change took p]ate dur1ng a period when the size of: the nation's fu;\\nme ¢

5 »

. facu]ty (1nstructor and above) was estimated to have 1ncreased by Just Yess
“
S than 1 percent, and 1ts full-time- equ1va]ent enro]]ment to have 1ncreased by
1 5 percent.2 ~ C — ' o

3 . © .
‘;‘ Over half of the humanities faéu]ty had their'appointEEnts at four-year 4

, co]]eges. One-fourth were at~un1vers1tres, and the rema1nnub21 percent were
'. “at tvo-year colleges (see table A). PubTic 1nst1tut1ons emp loyed rough]y
two-thfrds of the total human1t1es facu]ty, and Private institutions accounted

'for the rest. .' ) h

!

~ , ) 4'1 — ‘ B ¢ ’ 7 . -
- !-\ . - Table A .- a '

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

’ e

* . Number
g ’ . AN institutions: - 83,500 T
> - Loy ) “w '
\ Upiversities 22,600 .
L " Four-year colleges 43,200 - L
‘ . . = . .
R . Two-year colleges ' 17,800 °
, Noter On this and subsequent tables, detail may not sum to totals because, of
weighting and roundigg. . y

. ‘ 1. For this survey, the humanities were defined to include languages, both

. modern and classical; Tinguisgics; .1iterature; history;.American studies;”

- ph1losophy, archaeo]ogy, religious stud1es, and the history, criticism and

T theory of the arts. - . . e .

b L 2. NCES, Projections of Education Stat1s1‘cs to 1988-89 (washingtbn: GPRO, - -
g 1980), pp. 43, 100. - LN " T

S————
I, #
.
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Humanitieg>Facu1ties And Leaves

¢ . r ' ' J - ‘ -
Approximately one out of fifteen (6.6 percent) full-time humdnities faculty °

g

took sabbatiea1s3 in 1977-78 (tab]e»B) At univergities the number ihcreased

; s]1ght]y in each year exam1ned in the survey, whereas at four~year'and two-year

! oa
co]leges‘”there was a drop in-the second year and a gain in the th1rd “

Nntab]y, in.the four-year” sector the gain in 1979-80 was not as great as theu
™~
earlier loss, S0 there were Tewér sabbat1cals at the end of the period than at

4
a

the beginning. > ’ s €§

L

P
coy

*
+

) Table B

»

- Humanities Facu1ty Awarded Sabbatical Leaves,
. By Type of Instntut1on

Academic AN Four-Year IWo-Yea?t
Year .+ Institutions . Universities Colleges 6Q11eges
. . v Y

Number of sabbaticals awarded

1977-78 5,504 + 1,855 2,852 -
' 5,005 1,909 2,351

1979-80 5,335 - ,915 2,423
» - ‘
., As a percentagt of humanities faculty "

1977-78<~ 6.6 . 8.3 6.7 . 4.5. .
T L < ) )

v 1978-79 . 6.0 - 8.5 5:5. 4.2+ °
. 1979-80 - ' 6.4 - 8.5 56 . 5.6

\ -

. - - — .
In contrast, the number of leaves. whthout pay 1ncreased«over E&e period for .

I

v

’ each type of 1nst:tuihon (table C). Apparent]y the reduction 1n sabbatical

) ! ~
B
.

-~

§
1 -

' 3 A sabbat1ca1 is a leave of absence‘to wh1cﬁ\£acu1ty may become entitled
after a fixed period-of service, and which is who]ly or partly suppdrted by the
?nstitut1on L7 .

-
L]




ijeaves was being offset somewhat by granting more leaves withqut pay. However,

the'number of leaves without pay eontinuen tp be only about’half of the number

L of sabbaticals. s,
: _ ' e : Table C f -
C .‘Hnmanﬁties Facnfty Who Took.Leaves Without Pay,'by Type of‘In;titutjon ) K
Acadenic ; Al N e Foun Year }wo-Year
Year - - Institutions Universities Co]]eges Colleges "L
- , ) Number of leavas w1thout pay taken ”?' Ty .
97718 . 2,48 %01’ 1,215, s
1078-79 * - - 2,576, 9z 1,284 366
1979-80 . - onar o S e
] ST As a percentage of human1t1es faculty &
97778 3.0 40 . 28,19 ’
R T S AN 3.0 2.1
'. 1979-80 e 3. a1 R
. ( " These changes--fewer'sabbatica]s amore leaves without pay--are summarized

n tab]e D which shows the percentage change over. the period by type of insti-

. . tUt'Ion. ‘ N . ’ ) : . ¢ 3

5 ! ' .
g A . Table D Y
_: . ’. ) : ,)
L e Percentage Change fr %m 1977278 to 1979: 80 i o
- * ~Leaves Granted Human1t1es acu]ty, by Type of Instwtut1on
4 v .
L : e Leaves
o N -,‘Sabbatica]s ; Without Pay
e . ATl dinstitutions - -3,1 ) 15,9
i L  Universities p 3.2 . 4.1
o 7 - i . ,' - ]

Four-year colleges =15.0 . . 22.8

-

+ _Two-year-colleges  .25.2 . 22.3/ .




The’drdp in the number of sabbaticals between'1977 and 1979 shown in
tab]e B represents 3.1 percent of the 1977 awards (see table D). The latter -
table also points up the sharp reduction of sabbat1ca]s in the four-year
college sector, the traditiona] ‘bastion of the’humanities and liberal arts.
The drop contrasts with the increase by one-qnarter,in the number 9f sabbat-
icals awarded at two-year institutions. - L

For 1€aves without pay, each of the institutiqna] sectors showed an

increase dur1ng the period; in both the four-year and two-year college sectors .

the 1ncrease was s]1ght1y more, than one- f1fth

% v . -~

\ P ' 14

Length Of Leaves Nt ' ]
-~ Data from the study permitted further analysis of.léave-takérs by -the

*

length of their ]egzes--nhether they were for a full year or only part of one.

’

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

) L. -~ . - . )
three-year period, one-quarter to one-thirdgpf the rgported sabbaticals were

‘

for a full year (see table E). ¢
Most leaves without pay taken by huﬁﬁn1t1§gﬁfacu]ty during the reporting
period were for the full year. Th1s held“‘true in each type of 1nst1tut1on and .
o in both the‘public and prtvate sectors in 1977-78. However, by 1979-80
slightly less thatha]f of these leaves were for a full year at the univer-
sities; and {n the four-year colleges :he proportion of such leaves had dropped
slightly, a]though it st1]] remained above the 50 percent mark. On the other
hand, at’ two- -year c041eges the percentage of the fu]]-year leaves w1thout pay
had increased from 63 percent to 72 percent. Table E summariaes these changes

o

by type of institut%gh. -




. Tab]e E .

! Fu]l-Year Leaves as a Percentage of AT Leaves, by .
. Type of Leave and Institution Do

Academic~ - . AN . Four-Year Two- Year
Year © . Institutions Univers§ities Colleges Co]]eges

.

C . sabbaticals
1977-78 - - 28 2

.

1978-79 a % 27

L3

1979-80 N 29 26
1977-78 - . LB . 57 63
1078-79- % -85 . g 60 58
1979280° ¥ -l gs C L 47 ., 56 !

. . } d

) Leaves Without Pay

o

At. two-year colleges, .the decrease to approx1mate1y one-quarter in the
proport1on of=year Iong sabbat1ca1s was accompan1ed by an increase ‘in the per-
centage of year- ]ong 1eaves without” pay to near]y three.quarters. These two

observat1ons may 1nvate specu]atﬁbn that these 1nst1tut1ons tended to award the \

.

longer leaveﬁas one w1thout pax, This. survey, however, did not attempt to-
determ1ne the reasons fbr su¢h changes. Furthermore, it is not a trend.that.
a ~ - °

appears to bé cons1stent among all 1nst1tut1ona] sectors. For examb]e, data

from the un1vers1t1es show a greater percentage increase in the long-term

: sabbat1ca] than #n the longer leave without pay (see detail tab]e 5).:

~
&

,Sabbat1ca1 Po]1c1es - D

1

n orter to place in better’perspeétive the data concerning’humanit1es

Lo prte -

*: %g']ty and-the:r use of sabbat1cals and leaves w1thout pay, the Pane] survey
'l ’ -

) ,v1nc1uded severa] jtems concern1ng institutional 1eave po]1c1es. °

N .

-

Y
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“1least some members of their staff and faculty. This proport1on var1ed E e

-

x

X As of winter 1981, three -quarters of .the nation's 2,500 1nst1tut1ons of -

h1gher educat1on covered in this survey made sabbatical leaves ava1]ab]e to at
\

. e . A4
cons1derab]y by type and control of 1nst1tut1on. \ . ’

f1gure ] shows that near]y anl (96 percent) of the universities of4ered
sabbat1ca1s, ‘as did 84 percent of the nat1on s four-year colfeges. On the
o%her hand, only three-fifths of the two-year colleges offered the benefit.

N -
.- -
. . M ]
v
.
.
.

4
¥

4

Flg. 1 Pel"centage of institutions Offering Sabi)atlcals

. - .
. e . \

} . e v . N LY
/ , ‘ Eii’ . N .
5% ; % .
50% 1 Ny / -
: - .
. . . ]
25% 1 o : ‘ .- 1In
Lo ) .All L ' 4-Year 2-Year
i‘ - . Institutions  Universities Colleges Colleges
b . . . . . ] ~ l -
3 T - d
/ ¢ N
The overwhe]ming majority of‘institutions that offered‘gabbatjcals y

cons1dered'them to be a benefit for which all eligible staff had an equal

]

Ve
oppprtun1ty in accordance w1th”1nst1tut1ona1 policy and pract1ce (tabTe £).

. Only 5 percent of all institutions 1nd1cated‘that sabbaticals were negotiated

—a

Mo«

separately as a’part-of an individual’s contract. Four-year'colleges appeared
\] . - i

. : s ~ .
+.to show the least evidence of this practice; only 3 percent reported a
! : N -~
procedure ‘involving individual negotjation. , :
. \ R \
» £

>

- »
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Table G Y

PFoiision for Sabbatical Leaves, by Type of Institution
.l (percentage i}strfbution) : .
h] v R J
Prov1s1on for. K AN ’ :
Sabbat1ca]s e « Institu- Univer- - Four-Year  Two-Year
- o - tions "sities © Colleges Co]]eges

100 100 100

Total ‘ ‘.;)\f ~
Sabbaticals are’a benefit\
for which all eligible staff
have an equal opportun1ty

Sabbat1ca1s are negot1ated
separate]y as part of each
1nd1v1dua] S contract

< ! 3

Other

MethodAOf Award and E]igipiiif} For Sabbaticals
. The manne¥ in-which sabbatica1sywére awarded varied con<€iderably. The

_survey iastrument ideptified four ways: automatically, semiautomatically, ‘
compet1t1ve1y, and “other". 4 A summary~of tbe'resu]ls appears in'table H. - %E.f
shows that near]y half of the sabbaticals were awarded compet1t1ve]y and about
one-third semiautomatically. Fewer than ]0 percent were g1ven automat1ca]1y

'Respanses to a question that asked which faculty and staff were eligible .
for sabbaticals indicated that near]y all 1hst1tut1ons so’ cons1dered full t1me

tefured faCu1ty Those few who d1d not were probab]y 1nst1tut1ons w1thout

tenure systems.

AN

4, Inst1tut]ons that jndicated "semwautomat1ca1]y“'and "other" were asked to
explain how thg\]eaves were given. These explanations were analyzed with the
result thatésome responses were reclassified. A sabbatical was considered

“compet1t when the relative.merits of-an applicant's leave plan were
weighed agdinst others in a]locatwng limited sabbatical funds.




O : )
¢ ﬁ;f): . ° °
~ ¢ ¢
Table W, - . L
Method of Awarding Sabbatical Leaves,.by Iype of Institution
(percentage distribution) s ‘
. . A1l C Four- Year TwoeNear
_ Method of. Award - Institutions Universities -Colleges . Co]]eges
Total , - 10 100 00, , 'z 100 o
’ A . ) \
Automatically 8 . 10 o ¢ 8 e 7
\ _ . -
Semiautomatically 36 45 - 36 35
Competitively ’ 47 34 49 47,
- . . X
Other . 9 / n 7 . 12

In-addition, full-time nontenured faculty and-the staff classified as
"administrative and.other" were eligible for sabbatical leaves at 38=percent .

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

considered part -time facu]ty eligible. ’ ’ ' )
+ Figure 2 summarizes sabbatical leave e1igibility by type of facu]ty and
/ -
type of institution.. . i

Institutional Support. For Facu]ty Members On Sabbat ica’l

wid
Responding insfitutions were asked what proportion of a facu]ty member's

\ sa]ary typically was’ prOVid\d for how long. during a sabbatical leave. The

moda] hrrangement was ha]f salary for a full year. The reciproca1 of that
N
full salary fot a half year,: wae the next most frequently cited provision.

_ These two combinations of percentages of” sa]ary and duration were the on1y ones
reported by more than 20 percent. of the institutions. The most genBrous

-4

s
arrangenent, fu]l sa1ary for a full’year, was identified as the typical.

arrangement at fewer than 3 percent of the institutions
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Flg’ﬁz‘ Percentage of Institutions Reporting Faculty Eligibllity for Sabbaticals, by Faculty éia;sltllca;ﬂm
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Tab]e I shows the d1str1bution of the three comb1nat1ons ment1oﬁ6d by typ%.

. o
of rnst1tut1on. The .major var1ance from the nat1ona] average was By the

e

two-year colleges. A]though universities. and four-year co]]eges both showed.

well above ha]f of their number typ1ca]]y offer1ng full salary for a half year,

S
only about two-f1fths’“f/the twovyear institutidns d1d S0. :
, N . - ‘

A L, Table 1" 7,

Support Prov1ded Fatu]ty on Sabbatical Leaves, by Type of Inst1tut1on
. . -(in percentages) .

v - we [N

’ A]] . L. Four-Year_ . Two-Year
Sa]ary/Duration' Inst1tut1ons Universities -:Colleges ‘Colieges
R (N=1,846) (N=175) - . ZN=I{093) (N= gﬁﬁ)

-®

«
s S

Half sa]ary/
full year

Full salary/

half: year °

Full salary/
.full year

Y

‘Nate: Percentages are not additive. Many'1nstrtut1ons 1nd1cated that>a-

- sabbatical may be for ha1f salary for a fu]] year or fu]] sa]ary for half a
. year. N, . : s

V) N

_Leave H]thout Pay R — LS

.
o . ‘

~

e Near]y all 1nst1tut1ons (97 percent) made ]eaves w1thout pay ava1]ab]e to :
the1r"Facu]ty and/or staff ngure 3 shows that over 90 percent of each of the

e maaor 1nst1tut1ona] types granted such benefits. .

-

" In response 'to a query concern1ng the purposes for wh1ch léaVes W1thout pay

were granted near]y alr (96 percen" of the 1nst1tut1ons c1ted "faCu]ty devel-

opment”. "Research" and "other academ1c emp 16yment " (a'categorx that/jnc]uded

-

»
<
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30- . B = ’v
i ¢ “ . A . - ¢ . ,’ *
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v1s1t1ng professorsh1ps) weré 1dent1f1ed by 78, percent and 72 percent, \
. @ o a v . < ’
. respectwe]_y, as being- permissible purpose's., ‘ 4 . 7 X
o x )
. Table J shows these\percentages by type of 1nst1tut1on. Whﬂe near]y all-
¥
. un1vers1t1es and most co]]eges a]]owed 1eaves w1thout pay for ~research .and ..
1 S - 1 A
other academ1c emp]oyment on]_y three-ﬁft’hs of the unuers1t1es and fewer than
< P N L . :
N - © half of the four-ysar and. two-year coHeges aHB,wed \eaves f=or nonacademic . -
o - “l ., : - . . . , '
M.w_..wmemp}oyment. e T e . - o
2 < s N P . . e . ( ’ A R
o QNI - % §0 F] S
: . Tab]e 3> S h ‘
. ? "@“‘.- * e - * ~ w ‘ z
,' et Allowable Purposes for Leaves Without: Pay, by Type.of Ipst1tut1on )
N . ' (i percentages) AT A -
o Allowable AT . S \Four~Year ' Two-Year
B . Purpose' ' Institutions ) Un1vec51t1es\‘ ’ Co]]eges~ Col'legis.
) ; T b . ) - "
5’« I Faculty development 96 96 :% 96 96 ¢ -\
* Research - * /758 . 9 4 9] " 59 . )
*  Other academict 4 o .
--; -employment. . .+ 72 9% , 7 85 * B2
:' .vjvvvy*- R . . B . ~S . N
L TN » Nonacademic . ) : i o ) .
em]oment 4] . 60 ) - ¥ 45 ) N 33 s
£ 'y . ’ ., VY - rd
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A $ - . ' N 14. . * 'r'
» ' ' ; 1 R T e 1*“r1 ' B o N
R Plans- Tb Rev1ew Sabbat1ca1 Leave/P ictes. 4 o - °
. T Increas1ng personne] compensat1on ;osts at CO11eges and un1vers1t1es have ° .
sparked 1nterest in po11cy changes which wou]d limit sabbaticals as*a staff } -
" 4 e ¢
benefrt Therefere, the HEP, quest1onna1re asked 1nst1tut1ons if they were .
" ~.p1ann1ng within the pext three years to rev1ew or amend the1r sabbat1ca1 1éave
|
policies. _ Those instttutions that reported aff1rmat1ve1y were asked about the .
B hature of ‘the planned changes. ° . ' - ‘ y
‘J b o ) . :
) . Tablek :
L * © N A 4
e - Sabbat1ca1 Leave Policy Changes, by Type of Inst1tut1on ;
\ o . (in percentages)
: . vt RS ' ’
&3 . . N - ~ . .
T ) Al : Four-Year - Two-Year
, " Policy Change Institutions Universities Colleges Colleges 1
r L . -(N=572Y . (N=40) (N=258) ., - (N=275) *
Will develop policy 33 . 5 32 8 °
L ' Will liberalize: . ‘ ) kN
- . \ — 7 . = . '(. . .
eligibility - . .
s requirements 4 - .- - 12, 6 1
?f-i, T Fterms of sabbat1ca1 [, 5 19 SRV
- ' N111 restrict: - : — .
. o [ . . "‘
e11g1b111ty - . iy : . )
requirements 6 . 12 . 4 6
e < . terms of sabbatical .9 ? /f‘*i 3 - 5 - 12
SRR - ‘ . . * T
: v'Nﬂj terminate * . ’ . -
‘ sabbaticalsy - o 3 -0 . 0 e
T " Other 40 * »527‘ © o4 V35
* Note: Multiple responses were permitted. ' . i . 5

. . ) . ) )
_ *Less than .5 percent. . -

{
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o

Responses indicated that only about one-quarter of the institutions were

3

p1annjng any change. 6f those "planning g review of some sort, about.one-third

“would be developing a policy. Most'of these were two:year colleges Taple K .

shows est1mates of the pertentages of 1nst1tut1ons, categor1zed by type’ that .

reported 11bera112at1on or gestriction of the terms of and e11g1b111ty
requ1rements for sabbat1ca\s n ‘ ' T h‘ . 3
\ In the un1Vers1ty and four-year college sectors,,the 1nst1tut1ons report1ng
liberalization equa1ed or, outnumbered these reporting restr1ct1ons In the
tuo-yea/fsector, however, that__gttern was reversed. 0n1y one qnstitution.(a
un1vers1ty) reported p1ans to terminate its sabbat1ca1 leave program
Forty percent of the 1nst1tut10ns that p1anned to review-or change their

-sabbatical policies indicated that the change would“involve something other

'Qman the six options ottered on the questionnaire. 1In over half of these cases

¥ ’

the re!\vnew was expected because of sch,edu1ed contract negotiatio and tl\&fact
2. t
that prov1s1on for sabbaticals was a part of the 1nst1tut1on s collective

P’y ' ' - -

4
‘ barga1n1ng agreement. This was most frequent]y observed among pub11c 1nst1- v

tutionst "~ In abbut one-quarter of the Wother“ reasons the review of sabbat1ca1

" was identified; po11c1es were to be reexam1ned merely as part of a general

)

faeu1ty compensation review. . In a few 1nstances the "Sther" reaschs 1nc1ﬁﬁed

<

- considering the\sdbbat1ca1 accord\ng to "cut-off agei';ways to refine se1ect1on

-

] ° - . -, ~ .

criteria apd steps to decentra11ze the review and approya] process.

V4 - . ) -
S Conclusions

L)

v
L

N
An est1mated 83, 500 fu]]-t1me human1t1es facu]ty members taught)at the~
nation's 1nst1tut1ons of gher education cadem1c year 1979-80. This
figyre has not changed substantially s1nt€/i;a7 78.°




:_ . Ahproximately 6.5 percent of humanitieslfaculty were awarded sabbaticals in
. 1979-80, and another 3.4 percent were granted leaves without pay. Thus, it ‘ ¢ ~

. appears 11ke1y that, in the human1t1es, nearly 10 perceni of the full-time . ¢

<

u]ty received some type of leave for research ar professional deve]odment in //’
v 1979-80. A maJor1ty of, the 1nst1tut1ons that awarded sgbbat}ca]s provide
support for the grantees on the basis of ha]f pay for a full year or full . -

pgy for a half year. . y

’

. The sabbat1ca1 1eave is apparent]y a we11-estab11shed part of this . N . '

. .
e “ ~

L, country s system of hagher educat10n. It 1s ava11ab1e at nearly all, : o

«

’ un1ver51t1es, we]] over four- fifths of the nation's four—year coi]eges, and at —~ /

”~

ot

three f1fths of 1ts two-year co]]eges.

- @ . A

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

policies concerning-sahbatica]s in the next three years, apparent]y very few of

» -

* these are considering réstricting either "the terms or the e11g1b111ty . o
'requ1rements for sabb;t1cals. : - ' : Lo

. 'Y At nearly all of the 1pst1tut1ons that granted sabbat1cals,.fu11 -time ‘ -’
%‘ '
’ tenured faculty were eligible. .In contrast, fewer than one- ha]f of the

s -

institutions report that administrative 3taff could ‘be granted the award

.

Fewer than tyo- f1fths of fﬁe 1nst1tut1ons réported e11g1b111ty for other

1 ¢ s " .
g categor1es&3i/facu1ty @ ‘ ) R P
. ’ r ) ' - ’ t )

[ \:! ) - ‘ :- - ) | ) D ’s
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. . Detailed Report Tables - '
=~ : . b
= Table 1 - A

Number and Percentage Distribution of Full-Time Humanities Faculty, |
by. Type and_Control of Institution, AY 1977-78 through 1979-80

.\7 ,
p 7 : " :
Type and . 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 -
Control of Institdtion Number Percent  Number Percent  Number PercenS} )
™~ ’ P : 4 . Yo 4 ’ ‘ [} . o
A1l institutiogs " -83,053" .100.0 - 83,286 .100.0 - ;83,537 ~100.0
" . A / ° : . oS
Universities 22,483 -27.1 22,579 27.1 22,628 27.1 .
Foursyear coTleges 42,872 51.6 42,942  51.6 ° 43,154  51.7
Two-year colleges 17,697 21.3 17,765  21.3 ' 17,755 .21.3.
' .Pub]ig institutions 53,024 ,6§.8 53,090 63‘?2 53,049 63.5
A [] ) ' L]
Urghversities 15,077 168¥2  15;137 18.2 15,126  18. .
"~ Four-year colleges 21,894 26.4 21,868 26.3 21,951 26.3
Two-year'colleges  .»'16,053 ° 19.3 16,086  19.3 _ 15,972 19.1
J : _ : . e . 5 P
Private institutions 30,029 36.2 30,196 36.3 30,488, 3635 | {
© Universities 7,406 8.9 7,442  8:9 7,502 9.0
Four-year colleges’ 20,978 25.3 21,074 25.3 21,203 . 25.4 R
Two-year ‘colleges 1,644 2.0 1,679 2.0 14783 2.1 | N
. L t 4 '7._‘ = ) ‘c‘ ‘
‘Note: On this and subsequent tables, detail mae not add to tytals becausg of “'
rounding. v . 8 . R -
. ; - - : T .. v .
e e - - e v T TR
. u . %




Table 2

Full-Time Humanitiqs Facu]ty Who Took. Leave,
by Type and Length of Leave, AY 1977-78 through 1979-80:

A1l Institutions s

1977-78 ‘ 1978-79 . 1979-80
As a % As a % . As a®
Number  of A1) Number  of A1l ™ Number  of A1l -
= Type and Length ... .Who Took Humanities Who Took  Humanities + Who Took Humanities
of Leave .t *Leave Faculty Leave Faculty Leave Faculty

- : ALL INSTITUTIONS i
5,005 6.0 5,335

Partial year * 4,000 " a, 3,631 4.4 . 3,886
* Full year : 1,504 .8 1,374 1.6 1,451

M h: € - e .
A1l leaves without pay 2,457 . 2,576 3.1 2,847

Partial year 1,080 . 1. 1,169 1. 1,268
Sl year  ° - .1038 ) 1,407 1. 1,579

] "%“ .
-

UNIVERSITIES
AN sabbatical leayes 1,855 1,99 ° . 1,915

Partial year 1,327 ) 1,406 6.2, 1,358
Full year 7o . 528 .3 505 .2 557

. “‘i‘?ﬁb”um. B

A1 leivés without pay 901 . 927 . . 938
. Partial year ~' 843 .0. 496 . . 494
v+ Full year » . 458 . . 431 : . 444

s

. S

e
. * N + FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES
AN sabbaticr leaves 2,852 . o 2,351 5.5

Partial year T2,13 s, 1,720 4.0
Full Year . 716 . 631

1.5

. ’ -
. AT} leaves without pay 1,215 . 1,286 . 3.0
2

" partial year B . 520 - - . 520
8

.
.
-

. 1
. Full year b 695 . 764 - 1

' «

_ "TWO-VEAR COLLEGES'
| A sabbattcal leaves . . 797 5. 785« 4.2

.t Partial year, W ' 837 - 0 508
© L FulY year 260 5 237

.- AN leéves—withdut pay : ' ’ 366

A ¢ . .
-, " Partial year s 7. ‘ 154
- ~Full- year ' 4 . 212

A
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"Table 3

Public Institutions

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

1977-78 1978-79 - 1979-80
As a %
Number Number of All Number
Type and Length Who Teok Who Took Humanities Who Took
of Leave - Leave Leave \\Facu1ty Leave
' AL PUBLTC TNSTITUTIONS
A1l sabbatical leaves » 3,024 5.7 3,028 5.7 3,155 5.9
Partial year 2,209 4.2 2,231 4.2 2,301 4.3
Fu]l year 815 1.5 797 1.5 854 1.6
AN leaves without pay 1,435 2.7 1,566 2% 1,614 3.0
Partial year 627 1.2 699 1.3 643 1.2
i} Full year 808 1.5 867 1.6 971 1.8
P ka PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES
w11 sabbatical leaves 1,118 1,174 7.8 1,1s6
. - .
Partial year 848 914 6.0 ‘858
Full year 270 260 1.7 298
A1 ledves without pay 566 '609 . 4.0 592
5 Partial year 280 332 2.2 306
- Full year- 286 277 °1.8 ¢ 286
%3 . . PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES
A _sabbatical leavés 1,161 1,125, 5.1 1,089
' Part1a1 year . 824 809 3.7 749
. Full year 337 316 1.4 ' 340
be A’ Ieanes without pay 564 625 2.9 640
E{_ ; Pwtmly&r 221 230 1.1 221
E Full year 343 395 1.8 419
.o 3 - -
o ‘ PUBLIC TWO-YEAR COLLEGES«
U L shbbaticg\/sfaves 745 . 728 4.5 RACTER
: ‘partial year ’ 537 508 3.2 694 . 4.3
. Full year : 208 220 . 1.4 217 © 1.4
s AN Teaves without pay. 307 331 2.1 383 4
 partial year 127 136 0.8 116 .7
e FUIT year 180 195 1.2° 267 A

LAY
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. . N Tabde 4 .
Full-Time Human Tt es Facult Nho Took Leave
.. , Type and Length of L \AY 1977-78 through 1§79 80:
. . i .
3 ) ( . N L1 -
. .. Private In"stituﬁons
- . 1977-78 ' 1978-79 1979-80
o ) o As a ¥ As a ¥ - As a' %. -
- .o Number of Al Number of All Number of A1’
Type and Length Who Took  Humanities® Who Took . Humanities  Who Took - Humanities
. ofﬁALea,‘ve‘ . Leave , ' Faculty Leave Faculty Leave Faculty
‘ ALL PRIVATE MNSTITUTIONS -
A1l sabbatical leaves 2,480 8.3 ‘| 1,97} 6.5 2,180 _ 7.2
Partial year 1,790 6.0 ° 1,400 4.6 1,53 . , 5.2 °°
Full year T 690 | 2.3 ' SK 1.9 597 2.0
A11 leaves without pay 1,022 . 3.4 1,00 - 3.3 1,234 4.0
\ , d? . " - . *
Partial-year 462 1.5 ~471 1.6 26 2.1
Full year 560 1.9 540 1.8 08 , 2.0 *
. > PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES
A11- sabbatical leaves 737 10.0 735 9.9 . 759 10.1
Partial year w - 479. 6.5 « 490 ! 6.6 500 6.7
Full year ° . 258 3.5 , . 245 3.3 ¢ 259 3.5
A1l Teaves without pay: 336 45 ° 37 . 4.3 36 4.6
- s " partial year © 183 2.2 . 163 2.2 188 2.5  *
ie . Full year — 17323 . 154 2.1 158 2.1
S ' Lo T “PRIVATE_FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES
o \A: sabbatical Jeaves 1, 692 8.1 1,226’ 5.8 1,334 6.3
S s \partial féar 1,327 6.3 * 911 4.3 1,048 4.9
Full year - ° 380 1.8 - 315 1.5 286 ©1.3¢
A1l Teaves without pay  :651 3.0 659 3.1 852 4.0°
, Part1a1 year ’ 299 1.4 3 20 . 1.4 437 2.l
Full year, 352 1.7 %9 ° 1.8 415 - . 2.0
e PRIVATE_TWO-YEAR COLLEGES '
AJl sabbatical leaves .52 3.2 RY > 1.0. 87 49
Partial year 0 . 0.0 .0 0:0 " 35 2.0
::m vge FUll year === - - g2 - T3 .17 PR O I S 2:9 -
_An-.leavesuwithout pay - - 35 - 2.1 -t T 2.0 3% . 2.0
Partia} year . 0 " 0.0 17 1.0 0 0.0
Full "year o 35 2.1 17 1.0 Teo35,° v 2.0
) ° .~é R . ' e 2 -
mw, »n-\ b o - ‘ ‘s Py
L — N i >. ¢ - N
s, . . . -~ ' .
: e Do e
29 T > 7
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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 Aﬁ_ Four-Year  Two-Year

of Leave JInstitutions Universities Colleges Colleges
ALL_INSTITUTIONS )

ALl sabbatical leaves -3.1 3.2 -15.0 "26.2
Partial year 2.9 2.3 -15.9 35.8
Full Year -3]5' 5.'§ -12.6 , 3.5 |

ANl leayes without pay 15.9 81 22.8~  22.3
Parttal year 16.4— - 11.5 " 26.5 8.7
Full year 15.4 -3.1 20.0 40.7 °

T . PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS —

%11 sabbatical leaves 43 . 3.4 6.2 22.3
Partial year 4.2 1.2 9.1~ 29.2
Fall year 4.8 0% - .9 4.3

A1l leaves without pay 12.5 4.6 » 13.5 24.8
Partial year 2.6 ?.3 0 -8.7
Full year - ) 20.2 0 . 22.2 48.3

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

A1l 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 g 15.3 46.2 0
Full year 8.6; -8.7 17.9 0

=" Table 6
Institutigns That Award Leaves, Winter 1981 * )
L} N
©A? . © Four-Year Two-Year *
Leave Policy Institutions Universities Colleges Colleges
- . " ALL "INSTITUTIONS

“A1 institutions . N=2,48 * N=182 N=1,201  N=1,098

Percentage that award: LI .

; Sabbatical leaves 74.4. 9.1 83.8 . .60.5

© Leaves without pay 9.6 100.0 » 99.4 '93.0

' — PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS "

Public institutions N=1,334 N=112 "N=350 N-873

Percentage that award: R .
Sabbatical leaves .73.2 94.6 © 83.8 66.2
Leaves without pay - 98.2- 100.0 100.0 97.1

' PRIVATE TRSTITUTIONS :

Private institutions  Ne1,14] "Nl L Wessl N2z

4 Percentage that -award: ) e )
-Sabbatical leaves 75.8 98.3 ~83.8 38.5
“Leaves without pay "94.9° 100.0 N 99,2 76.9
[ £~ ; e,
. . N e 0
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Table 7 |
. ‘Percentag‘e Disteibution of Institutions That Award Sabb\étical Leaves, by .
. . < Type of Sabbatical Leave Policy, Winter 1981 .
. . ) -, ,
‘ ... AN Four-Year  Two-Year
; Type of Policy Institutions Universities “Colleges Colleges
: — T ALL_TNSTITUTIONS — N
A11 policies 100.0° 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
- (N=1,846) (N=175) (N=1,006) . (N=664)
R ~ Sabbatical leives are a . , :
. benefit for which all
. " staff have equal
' opportunity 91.8 . 89.0 . 96.9 , 84.8 .
- %, Sabbatical leaves are nego- : B = »
.+ tiated Separately as a B . oo . v
. part of each contract 4.7 4.1 . 2.6 . 8.0
Other policy © 86 - . .68 0.6 7.2 .
R PUBLIC INSTITUTTONS
-7 A policies 100,00 . 100.0° 100.0 © *  100.0 . ‘
. . © (N=977) © (N=105) (N=293) (N=578) - -
", Sabbatical leaves are a : ‘ i
" benefit for which all . :
» staff have equal ) . ) .
. " -pppertunity ‘ 89.2 o 90.9 95.9 . 85.5
Sabbati.ca']ﬁleaves are nego- - ‘ - Co
tiated separately as a , . R
part of each contract 4.9 4.5 + 2.6 6.2
© ', Other policy - V5.9 " 4.5 L5 4.3
o ',‘ | . ‘ '. - PRIVATF INSTITUTION%’ . . o
¥ A1l policies . - 100.0 " . 100.0 s 100.0 100.0 - A~
s . o (N=869) (N=70) (N=713) - (N=87)
. .. " Sabbatical teaves are a .
! ' benefit for which all ", . . ‘ -
SR . - staff have equal : ' ' '
.t e 7 opportunity - 94,7 86.2 97.3 80.0
L . Sabbatical leaves are nego- \ SRR ) \
: AN tidted separately as a . © '
" . part of each contract . 4.3™ 3.4 2.5 20.0

»

" Other'policy 1.0 10.3 - 0.2 0.0
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_ Table 8
; Percéntage Distribution of nstitutiéns‘fhat Award Sabbatical Leaves, by '
o I U N Method of Award, Winter 1981
L. \ - N
¥ : , T .
‘ Method of Ay Four-Year  Two-Year
; ~ Award _ Institutions Uniyersities Colleges Colleges
AL TNGTITUTIONS
A11 methods | 100.0 100.0 - " 100.0 100.0
(N=1,846) (N=175) (N=1,008  (N=664)
Adtomatically 7.9 3 8.3 6.6
Seﬁﬁaut?fitiéally» 36.3 a5 35.8 34.8
Competitively T 46.9 sz 49.2  46.7
Other methods , 9.0 11.0 £ 6.7 11.9
. | ~ PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
AT methods 100.0 . 100.0 & 1000 ~100.0
N (N=977). "7, (N=106) (N=293) ~ (N=578)
| Autgmatically ' 6.1 8.0 - 8.5 46
i+ Semiautomaticdlly 3.7 8.6 | 19.0 37.0
L' tompetitively 52.1 46.6 62.9 4.7
- + Other methods _.10.0 . - 6.8 \ = 9.6 10.7
o o b = PRIVATE TRSTITUTIONS —+—
" A11 methods T 100.0 1000 . 91000 100.0
P \ ~ 7 (N=869) (N=70) (N=713)  (N=87)
: . Automatically . Y 9.8 - 13.8- 8.2. , 20.0
. semiautomatically a4 54 . 428 20,0
T competttively 41.0 15.5 £+ 43.6 40.0
Other methods . 7.8 172 5.4 20.0
. ~
Lo L
\ -
N SR %‘ ) '
-«; -
.? Com . 32 i . o '
3 i e emlt N o 4




. Percentage of:

. Elvgible Faculty ang.§taff, Winter 1981

'13: 24"
. 'vxpl
‘Table 9 - .
Institutions That Award Sabbatical Leaves,

~
3

by Categery of .

. ) .
Faculty & Staf

e

f . M A.i):l .

. e e

?éh? ‘Full-time tenured

T
ke \Ml eligibility ca

T " Part-time nontenur

, ] . Four-Year Two-Year
Eligibility Catégories Institutions Universities Co]]ege§ - Colleges
A . ALL_INSTITUTIONS

"Al1 eligibiTity categories 100.0" 100.0 100.0 100.0

3 . (N=1,846) , (Nf175) (N=1,006) (N=664)
. Full-timé tenbped faculty %.0 - 99 4 .97, . 93.1

« Part-time tenur'ed faculty 7.4 " 19.4 6.5 \ . 5.6 .
Full-time nontenured faculty - 38.2 s .43.4 ) 35.4 41.1
Part-time nontenured faculty 2.5 8.0 1.5 2.6
Administrative and other staff 42.0 . 27.4 ‘ 24.5 L. T2.6

T : ' PUBLIC. INSTITUTIONS — 5
A1l eligibility categories 100.0 100.0 -100.0 100.0

. (N=977) ° (N=106) {N=293) (N=578)

faculty 9648 98.1 100.0  94.8 :

Part-time tenured faculty 6.3 22.6° 6.5 3.3
Full-time nontenured faculty * 35.5° 41.5 33.4 35.3
Part-time nontenured faculty 1.0~ o 9.4 0.0 0.0

Administrative and other staff 59.27 38.7 42.3 . 71.5° .

_ . PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS .
tegories * 100.0 100.0 " 1000 - 100.0

"(N=869) . (N=70) . (N=713) - (N=87)
Full-time -tenured faculty * . 95.2 ° 160.0 T %6.5 79.3
Part-time tenured faculty 8.4 7 14,3 - 6.5 19.5
Full=time nontenured faculty  41.2 443 3 . '36.2 79.3
" enure fagulty 4.3 7.1 " 2.1 19.5
Administrative ‘and 'dther\staff 22.9 10.0 ‘17.1 79.3

P4

. Note: Percéntages

ot

~;ré\qujﬁdd+t4ve; multiple responses were permitted.

R
-




. . X (N=I:‘IZ7) ™=71) ° (N=851) -+ (N=225)

+  Percentage plannin to review, B 23.9 16.9 - © 20.6 ' 38.7
poHcies concerring saBBatical 1eaves (N=274) g IZ)  (N=175) (N=87)

[y S - a1

! . ) RS

OtSer o 28.5

Percentage p]anning to: T —~——, s -

" Develop sabbatical leave policy 43.1 , 16.7 36.6 59.8

< %7y TLiberalize eligibility requirements - 6.6 16.7 9.1 0.0

T Liberalize terms of sabbatical leaves 21.5 °° 8.3 23.4 . 19,5

* ¢~ . Restrict eligibility requirements. 2,9 . .8.3 4.0 *0.0
Restrict terms of sabbatical leaves 5.5 . . 8.3™ 8.0 0.0 -

Terminate sabbatica] leaveS« 0.4 © 8.3 0.0 0.0

8.5 83.3 29,1 -19.5

- . 2’5 . R
. S, X~ .. CTable10 .o X
) * ] Percentage of Institutions That Award Sabbatical Leaves, by Type of Planned
° N Policy Review, Winter 1981
'-T & . N — “
. T« ¥ Type of Policy Review or Al . Four-Year Two-Yedr
’ . Chan IfstTtutions Universities  Colleges  COlleges
& ; - ) —ALL _INSTITUTIONS
A1l institutions ° 100.0 " 100.0 - - 100.0 *10040
: . (N=2,481) , (N=182) (N=1,201) . (N=1 098)
X Percenta e planning to rediew - 22.0 .21.5 25.0
. policies concerning sabbatica1 Teaves (N= 3727" (N=30) (N=258) (N=27%) .
L/ Percentage planning, to: . - . .- - B
‘ 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
Bestrict eligibility requ1rements - 5.6 12.5 3.5 6.5
Restrict terms of sabbatical leaves 8.9 125" 5.4 11.6
: Terminate sabbatical leaves 0.2 2.5 0,0 0.0
3 ., Other 40.2 62.5 41.9 3.3 .
N . .
’ . PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
. s Public institutions ) ' 100.0 . 100.0 1006, 100.0
x . . < (N=1,334) . (N=112) (N=350)  + (N=873)
7 ‘e . . , . .
_— Percentage planning to review 22.3 25.0 23.7 21.5
w e po]icies concerning sabbatical. leaves (N=298) {N=28) (N=83) (N=188)
” - Percentage planning to: o - - °
. Develop sabbatical leave policy ' 23.8 0.0 21.1 28.2
- - Liberalize eligibility requirements 1.7 - Ty 0.0 1.1
e Liberalize terms of sabbatical leaves 9.4~ ° 17.9 9.6 8.5 ¢
e , Restrict eligibility requivements . 7.7 ) 23 2.4 9.6
Restrict terms of sabbatical leaves ‘11,7 4.3 0.0 17.0
S . Terminate sabbatical leaves | « 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 , 0.0
T - .. Other N4 . B V50 7 57.1. 67.5 . 42.0
‘ L awT L e e PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS ~ ¢ _
‘Private 1nstitutions' ’ 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0

»

m:r—‘vem:ntreg 3?'6 f aanTve, multlpﬁe responses were perm1tted.

ALY . o . - »."., L

e

;{—-» 3-4 / ,
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* Table li

Co . . F B
Percentage of Institutions That Grant Leaves Withput Pay, by Purpose
S * for Which Leave Was Granted, Winter 1981 -

Exd

5 . . : Vf_). N ‘ ‘s
" - Purpose for Which ‘ All . .+ Four-Year, Two-Year
Leaves Without Pay May Be Granted Institutions’ ,btql'versities. ColTeges C@Heges

, A . - : ALL INSTITUTIONSN, @
A1l institutions * | 100.0 °  100.0 “100.0 100.0
. L. (N=2,481) (W=182) > (N=1,201) (N=1,098)

Percentage that grant : . 6.0~ 100,00 99.4- 93.0
leaves without pay v R (NS (N=182) (N=T,194) (N=T,021)

Of those that grant leaves,” =~ . _ . . , , s
" ‘percentage that grant-leaves for: ’
I . .

¥

2 58.8
9 96.5
2. .~ 52.3
0.4, 33.5-
5 10.8 .

Research : RN . . 98.9 91
~Faculty development o . ’ 95.6 © 95
Other academic employment” e e 72, 96.2 85
Nonacademic employment . . . 59.9 '45
Othe.r purposes . . 3 , 6.6 12

)

Hi

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS .

Pt;blic institutions . 100.¢ . " ..106.0 100.0° ©  100.0 .
o Tel o LRLI) (R~ (WF0) - - (ETS)

) Percentage tha¥ gdgnt | Lot 1000 1000, 7.1
leaves without pay . (N=1,310) - (N=112) (N=350) » (N=848)

" 0f those that grant leaves, _ -
- percentage that grant leaves for:

»

Research 9
Faculty develogment , .97, 98.
-Other academic ¥mployment 2 3 © 95,
Nonacademic employment 06

Other purposes . L

-

PRIVATE. INSTITUFIORS -

T Private instjtutions = ~ 10007~ . 300,0 100.0 - 100.0
< ( T CONSLENT - (WD) Y (NBBI)  «(Ne23E)
N ' o .

.. ' Pércentage'that grapt . . : 94.9  © "100.0 . . 99.2. .. .76.9
. = leaves without pay K — 2(N<E;088) --  (N=7I). (N=822) (N=173)

o -—

Of -those that-grant ledves,”  ~ ~ =~ - [T
percentage that grant leaves for:

< ot
:

. Research . e © o 89.6 r98.6~ .,
.z Faculty development - ) 94.2 -° .,7 90,1
: - Other "academic loyment oL 84.4 95.8
“= = Nonacddenic enpidment - " 439 49.3 .
~ « Other purposes "12.2 0 4 . 2.8 °

" e .

s

Not‘ :Pe‘rééntages are not additfve; multiple responses were permittgd. v
},,,Nk ‘:.‘L:«,."u‘w», PR PR S e e et ~ LA ‘ M ~ ‘” ..

p . .
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Appendix A: - Survéy Instrument

*

2
<

: ., .
AMERICAN. COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
° ONSMDUPGNT CIRCLE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

ot 14

¢ R L .
.’ . . T °.
. 2 . .

@ s

»

HIGHER EOUCATION PANEL PR . ,
(202) 333-4787 . < . )
- . . February 2, 1981

s
. [

<
- . . s

* Dear Higher Education Panel Repfésentai:ive: : o .
Attached is Higher Education Panei Survey #53, "Sabbatical and Research .
Leaves gin Colleges and Universities." The purpose of the survey is to gather
.data on-institutional policies affecting sabbatical leaves and leaves without -
“pay and to.chart trends in faculty members taking such leaves. . )
i _The _Ndtional Endowment. for the Hunanities (NEH), ‘the sponsor of this survey, .
recognizes -its role in stpport of research, education, and public activity in
- the humanities. Its resppnsibilities entail & vital presence in the yghdle area.of
s .Sponsorship of individual fardlty research and personal development opportunities. « -
- ~~~>"The appropliate mix of research féITowships -+ pedagogical or curricula-oriented °
.~ +. fellowships, or the more conventional fatulty development opportunitiés provided |,
2> - by NEH -- will be reviewed with a concern for the shifting resources provided by
the nation's colleges, wniversities, and the private ;sec'to . The survey findings
o i1l assist NFH to detemmine needs and Jpriorities in this gea. .. '
T . . K ] P ~.f,‘ .
Qur field test results indicated that the mdst likely respondent for this sur- .
vey would be ¢he Office ofs Academic Affairs or the Office of the- Dean of Instruction.

.

-

As usual, howevér, we leave that decisiofi™to-you: -+ .juw-rr -

. IV ARt -

o B Please understand' that responses from your institution will be held in strit
~..confidence. As with all our surveys, the dat3_you provide will be reported in
stmmary fashion' only and will not be identifiable with your institution:- -Fhig.sur-
* - _yey is authorized by the National Sciénce %o@daﬁign_Acfc of 1950, 'as amended! Al- ¢
kl.“thbugh #ou ‘are/ Mot Tequiréd to respond, your cooperation is needed to make the results '
‘comprehgnsivé,; reliable, and timely. - , i ., Y '

- 3

_,,:, . ’Pl;ase;retum’the. completed qqestionnairé' to l@lgy Fébruéry 23p 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 202-833-4757. .

i

. 1: R

PR I : M
-+ Sincerely, oL

T
\
. .

Frank J. Atdlsek’
Panel -Director
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. POLICY ISSUES

14

Does your institution formally provide for sabbatical*
leaves?

()No

L

If no, please skip questions 2-4 and N
go?trazght to questzon 5.

2. () Yes  Ifyss,
LR Are sabbatical leaves (Cheﬂy 0ne)

T ' ~ dividuals contract
. ( ) Abenefit for which all eligible stal'l' havé
- . egwel opportunity in accordance with in-
. . stitutional policy or established practice
\ Y () Other (please describe)

. B 2

2. Which of the following prol'ess:onal employees are eh-
., gible for sabhatical leave? (Check 4l that apply)

A +) full-time terfured faculty
; . > . (=) part-time tenured faculty .
N () full-time nontenuted faculty ” ’
’ 2 patt-ti& nontenured faculty
. ( ) administfative and other

! , »
”@%M 3. . How are sabbatical leaves given? - ’ e
& ;
- . ( ) apfomatically - N
( ) semi-automatically (please explam) 6
« \
- ' ° . *
. S
A v * -, 2 - (KN
N " () competitively : . .
) ( ) other (please explain) .
» ‘ 4 . ‘ '
. . ,, = -
'.R sabbatical is a leave of abscnce to which faculty may become en-
- % titled after a fixed period of service and which is vauotly or partly
e suppoxted by the uutitutxon .

[,

o o American Council on Education
' . ‘ Higher Education Panel Survey #53:

Sabbatical and Research Leaves in Colleges and Universities

4. ~ Typically, what proportion of support does your in-

7/
( ) Negotiated separately as part of each in- 5.

il

N . ’ T .
I |
. 4
‘ OMB No. 099-R0265 -
Exp. 6/81

J .

v

stitution provide to a faculty member who is on sab-
batical leave? Please report percentage of salary and
., percentage of academic or contract yegr.

-

.
oy

-«

percent of
salary

percent of academic
or contract year
l
Does your institution allow/offer leaves without pay*
to faculty niembers?
(") No 8
( ) Yes  Ifyes, *.
° For what prol'essxorral or educational purposes
may leaves without pay be granted" (Check all
that apply.) L ) . :

()
()
()

()

o

research :

faculty development (related to teaching)

other academic employment (including .
- visiting professorships)

nonacademic employment (please de-

scribe)

) 2

1 ‘ . -

other (please describe)

)

3

2
Does your institution plan to review or amend its cur-
rent policy regarding sabbatical leaves within the next
three years?

() No
( )®Yes () will develop a policy regarding sab- '
c baticals

* will liberalize eligibility requirements
) will liberalize terms of the sabbatical
«) will restrict ehglblhty requirements
) will restricsAerms of the-sabbatical
)" will ferminate sabbaticals .
) -other (pledse explain)

1 9’(
0

g

. (
(

€

Y




. B. FULLTIME HUMANITIES FACULTY F . - '
o Be sure to include all persons with faculty rankeven | 1f full-time faculty members are assigned only part-

if they also hold administrative positions. time to the humanities, include them only if at least half
‘ ‘L - of their teaihing assignments are in the humanities. X
S . -/ . . . B I3 —
. - ‘J ) :

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

v
- I ' Number of Full-time ~ * — o -
Academic Year Humanities Faculty | Humanities include languages, both modern - ‘( ;
“ 197778 ~ and ‘classical; linguistics; literature; history;
o . American Studies; philosophy; archaeology;
197879 L — religious studies; and the history, criticism and
+ 1979.80 — theory of the arts. ) ;
Yoy N h . . }
z ~
Gt |
) 8. How many full-time humanities faculty members have taken lefive for professnonal or'educational reasons—either sabbat- “
. ical or without pay—for each of the followmg academlc years?
T —_— . ~ '
. . " Number Who Took - * Number Who Took .
- -_ . Academic Sabbatical Leave Leave Witheut Pay ‘
) . . Year Partial Year Full Year Partial Year Full Year
‘L 197718 -
1978-79 - - o
g 197980 ~ - .
' ¥
. . kY
% y
-g‘ N " Thank you for your assistance. Please return this form by Please keep a i:ogy of this sufvey for your records.
b February 23, 1981 to:” ] Person completing form . A .
',:;_ . . Higher Education Panel . Name e N
P American Council on Education A Depl ‘- -
One Dupont Circle, N.W. P .
Washington, D.C. 20036 ' . Phone’

lf:ypu have‘any questions or problems, please call the HEP staff collect at 26L83}-4‘ZS7 ’ R

«




Appendix B: Tecn‘nical' Notes °

-

. ' - ‘ )
MWeighting , . . _ ‘
# Data from the responding Panel institutions were statistically: adjusted to

* , o e

represent the national popu]atwn of 1nst1tut1ons that had full-time humanities

facu]ty. Exc]uded were 1ndependent med1ca1 schoo]s, religious or Bible col-
°, leges, and certain other spec1a11zed institutions, sach as engineering and

¢ -~
business colleges. The stratification.design.for weighttng follows.

°
-

rd

s Table B-1: - Stratification Design .
, J

Cell ' Category ~

Population. RespomMents .

, 01' . Public universities 112 93
02 Private universities 71 59
04 Public black four-year colleges

% FTE > 3,000 . 12 - 7
0 Public nopblack four-yeas co]]eges .
) ‘ FTE >8,750 . 100-2-. ... 68..
_ 07 _Private nonb]ack four-year co]]eges .
FTE >8,750 = E 1 9
08 Public two-year colleges FTE >8,750 . 36 . <26
09 Public four-year colleges FTE 3 700-8,750 75 34
10 ‘Publjc. four-year colleges FTE <3, 700 163 - 26 -\
11 ¢>  Private foursyear colleges FTE 2 000-8,750 119 31
1R Private four-year colleges FTE 1,000-2,000 255 36
13 Prwat,e four-year colleges FTE < 1,000 466 . 19
14 Public two-year colleges FTE 5, 100- 8,750 62 - 26
15 Public two-year'colleges FTE 3,260-5,100 104 35
16 - Public two-year colleges FTE 1, ~600- 3 260 175 32
17¢ -Public two-year colleges FTE <1, 600 4% 32 - i
183 Prwa\e two-year co]]eges s * 225 13

o

The we1ght1ng_ technique ped was the standard one employed For fu]] Pane]

' surveys. Data received from Pane] members were adju for item and . -

' 1nst1tut1ona1 nonresponse mthmt each ce]]. Then 1nst1tut1ona1 we1ghts were

‘apphed to brmg the Pane] data up to estimates representative of the nat1ona1
,populatwm . \

-
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Comparison of. Respondents and Nonrespondents -t k @

» ]
@
&

Table B-2 compares'sunvey respondents and nbnrespondents aéainst several ¢
diariables Higher-than-average résponses’ rates gé}é recorded for private e
institutions in genera], un1ﬁers1t1es, 1nst1tut1ons in the Midwest and South
-and those with undergraduate enro]]ments*between 2,000 and 5, 999" students

K]

" Public two-year and fcur-year institutions, targe 1nst1tut1ons, and those in *

y ‘ _
the East and west had lower-than- -average response rates K .- -
] . $
¢ Table B-2: Compar1son of’ spondents anvaonrespondénts '
(i ercentages) . 2
. .« R
‘ N w»Respondents Nonnespondents " Response :
Characteristic”™ ’ " {N=546) (N=127) Rate" -
Total - 11000 100.0 81.1
. . ) ‘ \ - 1
Control . ) ' - s -
Public . 70.2 74.8 - 80.1
" 25.2 -83.6

Private : . 29.8
Txpe and contro] |

, Public universities ™ 17.0 13.4 " 84.6
Private universities. ~‘¥ + 10.8 v 8.7 84.3 i
K Public four-year colleges - 28,7 29.1 78,5 o
o Private four-year colleges 17.4 14,2 . 84.1 &
/ Public two-year colleges 27.7 ~ 32.3 78.6 L
Private two-year colleges 2.4 2.4 81.2 T
. ~ ¢ r d !
Region ~ .. « o " 3
.0 Fast - 24.5 31.5 12:0 ‘
L . Midwest 2479 9.7 84.5 - :
o South o ’ : 29.9 © 23.6 ) 84.5 .
West . . : o 20.5 . - 5.2 °  71.8
Total undergdaduate - 7 . R ' C
-enroliment (1976) ‘ f
less than 2,000 ‘ 22. . 22.8 80. 7.
2,000 - 5,999 ‘ 32.2 - 26.8 83.8
6,000 - 9,999 22.0 24.4 79.5
10,000 or more, - c . 23.6 7 26.0 - 79.6
. . (, \ﬁ PN . 4 - -
\ Do S
’ I3 . . \
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- ‘ ) . . \
, Re]xab111ty"of Survey Estimates ™ .
5; o 4}%§1nce the statnst1cs presented in thﬁgifeport are based on a samp]e, they
S S w111 differ somewhat from the f1gures whfth wou]d have been obtained if a

comp]ete census had been. taken using the same survey instrument, instructions,

and procedures. As in any survey, the results are also subject to reporting
R,
oand processing errors and errors due to nonresponse Torthe extent possible,

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

. procedures. : ot ' - ; .

- o The standard error is primarily.a measure.of sampling variability--that is,
b - the var1at1ons that might occur by chance because on]y a sample of the
1nst1tut1ons is surveyed The chancgs are about 68 out of 100 that an estimate

from the samp]e would differ from a comp]ete census by less than the standard >

[
ey

24
G

o error The chances are about 90 out of 100 that it would be less than 1. 65
t1meslthe standard error, about 95 out of 100 that it would be less thanol 96

)
, times the»standard error; “and about 99 out of 100 that it wou]d be less than

2.5 times as large. Thus,fknow1ng the standard error o?rmvts us to specify a

~

. . L . M .

Jde if a compTete census{ rather than.a Sampiehsuryey,fhadcbeen.cbnducted.~ As . -

an -example,. héfefiin table B-3-to.the estimated number of al1_institutions that

; . offerwsabbatical leav s--1»846:’<The 90 percent confidence interval for that
EE:, . S 1tem is p]us or mJnds ]18 " Thus, chances., are about 90 out of 100 that a ,L\
?:) . complete census wou]d show the number of 1nst1tut1ons that offer sabbat1ca1 '
L **Hmun 1eaveg to-be more than 1,728 and less than 1,964. L AR . " * )

¥

Tab]e B-3 Shows 90 percent conf1dence intervals of se]ected survey items

. ® s fograll ipstitytions and for public and private institutions separately.
S Ca ’ T : o '




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

i

|
)

o, ’ AT Public Private ]
oo : Institutions Institutions Institutions I
: . - \ ' Confidenge Confidenge Confidenge
Item Estimate Interval- Estimate Interval= Estimate Interval=
’Institutions that - ' e . "
offer sabbatical ’ oo
Teaves : 1,846 118 977 75 869 9]

Institutions that
offer Teaves with-

out pay 2,397 . 5 . 1,310 .26 1,088 45
=Y Full-time : o .
humanities faculty
] 1979-80 83,537 3,239 53,049 2,585 30,488 1,953

Number who tobk:

partial year

- - sabbaticals 3,884 512 2,301 427 1,583 283
e © full year : v _E : 3f ‘
. sabba@ica]s © 1,451 - 142 854 93 597 108
partial year . - g
T leaves without -
5" o pay 1,268 309 643 74 . 626 300 -
prT full year leaves ‘ \
without pay - 1,579 163 971 99 , 608 130
. ’ ‘ .\ ~:.
7 v ‘ [ 4
. ..
v oo T - /
* + Y. f
\\ s .

v e,
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