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Abstract 
 Faculty regularly face heavy workloads and limited promotions opportunities, and 

women faculty advance more slowly and are promoted less often than men. Faculty 

responsibilities are typically categorized into three domains: teaching, research, and service 

(TRS), with research being the most valued for promotion. Literature shows women spend more 

time on teaching and service compared to men, but previous studies rely predominantly on 

retrospective self-report and rarely examine factors that could influence time allocation 

decisions. The present study investigates how tenured and tenure-track faculty at a large R1 

university allocate their time across TRS using real-time activity reporting and examines three 

factors that could influence time allocation: professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work 

centrality. Given the gender disparity in academic promotions, this study also examines how 

gender moderates the relationships between these factors and time allocation. 41 faculty reported 

their work activities in 15-minute increments over two weeks using time tracking software and 

responded to two online surveys to assess additional study variables. Hierarchical regressions 

were used to analyze how professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work centrality relate 

to time spent in TRS and how these relationships differ by gender.         
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Introduction 

 Faculty at research universities face increasing demands of their time while also 

navigating an academic job market with limited and highly competitive opportunities for 

advancement (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2007). How faculty allocate 

their time across teaching, research, and service (TRS) responsibilities can impact their 

professional outcomes, including their prospects for promotion and tenure (Alperin et al., 2019; 

Green, 2008; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a). Furthermore, women faculty advance more slowly and 

less often than their men colleagues (Durodoye et al., 2020; Poor et al., 2009), which suggests 

that women may face different pressures and constraints in managing their workload 

distributions. 

 This study investigates how four factors – gender, professional identity, prosocial 

motivation, and work centrality – influence faculty members’ allocation of time across TRS 

responsibilities, including how these factors might contribute to gender differences in 

advancement. Professional identity is how people define themselves in a professional role based 

on their attributes, beliefs, values, and experiences (Schein, 1978), and in academic contexts, can 

reflect how strongly faculty identify with their roles as educators, researchers, and contributors to 

service. Identification with these roles could differ by gender and contribute to differences in 

how faculty choose to manage their time.  

Prosocial motivation is the desire to expend effort to benefit others (Batson, 1987; Grant, 

2008) and captures faculty members’ motivation to benefit others through their work. Therefore, 

it is possible that faculty members with high prosocial motivation might spend more time with 

job responsibilities that benefit others, such as service and teaching. Women are also more likely 
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to be prosocially motivated than men (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Farrell & Finkelstein, 2005), which 

might impact how men and women faculty allocate their time.  

Finally, work centrality represents the extent that a faculty member considers work to be 

a central and meaningful part of their lives (Bal & Kooij, 2011). Work centrality is associated 

with positive job outcomes (Ng & Feldman, 2008; Sharabi & Harpaz, 2010; Uçanok & Karabatı, 

2013) and there is mixed evidence about whether it differs by gender (Mayrhofer et al., 2008; Ng 

& Feldman, 2008; Singh et al., 2004). It is therefore worth exploring whether work centrality 

differs by gender in an academic context, and whether it influences how faculty spend their time. 

By investigating these factors and their relationship with gender, this study aims to better 

understand what drives faculty time allocation decisions and the underlying contributors to the 

gender disparity in academic advancement.  

 Previous research on faculty workload has focused mainly on retrospective recollections 

from faculty who are asked to describe their work activities long after they have taken place 

(Domingo et al., 2022; Hurtado et al., 2012; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a; Link et al., 2008). While 

these studies have provided valuable information about the workload distributions of faculty, 

there are limitations to retroactive self-reports, which could be prone to bias and inaccuracies. 

There have also been minimal studies that attempt to understand what factors drive faulty time 

allocation decisions (Griffith & Altinay, 2020; Link et al., 2008; Ziker et al., 2014). While 

research has consistently demonstrated that there are some differences in how faculty allocate 

their workload, as well as some of the professional outcomes associated with these differences, 

the factors that influence these decisions are not clear. The following study aims to address these 

limitations by utilizing real-time reporting to collect more accurate information about faculty 

work activities. Furthermore, this study investigates whether faculty time allocation decisions are 
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influenced by the factors of gender, professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work 

centrality. 

Faculty Workload and Promotions 

University faculty who seek promotions and tenure are faced with limited opportunities 

for advancement, which have only diminished over time. In the past three decades, the number of 

available tenure-track positions have decreased while the number of time-limited and part-time 

appointments have risen steadily (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2007). As 

of 2022, only 56% of faculty held full-time positions, which include time-limited positions, and 

44% held part-time positions (Irwin et al., 2024). This shifting landscape in the academic job 

market means that tenure-track positions are harder to attain than ever before. The majority of 

faculty who achieve tenure do not do so until their forties (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a) and it 

takes an average of 7.4 years for associate professors to achieve the rank of full professor – a 

timeline that only increases for women (Poor et al., 2009).  

To stay competitive, many faculty take on heavy workloads and work long hours 

(Houston et al., 2006; Hurtado et al., 2012; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004b). The strain of these 

demands is felt by faculty, one third of whom report being dissatisfied with their workload 

(Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a). There is also evidence that the more hours faculty work, the more 

likely they are to report being dissatisfied, and yet working at least 60 hours a week has been 

shown to be a substantial predictor in publication rates (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a). Therefore, it 

seems that working long hours is a necessary part of the job for faculty who wish to achieve 

promotion.  

The intensive workload that faculty undertake has ramifications both at the individual 

level and for the academic landscape as a whole. Excessive workloads are a top complaint 
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among faculty, and frustration about time commitments is an important predictor in faculty’s 

desire to leave their jobs (Barnes et al., 1998; Houston et al., 2006). Furthermore, even after 

working long hours, many faculty are still concerned about not being able to keep current in their 

field (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004b). Given the cost of faculty working these long hours, it is worth 

taking an in-depth look at how faculty are spending their time at work and what factors influence 

how they allocate their time, and subsequently, their likelihood of achieving promotion and 

tenure.  

Faculty responsibilities are typically divided into three domains: Teaching, Research, and 

Service (TRS). During performance evaluations, research accomplishments hold the most weight 

(Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a), followed by teaching and then service (Alperin et al., 2019; Green, 

2008). The way faculty allocate their time not only influences their professional outcomes, but 

also how they perceive their role. For instance, faculty often report stress over heavy teaching 

loads and service commitments (Hurtado et al., 2012) but those who spend a higher fraction of 

their time on research are less likely to report being dissatisfied with their work (Jacobs & 

Winslow, 2004a). Faculty who work at R1 universities, which are universities with very high 

research spending and doctorate production (Carnegie 2025 Basic Classifications FAQs, 2024), 

typically have a departmentally assigned workload distribution that includes all three areas of 

TRS. However, the actual time they spend in each domain can shape their accomplishments and 

tenure eligibility. 

Previous research has documented how faculty allocate their time across teaching, 

research, and service, and while these studies have provided valuable insights about the 

workload distributions of faculty, there are also limitations that are worth addressing. Firstly, 

most studies rely on retrospective recollections from faculty who are asked to broadly describe 
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their work activities days, or even weeks, after they have taken place (Domingo et al., 2022; 

Hurtado et al., 2012; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a; Link et al., 2008). This retrospective self-report 

can lead to inaccuracies and bias, especially since faculty are aware that certain activities are 

valued more than others. Second, existing studies on faculty workload typically have minimal or 

no information about the factors that drive faculty work allocation decisions (Griffith & Altinay, 

2020; Link et al., 2008; Ziker et al., 2014). Without understanding the motivations behind 

faculty, it is difficult to explain differences in how faculty allocate their workloads. The 

following study seeks to address these limitations by using real-time reporting to collect more 

detailed, accurate information about faculty workload allocations.  

Gender 

Research has consistently shown that men faculty are promoted more quickly than 

women faculty, and that more men achieve the rank of full professor (Durodoye et al., 2020; 

Poor et al., 2009). One study found that the time to promotion from associate professor to 

professor is between one and five years longer for women than men (Poor et al., 2009), and 

others found that only about 22% of women compared to 40% of men had attained the rank of 

full professor (Hurtado et al., 2012; Mason & Goulden, 2004). Women faculty more than men 

faculty are also more likely to find the review and promotion process a source of stress (Hurtado 

et al., 2012), and women are more likely to leave academic positions before achieving tenure 

(Durodoye et al., 2020). There is substantial evidence that women are at a disadvantage in the 

promotion and tenure process, and the different ways men and women faculty allocate their time 

could be one potential explanation for this discrepancy. 

In the university evaluation process, research accomplishments hold the most weight, 

followed by teaching and lastly service (Alperin et al., 2019; Green, 2008). One potential reason 
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why women faculty lag behind men in promotion and tenure could be because they spend more 

time on tasks that are less promotable, but essential for departmental, college, and university 

functioning. In an academic context, these necessary tasks are typically associated with teaching 

and service. Women faculty are more likely to volunteer, to be asked to volunteer, and accept 

requests to volunteer for tasks that people prefer to be completed by someone else (Babcock et 

al., 2017). This is especially noticeable for service tasks, which women faculty spend 

significantly more time on than men faculty (Domingo et al., 2022; Guarino & Borden, 2017; 

Hanasono et al., 2019; O’Meara, 2016). Women are also more likely to view service as a 

communal responsibility and one that they feel they need to contribute towards, while men are 

more likely to view it as a problem for others to solve (O’Meara, 2016). However, women 

faculty are also aware of how their time spent on service impacts their promotion prospects, as 

research indicates they report feeling like their service contributions are not valued in the 

promotion and tenure process (Domingo et al., 2022). Furthermore, a greater percentage of time 

spent on service has been found to decrease women faculty’s satisfaction with their workload 

and their career as a whole (Carrigan et al., 2011).  

Teaching is another domain that is vital not only at the departmental, college, and 

university levels, but also for the continuation of an academic field as a whole. There is also 

consistent evidence that women faculty spend more time on teaching compared to men faculty. 

(Carrigan et al., 2011; Misra et al., 2011; Poor et al., 2009; Winslow, 2010). One study found 

that women faculty taught an additional hour each week and spent two more hours mentoring 

students each week than men faculty (Misra et al., 2011). Women are also more likely to report 

spending more time grading and commenting on students’ work (Poor et al., 2009). The extra 

time that women faculty spend on teaching comes at a professional cost, as evidence indicates 
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that more hours spent on undergraduate instruction decrease both career satisfaction and 

publication rates across genders (Carrigan et al., 2011). Despite its importance as a core function 

of academic institutions, teaching is not valued as highly as research in promotion decisions.  

Given that women faculty are likely to allocate more time to service and teaching 

activities, it is not surprising that they report spending less time on research than men faculty 

(Carrigan et al., 2011; Misra et al., 2011; Poor et al., 2009; Winslow, 2010). The disparity in 

research hours between women and men faculty could be one contributing factor to slower 

promotion rates for women than men. Therefore, when we are investigating factors that influence 

how faculty allocate their work hours in TRS, it is important to consider gender and how it might 

impact other variables. 

Professional Identity 

Faculty may make choices about how to allocate their time in teaching, research, and 

service based on how strongly they identify with each of these three domains. This identification 

is a form of professional identity, which is defined as the relatively stable and enduring 

constellation of attributes, beliefs, values, motives, and experiences in terms of which people 

define themselves in a professional role (Schein, 1978). Professional identity is formed through 

both individual perceptions and social factors. At the individual level, workers develop their 

professional identities based on personal values and professional experiences (Slay & Smith, 

2011). At the same time, social factors influence professional identity through the interactions 

and expectations of others (Barker Caza & Creary, 2016).  

When individuals strongly identify with their profession, they will incorporate distinctive 

values and attitudes from their profession into their own self-identities (Barker Caza & Creary, 
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2016). There is also evidence that workers who are highly identified with their role tend to 

perform better at their jobs and work longer hours than those who are less identified (Ng & 

Feldman, 2008; Osborne & Jones, 2011). Therefore, professional identity not only shapes 

attitudes and behavior about work (Siebert & Siebert, 2005), but may also play a role in how 

faculty prioritize their responsibilities. 

According to Identity Theory, individuals possess multiple identities that are arranged 

hierarchically according to their salience (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Research supports the idea 

that individuals can hold multiple professional identities (Barker Caza & Creary, 2016; 

Miscenko & Day, 2015) and that identity is a significant predictor of commitment to one’s 

profession (Chemers et al., 2011; Fitzmaurice, 2013). For faculty at R1 institutions, the concept 

of multiple professional identities is especially relevant because they must balance at least three 

distinct roles - educator, researcher, and one who participates in service. From an identity theory 

perspective, these three identities form a hierarchy that impact how faculty prioritize their work. 

Faculty who identify strongly with one particular role may be more likely to invest time and 

effort into that domain more than others.  

For example, a faculty member who strongly identifies as an educator would likely find 

that teaching is highly aligned with their personal beliefs and values. While teaching may only be 

a portion of their departmentally assigned job duties, they may be motivated to spend more than 

the required amount of time on teaching activities. Conversely, a faculty member who primarily 

identifies as a researcher may allocate a disproportionate amount of their time to research 

projects, perhaps even at the expense of their other job commitments. Under the identity theory 

framework, strong professional identification in one or multiple of the TRS roles could result in a 

greater commitment to that domain and subsequently influence time management decisions.  
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Gender may also play a role in the relationship between professional identity and how 

faculty members spend their time. For instance, it is possible that women spend more time in 

teaching and service because they are more likely to identify highly as educators and as those 

who engage in service. Because professional identity is partially shaped by one’s own 

professional and social experiences, and women faculty are more likely to see other women 

spending time in these roles and feel obligated to do the same, it is possible that women faculty 

have different professional identity tendencies than men. On the other hand, it is also possible 

that men and women exhibit the same professional identity patterns but external expectations 

impact how faculty spend their time regardless of identity. For example, women faculty may 

identify as researchers as highly as men faculty do, but departmental pressures to contribute to 

teaching and service prevent them from spending as much time on research. To understand the 

impact of professional identity on how faculty allocate their time, as well as the role that gender 

plays in the relationship, this study investigates the following research questions and hypothesis 

(see Figure 1): 

RQ1: How does identity as a researcher, educator, and one who engages in service 

relate to time spent on Teaching, Research, and Service?   

RQ2: Do men and women have different patterns of identifying as researchers, 

educators, and those who engage in service? 

H1: Gender will moderate the relationship between identity as a researcher, 

educator, and one who engages in service and time spent in Teaching, Research, and 

Service, respectively.  
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H1a: The relationship between identity as a researcher and time spent in research 

will be weaker for woman compared to men. 

H1b: The positive relationship between educator identity and time spent in teaching 

will be stronger for women compared to men. 

H1c: The positive relationship between service identity and time spent in service will 

be stronger for women compared to men. 

Prosocial Motivation 

Prosocial motivation is the desire to expend effort to benefit other people, and it is 

associated with empathy, helpfulness, and concern for others (Batson, 1987; Grant, 2008). 

Employees who are prosocially motivated tend to be more interested in helping others through 

their work and are more likely to engage in organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which are 

voluntary behaviors outside of official tasks that benefit an organization and its employees 

(Batson, 1987; Bolino & Grant, 2016). In an academic context, OCB may look like participating 

in an undergraduate student recruitment event or organizing a faculty luncheon. Additionally, 

prosocial motivation has been associated with job persistence, performance, and productivity in 

activities that support others (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Grant, 2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Even 

in the absence of external rewards, prosocially motivated individuals exert more effort towards 

prosocial tasks and are motivated to form strong interpersonal relationships (Banuri & Keefer, 

2016; Grant, 2007). Furthermore, in contexts in which tasks and people are interdependent and 

the sharing of knowledge is valuable, such as university settings, individuals who are high in 

prosocial motivation are associated with greater knowledge sharing (Utz et al., 2014). This 
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suggests that faculty who are prosocially motivated may be more likely to engage in cooperative 

activities, such as assisting junior faculty or collaborating with others for research projects.   

There are many benefits to prosocial motivation in a university setting, but there are also 

downsides for individuals high in prosocial motivation, including feelings of overwhelm and job 

stress (Bolino & Turnley, 2005). Too much prosocial behavior can also lead to citizenship 

fatigue, which is when employees feel tired or fed up because of their participation in OCB 

(Bolino et al., 2015). There is also a risk that individuals who spend a substantial amount of time 

on OCB may have reduced task performance, and there is evidence that those who spend more 

time on OCB have lower salary increases and advance more slowly than those who do not spend 

as much time on OCB (Bergeron, 2007).  

Despite the impact prosocial motivation can have on how employees behave and spend 

their time, there is remarkably little research on the role of prosocial motivation in academic 

faculty. There is some evidence that prosocial motivation improves teaching quality for K-12 

teachers (Nalipay et al., 2015), but virtually no studies of how it impacts the teaching of 

university faculty. There is also virtually no evidence about how prosocial motivation might 

contribute to the amount of time faculty spend on service, even though service includes 

performing tasks that are designed to be beneficial to others.  

It is also worth considering how gender may play a role in how prosocial motivation 

interacts with time spent by faculty, as women are more likely to be prosocially motivated and 

perform OCB than men (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Farrell & Finkelstein, 2005). The tendency for 

women to be more prosocially motivated than men can be understood through the lens of social 

role theory. According to social role theory, gender differences in behavior stem from the 
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different social roles that men and women are expected to engage in, which create corresponding 

expectations for gender-appropriate behavior (Diekman & Eagly, 2000). These social roles 

become internalized and influence how individuals develop motivations, perceive their 

responsibilities, and allocate their time and effort. 

Social role theory suggests that women are socialized into communal roles that 

emphasize caring for others, cooperation, and maintaining social harmony, while men are 

socialized into agentic roles that emphasize achievement, competition, and individual 

accomplishment (Eagly, 2009). This differential socialization may explain why women faculty 

are more likely to be prosocially motivated, as communal role expectations align closely with 

prosocial behaviors that benefit others. In academic contexts, social role theory predicts that 

women faculty will feel greater pressure to engage in prosocial behaviors such as mentoring 

students, providing extensive feedback, volunteering for service roles, and taking on teaching 

responsibilities that require significant interpersonal engagement. These behaviors align with 

traditional social roles and may be reinforced through social interactions where women faculty 

are more frequently asked to engage in such activities (Babcock et al., 2017). 

Women are also more likely to perform prosocial behaviors that are valuable, but less 

visible, and may be impacted more by the downsides of prosocial motivation (Bolino & Turnley, 

2005). Moreover, women are not only expected to do prosocial behavior but are punished when 

they do not do them. In a study by Heilman and Chen (2005), the authors found that men 

experienced favorable reactions when they provided help at work, but women saw little effect on 

their reactions. However, withholding help led to unfavorable reactions for women, which were 

not present for men. These findings suggest that there are many pressures for women to engage 

in prosocial behavior, regardless of how internally motivated they may be. 
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Because women faculty are more likely to engage in prosocially motivated behaviors, 

they may be more likely to spend more time on work tasks that benefit others, such as teaching, 

mentoring, participating in service, or conducting community-based research. They may also 

spend more time doing less visible service, such as helping students one-on-one, while men 

faculty may spend more time doing visible service, such as serving on a committee. The present 

study addresses the gap in the literature about the relationship between prosocial motivation and 

time spent between faculty by investigating the following (see Figure 1): 

RQ3: How does prosocial motivation relate to time spent in Teaching, Research, and 

Service? 

RQ4: Do men and women differ in prosocial motivation? 

H2: Gender will moderate the relationship between prosocial motivation and time 

spent in Teaching, Research, and Service.  

H2a: The relationship between prosocial motivation and time spent in teaching will 

be stronger for women compared to men. 

H2b: The relationship between prosocial motivation and time spent in service will 

be stronger for women compared to men.  

H2c: The relationship between prosocial motivation and time spent in research will 

be weaker for women compared to men.  
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Work Centrality 

Work centrality is the extent that an individual considers work to be an important part of 

their lives (Bal & Kooij, 2011). It is less about how engaged people are in their current job, but 

rather how much they consider work broadly to be central to their lives. Work centrality is 

therefore associated with an individual’s values and their decisions how to allocate their time 

across the various areas of their life (Hirschfeld & Feild, 2000). It is associated with success in 

the workplace, including longer work hours, promotions, OCB, and increases in salary (Ng & 

Feldman, 2008; Sharabi & Harpaz, 2010; Uçanok & Karabatı, 2013). There is also evidence that 

work centrality is positively associated with job satisfaction and negatively with turnover 

intentions (Tziner et al., 2014). Given that individuals who are high in work centrality consider 

work to be an important part of their lives, it is not surprising that they dedicate more time and 

effort to their work.  

In a university setting, work centrality might lead faculty to work longer hours and 

demonstrate strong commitment to their work but there are no studies that have investigated 

whether work centrality impacts the domains faculty spend their time in. However, because work 

centrality is associated with salary increases and advancement, it is possible that faculty who are 

high in work centrality may prioritize research activities above others, as this is the domain most 

valued in performance evaluations.  

The relationship between gender and work centrality is not entirely clear. Evidence is 

mixed, with some studies finding no significant relationship between gender and work centrality 

(Ng & Feldman, 2008; Singh et al., 2004) and others finding differences between men and 

women depending on factors, such as family responsibilities (Mayrhofer et al., 2008) and 

socioeconomic status (Mannheim, 1993). However, even when men and women have similar 
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levels of work centrality, their ability to translate this motivation into career-advancing activities 

may differ due to gendered workplace expectations and constraints.  

Women faculty may face additional pressures that prevent them from directing their work 

centrality towards the most promotable activities. Because women are more likely to be asked to 

take on extra responsibilities (Babcock et al., 2017), they may be less likely to allocate their time 

to promotable tasks like research, even when they are highly motivated to succeed in their 

careers. Therefore, while work centrality might predict increased research time for men faculty, 

women with equally high work centrality may find themselves pushed towards teaching or 

service responsibilities instead. This suggests that gender may moderate the relationship between 

work centrality and time allocation, with work centrality more strongly predicting research time 

for men than for women, and more strongly predicting teaching and service time for women than 

for men.  

The present study seeks to address this gap in the literature by examining how work 

centrality impacts the time allocation decisions of faculty and whether these relationships differ 

by gender. Therefore, the following is investigated (see Figure 1): 

RQ5: How does work centrality relate to time spent on Teaching, Research, and 

Service? 

RQ6: Do men and women have different levels of work centrality? 

H3: Gender will moderate the relationship between work centrality and time spent 

in Teaching, Research, and Service. 

H3a: The relationship between work centrality and time spent in teaching will be 

stronger for women compared to men. 
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H3b: The relationship between work centrality and time spent in service will be 

stronger for women compared to men.  

H3c: The relationship between work centrality and time spent in research will be 

weaker for women compared to men.  

Method 

The data used in the present study was collected as part of a larger NSF ADVANCE 

funded study1 that is longitudinal and focuses on tenure and tenure-track faculty at a large R1 

university in the United States.  

Procedure 

The data used in the present study was collected in Spring 2025. Participants included 

tenured and tenure-track faculty who completed a pre-survey, time tracking orientation, time 

tracking activity, and post-survey. Participants were recruited through university email accounts 

that linked to a Qualtrics enrollment survey that took 5-10 minutes to complete. The enrollment 

survey provided participants with information about the study and informed consent, and if 

faculty agreed to participate, asked them to select which dates they could attend the time tracking 

orientation in addition to completing the two-week long time tracking activity.  

The time tracking orientation took place over a Zoom webinar, during which participants 

learned how to use Clockify (Clockify, n.d.), the software that was used for the time-tracking 

activity. At all times during the webinar, participants were anonymous and invisible to each 

 
¹This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 2126080. Any 
opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do 
not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation. 
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other. After the orientation, participants were emailed a link to a pre-survey in Qualtrics. Once 

they completed their pre-survey, participants began tracking their work hours in Clockify in 

intervals of 15 minutes for a period of two consecutive weeks. Participants received daily 

reminders to track their work activities, and time tracking logs were reviewed every two days 

with notifications sent to participants who were not keeping up with tracking. These steps were 

taken to help ensure that participants were tracking work activities in real time and not filling in 

their work retroactively.   

Participants wrote a short description of their work activity and assigned one to three tags 

to the activity, which were broadly categorized as Teaching, Research/Creative Activities, 

Service, Administrative, or Other. The Research tag doubles as Research/Creative Activities 

because the larger study includes faculty and departments that do not conduct research, such as 

Dance. The tags (see Appendix A) are also split into subcategories within each domain; for 

instance, two tags under the teaching category are “Teaching: Class time” and “Teaching: Office 

hours/Meeting students for class.” Participants were asked to log at least 30 hours of activities 

per week, for a total of 60 hours across two weeks. After the time tracking activity, participants 

were asked to complete a post-survey.  

After the pre-survey, time tracking orientation, time tracking activity, and post-survey 

were complete, participants received compensation of $400, dependent on adequate completion 

of study activities. Those who failed to complete any of the study components did not receive 

any compensation.  
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Participants 

 Participants were 41 faculty members who are tenured or tenure-track at a large R1 

institution located in the southcentral United States. Data was only used from participants who 

completed all of the study requirements, which includes a pre-survey, orientation, time tracking 

at least 60 hours of work activity over two weeks, and post-survey.  

Measures 
Professional Identity 

Professional identity was measured in a pre-survey using a scale that was derived from a 

6-item scale from Chemers et al. (2011). The scale used in the present study was adapted to 

reflect three role identities relevant to faculty – researcher, educator, and one who engages in 

service - and the scale was shortened to three items per role, resulting in nine items total. Faculty 

were asked to rate on a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) how much they 

agreed with the statements. An example item from the scale is “In general, being an educator is 

an important part of my self-image.” 

Prosocial Motivation 

 Prosocial motivation was measured in a pre-survey using a scale adapted from Grant 

(2008). The scale was adapted from a 7-point Likert scale to a 5-point scale, and the introductory 

statement was changed to reflect prosocial motivation in work-specific contexts. Faculty were 

asked to rate how much they agree with statements, with response options ranging from 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). An example item from the scale is “I am motivated to 

do my work… because I want to have a positive impact on others.”  

Work Centrality 



 19 

 A shortened 2-item version of the Bal & Kooij (2011) scale was used in a pre-survey to 

measure work centrality. Faculty were presented with statements and asked to rate how much 

they agree with them on a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). An example item 

from the scale is “The most important things that happen to me involve my work.”  

Time spent in Teaching, Research, and Service 

 The time faculty spent in teaching, research, and service was measured using the data 

collected from Clockify. Faculty were asked to report their work activities as they performed 

them, which were recorded in 15-minute intervals, and tag them using one to three tags 

associated with teaching, research, service, administrative, or other. Each of the tag categories 

also had subcategories to capture more detailed information. For example, research activities 

might be tagged with one to three tags, such as “R/CA5 – Meet/Mentor Students” and/or “R/CA7 

– Individual Work Activities” (see Appendix A). For instances when a participant tagged a work 

activity with more than three tags, research assistants reviewed the entries and coded them with 

the appropriate tag(s).  

Time spent in TRS was calculated as a percentage based on how much time faculty 

members spent on activities tagged as teaching, research, or service, relative to the total number 

of hours they reported working. For activities tagged with multiple TRS categories, the duration 

of the activity was counted towards each relevant category while only counting once towards 

total working time. This means the sum of percentages across all the tags may exceed 100%. For 

example, if a faculty member spends 1 hour on an activity tagged as both Teaching and Service, 

that hour contributes 1 hour to Teaching and 1 hour to Service, and only 1 hour towards the 

faculty member’s total working time. To preserve statistical power in analyses, all tag 
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subcategories were collapsed into the 5 major tag categories– Teaching, Research, Service, 

Administrative, and Other.   

Covariates 

Faculty are typically assigned a workload distribution by their department that includes a 

percentage of work time to be spent towards teaching, research, and service. The pre and post 

survey include items that ask faculty what their workload distribution is and what percentage of 

time they are expected to put towards TRS. The study controlled for faculty’s departmentally 

assigned workload distribution when running analyses whenever statistically appropriate.  

Data Analytic Plan 

 The data were cleaned and prepared using R version 4.4.2 (R Core Team, 2024). 

Responses were removed from participants who did not complete all the required study 

components, so that only those who completed the orientation, pre-survey, time tracking, and 

post-survey were included in the final sample (N = 41). Correlations, t-tests, and one-way 

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were used to analyze descriptive information.   

 Research Questions 1, 3, and 5 were analyzed using correlations to examine relationships 

between the predictor variables (professional identities, prosocial motivation, and work 

centrality) and the percentage of time faculty spent in teaching, research, and service. Research 

Questions 2, 4, and 6 were analyzed using independent t-tests, to ascertain any differences 

between men and women faculty in professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work 

centrality. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and their sub-hypotheses were analyzed using hierarchical 

regressions.   
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Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Out of the 43 faculty who attended the mandatory orientation, 41 completed all of the 

required study components and were included in the final sample. The sample consisted of 17 

men (41%), 23 women (56%), and one participant who identified as another gender identity 

(2%). To protect participant confidentiality, analyses examining gender differences included only 

participants who identified as men or women (N = 40). Data screening revealed complete data 

for all participants across all study variables, so no missing data imputation procedures were 

required. 

The majority of participants identified as White (88%), with 10% identifying as non-

White and 2% preferring not to answer. Most participants were married or in domestic 

partnerships (93%), with only 7% identifying as single. Of the final sample, 51% had at least one 

dependent, which includes children and adult dependents, while 49% had no dependents. In 

terms of rank, 41% were assistant professor, 39% were associate professor, and 20% were 

professor. The sample was distributed across disciplines, with 41% from STEM fields and 59% 

from non-STEM fields. For purposes of this project, social and behavioral sciences were coded 

as non-STEM fields. All descriptive variables can be seen in Table 1. 

Faculty reported working an average of 47.20 (SD = 8.96) hours per week during the 

two-week tracking period. Women (M = 48.65, SD = 7.32) worked about four more hours per 

week than men (M = 44.79, SD = 10.68), though this difference did not reach statistical 

significance, t(38) = -1.36, p = .18 (see Table 2). As a whole, faculty spent most of their time on 

research (36.7%), followed by administrative activities (33.9%), other activities (30.5%), 

teaching (26.5%), and lastly service (20.8%) (see Table 3). 
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A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to examine the effect 

of gender on the percentage of time faculty spent on each domain. The overall effect of gender 

was not statistically significant, F(5, 34) = 1.49, p = .22. However, follow-up univariate 

ANOVAs were conducted for descriptive purposes (see Table 4). A significant effect of gender 

was found for time spent on teaching, F(1, 38) = 5.70, p < .05, with women (M = 30.9, SD = 

17.5) spending more time on teaching than men (M = 18.9, SD = 13.0). No other univariate 

effects reached significance. This finding is especially notable, as there were no significant 

differences in assigned workload for men and women across teaching (men: 32.5%, women: 

33.9%, p = .71), research (men: 41.0%, women: 39.4%, p = .68), and service (men: 20.9%, 

women: 20.7%, p = .96). Full descriptive statistics for time spent in each domain by gender are 

presented in Table 3. 

The percentages of time faculty spent on different domains based on their discipline as 

either STEM (n = 17) or non-STEM (n = 24) were also compared. A one-way multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) as conducted to examine differences in percentages of time 

allocation between STEM and non-STEM faculty, which was not statistically significant, F(3, 

37) = 0.22, p = .88. This suggests that there are no significant differences in time allocation 

patterns between STEM and non-STEM faculty. Descriptive statistics for time spent in each 

domain by discipline are presented in Table 5. 

Correlations between departmentally assigned and actual workload percentages (see 

Table 6) revealed significant positive relationships for teaching (r= .52, p < .05) and research 

(r = .42, p < .05), indicating that faculty generally allocated time consistent with their formal 

assignments in these domains. However, assigned service workload showed no significant 
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correlation with actual time spent in service (r = .01, p = .96), suggesting that time spent in 

service is largely independent from assigned service workload.  

Professional Identity 

 Research Question 1 investigated the relationships between professional identity domains 

(researcher, educator, and one who provides service) and time spent in teaching, research, and 

service. Initial Pearson correlations (see Table 7) indicated that researcher identities were 

significantly positively correlated with research time (r = .32, p < .05), and educator identities 

were significantly positively correlated with teaching time (r = .32, p < .05). However, service 

identity showed no significant correlations with service time (r = .02, p = .90), nor with time in 

any other domain. Notably, identity as an educator was significantly negatively correlated with 

time spent in service (r = -.38, p < .05).  

 To determine whether these relationships persisted beyond the impact of departmentally 

assigned workloads, partial correlations were conducted on the significant findings. After 

controlling for assigned research workload, the relationship between research identity and 

research time became nonsignificant (r = .14, p = .39). Similarly, after controlling for assigned 

teaching workload, the relationship between teaching identity and teaching time became 

nonsignificant (r = .26, p = .11). However, the negative relationship between teaching identity 

and service time remained significant even after controlling for assigned service workload (r = -

.38, p < .05). This finding suggests that faculty with stronger educator identities limit their 

service engagement, regardless of formal assigned service workload.  

 Research Question 2 looked at gender differences in professional identity levels. 

Independent t-tests found no significant differences between men and women across any of the 
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identity domains: research identity (p = .97), teaching identity (p = .56), and service identity (p = 

.15), see Table 2. These findings suggest that men and women had similar levels of identification 

with researcher, educator, and service roles, though there was a trend toward women having 

slightly higher service identity scores (M = 3.93 vs. M = 3.47). 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted that gender would moderate the relationships between 

professional identity and time spent in teaching, research, and service. Hierarchical regressions 

were used to analyze each identity-domain pairing (e.g. educator and teaching, researcher and 

research), with assigned workload as a control variable, professional identity and gender as main 

effects, and professional identity x gender as the interaction. Additionally, because of the 

unexpected finding that the educator identity is significantly negatively related to time spent in 

service, a fourth model was included to determine if gender moderated this relationship. All four 

models showed no significant professional identity × gender interactions, see Table 8. The 

researcher identity × gender interaction for research time was nonsignificant (β = -0.06, p = .71), 

as well as the educator identity × gender interaction for teaching time (β = 0.18, p = .23). The 

service identity × gender interaction for service time was also nonsignificant (β = 0.06, p = .75). 

Finally, the educator identity × gender interaction for service time did not reach statistical 

significance (β = -0.24, p = .16). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.  

Prosocial Motivation 

  Research Question 3 examined the relationships between prosocial motivation and time 

spent in teaching, research, and service. Pearson correlations (see Table 9) revealed small effects 

in theoretically expected directions, though none reached significance. Faculty higher in 

prosocial motivation tended to spend less time on research activities (r = -.21, p = .19) and more 

time on people-centric activities, including teaching (r = .14, p = .38) and service (r = .18, p = 
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.27).  While these correlations did not reach levels of statistical significance, these findings align 

with theoretical expectations that prosocially motivated individuals gravitate toward activities 

involving direct support of others. 

 Research Question 4 investigated whether men and women differ in levels of prosocial 

motivation. An independent t-test revealed no statistically significant difference in prosocial 

motivation in men (M = 4.41) and women (M = 4.61), t(38) = -1.13, p = .26, see Table 2, 

although the means trended toward women endorsing higher prosocial motivation. 

 Hypothesis 2 predicted that gender will moderate the relationship between prosocial 

motivation and time spent in Teaching, Research, and Service. Hierarchical regressions were 

conducted for each domain, with assigned workload as a control variable, prosocial motivation 

and gender as the main effects, and prosocial motivation x gender as the interaction (see Table 

10). The interaction for teaching time (β = -0.07, p = .63), service time (β = -0.14, p = .42), and 

research time (β = 0.05, p = .73) were not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not 

supported. 

Work Centrality 

  Research Question 5 examined how work centrality relates to time spent on teaching, 

research, and service. Pearson correlations (see Table 11) found a small positive correlation 

between work centrality and research time (r = .20, p = .21) and almost no relationship with 

teaching time (r = .02, p = .89), with neither of these correlations reaching statistical 

significance. There was a significant negative correlation between work centrality and service 

time allocation (r = -.34, p < .05), and to determine whether this finding persisted after 

controlling for assigned service workload, a partial correlation was conducted. The negative 
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relationship remained significant (r = -.34, p < .05), indicating that faculty who are high in work 

centrality spend less time doing service activities, regardless of their assigned service workload. 

  Research Question 6 looked at whether work centrality levels differed between men and 

women. An independent t-test comparing work centrality scores found no significant difference 

between men (M = 2.85) and women (M = 3.11), t(38) = -0.71, p = .49, see Table 2. 

Interestingly, while statistically nonsignificant, women tended to report higher work centrality 

scores, which differs from past literature showing that men either have higher or equal work 

centrality than women.  

 Hypothesis 3 predicted that gender would moderate the relationship between work 

centrality and time spent across teaching, research, and service. Hierarchical regressions were 

used to analyze the relationship between work centrality and each domain, with assigned 

workload as a control variable, work centrality and gender as the main effects, and work 

centrality x gender as the interaction (see Table 12). The regressions found no significance for 

the interaction for teaching time (β = 0.10, p = .46) or research time (β = -0.10, p = .49). The 

interaction for service time had a small negative effect (β = -0.22, p = .16), but this also did not 

reach statistical significance. Interestingly, while statistically nonsignificant, these findings 

reveal a trend where higher levels of work centrality are associated with more research time, yet 

women spent less time on research than men, despite having higher levels of work centrality. 

However, because none of the hypothesized work centrality × gender interactions reached 

statistical significance, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. 
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Discussion 

 The purpose of the current study was to explore the factors that impact how faculty 

allocate their time across Teaching, Research, and Service (TRS). Previous studies have often 

relied on retroactive self-reporting (Domingo et al., 2022; Hurtado et al., 2012; Jacobs & 

Winslow, 2004a; Link et al., 2008), which may be susceptible to memory biases and 

inaccuracies. In contrast, this study used real-time data collection over a two-week period, 

offering a more nuanced and accurate depiction of faculty work patterns. Furthermore, this study 

is among the first to examine why faculty may allocate time differently across domains by 

investigating four factors: gender, professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work 

centrality.  

 Consistent with previous literature (Houston et al., 2006; Hurtado et al., 2012; Jacobs & 

Winslow, 2004b), faculty in this study worked beyond a standard 40 hour work week, averaging 

over 47 hours per week. Although not statistically significant, women worked nearly an average 

of four more hours per week than men, which is a trend worth investigating in larger and more 

diverse samples. Importantly, women spent significantly more time teaching than men, nearly 

seven hours a week, despite having no significant difference in assigned teaching workload. This 

exceeds earlier findings, such as those found by Misra et al. (2011), who found women spent 

three more hours per week teaching than men. This finding reinforces the notion that teaching 

responsibilities disproportionately fall on women faculty and may be even greater than 

previously documented.  

 Beyond gender differences, this study revealed several novel findings related to faculty 

workload allocation. While assigned workloads predicted time spent on teaching and research, 
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assigned service workload showed no relationship with actual service time. This disconnect 

suggests that faculty decisions to participate in service activities are largely independent of their 

formal service assignments. This raises concerns about a lack of accountability in universities 

when it comes to assigned service. Service activities are necessary for the functioning of 

departments and universities, and yet some faculty may be overburdened with service tasks while 

others underperform without consequence, due to lack of recognition in formal evaluation and 

reward systems for this effort. 

 In examining professional identity, small but significant correlations appeared between 

faculty identity and time allocation. Specifically, identity as a researcher was positively 

associated with research time and identifying as an educator was positively associated with 

teaching time. However, both relationships became nonsignificant after controlling for assigned 

workloads. The educator identity had a small to medium negative effect on service time, and this 

relationship persisted even after controlling for assigned service workload. Interestingly, actual 

teaching time was not significantly negatively associated with service time, suggesting that it is 

not the amount of time spent teaching that prevents participation in service activities, but rather 

identification with the educator role. Faculty who strongly identify as educators may 

intentionally reduce their service engagement, possibly because they perceive teaching to be 

their main contributor to the university and don’t feel a need to put in additional efforts towards 

other forms of service.  

 No significant gender differences were found in professional identity scores across roles, 

though women showed a trend toward stronger identification with service roles. Gender did not 

significantly moderate the relationship between professional identity and time allocation. 

Because none of these interactions were statistically significant, the hypothesis that gender 
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moderates the relationship between professional identity and time spent in TRS was not 

supported.  

 Prosocial motivation did not significantly predict time spent in TRS, although trends 

aligned with theoretical expectations; faculty with higher prosocial motivation scores reported 

spending less time on research and slightly more on teaching and service. These effects, while 

nonsignificant, may warrant further research in the future. Past research found that women tend 

to be more prosocially motivated (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Farrell & Finkelstein, 2005), and while 

women did report slightly higher prosocial scores than men, it did not reach statistical 

significance. Gender also did not significantly moderate the relationship between prosocial 

motivation and time spent in TRS, which means Hypothesis 2 was unsupported.  

 The findings related to work centrality were particularly noteworthy. Faculty with higher 

work centrality scores spent significantly less time on service, even after accounting for assigned 

workload. These findings could indicate that faculty view service as peripheral to their core work 

identity, especially because service is least valued in promotion and tenure decisions. The 

hypothesis that gender moderates the relationship between work centrality and time spent in TRS 

was unsupported. However, there was a trend indicating that women have higher work centrality 

than men, which is contrary to what has been observed in past literature. While statistically 

nonsignificant, the trends point towards higher levels of work centrality being positively 

associated with research time, yet women spent less time on research, despite having higher 

levels of work centrality. Further research on this topic could explore whether subtle 

relationships exist in how work centrality relates to time allocation, particularly among women 

faculty.  
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Limitations 

 While this study provides valuable insights about faculty and their workloads, several 

limitations should be noted. First, the sample size was small (N = 41), which meant that 

statistical analyses conducted were not as robust as they could have been with a larger sample 

and there was less ability to detect relationships between variables. Several relationships in this 

study had small to medium effect sizes that did not reach statistical significance, so it is possible 

that future research with larger and more diverse samples may reveal different relationships 

between factors. Additionally, faculty were selected from a single R1 institution, and the 

majority were racially homogeneous and in marriages/domestic partnerships, which limits 

generalizability about the findings.  

  Timing constraints may have also influenced the data collected. While deliberate 

attempts were made to recruit faculty over several two-week periods over the course of a 

semester, it is possible that the timing of these time tracking periods meant some faculty engaged 

in work that was not reflective of their typical workload. For instance, a couple faculty reported 

disruptions such as power outages or unexpected travel plans, which could have influenced their 

work hours.  

 Another limitation involves the potential for confusion around activity tagging. Faculty 

received an orientation on how to use the Clockify software and were provided definitions for 

each tag, but it is possible that some misunderstood or inconsistently applied them. Many 

academic tasks spanned multiple domains (e.g. mentoring students while conducting research), 

and while faculty were allowed to apply up to three tags per activity, they may have struggled to 

decide which three were most appropriate. As a result, some activities may have been tagged 
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incorrectly, leading to misclassification and potential misrepresentation of time spent in teaching, 

research, and service.  

 Lastly, faculty were aware their work activities were being monitored, which may have 

influenced their behavior during the time-tracking period. Although faculty were assured of 

anonymity and explicitly asked not to alter their work patterns, the awareness of being observed 

may have led some to unintentionally change their behavior. Social desirability bias may have 

caused faculty to shift their behavior to align with social expectations. Additionally, some faculty 

may have felt dissatisfaction upon seeing how they spent their time, as a result, inadvertently 

self-corrected to better reflect how they believed their schedules should look. This may have 

resulted in time allocation data that differs from faculty’s typical work routines.  

Theoretical Contributions  

This study makes important theoretical contributions to how faculty spend their time. 

First, unlike prior research that relied on retroactive self-report (Domingo et al., 2022; Hurtado et 

al., 2012; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a; Link et al., 2008), which is susceptible to bias and memory 

issues, this study used real-time tracking to monitor faculty over a two-week period. This 

methodological approach offers a more accurate and detailed representation of faculty work 

behaviors.  

Second, while many previous studies have focused on documenting how faculty spend 

their time, this study took it a step further by examining potential explanatory factors in the form 

of gender, professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work centrality. Even if gender did not 

act as a significant moderator, it was a meaningful predictor of teaching time, with women 

faculty spending significantly more time on teaching despite having equivalent assigned 
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workloads to men. This supports existing literature that women spend more time teaching than 

men (Carrigan et al., 2011; Misra et al., 2011; Poor et al., 2009; Winslow, 2010) and highlights 

the need for continued attention to gendered workload distributions.  

Third, this study found that the educator identity was significantly negatively associated 

with service time, even when actual teaching hours were not. This distinction suggests that 

professional identity may influence time allocation in a way that can’t be attributed to time 

availability alone. Therefore, this finding contributes to identity theory by demonstrating how 

identification with one role may reduce engagement with another, less salient domain.  

Fourth, work centrality was significantly negatively associated with service time, 

suggesting that faculty who view work as a central part of their lives may not perceive service as 

a meaningful part of their work. This finding points to an important issue in how service is 

perceived by faculty and by those making promotion and tenure decisions. It also contributes to 

research on how faculty evaluations can shape perceptions about faculty workload and impact 

effort allocation.  

 Although many analyses did not reach statistical significance, several demonstrated small 

to medium effect sizes consistent with theoretical expectations. For example, faculty higher in 

prosocial motivation showed trends toward spending less time on research and more time on 

teaching and service. These findings suggest that with a larger sample, these effects might reach 

significance. By focusing on the underlying motivational factors that drive faculty, this study has 

contributed unique knowledge on faculty workload patterns and what influences their time 

allocation decisions.   
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Practical Implications 

This study offers several practical implications for faculty and universities. First, 

consistent with prior research, faculty reported working more than the standard 40-hour work 

week. While past studies have found that faculty consider this to be the norm and even a 

necessity in achieving promotions and tenure (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004a), it could benefit 

policymakers to recognize the heavy demands placed on faculty members. Women also worked 

almost four hours per week more than men, and while this difference was not statistically 

significant, this trend could point towards a gendered imbalance in workload that should also be 

considered.  

Notably, this study found that women spent nearly seven hours more per week on 

teaching than men, despite no significant differences in assigned teaching workload. This 

discrepancy points towards unrecognized labor of women faculty that disadvantages them in a 

promotion process that prioritizes research. Universities should consider whether current 

teaching expectations are contributing to inequitable outcomes and take steps to recognize and 

reward teaching activities in promotion criteria. 

 The finding that assigned service workload was not significantly correlated with actual 

time spent on service is also concerning. This misalignment implies a lack of oversight and 

accountability for service contributions, which could result in inequitable burdens for certain 

faculty members. Universities may benefit from developing clearer guidelines for service 

expectations and implementing systems to ensure more equitable distribution of service 

responsibilities. Additionally, the finding that faculty with higher work centrality spend less time 

on service suggests that service may be viewed as peripheral to “real” academic work. These 
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perceptions may reflect promotion systems that prioritize research first and service last. 

Universities should reconsider how service contributions are recognized and rewarded in faculty 

evaluations systems so that faculty members who regularly participate in necessary service 

activities are not disadvantaged in promotion and tenure decisions.  

Future Directions 

 Future research should address the limitations of this study by recruiting larger and more 

diverse samples across multiple institutions, disciplines, and demographics. These steps would 

improve statistical power and generalizability, allowing for a more comprehensive examination 

of how factors like gender, professional identity, prosocial motivation, and work centrality 

influence workload across different contexts. 

  Longer time tracking periods could also help capture fluctuations in faculty 

responsibilities over a semester. For instance, certain activities such as grading or service 

obligations may rise and fall at particular times, so extending the data collection period could 

provide a more holistic view of faculty workloads. Additionally, offering a more detailed 

explanation of the tagging system or implementing coding protocols may improve accuracy in 

categorizing work activities.   

 This study also opens new doors for theoretical exploration. The finding that the educator 

identity negatively predicts service time, separate of actual teaching hours, suggests that 

professional identity may influence behavior beyond logistical time availability. Future research 

could investigate whether other identities similarly shape work behavior.  

The disconnect between departmentally assigned and actual service workload also 

highlights an area worth investigating. Understanding which institutional, cultural, or social 
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factors guide faculty decisions about time allocation could help universities create policies that 

support more equitable workload distributions. Similarly, the finding that work centrality 

correlates with less service engagement could lead to further research on how faculty 

conceptualize work in academic contexts. Future studies could investigate whether reframing 

service as an essential part of academic work shifts attitudes and behavior.  

 Finally, future research could take a more experimental or intervention-based approach. 

For instance, it would be worth exploring if different evaluation systems or incentive structures 

change how faculty perceive teaching and service obligations. Studying whether these changes 

lead to a more balanced time allocation would offer valuable insight into how policies can shape 

faculty behavior. 
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Figure 1 
The Present Study’s Model 
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Table 1 

Sample Characteristics   
Characteristic n % 

Gender   
Men 17 41% 
Women 23 56% 
Other gender identity 1 2% 

Race/Ethnicity  
 

White 36 88% 
Non-White 4 10% 
Did not answer 1 2% 

Relationship Status  
 

Married/Domestic Partnership 38 93% 
Single 3 7% 

Dependents  
 

0 dependents 20 49% 
1+ dependents 21 51% 

Rank  
 

Assistant professor 17 41% 
Associate professor 16 39% 
Professor 8 20% 

Discipline  
 

STEM 17 41% 
Non-STEM 24 59% 
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Table 2 
 
All Variables by Gender        
  Men   Women   
 N = 17   N = 23 Test Statistic p  
  Mean SD Mean SD     
Actual Workload       

Teaching 18.86% 13.00 30.87% 17.45 F(1,38) = 5.70 0.02* 
Research 43.37% 24.93 32.27% 19.95 F(1,38) = 2.44 0.13 
Service 19.28% 12.19 21.32% 13.71 F(1,38) = 0.24 0.63 
Administrative 39.60% 25.54 29.90% 22.16 F(1,38) = 1.64 0.21 
Other 34.53% 20.36 28.44% 15.36 F(1,38) = 1.17 0.29 

Assigned Workload       
Teaching 32.50% 10.16 33.91% 12.96 t(38) = -0.37 0.71 
Research 41.03% 9.48 39.35% 14.56 t(38) = 0.41 0.68 
Service 20.88% 11.62 20.65% 13.51 t(38) = -0.06 0.96 

Weekly Hours 44.79 10.68 48.65 7.32 t(38) = -1.36 0.18 
Professional Identity       

Educator 4.35 0.66 4.20 0.94 t(38) = 0.59 0.56 
Researcher 4.21 0.85 4.20 1.07 t(38) = 0.03 0.97 
Service 3.47 1.04 3.93 0.96 t(38) = -1.46 0.15 

Prosocial Motivation 4.41 0.64 4.61 0.46 t(38) = -1.13 0.26 
Work Centrality 2.85 1.17 3.11 1.11 t(38) = -0.71 0.49 
Note. * p < 0.05       
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Table 4 

 
One-Way ANOVA Results for Gender Differences in Work Activity Percentages 

Variable df MS F p 
Teaching Percent 1, 38 1410.5 5.70 0.02* 
Research Percent 1, 38 1202.96 2.44 0.13 
Service Percent 1, 38 40.95 0.24 0.63 
Admin Percent 1, 38 919.39 1.64 0.21 
Other Percent 1, 38 362.69 1.17 0.29 

Note. df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean square; F = F-statistic; *p < .05. 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations of Time Allocation by Discipline 
  Non-STEM STEM 

Domain N = 24 N = 17 
  Hours M (SD) Percent M (SD) Hours M (SD) Percent M (SD) 

Teaching 12.15 (7.13) 26.35% (14.81) 13.43 (11.14) 26.69% (20.34) 

Research 16.38 (11.64) 34.46% (22.07) 18.68 (11.07) 39.73% (23.20) 

Service 9.92 (6.16) 21.31% (12.05) 10.17 (7.718) 20.13% (14.63) 

Admin 15.53 (11.19) 33.65% (24.84) 16.06 (10.04) 34.31% (22.33) 

Other 13.81 (8.39) 29.99% (18.61) 15.11 (8.89) 31.14% (17.19) 
Total 46.26 (6.96)   48.53 (11.30)   

Note. Hours represent average weekly. Participants could assign multiple tags to single activities, 
so individual domain hours may exceed total hours and percentages exceed 100% 
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Table 6 
Correlations of Assigned vs Actual Workload Percentages 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Assigned Teaching -      
2. Actual Teaching 0.52*** -     
3. Assigned Research -0.23 -0.02 -    
4. Actual Research -0.03 -0.39 0.42*** -   
5. Assigned Service -0.30 -0.18 -0.12 0.05 -  
6. Actual Service -0.09 -0.10 0.01 -0.15 0.01 - 
Note. N = 41 participants. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, and * p < .05.    
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Table 7 

Correlations Between Professional Identity and Time Allocation 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Research Identity -      
2. Teaching Identity 0.32* -     
3. Service Identity 0.04 0.08 -    
4. Research % 0.32* -0.00 -0.10 -   
5. Teaching % 0.03 0.32* -0.05 -0.39** -  
6. Service % -0.14 -0.38* 0.02 -0.15 -0.10 - 
Note. N = 41 participants. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, and * p < .05.    
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Table 8 
Hierarchical Regression Results for Professional Identity × Gender Interactions 

Predictor B SE B β R² 
Research Identity - Research Time     

Step 1    0.17* 
Assigned Research Workload 0.74 0.27 0.33*  

Step 2    0.24* 
Assigned Research Workload 0.58 0.30 0.33  
Research Identity 3.69 3.82 0.17  
Gender -10.08 6.59 -0.22  

Step 3    0.24* 
Assigned Research Workload 0.60 0.30 0.33  
Research Identity 8.24 12.92 0.17  
Gender 1.56 32.21 -0.22  
Research Identity × Gender -2.76 7.48 -0.06  

Teaching Identity - Teaching Time     
Step 1    0.22** 

Assigned Teaching Workload 0.67 0.20 0.38**  
Step 2    0.40** 

Assigned Teaching Workload 0.58 0.19 0.38**  
Teaching Identity 5.29 2.66 0.21  
Gender 12.03 4.33 0.35**  

Step 3    0.42** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.54 0.19 0.38**  
Teaching Identity -7.40 10.67 0.21  
Gender -19.61 26.13 0.35*  
Teaching Identity × Gender 7.35 5.99 0.18  

Service Identity - Service Time     
Step 1    0.01 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Step 2    0.01 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Service Identity 0.25 2.23 0.02  
Gender 1.94 4.42 0.08  

Step 3    0.01 
Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.18 0.03  
Service Identity -1.96 7.22 0.02  
Gender -3.38 17.10 0.08  
Service Identity × Gender 1.44 4.48 0.06  

Teaching Identity - Service Time     
Step 1    0.00 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Step 2    0.17* 

Assigned Service Workload 0.01 0.16 -0.01  
Teaching Identity -6.43 2.40 -0.33*  

Gender 1.04 3.94 0.05  
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Step 3    0.22* 
Assigned Service Workload -0.01 0.15 -0.01  
Teaching Identity 6.86 9.64 -0.33*  
Gender 34.03 23.53 0.05  
Teaching Identity × Gender -7.65 5.38 -0.24  

Note. N = 40. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 9 
Correlations Between Prosocial Motivation and Time Allocation 

Time Allocation r p  
Research Time % -0.21 0.19  
Teaching Time % 0.14 0.38  
Service Time % 0.18 0.27  
Note. N = 41 participants. No correlations were statistically significant 
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Table 10 
Hierarchical Regression Results for Prosocial Motivation x Gender Interactions  

Predictor B SE B β R² 
Prosocial Motivation - Teaching Time     

Step 1    0.22** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.67 0.20 0.38**  

Step 2    0.34** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.65 0.19 0.47**  
Prosocial Motivation 2.78 4.22 0.07  
Gender 10.55 4.59 0.32*  

Step 3    0.34** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.66 0.20 0.47**  
Prosocial Motivation 8.67 13.01 0.07  
Gender 29.39 39.55 0.32*  
Prosocial Motivation × Gender -4.16 8.68 -0.07  

Prosocial Motivation - Research Time     
Step 1    0.17* 

Assigned Research Workload 0.74 0.27 0.33*  
Step 2    0.25* 

Assigned Research Workload 0.73 0.26 0.40*  
Prosocial Motivation -7.20 6.10 -0.16  

Gender -8.46 6.65 -0.19  
Step 3    0.25* 

Assigned Research Workload 0.72 0.27 0.40*  
Prosocial Motivation -13.18 18.78 -0.16  
Gender -27.67 57.42 -0.19  
Prosocial Motivation × Gender 4.24 12.59 0.05  

Prosocial Motivation - Service Time     
Step 1    0.001 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Step 2    0.03 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Prosocial Motivation 3.43 3.97 0.10  

Gender 1.38 4.33 0.05  
Step 3    0.05 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Prosocial Motivation 12.75 12.12 0.10  
Gender 31.31 36.99 0.05  
Prosocial Motivation × Gender -6.61 8.11 -0.14   

Note. N = 40. β = standardized regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 11 
Correlations Between Work Centrality and Time Allocation 

Time Allocation r p  
Research Time % 0.20 0.21  
Teaching Time % 0.02 0.89  
Service Time % -0.34 0.03*  
Note. N = 41 participants. * p < .05.  
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Table 12  
Hierarchical Regression Results for Work Centrality x Gender Interactions 

Predictor B SE B β R² 
Work Centrality - Teaching Time     

Step 1    0.22** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.67 0.20 0.38**  

Step 2    0.33** 
Assigned Teaching Workload 0.64 0.19 0.46**  
Work Centrality 0.03 2.03 0.01  

Gender 11.10 4.57 0.34*  
Step 3    0.34** 

Assigned Teaching Workload 0.65 0.20 0.46**  
Work Centrality -4.69 6.70 0.01  
Gender 2.07 13.03 0.34*  
Work Centrality × Gender 3.04 4.11 0.10  

Work Centrality - Research Time     
Step 1    0.17* 

Assigned Research Workload 0.74 0.27 0.33*  
Step 2    0.26* 

Assigned Research Workload 0.70 0.26 0.38*  
Work Centrality 4.16 2.90 0.20  
Gender -10.97 6.53 -0.25  

Step 3    0.27* 
Assigned Research Workload 0.69 0.26 0.38*  
Work Centrality 10.54 9.58 0.20  
Gender 1.19 18.61 -0.25  
Work Centrality × Gender -4.11 5.88 -0.10  

Work Centrality - Service Time     
Step 1    0.00 

Assigned Service Workload 0.03 0.17 0.03  
Step 2    0.12* 

Assigned Service Workload 0.05 0.16 0.03  
Work Centrality -3.88 1.81 -0.35*  
Gender 3.05 4.08 0.11  

Step 3    0.17* 
Assigned Service Workload 0.04 0.16 0.03  
Work Centrality 4.08 5.87 -0.35*  
Gender 18.26 11.40 0.11  
Work Centrality × Gender -5.13 3.60 -0.22   

Note. N = 40. β = standardized regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .0 
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Appendix A 
Tags and Definitions 

Tag Definition 
A1 - Formal Role Administrative Tasks  Engaging in tasks related to a formal, 

assigned, and compensated 12-month 
administrative role for which you have a 
formal administrative title (e.g., chair, 
associate dean, but not committee A member, 
graduate liaison - tasks for those roles go 
into A2) 

A2 - Other Role Administrative Tasks Engaging in tasks related to an assigned 
administrative role that may or may not be 
paid, and may or may not be part of service 
to the department or college (e.g., committee 
A member, graduate liaison, assessment 
coordinator) 

O1 – Managing Email Conducting general work-related 
communication via email; if you spend 
substantial time on email related to teaching, 
research/creative activity (CA), or service, 
also tag that time with a second relevant tag 
in teaching, research/CA, or service 

O2 – Required Bureaucratic Activities Completing tasks that are work-related but 
focus more on navigating university 
requirements and systems than producing 
work products, including completing 
required university training, travel 
reimbursement submission, approving 
timecards, changing classroom assignments, 
etc.  

O3 – Networking/Social Events Participating in socializing and developing 
connections with colleagues that does not 
intend to solve work problems or create work 
products 

O4 – Professional Development Attending training/seminar/workshop, 
listening to a podcast, reading a book, 
participating in a book club, where the 
topics/content relates to improving your 
skills and your professional development as 
a faculty member; if this activity is specific 
to teaching, research/CA, or service, also tag 
the appropriate category 

O5 – Other Work Activities Performing any other work-related tasks or 
activities that do not clearly represent 
teaching, research/CA, or service, and does 
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not fit in any other tag, including logging 
time for this study 

R/CA1 – Funded Research/Creative 
Activities 

Conducting research/CA tasks that are part 
of an effort funded internally or externally, 
such as grants, contracts, fellowships, 
commissions, or other sponsored projects 

R/CA2 – Unfunded Research/Creative 
Activities 

Conducting research/CA tasks that are 
currently not funded through internal or 
external awards 

R/CA3 – Logistical Tasks/Project 
Management 

Engaging in research/CA tasks that are 
primarily about managing the project, such 
as administrative meetings, budgeting, 
planning, etc.  

R/CA4 – Direct Research/CA Activities Engaging in tasks that are directly related to 
producing the research/CA outcomes, such 
as reading, analyzing, writing, rehearsing, 
performing laboratory work, 
discussing/brainstorming research ideas and 
solutions to problems 

R/CA5 – Meet/Mentor Students Meeting with students for the purpose of 
discussing research/CA activities and 
providing mentorship on research/CA 
performance 

R/CA6 – Collaborate with Colleagues Working directly with colleagues (e.g., non-
student collaborators) during the completion 
of research/CA related tasks  

R/CA7 – Individual Work/Activities Working individually during the completion 
of research/CA related tasks, such as writing, 
editing student work for publication, 
reviewing and analyzing research data, 
looking for funding opportunities, 
rehearsing, ordering laboratory equipment, 
etc.  

R/CA8 - Community Engaged Research/CA Engaging in scholarly or creative activities 
that build connections with, examine the 
experiences of, or share results relevant to 
groups and communities beyond campus.  

R/CA9 – Other Performing any other research/CA-related 
tasks not represented by the existing tags 

S1 – Department Service Engaging in formally assigned departmental 
service, e.g., committee meetings, role-
specific administrative tasks, department 
meetings, etc.  

S2 – College Service Engaging in formally assigned college 
service, e.g., committee meetings/committee 
emails/committee work 
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S3 – University Service Engaging in formally assigned university 
service, e.g., committee meetings/committee 
emails/committee work 

S4 – Professional service Engaging in formally designated 
professional service, e.g., editorial work, 
reviewing manuscripts submitted for 
publication, serving on sponsored award 
panels, serving on professional committees, 
etc. 

S5 – Community Engagement Engaging in service that involves community 
partners 

S6 – Student Service Conducting service that benefits students 
primarily, e.g., writing recommendation 
letters, academic advising, faculty advisor of 
student organizations, etc.  

S7 – Informal/Invisible Service Conducting unassigned and often 
unrewarded service, such as informal 
mentoring of graduate or undergraduate 
students, educating colleagues, unassigned 
mentorship of a new colleague, etc.  

S8 – Other Performing any other service-related tasks 
not represented by the existing tags 

T1 – Course Revision/Development Working on course development or revision 
for a current or future course 

T2 – Course Prep Spending time to prepare for a currently 
taught course, including reading, preparing 
lecture materials, developing assignments or 
tests, etc.  

T3 – Class Time Instructing during designated course meeting 
times. 

T4 – Grading Engaging in grading, commenting on student 
work, or managing grading records for a 
currently assigned course 

T5 – Office Hours/Meeting Students for class Participating in office hours or otherwise 
meeting or communicating with students to 
discuss matters related to a class 

T6 – Other Performing any other teaching-related tasks 
not represented by the existing tags 

 

 

 


