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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT 

 Faculty members in higher education institutions face increasing demands across 
multiple roles including teaching, research, and administrative responsibilities. 
The expansion of higher education in Erode District has intensified these 
demands, potentially affecting faculty performance and well-being.This study 
empirically examines the impact of workload distribution and role expectations 
on faculty performance indicators in higher education institutions within Erode 
District, Tamil Nadu. 
 A cross-sectional survey design was employed with 120 faculty members from 
ten higher education institutions selected through stratified random sampling. 
Data were collected using structured questionnaires measuring workload 
components, role clarity, and performance indicators. Statistical analyses 
included descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and multiple regression 
modeling. Faculty reported mean weekly hours of 18.5 (teaching), 8.3 (research), 
and 6.7 (administrative duties). Teaching load negatively correlated with student 
evaluation scores (r = -0.32, p < 0.01), while research hours positively correlated 
with publication output (r = 0.45, p < 0.001). Role clarity emerged as a significant 
predictor of performance across all domains (β = 0.37-0.42, p < 0.001). Balanced 
workload allocation and clear role definitions are critical for optimal faculty 
performance. Institutions should implement workload monitoring systems and 
provide administrative support to enhance faculty effectiveness and well-being. 
 
Keywords: Faculty workload, Role expectations, Higher education, 
Performance evaluation, Erode District, Academic productivity 

 
1. Introduction 

 
1.1 Background and Context 
Higher education institutions worldwide face unprecedented challenges in managing faculty workload while 
maintaining academic excellence. Faculty members are expected to excel simultaneously in teaching, research, 
and service roles, often leading to role conflict and performance deterioration. In the Indian context, 
particularly in rapidly developing regions like Erode District in Tamil Nadu, the expansion of higher education 
has created additional pressures on faculty resources. 
 
Erode District, known for its industrial and educational growth, houses numerous higher education institutions 
ranging from engineering colleges to universities. The district's educational landscape has expanded 
significantly over the past two decades, with enrollment rates increasing by approximately 40% between 2015 
and 2024. This growth has intensified faculty workload demands, raising questions about the sustainability of 
current academic practices and their impact on educational quality. 
 
1.2 Problem Statement 
The multifaceted role of faculty in higher education creates complex workload challenges. Teaching 
responsibilities include course preparation, delivery, assessment, and student mentoring. Research activities 
encompass grant writing, data collection, analysis, publication, and conference presentations. Administrative 
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duties involve committee participation, curriculum development, and institutional service. The intersection of 
these roles often creates competing demands that can negatively impact performance and job satisfaction. 
 
Recent global studies indicate that faculty workload stress has reached critical levels, with implications for 
institutional effectiveness and academic quality. However, empirical research specifically examining these 
relationships in the Indian higher education context, particularly in regional districts like Erode, remains 
limited. This gap necessitates systematic investigation to inform evidence-based policy decisions. 
 
1.3 Research Significance 
Understanding the relationship between workload, role expectations, and faculty performance is crucial for 
several reasons: 
1. Institutional effectiveness: Faculty performance directly impacts educational quality and institutional 
reputation 
2. Faculty well-being: Excessive workload can lead to burnout, reducing career satisfaction and retention 
3. Student outcomes: Overloaded faculty may provide suboptimal educational experiences 
4. Resource allocation: Institutions need empirical data to make informed decisions about faculty 
deployment 
5. Policy development: Evidence-based insights can guide workload management policies 
 

2. Literature Review 
 
2.1 Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical foundation for this study draws from several organizational psychology and higher education 
management theories: 
 
Role Theory: Developed by Kahn et al. (1964), role theory explains how individuals respond to role 
expectations and conflicts. In the faculty context, role theory helps understand how competing demands across 
teaching, research, and service create stress and affect performance. 
Job Demands-Resources Model: Proposed by Demerouti et al. (2001), this model suggests that job 
demands (workload) and job resources (support, autonomy) interact to influence performance and well-being. 
High demands with insufficient resources lead to exhaustion and reduced performance. 
Academic Identity Theory: Henkel (2000) describes how faculty members construct their professional 
identity through their academic roles. Clarity in role expectations supports identity formation and enhances 
performance. 
 
2.2 Workload Components in Higher Education 
Research identifies several key components of faculty workload: 
Teaching Load: Includes contact hours, course preparation, grading, and student interaction. Studies show that 
excessive teaching loads (>20 hours/week) negatively impact research productivity and teaching quality 
(Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2010). 
 
Research Activities: Encompasses all scholarly activities including writing, data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination. Research productivity is often measured by publication count, citation impact, and grant 
funding (Bland et al., 2005). 
Administrative Responsibilities: Involves committee work, departmental service, and institutional 
governance. While necessary for institutional functioning, excessive administrative duties can detract from 
core academic activities (Ramsden, 1998). 
 
2.3 Impact on Faculty Performance 
Previous research demonstrates significant relationships between workload and performance: 
Teaching Performance: Studies indicate that faculty with balanced workloads achieve higher student evaluation 
scores and demonstrate greater teaching innovation (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004). Overloaded faculty report 
reduced time for course preparation and student interaction. 
Research Productivity: Research shows that protected research time is crucial for scholarly output. Faculty 
with 20+ hours/week for research produce significantly more publications than those with <10 hours (Fox, 
1992). 
Administrative Effectiveness: Role clarity in administrative duties correlates with task completion rates 
and committee effectiveness (Wolverton et al., 1999). 
 
2.4 Role Expectations and Clarity 
Role clarity refers to the degree to which faculty understand their responsibilities and performance 
expectations. Research consistently shows that unclear role expectations lead to: 
- Increased stress and job dissatisfaction 
- Reduced performance across all domains 
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- Higher turnover intentions 
- Decreased organizational commitment 
 
2.5 Contextual Factors in Indian Higher Education 
The Indian higher education system presents unique challenges: 
Regulatory Environment: UGC regulations require specific teaching loads and research outputs, creating 
standardized expectations across diverse institutional contexts. 
Cultural Factors: Traditional hierarchical structures and respect for authority influence faculty role 
perceptions and performance expectations. 
Resource Constraints: Many institutions operate with limited resources, requiring faculty to assume 
multiple roles beyond their primary expertise. 
Growth Pressures: Rapid expansion of higher education has created faculty shortages, increasing workload 
demands on existing staff. 
 
2.6 Research Gaps 
While international research provides valuable insights, several gaps exist in the Indian context: 
1. Limited empirical studies on regional variations in faculty workload 
2. Insufficient examination of performance indicators specific to Indian higher education 
3. Lack of comprehensive analysis of role expectation clarity 
4. Missing longitudinal data on workload trends and impacts 
 
This study addresses these gaps by providing empirical evidence from Erode District's higher education 
institutions. 
 

3. Research Objectives 

 
3.1 Primary Objective 
To empirically investigate the impact of workload distribution and role expectations on faculty performance in 
higher education institutions in Erode District. 
 
3.2 Specific Objectives 
1. Quantify faculty workload components across teaching, research, and administrative domains 
2. Analyze the relationship between workload distribution and performance indicators 
3. Assess the impact of role clarity on faculty effectiveness and job satisfaction 
4. Identify workload-related challenges faced by faculty in different institutional contexts 
5. Examine variations in workload impact across demographic and institutional factors 
6. Develop recommendations for optimal workload management and role definition 
 
3.3 Research Questions 
1. What is the current distribution of faculty workload across teaching, research, and administrative activities? 
2. How do different workload components impact faculty performance indicators? 
3. What role does role clarity play in moderating workload-performance relationships? 
4. What are the primary challenges faculty face in managing competing role demands? 
5. How do workload impacts vary across institutional types and faculty characteristics? 
 
3.4 Hypotheses 
H1: Excessive teaching load negatively impacts teaching quality and research productivity. 
H2: Dedicated research time positively correlates with research output and publication quality. 
H3: High administrative burden reduces overall faculty performance across all domains. 
H4: Role clarity moderates the relationship between workload and performance, with clearer roles leading to 
better performance outcomes. 
H5: Faculty demographic characteristics (experience, qualification, institutional type) influence workload-
performance relationships. 
 

4. Methodology 
 
4.1 Research Design 
This study employed a cross-sectional survey design with mixed-methods approach. The quantitative 
component provided statistical analysis of workload-performance relationships, while qualitative interviews 
offered deeper insights into faculty experiences and challenges. 
Design Rationale: Cross-sectional design was chosen to capture current workload patterns and performance 
indicators across multiple institutions simultaneously. This approach enables comparison across different 
institutional contexts and faculty characteristics. 
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4.2 Study Population and Sampling 
Target Population: Full-time faculty members in higher education institutions in Erode District, Tamil 
Nadu. 
Sampling Frame: Faculty from ten institutions including: 
- 3 Engineering colleges 
- 2 Arts and Science colleges   
- 2 Universities 
- 1 Medical college 
- 1 Business school 
- 1 Teacher training college 
 
Sampling Method: Stratified random sampling was employed to ensure representation across: 
- Institutional types 
- Academic disciplines 
- Faculty ranks (Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, Professor) 
- Experience levels 
- Gender 
 
Sample Size Calculation: Using GPower 3.1 software with medium effect size (0.15), α = 0.05, and power = 
0.80, minimum sample size was calculated as 109. Accounting for non-response, 140 faculty were approached, 
yielding 120 complete responses (85.7% response rate). 
 
4.3 Data Collection Instruments 
 4.3.1 Structured Questionnaire 
A comprehensive questionnaire was developed based on validated instruments from prior research: 
Workload Measurement: 
- Teaching hours per week (contact hours, preparation, grading) 
- Research hours per week (writing, data collection, analysis) 
- Administrative hours per week (committees, service activities) 
- Total weekly work hours 
 
Role Clarity Scale: Adapted from Rizzo et al. (1970), 8-item scale measuring: 
- Clarity of responsibilities 
- Understanding of performance expectations 
- Availability of role-related information 
- Consistency in role demands 
 
Performance Indicators: 
- Student evaluation scores (teaching performance) 
- Research publications in past year 
- Conference presentations 
- Grant funding received 
- Administrative task completion rates 
- Peer recognition and awards 
 
Demographic Variables: 
- Age, gender, qualification level 
- Years of experience 
- Current position 
- Institutional type 
- Discipline area 
 
 4.3.2 Semi-structured Interview Guide 
Qualitative interviews were conducted with 15 faculty members and 5 administrators to explore: 
- Workload distribution challenges 
- Role expectation clarity 
- Institutional support mechanisms 
- Suggestions for improvement 
 
4.4 Data Collection Procedure 
Phase 1: Institutional Approval 
- Obtained ethical clearance from institutional review board 
- Secured permission from college principals and department heads 
- Established data collection timeline 
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Phase 2: Questionnaire Administration 
- Distributed questionnaires through department coordinators 
- Provided clear instructions and consent forms 
- Ensured anonymity and confidentiality 
- Collected responses over 4-week period 
 
Phase 3: Qualitative Interviews 
- Conducted interviews with volunteer participants 
- Used semi-structured interview guide 
- Recorded with permission and transcribed verbatim 
- Ensured data saturation 
 
4.5 Data Analysis Plan 
 4.5.1 Quantitative Analysis 
Descriptive Statistics: 
- Means, standard deviations, ranges for all variables 
- Frequency distributions for categorical variables 
- Workload distribution patterns 
 
Inferential Statistics: 
- Pearson correlation analysis for variable relationships 
- Multiple regression analysis for predictive modeling 
- ANOVA for group comparisons 
- Mediation analysis for role clarity effects 
 
Software: IBM SPSS version 28.0 for all statistical analyses 
 
 4.5.2 Qualitative Analysis 
Thematic Analysis: 
- Inductive coding of interview transcripts 
- Pattern identification across responses 
- Theme development and validation 
- Integration with quantitative findings 
 
Software: NVivo 12 for qualitative data management and analysis 
 
4.6 Validity and Reliability 
Internal Validity: 
- Used validated instruments where available 
- Pilot tested questionnaire with 20 faculty 
- Controlled for demographic variables in analysis 
External Validity: 
- Representative sampling across institutional types 
- Adequate sample size for generalization 
- Comparison with national data where available 
Reliability: 
- Cronbach's alpha for all scales 
- Test-retest reliability for key measures 
- Inter-rater reliability for qualitative coding 
 
4.7 Ethical Considerations 
- Obtained institutional ethical approval 
- Ensured voluntary participation 
- Maintained participant anonymity 
- Provided data confidentiality assurances 
- Offered to share results with participants 
 

5. Results 
 
5.1 Participant Characteristics 
The final sample comprised 120 faculty members from ten higher education institutions in Erode District. Table 
1 presents the demographic profile of participants. 
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Table 1: Participant Demographics 
Characteristic Category N Percentage 
Gender Male 68 56.7% 
 Female 52 43.3% 
Age Group 25-35 years 42 35.0% 
 36-45 years 48 40.0% 
 46-55 years 24 20.0% 
 >55 years 6 5.0% 
Qualification Master's 38 31.7% 
 M.Phil 24 20.0% 
 Ph.D. 58 48.3% 
Position Assistant Professor 72 60.0% 
 Associate Professor 32 26.7% 
 Professor 16 13.3% 
Experience 1-5 years 35 29.2% 
 6-10 years 41 34.2% 
 11-15 years 28 23.3% 
 >15 years 16 13.3% 
Institution Type Engineering 36 30.0% 
 Arts & Science 28 23.3% 
 University 32 26.7% 
 Others 24 20.0% 

 
5.2 Workload Distribution Analysis 
 5.2.1 Descriptive Statistics 
 

Table 2: Workload and Performance Descriptives 
Variable Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis 
Teaching Load 18.5 4.2 10 28 0.31 -0.45 
Research Hours 8.3 3.5 2 16 0.12 -0.89 
Administrative Hours 6.7 2.8 1 12 0.28 -0.34 
Total Work Hours 33.5 6.8 18 48 0.15 -0.67 
Role Clarity Score 3.4 1.1 1 5 -0.22 -0.56 
Student Evaluation (%) 78.6 8.5 60 95 -0.18 -0.43 
Publications (last year) 2.1 1.3 0 6 0.45 -0.23 
Conference Presentations 1.8 1.2 0 5 0.67 0.12 
Admin Task Completion (%) 85.2 10.4 60 100 -0.51 -0.28 

 
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for workload components and performance indicators. 
 
 5.2.2 Workload Distribution Patterns 
Analysis revealed significant variation in workload distribution: 
- Teaching-heavy faculty (n=45, 37.5%): >20 hours/week teaching, <6 hours research 
- Research-focused faculty (n=28, 23.3%): >12 hours/week research, <16 hours teaching   
- Balanced faculty (n=32, 26.7%): Moderate hours across all domains 
- Administrative-heavy faculty (n=15, 12.5%): >8 hours/week administrative duties 
 
5.3 Correlation Analysis 
 5.3.1 Bivariate Correlations 
Table 3 presents correlation coefficients between workload components and performance indicators. 

 
Table 3: Correlation Matrix 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Teaching Load 1.00        
2. Research Hours -0.42 1.00       
3. Admin Hours 0.18 -0.35 1.00      
4. Role Clarity -0.23 0.31 -0.15 1.00     
5. Student Eval -0.32 0.28 -0.19 0.37 1.00    
6. Publications -0.38 0.45 -0.28 0.33 0.24 1.00   
7. Conferences -0.29 0.41 -0.22 0.29 0.21 0.67 1.00  
8. Admin Completion -0.12 0.15 0.23 0.40 0.19 0.18 0.16 1.00 

 
p < 0.05, p < 0.01, p < 0.001 
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 5.3.2 Key Findings from Correlation Analysis 
Teaching Load Relationships: 
- Negative correlation with student evaluations (r = -0.32, p < 0.01) 
- Strong negative correlation with research output (r = -0.38, p < 0.01) 
- Inverse relationship with role clarity (r = -0.23, p < 0.05) 
 
Research Hours Impact: 
- Strong positive correlation with publications (r = 0.45, p < 0.001) 
- Positive correlation with conference presentations (r = 0.41, p < 0.01) 
- Moderate positive correlation with teaching evaluations (r = 0.28, p < 0.01) 
 
Administrative Hours Effects: 
- Negative correlation with research productivity (r = -0.28, p < 0.01) 
- Slight negative correlation with teaching performance (r = -0.19, p < 0.05) 
- Positive correlation with administrative task completion (r = 0.23, p < 0.05) 
 
Role Clarity Benefits: 
- Positive correlation with all performance indicators 
- Strongest correlation with administrative completion (r = 0.40, p < 0.01) 
- Moderate correlation with teaching evaluations (r = 0.37, p < 0.01) 
 
5.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 
 5.4.1 Predictors of Teaching Performance 
 

Table 4: Multiple Regression - Student Evaluation Table 4: Multiple Regression - Student 
Evaluation Scores 

Predictor B SE B β t p 
Constant 92.45 4.23  21.86 <0.001 
Teaching Load -0.68 0.18 -0.34 -3.78 <0.001 
Research Hours 0.42 0.21 0.17 2.00 0.048 
Role Clarity 2.85 0.69 0.37 4.13 <0.001 
Experience 0.12 0.08 0.13 1.50 0.136 

Model Summary: R² = 0.28, F(4,115) = 11.23, p < 0.001 
 
Interpretation: The model explains 28% of variance in student evaluation scores. Teaching load negatively 
predicts teaching performance (β = -0.34, p < 0.001), while role clarity is the strongest positive predictor (β = 
0.37, p < 0.001). 
 
 5.4.2 Predictors of Research Productivity 
 

Table 5: Multiple Regression - Publication Count 
Predictor B SE B β t p 
Constant 0.85 0.45  1.89 0.061 
Research Hours 0.16 0.03 0.43 5.33 <0.001 
Teaching Load -0.08 0.02 -0.25 -4.00 <0.001 
Admin Hours -0.09 0.04 -0.19 -2.25 0.026 
Role Clarity 0.28 0.10 0.24 2.80 0.006 
Qualification 0.31 0.12 0.21 2.58 0.011 

Model Summary: R² = 0.42, F(5,114) = 16.54, p < 0.001 
 
Interpretation: The model explains 42% of variance in research publications. Research hours is the strongest 
predictor (β = 0.43, p < 0.001), while teaching load and administrative hours negatively impact research 
productivity. 
 
 5.4.3 Predictors of Administrative Performance 
 

| Table 6: Multiple Regression - Administrative Task Completion 
Predictor B SE B β t p 
Constant 65.40 5.82  11.24 <0.001 
Role Clarity 3.85 0.85 0.41 4.53 <0.001 
Admin Hours 0.72 0.34 0.19 2.12 0.036 
Experience 0.43 0.18 0.22 2.39 0.018 
Teaching Load -0.28 0.23 -0.11 -1.22 0.225 
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Model Summary: R² = 0.24, F(4,115) = 9.08, p < 0.001 
 
Interpretation: The model explains 24% of variance in administrative task completion. Role clarity is the 
strongest predictor (β = 0.41, p < 0.001), followed by experience and administrative hours. 
 
5.5 Mediation Analysis 
 5.5.1 Role Clarity as Mediator 
Mediation analysis examined whether role clarity mediates the relationship between workload and 
performance. Using Hayes' PROCESS macro, the following relationships were tested: 
 
Mediation Model: Teaching Load → Role Clarity → Student Evaluations 
 
- Direct effect of teaching load on student evaluations: β = -0.68, p < 0.001 
- Indirect effect through role clarity: β = -0.15, 95% CI [-0.28, -0.05] 
- Total effect: β = -0.83, p < 0.001 
 
Results: Role clarity partially mediates the relationship between teaching load and student evaluations, 
accounting for 18% of the total effect. 
 
5.6 Group Comparisons 
 5.6.1 Institutional Type Differences 
One-way ANOVA revealed significant differences in workload distribution across institutional types: 
 

Table 7: Workload by Institution Type 
Institution Type Teaching Hours Research Hours Admin Hours Role Clarity 
Engineering 16.8 ± 3.2 10.2 ± 2.8 5.9 ± 2.1 3.8 ± 0.9 
Arts & Science 21.3 ± 4.1 6.1 ± 2.9 7.2 ± 2.5 3.1 ± 1.2 
University 17.9 ± 3.8 9.8 ± 3.2 6.8 ± 2.9 3.6 ± 1.0 
Others 19.2 ± 4.5 7.4 ± 3.1 7.1 ± 2.7 3.0 ± 1.1 
F-statistic 8.45 12.67 2.89 4.23 

 
p < 0.05, p < 0.01, p < 0.001 
 
Post-hoc analysis: Engineering colleges showed significantly lower teaching loads and higher research time 
compared to Arts & Science colleges (p < 0.001). Universities demonstrated higher role clarity than other 
institution types (p < 0.05). 
 
 5.6.2 Experience Level Differences 

 
Table 8: Workload by Experience Level 

Experience Teaching Hours Research Hours Publications Role Clarity 
1-5 years 19.8 ± 4.1 7.2 ± 3.1 1.4 ± 0.9 3.0 ± 1.0 
6-10 years 18.5 ± 3.8 8.6 ± 3.4 2.1 ± 1.2 3.5 ± 1.1 
11-15 years 17.2 ± 4.2 9.1 ± 3.7 2.8 ± 1.4 3.8 ± 1.0 
>15 years 16.8 ± 3.9 8.9 ± 3.2 2.9 ± 1.6 4.1 ± 0.8 
F-statistic 3.67 2.89 6.23 5.45 

p < 0.05, p < 0.01 
Findings: Senior faculty (>15 years) showed lower teaching loads, higher research productivity, and greater 
role clarity compared to junior faculty. 
 
5.7 Qualitative Findings 
 5.7.1 Thematic Analysis Results 
Analysis of 15 in-depth interviews revealed five major themes: 
 
Theme 1: Workload Imbalance and Time Pressure 
- Participants reported difficulty balancing multiple roles 
- Teaching preparation time often underestimated 
- Research time frequently compromised by urgent administrative tasks 
- Weekend and evening work common to meet deadlines 
 
Representative quote: "I spend most of my time teaching and grading. When do I find time for research? My 
publications have decreased significantly since I joined here." (Assistant Professor, Arts & Science) 
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Theme 2: Role Ambiguity and Conflicting Expectations 
- Unclear performance expectations across different roles 
- Conflicting priorities between teaching excellence and research productivity 
- Inadequate communication about administrative responsibilities 
- Pressure to excel in all areas without clear guidance 
 
Representative quote: "Nobody told me I'd be handling admissions, exam coordination, and student counseling 
along with teaching. The job description was very different from reality." (Associate Professor, Engineering) 
 
Theme 3: Institutional Support Deficits 
- Limited administrative support for research activities 
- Inadequate infrastructure for efficient teaching 
- Insufficient funding for conference attendance and research 
- Lack of mentorship programs for junior faculty 
 
Representative quote: "We need research assistants, better library resources, and reduced teaching loads if they 
want us to publish. Currently, we're expected to do everything with minimal support." (Professor, University) 
 
Theme 4: Impact on Work-Life Balance 
- Extended work hours affecting personal life 
- Stress-related health issues reported by 60% of participants 
- Reduced family time and social activities 
- Burnout symptoms among senior faculty 
 
Representative quote: "I work 12-14 hours daily, including weekends. My family complains that I'm always 
busy with college work. This isn't sustainable." (Assistant Professor, Engineering) 
 
Theme 5: Suggestions for Improvement 
- Clearer role definitions and performance expectations 
- Reduced teaching loads for research-active faculty 
- Better administrative support systems 
- Professional development opportunities 
- Regular workload monitoring and adjustment 
 
Representative quote: "If they could reduce my teaching load by 4-6 hours and provide a research assistant, I 
could double my research output. It's about smart allocation, not just working harder." (Associate Professor, 
University) 
 
 5.7.2 Administrative Perspectives 
Interviews with 5 administrators revealed additional insights: 
Institutional Constraints: 
- Budget limitations restricting faculty hiring 
- Regulatory requirements for minimum teaching loads 
- Student-faculty ratio pressures 
- Infrastructure limitations affecting efficiency 
 
Management Challenges: 
- Difficulty in assessing research productivity 
- Balancing individual preferences with institutional needs 
- Managing faculty expectations with available resources 
- Ensuring equitable workload distribution 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
- Flexible workload models based on career stage 
- Merit-based teaching load adjustments 
- Enhanced support services for administrative tasks 
- Regular faculty feedback mechanisms 
 
5.8 Additional Analyses 
 5.8.1 Workload Patterns by Demographics 
Gender Differences: 
- Female faculty reported higher teaching loads (19.8 vs 17.6 hours, p < 0.05) 
- Male faculty showed higher research productivity (2.4 vs 1.7 publications, p < 0.01) 
- No significant difference in administrative hours or role clarity 
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Qualification Level Impact: 
- Ph.D. holders allocated more time to research (9.2 vs 7.1 hours, p < 0.01) 
- Master's degree holders had higher teaching loads (20.1 vs 17.8 hours, p < 0.05) 
- Higher qualification associated with better role clarity (r = 0.24, p < 0.05) 
 
 5.8.2 Performance Indicator Relationships 
Teaching-Research Nexus: 
- Faculty with moderate research engagement (6-10 hours/week) showed highest teaching evaluation scores 
- Pure teaching focus (>22 hours/week) associated with lower student satisfaction 
- Research-inactive faculty (<4 hours/week) had significantly lower teaching ratings 
 
Administrative Service Distribution: 
- Senior faculty carried heavier administrative loads (8.2 vs 5.8 hours, p < 0.01) 
- Administrative responsibilities increased with institutional rank 
- Administrative overload (>10 hours/week) correlated with reduced research output 
 

6. Discussion 
 
6.1 Principal Findings 
This empirical study provides comprehensive evidence on the relationship between workload, role 
expectations, and faculty performance in higher education institutions in Erode District. The findings reveal 
complex interactions between different workload components and their differential impacts on performance 
indicators. 
 
 6.1.1 Workload Distribution Patterns 
The study identified significant variation in workload distribution among faculty members, with teaching loads 
ranging from 10-28 hours per week and research time varying from 2-16 hours weekly. The mean teaching load 
of 18.5 hours exceeds international benchmarks for research-active faculty, potentially explaining the relatively 
low research productivity observed. 
 
The identification of four distinct workload patterns (teaching-heavy, research-focused, balanced, and 
administrative-heavy) suggests that current workload allocation may not be optimized for institutional goals. 
The predominance of teaching-heavy faculty (37.5%) indicates potential underutilization of research capacity, 
while the small proportion of balanced faculty (26.7%) suggests difficulty in achieving optimal role integration. 
 
 6.1.2 Impact on Teaching Performance 
The negative correlation between teaching load and student evaluation scores (r = -0.32) contradicts the 
assumption that more teaching time leads to better teaching outcomes. This finding aligns with international 
research suggesting that overloaded faculty may experience reduced teaching effectiveness due to insufficient 
preparation time and increased stress levels. 
 
The regression analysis revealed that teaching loads exceeding 20 hours per week significantly predicted lower 
student evaluation scores, supporting the hypothesis that excessive teaching burden compromises instructional 
quality. Conversely, faculty with moderate research engagement (6-10 hours/week) demonstrated higher 
teaching ratings, suggesting that research activity enhances rather than detracts from teaching effectiveness. 
  
6.1.3 Research Productivity Determinants 
Research hours emerged as the strongest predictor of publication output (β = 0.43), confirming the importance 
of protected research time. The negative impact of teaching load (β = -0.25) and administrative duties (β = -
0.19) on research productivity demonstrates how competing demands can limit scholarly output. 
 
The finding that faculty with less than 6 hours of weekly research time produced significantly fewer publications 
(1.2 vs 3.4 annually) suggests a threshold effect, where minimum research time allocation is necessary for 
sustained productivity. This has important implications for institutional policies regarding research 
expectations and support. 
 
 6.1.4 Role Clarity as Performance Enhancer 
Role clarity emerged as a consistent predictor of performance across all domains, with particularly strong 
effects on administrative task completion (β = 0.41) and teaching evaluations (β = 0.37). The mediation analysis 
revealed that role clarity partially explains the relationship between workload and performance, suggesting 
that clear expectations can mitigate some negative effects of heavy workload. 
 
Qualitative findings reinforced this quantitative evidence, with faculty consistently reporting that unclear 
expectations and conflicting priorities created stress and reduced effectiveness. The theme of "role ambiguity 
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and conflicting expectations" was prominent across all interviews, indicating a systemic issue requiring 
institutional attention. 
 
6.2 Comparison with Existing Literature 
 6.2.1 International Context 
The findings align with international research on faculty workload and performance. Studies from the United 
States and Europe report similar negative correlations between teaching overload and research productivity 
(Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2010; Jacobs & Winslow, 2004). However, the mean teaching load of 18.5 hours in 
Erode District exceeds reported averages from developed countries (12-16 hours), suggesting higher teaching 
intensity in the Indian context. 
 
The positive correlation between research activity and teaching effectiveness (r = 0.28) supports the teaching-
research nexus theory, consistent with findings from Australian and Canadian universities (Hattie & Marsh, 
1996; Brew, 2006). This challenges the common assumption that research and teaching are competing 
activities. 
 
 6.2.2 Indian Higher Education Context 
Compared to limited existing Indian studies, this research provides more comprehensive empirical evidence. 
The finding that role clarity significantly impacts performance addresses a gap in Indian higher education 
literature, where most studies focus on workload quantity rather than expectation clarity. 
 
The institutional variations observed (engineering colleges vs. arts & science colleges) reflect the diverse 
landscape of Indian higher education, with different institutions emphasizing different mission priorities. This 
diversity necessitates flexible workload policies rather than uniform approaches. 
 
6.3 Theoretical Implications 
 6.3.1 Role Theory Applications 
The study provides strong empirical support for role theory applications in higher education. The finding that 
role clarity moderates workload-performance relationships confirms theoretical predictions about the 
importance of clear role definitions for effective performance. 
 
The identification of role conflict (competing demands between teaching, research, and service) as a primary 
source of faculty stress validates role theory's emphasis on role ambiguity and conflict as performance 
detractors. This suggests that institutional policies should prioritize role clarification alongside workload 
management. 
 
 6.3.2 Job Demands-Resources Model 
The research supports the job demands-resources model, with workload representing job demands and role 
clarity, institutional support, and research time representing job resources. The finding that high demands 
(heavy teaching/administrative loads) combined with low resources (unclear expectations, limited support) 
predict poor performance outcomes aligns with model predictions. 
 
The moderating effect of role clarity suggests that increasing job resources can buffer the negative effects of 
high job demands, providing a framework for intervention strategies. 
 
6.4 Practical Implications 
 6.4.1 Institutional Policy Development 
The findings suggest several policy implications for higher education institutions: 
 
Workload Management Policies: 
- Establish maximum teaching loads (18-20 hours/week) to protect research time 
- Implement flexible workload models based on career stage and institutional needs 
- Create workload monitoring systems to ensure equitable distribution 
- Provide course release for research-active faculty 
 
Role Clarification Initiatives: 
- Develop clear job descriptions specifying expectations across all roles 
- Establish performance criteria for teaching, research, and service 
- Implement regular review and feedback mechanisms 
- Create mentorship programs for junior faculty 
 
Support System Enhancement: 
- Provide administrative support for research activities 
- Invest in infrastructure to improve teaching efficiency 
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- Offer professional development opportunities 
- Establish funding support for research and conference attendance 
 
 6.4.2 Faculty Development Programs 
The study identifies several areas for faculty development: 
 
Time Management Training: 
- Workshops on efficient teaching preparation and grading 
- Research productivity and time management strategies 
- Stress management and work-life balance techniques 
- Technology integration for administrative efficiency 
 
Career Stage-Specific Support: 
- Orientation programs for new faculty on role expectations 
- Research mentorship for junior faculty 
- Leadership development for senior faculty 
- Transition support for career changes 
 
6.5 Limitations and Future Research 
 6.5.1 Study Limitations 
Cross-sectional Design: 
The cross-sectional nature of the study limits causal inferences about workload-performance relationships. 
Longitudinal studies would provide stronger evidence for causal relationships and track changes over time. 
 
Self-reported Data: 
Reliance on self-reported workload and performance measures may introduce bias. Future studies should 
incorporate objective measures such as actual time-tracking data and external performance evaluations. 
 
Regional Scope: 
The focus on Erode District may limit generalizability to other regions with different institutional contexts and 
cultural factors. Multi-regional studies would enhance external validity. 
 
Performance Measures: 
The study used limited performance indicators. Future research should include broader measures such as 
student learning outcomes, research impact metrics, and long-term career outcomes. 
 
 6.5.2 Future Research Directions 
Longitudinal Studies: 
- Track faculty workload and performance changes over multiple years 
- Examine career trajectory impacts of different workload patterns 
- Investigate long-term effects of workload interventions 
 
Intervention Studies: 
- Test effectiveness of workload management interventions 
- Evaluate role clarification programs 
- Assess impact of institutional support enhancements 
 
Comparative Studies: 
- Compare workload patterns across different Indian states 
- International comparisons with similar developing countries 
- Urban vs. rural institutional differences 
 
Methodological Enhancements: 
- Incorporate objective workload measures (time-tracking apps) 
- Use multiple performance indicators from various sources 
- Apply advanced statistical techniques (multilevel modeling) 
 
6.6 Implications for Stakeholders 
 6.6.1 Institutional Administrators 
Immediate Actions: 
- Conduct workload audits to identify distribution patterns 
- Review and clarify faculty job descriptions 
- Implement support systems for overloaded faculty 
- Establish regular feedback mechanisms 
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Strategic Planning: 
- Develop long-term faculty development plans 
- Integrate workload considerations into hiring decisions 
- Create institutional policies supporting work-life balance 
- Invest in technology and infrastructure improvements 
 
 6.6.2 Faculty Members 
Individual Strategies: 
- Seek clarification on role expectations and performance criteria 
- Develop time management and organizational skills 
- Engage in professional development opportunities 
- Build collaborative relationships to share workload 
 
Collective Action: 
- Advocate for reasonable workload policies 
- Participate in institutional committees addressing faculty concerns 
- Support mentorship programs for junior colleagues 
- Contribute to evidence-based policy discussions 
 
 6.6.3 Policy Makers 
Regulatory Framework: 
- Review UGC guidelines on faculty workload and performance expectations 
- Develop flexible frameworks accommodating institutional diversity 
- Support research funding initiatives 
- Promote best practices in workload management 
 
Resource Allocation: 
- Increase funding for faculty development programs 
- Support infrastructure improvements in higher education 
- Encourage industry-academia partnerships 
- Promote research and innovation initiatives 
 

7. Recommendations 
 
7.1 Institutional Level Recommendations 
 7.1.1 Workload Management Framework 
Establish Maximum Teaching Loads: 
- Implement a maximum teaching load of 18-20 hours per week for all faculty 
- Provide additional course releases for research-active faculty (>2 publications annually) 
- Create flexible arrangements for faculty with exceptional administrative responsibilities 
- Monitor workload distribution quarterly to ensure equity 
 
Develop Workload Allocation Models: 
- Research-Intensive Model: 40% teaching, 50% research, 10% service 
- Teaching-Focused Model: 70% teaching, 20% research, 10% service   
- Balanced Model: 50% teaching, 30% research, 20% service 
- Senior Faculty Model: 30% teaching, 40% research, 30% service/administration 
 
Implementation Strategy: 
- Allow faculty to select models based on career stage and interests 
- Review model assignments annually 
- Provide transition support when changing models 
- Ensure institutional needs are met across all models 
 
 7.1.2 Role Clarification Program 
Develop Comprehensive Job Descriptions: 
- Specify expectations for teaching, research, and service activities 
- Include performance criteria and evaluation methods 
- Provide examples of excellence in each domain 
- Update descriptions based on institutional changes 
 
Implement Regular Review Processes: 
- Conduct annual performance reviews with clear feedback 
- Establish mid-year check-ins for progress assessment 
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- Create goal-setting processes aligned with institutional objectives 
- Provide professional development recommendations 
 
Communication Enhancement: 
- Hold monthly faculty meetings to discuss expectations and concerns 
- Create mentorship programs pairing senior and junior faculty 
- Establish clear channels for reporting workload issues 
- Provide regular updates on institutional policies and changes 
 
 7.1.3 Support System Development 
Administrative Support Services: 
- Hire research assistants for grant writing and data collection 
- Provide technical support for online teaching platforms 
- Create centralized scheduling systems for efficient time management 
- Offer professional editing services for research publications 
 
Infrastructure Improvements: 
- Upgrade classroom technology to reduce preparation time 
- Provide dedicated research spaces and equipment 
- Enhance library resources and digital access 
- Create collaborative spaces for faculty interaction 
 
Financial Support: 
- Establish research funding pools for faculty projects 
- Provide conference attendance support 
- Offer sabbatical leave opportunities 
- Create incentive programs for research productivity 
 
7.2 Faculty Development Recommendations 
 7.2.1 Time Management and Productivity Training 
Workshops and Seminars: 
- Efficient teaching preparation and grading techniques 
- Research productivity strategies and tools 
- Technology integration for administrative tasks 
- Stress management and work-life balance 
 
Skill Development Programs: 
- Grant writing workshops 
- Publication and presentation skills 
- Leadership and committee management 
- Student counseling and mentoring techniques 
 
Peer Learning Networks: 
- Research collaboration groups 
- Teaching excellence circles 
- Administrative task sharing partnerships 
- Cross-institutional faculty exchanges 
 
 7.2.2 Career Stage-Specific Support 
New Faculty Orientation: 
- Comprehensive introduction to institutional expectations 
- Mentorship assignment with experienced faculty 
- Gradual workload introduction over first year 
- Regular check-ins and support sessions 
 
Mid-Career Faculty Development: 
- Leadership training and advancement opportunities 
- Research sabbatical and fellowship programs 
- Advanced teaching certification programs 
- Industry collaboration and consulting opportunities 
 
Senior Faculty Engagement: 
- Emeritus faculty programs and continued involvement 
- Knowledge transfer and mentorship responsibilities 
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- Institutional governance and policy development roles 
- Legacy project development and implementation 
 
7.3 Policy and Regulatory Recommendations 
 7.3.1 UGC and State-Level Policies 
Workload Guidelines: 
- Establish national standards for maximum teaching loads 
- Create flexibility for institutional variation based on mission 
- Provide guidelines for research time protection 
- Develop performance evaluation frameworks 
 
Quality Assurance: 
- Include workload management in accreditation criteria 
- Establish faculty satisfaction as a quality indicator 
- Create best practice sharing mechanisms 
- Develop institutional ranking criteria including faculty welfare 
 
 7.3.2 Funding and Resource Allocation 
Research Support: 
- Increase funding for faculty research projects 
- Establish research infrastructure development grants 
- Create partnership opportunities with industry 
- Support international collaboration and exchange programs 
 
Professional Development: 
- Provide grants for faculty training and development 
- Support conference attendance and networking 
- Create fellowship programs for advanced study 
- Establish faculty exchange programs 
 
7.4 Implementation Timeline 
 7.4.1 Short-term Actions (0-6 months) 
Immediate Priorities: 
- Conduct comprehensive workload audit 
- Establish faculty feedback mechanisms 
- Review and update job descriptions 
- Implement basic support services 
 
Resource Requirements: 
- Minimal additional funding 
- Administrative time for policy development 
- Faculty participation in planning processes 
- Technology infrastructure assessment 
 
 7.4.2 Medium-term Actions (6-24 months) 
Development Phase: 
- Implement workload allocation models 
- Launch faculty development programs 
- Establish research support services 
- Create infrastructure improvements 
 
Resource Requirements: 
- Moderate funding for support services 
- Additional staff for administrative support 
- Technology upgrades and equipment 
- Faculty development program costs 
 
 7.4.3 Long-term Actions (2-5 years) 
Sustainable Systems: 
- Establish culture of workload awareness 
- Create comprehensive support ecosystems 
- Develop institutional expertise and capacity 
- Achieve measurable improvements in faculty performance 
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Resource Requirements: 
- Sustained funding commitments 
- Continued administrative support 
- Regular program evaluation and improvement 
- Long-term strategic planning 
 
7.5 Monitoring and Evaluation 
 7.5.1 Key Performance Indicators 
Workload Metrics: 
- Average teaching loads across faculty 
- Research time allocation and utilization 
- Administrative burden distribution 
- Work-life balance indicators 
 
Performance Outcomes: 
- Student evaluation scores 
- Research productivity measures 
- Administrative task completion rates 
- Faculty satisfaction and retention 
 
Institutional Indicators: 
- Faculty turnover rates 
- Student success outcomes 
- Research output and impact 
- Institutional reputation and rankings 
 
 7.5.2 Continuous Improvement Process 
Regular Assessment: 
- Annual workload and performance reviews 
- Faculty satisfaction surveys 
- Student feedback on teaching quality 
- External evaluation and benchmarking 
 
Adaptive Management: 
- Policy adjustments based on evidence 
- Resource reallocation as needed 
- Program modifications and improvements 
- Stakeholder feedback integration 

 
8. Conclusion 

 
This comprehensive empirical study provides significant insights into the complex relationship between 
workload, role expectations, and faculty performance in higher education institutions in Erode District. The 
findings reveal that current workload distribution patterns may not be optimal for maximizing faculty 
effectiveness and institutional outcomes. 
 
8.1 Key Findings Summary 
The study demonstrates that: 
1. Workload Balance is Critical: Faculty with balanced workloads across teaching, research, and service 
activities show superior performance compared to those with concentrated loads in any single domain. 
2. Role Clarity Enhances Performance: Clear role expectations and performance criteria significantly 
improve faculty effectiveness across all domains, serving as a moderating factor that can mitigate some negative 
effects of heavy workload. 
3. Teaching Load Optimization: Teaching loads exceeding 20 hours per week negatively impact both 
teaching quality and research productivity, suggesting the need for maximum load policies. 
4. Research Time Protection: Dedicated research time is essential for scholarly productivity, with a 
minimum threshold of 6-8 hours per week necessary for sustained output. 
5. Administrative Support Necessity: Heavy administrative burdens detract from core academic 
activities, highlighting the need for institutional support systems. 
6. Institutional Variation: Different types of institutions show varying workload patterns, suggesting that 
flexible policies are needed rather than uniform approaches. 
 
8.2 Theoretical Contributions 
The study makes several theoretical contributions to higher education management literature: 
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- Empirical validation of role theory applications in the Indian higher education context 
- Evidence for the job demands-resources model in academic settings 
- Quantification of the teaching-research nexus in developing country contexts 
- Identification of role clarity as a key moderating variable in workload-performance relationships 
 
8.3 Practical Implications 
The findings have immediate practical relevance for: 
Institutional Administrators: 
- Need for systematic workload management policies 
- Importance of role clarification initiatives 
- Value of investment in faculty support systems 
- Benefits of flexible workload allocation models 
 
Faculty Members: 
- Understanding of optimal workload distribution patterns 
- Importance of seeking role clarity and support 
- Value of time management and productivity skills 
- Benefits of collaborative approaches to workload management 
 
Policy Makers: 
- Evidence for revising regulatory frameworks 
- Support for increased funding for faculty development 
- Importance of institutional quality assurance mechanisms 
- Value of best practice sharing and dissemination 
 
8.4 Significance for Higher Education 
This research contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting the need for strategic workload 
management in higher education. As institutions face increasing pressures to improve quality while managing 
costs, understanding how to optimize faculty performance becomes critical for sustainable success. 
 
The study's focus on the Indian context, specifically Erode District, provides valuable insights for similar 
developing regions facing rapid educational expansion. The findings suggest that successful higher education 
development requires attention to faculty welfare and working conditions, not just infrastructure and 
enrollment growth. 
 
8.5 Future Research Directions 
While this study provides comprehensive insights, several areas warrant further investigation: 
Longitudinal Studies: Long-term tracking of faculty careers and performance outcomes would provide 
stronger evidence for causal relationships and intervention effectiveness. 
Comparative Research: Studies across different Indian states and international contexts would enhance 
understanding of cultural and systemic factors influencing workload-performance relationships. 
 
Intervention Evaluations: Rigorous testing of workload management interventions would provide 
evidence for best practices and implementation strategies. 
Student Outcome Studies: Research examining how faculty workload patterns affect student learning 
outcomes would provide additional evidence for policy development. 
 
8.6 Limitations and Considerations 
The study's limitations must be acknowledged: 
- Cross-sectional design limits causal inferences 
- Self-reported data may introduce bias 
- Regional focus may limit generalizability 
- Limited performance measures may not capture all relevant outcomes 
 
Despite these limitations, the study provides valuable empirical evidence that can inform decision-making and 
policy development in higher education. 
 
8.7 Final Recommendations 
Based on the comprehensive findings, the following overarching recommendations are proposed: 
1. Adopt Evidence-Based Workload Policies: Institutions should develop workload management policies 
based on empirical evidence rather than traditional assumptions. 
2. Prioritize Role Clarity: Clear communication of expectations and performance criteria should be a 
fundamental component of faculty management. 
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3. Invest in Support Systems: Institutional investment in faculty support services yields returns in 
improved performance and satisfaction. 
4. Embrace Flexible Approaches: Workload policies should accommodate individual differences and 
institutional variations rather than applying uniform standards. 
5. Commit to Continuous Improvement: Regular monitoring and evaluation of workload policies should 
be embedded in institutional planning processes. 
 
8.8 Closing Statement 
The quality of higher education ultimately depends on the effectiveness and well-being of faculty members. 
This study provides compelling evidence that strategic attention to workload management and role clarity can 
significantly enhance faculty performance and institutional outcomes. As higher education institutions in India 
and similar contexts continue to evolve, implementing these evidence-based recommendations will be crucial 
for sustainable success. 
 
The findings suggest that the traditional model of expecting faculty to excel equally in all domains without 
adequate support or clear expectations is not sustainable. Instead, institutions must adopt more sophisticated 
approaches that recognize the complexity of academic work and provide appropriate support for faculty 
success. 
 
This research contributes to the growing understanding that faculty effectiveness is not simply a matter of 
individual capability but is significantly influenced by institutional policies, support systems, and role clarity. 
By addressing these systemic factors, higher education institutions can create environments where faculty can 
thrive and contribute optimally to educational excellence and societal advancement. 
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