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ABSTRACT  

Worker satisfaction and commitment towards work are some of the major indirect measures 

of the productivity of an institution. This case study attempted to assess the productivity and 

satisfaction of the members of the academic community of a representative academic 

institution in Sri Lanka. The main study areas were degrees of commitment and job 

satisfaction of the faculty members as a function of socio-economic pressures on their work 

and life. Due to heavy work load as well as the drudgery at home, academia of the university 

leads a very busy life. Lack of institutional support such as insufficient research funds and 

research infrastructure hinder their commitment towards work while unsatisfactory public 

services such as transport, healthcare and education have impeded their job satisfaction 

heavily. Results revealed a medium level of productivity, measured through the system 

efficiency and job satisfaction. Productivity was more contributed from teaching, compared 

to research and outreach activities, and the reasons were mostly institutional and non-

personal. The overall view suggested the need of an immediate relief by attending to 

improvement needs through organizational management and macro features of the socio-

economic structure which are very essential for improving the efficiency of the duties of 

academia and the resultant productivity of the university. 

Key Words: out-reach, research, resource-poor nature, satisfaction, teaching, work efficiency 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Universities as institutions that provide higher teaching, learning and research facilities are   

involved in a number of interrelated variables and functions within a diverse and dynamic 

resource and business environment. They are distinct from similar institutions with respect to 

operational structure and the degree of specialized output. Apart from the main task of 

generating educated and skillful human resources, universities‟ unique resource base is 

supposed to be utilized for the advancement of science and technology through research and 

development. Moreover, its obligations towards the institutional, national and global 

development through various collaborative, consultative and outreach activities can not be 

underestimated (Schaefer, 1979; Bartell, 2003; Altbach, 2004). Therefore, the productivity of 

institutions of this nature cannot be assessed using the criteria similar to a general profit 

oriented or service providing institutions whose work is limited to well-defined work hours or 

targets. The employees, specifically the academics in universities should have a favorable 

working environment facilitate  to work with a certain degree of autonomy and flexibility 
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(e.g., identify teaching and research needs, flexibility in changing priorities and adjust 

working time) in order to provide the  maximum contribution to the system (Silva, 1984; 

Tapper & Salter, 1995; Anderson & Johnson, 1998; Dill, 2001). 

 

Due to the diverse nature of activities on which most academics are engaged in at a given 

time (e.g., within a day or semester), it is difficult to assess and/or evaluate their productivity 

at individual or institutional basis (Fairweather & Beach, 2002). For example, the type and 

the way of teaching and research activities conducted by academics in social sciences may 

differ from that in biological or physical sciences (Fairweather & Beach, 2002). The amount 

of resources required and the output generated by these different groups would be diverse and 

different, making the assessment and comparison between groups more difficult. One of the 

basic ways to evaluate the productivity is to assess the workload (Schaefer, 1979; Layzell, 

1996). However, human resources, policy framework and operational structure finally 

interact with the workload to determine the productivity (Schaefer, 1979). Another approach 

to evaluate the productivity of such a diverse system would be based on the activities 

conducted by academics, time spent on each of those activities and level of satisfaction 

gained through those activities (Jagdish & Dua, 1994). Previous studies conducted in 

Pakistan and Turkey have shown that the salary, supervision, promotional opportunities, co-

worker‟s behaviour, social status and job security were identified as key determinants of the 

satisfaction (Toker, 2011; Khalid et al., 2012).     

 

Sri Lankan universities are entirely state funded and the academic programs are fully or 

partially subsidized which is different from many other higher educational systems in the 

world (Silva, 1984; Chandrasiri, 2003; Randiwela & Herath, 2008). Moreover, state funds are 

limited and constitutional restraints are so severe, depriving the system of favorable or 

constructive changes (Randiwela & Herath, 2008). Hence, academics have to completely 

depend on the limited state funds coupled with financial regulations with respect to 

institutional maintenance and development. As a result, academics in Sri Lankan universities 

the dominant category of the nation‟s intellectuals, compelled to deal with a resource-limited 

and unorganized or outdated organizational structure within and outside the institution. Due 

to the diverse nature of tasks that the University academia have to perform when compared 

with most of the other professions and institutions in the country, the level of satisfaction of 

the University academia, their relative workload, and the business have not been assessed and 

not known. Moreover, key factors that the administrators and policy makers have to consider 

when improving the standards of teaching, research, administration and outreach activities 

considering the views of academia have not been explored. The objective of this research was 

to identify and assess how academics allocate their time for different academic and other 

activities subjected to specific professional/ institutional and social situations, leading to 

variable work efficiency and self-satisfaction as a measure of the productivity. Moreover, 

detailed fact-finding was done to reason-out for the variable degree of work efficiency and 

self-satisfaction in a bid to provide workable suggestions needed for a greater institutional 

output and career development in future. We hypothesize that academia are equally satisfied 

with all the tasks they perform (i.e. teaching, research, administration and outreach), and 

there is no correlation between the commitment to their family activities and their 

contribution to professional life.  

 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Academics at the University of Peradeniya, Sri Lanka were the target population of the 

survey. University of Peradeniya is the largest residential university in the country so that the 

basis for selection was its scale in terms of number of students, staff and resources allocated 

by the government each year. The University possesses a very high diversity of academic 
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disciplines as well as socio-cultural identities within its inhabitants. A vast array of academic 

disciplines is covered through its ten administrative divisions including; Faculties of 

Agriculture, Allied Health Science, Art, Dental, Engineering, Medicine, Science and 

Veterinary Medicine and two Postgraduate Institutes for Agriculture and Science. There were 

six hundred and ninety-two academics in the University website, belong to various 

Departments within the Faculties and Institutes.  

 

The data were collected using a structured questionnaire. The instrument was pretested with a 

sample of 16 academics that represented different age categories, disciplines and gender. The 

revised questionnaire was sent to 692 academics attached to the University of Peradeniya 

during 20
th -

 Jan 2012 – 28 February 2012. One hundred and nineteen responses (thirteen 

through emails (soft copies) and the remaining through mail), were received (17.2 % 

response rate).   

 

Data collected were entered in to a spreadsheet and then descriptive statistics were prepared 

to understand the data set and check for possible errors in data handling. In order to 

understand the degree of dedication /contribution to his/ her family, an index called “Family 

Commitment Index” (FCI) was developed by simple addition of possible contributing factors 

(Table 1). Similarly, in order to understand the commitment of academics to work, an index 

called, Professional Busyness Index (PBI) was developed following a procedure similar to 

FCI (Table 1). Descriptive statistics were derived first. Statistical difference among Faculties 

with respect to the proportion of academics responded to the survey questionnaire out of the 

total number of academics in that Faculty were compared using the binary data analysis using 

PROC PROBIT. Difference in the level of satisfaction gained from teaching, research, 

administration, and outreach were compared using Kurskal-Wallis test. When finding 

relationships between FCI and measured professional variables collectively, a log-linear 

model was fitted. Correlations between FCI and PBI were tested using Spearman rank 

correlation. In all instances the significance was expressed at α=0.1. Data were analyzed 

using SAS statistical software. 

 

Table 1 Assignment of Scores for the Family Commitment Index (FCI) and Professional 

Busyness Index (PBI) 

Indicator Factor Score (in italics) 

Family 

Commitment  

Index (FCI) 

Marital status Married, 1; Single, 0 

Profession of spouse Unemployed, 1; Employed as a non-

professional or attached to the same 

institution as a professional, 2; 

Attached to a different institution as 

a professional, 3 

Number of children No children, 0; Single child, 1; Two 

children, 2 

Age of first child (years) < 10, 3; 10–20, 2; > 20, 1 

Age of second child 

(years) 

< 10, 3; 10–20, 2; > 20, 1 

Range* Within 0 and 12 

  

Professional 

Busyness 

Index (PBI) 

% daily time spent on 

academic related works 

during office hours 

< 80%, 1; > 80%, 2 

Time spent on academic <15, 1; 15 –30, 2; > 30, 3 
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related works during extra 

hours (hrs per week) 

Time spent on 

administration (hrs per 

day) 

0, 0; <3, 0.5; > 3, 1 

Range* Within 0 and 6 

* Range = Minimum and maximum values operating for FCI and PBI 

 

RESULTS 

Out of 692 questionnaires distributed only 119 members responded. The percentage response 

was 17.2. The detail breakdown of the academic members serving at each Faculty, the 

number responded to the questionnaire survey with their gender and highest educational 

qualification are presented in the Table 2. As some of the respondents didn‟t mention their 

gender, highest educational qualification and/or the Faculty they serve, the information 

presented in those columns in the Table 2 do not equal to the total number of respondents of 

this study.   

 

Table 2 Description of the population and sample 

 

Faculty Number of staff 

members serving 

at the University 

(population) 

Numbers 

responded 

Highest educational qualification 

of the respondents 

Female Male Basic 

degree 

MSc MPhil PhD 

Agriculture 106 8 16  3 1 20 

Allied Health Science 45 1 1 2    

Arts and Management 157 6 16  4 2 15 

Dental Science 51 3 5  4 1 2 

Engineering 108 3 7  1 0 9 

Medicine 100 5 9  2 0 8 

Science 90 5 3  1 0 7 

Veterinary Medicine 35 0 1  0 0 1 

 

A Personal Profile 

1. Age, Gender and Civil Status of the Respondents 

Members responded to the questionnaire were divided in to four age categories as given in 

Fig.1. The majority of respondents were mid careers (45-55 years of age), signifying the 

enthusiasm in sharing their experience.  

 

The majority of respondents were males (67 %) while 93 % of them were married and 71.4 % 

lived outside the university premises. The distribution of respondents with respect to age/ 

service years, gender and marital status were proportionate to their actual proportions in the 

population (data not shown). However, the percentage response of academics resided outside 

the University was 71.4% which is less than the actual number of 79 % in the population.  
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Figure 1 Percentage distribution of respondents in different age categories 

 
2. Other parameters of the sample (respondents) 

The percentage distribution of academic disciplines of the respondents is given in Fig. 2. The 

majority of respondents was medical/health professionals (30.25 %) followed by plant 

science/ biology (22 %) and art (19 %). More than 78 % of the respondents had minimum of 

10 years experience as university academics (data not shown). Even though 86.2 % of the 

respondents graduated with the basic degree from the same university (University of 

Peradeniya), most of them (71.4 %) received their highest degree (e.g. PhD / MD) from 

foreign universities (mostly from the academic institutions of developed countries).  

 

 
            Figure 2 Academic disciplines of the respondents 

 
3. Family Background 

The marriage percentage of the respondents was 93 %. Majority of them (74.5 %) married 

to professional partners while others were housewives, retired or occupied in none 

professional jobs. Nearly half of the respondents were blessed with two children per family 

(47 %) while 27.5 % had a one child and 12 % with more than two children.  A significant 

portion of respondents (13 %; married or unmarried) did not have children. The age 
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distribution of 1
st
 and 2

nd
 child (if present) is given in Table 3. The majority of the 

respondents had a child (1
st
 or 2

nd
) under 15 year of age (who needs parental care). 

Approximately 50 % of the respondents had at least one child below 15 years, while 

approximately 80 % of the respondents were having at least one child below 20 years (data 

not shown). 

 
  Table 3 Age distribution of 1

st
 and 2

nd
 child in the sample academics 

Age Age of 1
st
 child (%) Age of 2

nd
 child (%) 

< 15 43.6 65.1 

16 – 20 29.8 14.3 

21 – 25 10.6 14.3 

> 25 16.0  6.4 

 

B Professional Profile 

1. Commitment for work during day (duty) time 

Most of the duty time (8 am- 5 pm) of academic staff members was allocated for teaching, 

followed by other activities (i.e. administration and outreach), and research, respectively (Fig. 

3). Time allocated for personal matters was low (i.e. less than 30 minutes day
-1

). However, 12 

% of the respondents allocated at least 20 % of the work time (at least 1hr 36 minutes day
-1

) 

for personal matters. Time allocated for work (i.e. teaching, research or other activities) 

during office hours was not correlated with the work experience (age or the service in years) 

(p>0.1). 

 

Figure 3 The distribution of daily average time allocation for different activities 

 

2. Commitments for work during extra hours  

Academics worked after working hours in week days (2 hrs 40 min ±10 min day
-1

) and in 

weekends (4 hrs 50 min ±20 min day
-1

). Altogether, the mean extra working hours per day 

was 3 hrs and 12 minutes and this contribution is much more then they spent for personal 

work (30 min day
-1

). 

 

3.  Present involvements in the university administration 

More than half of the respondents were involved in University administration (i.e. 52.6%) at 

various levels. Their average administrative career was 33 months per person, and average 

daily involvement in administrative work was 3.0 hrs day
-1

. This indicates that the time 

remaining for academic and research for these academics during work hours is less (p<0.05)  
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4. Past involvements in the university administration 

Only 48% of the respondents were not involved in any administrative work during their 

career in the university. Of the remaining 52%, 19% involved in a single administrative 

position while 20% had the experience of 2-3 positions. Only 13% of the respondents had 

enormous administrative experience, possessing more than four (4 - 8) administrative 

positions in the university in the past. Most of the administrative involvements were within 

the university while 35.3% contributed to the administration of other Sri Lankan institutions 

(Fig. 4). The opportunities received to serve at national level administrative positions were 

rather fair (21%) while only a 16% holds international level administrative positions. 

 

 
Figure 4- Distribution of the type of administrative experience 

 

C. Job Satisfaction 

1.   General job satisfaction and its components  
The respondents were generally satisfied with the system but at varying degrees (Fig. 5). For 

example, only 24% of the respondents were fully satisfied with the system in general while 

the vast majority (64.7%) was moderately satisfied. Meanwhile, a significant percentage of 

the respondents (10.3%) were scarcely satisfied.  Moreover, general satisfaction or its 

components (i.e. teaching, research, administration and outreach) were not correlated with the 

personal profile (i.e. age group, work experience, marital status or gender), (p>0.1). 

Therefore, the comments made by a respondent as the main reason(s) for low degree of job 

satisfaction can be considered common all across the academic community, irrespective of 

age, gender and the marital status. 

 

The general satisfaction is a reflection of the satisfaction of different components within the 

academic life. For instance, the fairly high general satisfaction could be well contributed by 

the high degree of satisfaction gained from teaching (57.8%). However, satisfied percentage 

for research, administration and outreach components were significantly lower than that of 

teaching (p < 0.1). Similar to the results on general satisfaction, over 95 % of the respondents 

happy about teaching and the scarcely satisfied group was negligible (Fig. 5).  

 

When considering the satisfaction for research, administration and outreach components most 

of the academics were moderately or scarcely satisfied in the range of 28 – 38%. The highest 

dissatisfaction rate as well as the lowest satisfaction rate was found for administration (24.7 

and 7%, respectively) (Fig. 5). Heavy administrative work load, lack of support from the 

fellow and supporting staff, and “red tapes” due to strict regulations were the main causes for 

the low-degree of satisfaction for administrative work.  
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2. Institutional and non-institutional support for job satisfaction  

The satisfaction regarding the expected support for teaching, research, administrative and 

outreach activities from the institution, sister/cross institutions, outside institutions or the 

family/domestic are given in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 Satisfaction on the contribution of different contributing segments in the society 

on teaching, research, administration and outreach activities of the academics. Note: 

scale was from 0-5 where 0-not satisfied and 5-fully satisfied.    

 Institutional Cross-Institutional Outside Domestic Other 

Teaching 4.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 4 

Research 2.9 2.7 2.9 2.9 3 

Administration 2.5 2.0 2.1 2.9 0 

Outreach 2.9 2.4 2.9 3.2 1 

 

High degree of satisfaction for teaching was well contributed by the University, Faculty or 

the respective Department itself (4.1 in a scale of 0 – 5, where 0 is not satisfied and 5 is 

highly satisfied). The contribution from sister institutions (i.e. other Departments and 

Faculties), outside institutions, and their families (domestic) for teaching was rather low. 

When considering the research activities, satisfaction varied from 2.7-3 (moderately satisfied) 

and the contribution from institutional, cross institutional, outside institutions, domestic and 

other factors were similar. Least satisfaction was on the administration (0-2.9) over teaching, 

research and outreach activities while the satisfaction on outreach activities varied greatly in 

the range from 1-3.2. 

 
Figure 5 General job satisfaction of the academic staff and its constituents 

3. Causes for low-degree of satisfaction on teaching 

Table 4 illustrates the list of reasons ranked by the respondents for their low level of 

satisfaction for teaching. Based on the range of ranks (2.1-3), almost all the facts were 

between “Disagree” to “Neither agree nor disagree” range. Therefore, the hypothesized 

reasons were not identified as the major reasons for low level of satisfaction in teaching. This 

was also reflected by their higher level of satisfaction on teaching than research and 

administration. Members who were not much satisfied on teaching claimed that low level of 

intellectually capacity (IQ), language ability and learning attitudes of students are the main 

reasons for low level of satisfaction. Lack of teaching facilities such as audio-visual aids has 

 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

P
e
rc

e
n
ta

g
e
 o

f 
re

sp
o
n
d
a
n
ts

Highly satisf ied Satisf ied Poorly satisf ied Not satisf ied  



IJARR, 4(10), 2019; 01-14 

9 
 

also been highlighted as a major reason for their dissatisfaction (Table 5). Additional 

comments given by the respondents also support this result (Annex. I). 

 

    Table 5 Level of satisfaction of different reasons associated with teaching  

Reason Rank 

Lack of interest paid by students 2.9 

Lack of time for preparation due to other commitments (e.g. 

Research/Admin.) 

2.9 

Low IQ/language proficiency of students  2.8 

Lack of teaching aids 2.8 

Lack of cooperation from technical and supporting staff 2.8 

Directions given are not matching with            

                             - subject matter specialty 

 

2.2 

                                   - country‟s needs 2.4 

Inadequate teacher training 2.1 

 

[The scale is; 01-strongly disagree, 02- disagree, 03-nither agree nor disagree, 04-agree and 

05-strongly agree] 

4. Causes for low degree of satisfaction on research 

A hypothesized list of causes for the low level of satisfaction in research activities is given in 

Table 6. Unlike for teaching, a higher variability of their level of satisfaction on different 

components was identified (2.5 - 4.3). The major causes for their dissatisfaction on research 

were, insufficient research funds, difficulties in purchasing procedures, weaknesses in 

financial administration, lack of (advanced) analytical facilities and improper maintenance of 

available equipments/tools. Moreover, lack of time available for research due to heavy 

teaching and administration workload and lack of research culture were also identified as 

contributing factors for the low level of research satisfaction. However, support received 

from the academic support staff, research assistants and students were not so unsatisfactory 

(Annex. I).   

 

Table 6 Level of satisfaction of different reasons associated with research 

Reason Rank 

Difficulties in purchasing procedures 4.3 

Problems in administration of funds  4.0 

Lack of (advanced) analytical facilities 3.7 

Improper maintenance of available equipments/ tools  3.6 

Lack  of research funds 3.5 

Lack of e-libraries/access to new information 3.5 

Lack of time due to other work (e.g. teaching / admin). 3.4 

Lack of due recognition for research efforts or outputs 3.3 

Lack of computer facilities 3.0 

Low support from the „academic support staff‟ 2.9 

Too much of time allocation for progress reporting 2.9 

Low support from the Research Assistants/Students 2.5 

[The scale is; 01-strongly disagree, 02- disagree, 03-nither agree nor disagree, 04-agree and 

05-strongly agree] 
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5. Other factors contributing to the low degree of job satisfaction  

The factors listed in Table 7 were identified by most of the academics as significant causes 

for low degree of general satisfaction as well as for some of its components. Among many 

others, insufficient income and other revenues for maintaining the standard of living, mental 

stress due to poor infrastructure (e.g. transport and road traffic), unsatisfactory public 

healthcare and problems related to secondary education of kids, (especially responsibilities 

regarding their private tuition needs) are the most frequently mentioned reasons for the low 

degree of general satisfaction gained by the academics. In addition, poor administration, lack 

of due recognition at professional or social levels and low level of equity and social justice 

within the society were identified by most of the respondents as external factors indirectly 

affecting their level of job satisfaction in general (Annex. I). 

 

Table 7 Level of satisfaction of different reasons associated with general satisfaction 

Reason Rank 

Insufficient income and other revenues for maintaining the standard of 

living  

3.9 

Mental stress due to poor infrastructure (e.g.  transport and   road 

traffic) 

3.7 

Unsatisfactory public healthcare 3.5 

Poor teaching at secondary education for kids, directing them for 

private tuition. 

3.4 

Lack of housing facilities (e.g. availability and quality)  3.1 

Lack of access for children for popular schools 3.1 

Necessity of accompanying family members  

      due to lack of public security  

2.9 

[The scale is; 01-strongly disagree, 02- disagree, 03-nither agree nor disagree, 04-agree and 

05-strongly agree] 

 

6. Family Commitment Index  

The Family Commitment Index (FCI) which was a function of the marital status, spouse‟s 

employment status, number of children and their age categories, was between 0 and 12 where 

the mean was slightly skewed to the left (7.28), indicating much higher family commitment 

on average (Fig. 6). FCI was negatively correlated with the work experience and age group, 

indicating a relatively higher FCI for early and mid career academics (p<0.1) (data not 

shown).   

 

The extra time allocated for work (after hours and weekends) were not affected by the FCI 

until FCI reached 8. However, when FCI increased from 8 to 12 extra time allocated for work 

reduced from 50 to 30 hrs week
-1

. When considering the relationship between FCI and time 

spent on administration, as FCI increased from 0 to 8, time spent for administration increased 

from 4 to 12 hrs day
-1

. However, time spent for administration declined as FCI increased 

beyond 8. This indicates that academics lack of family commitments are able to be engaged 

in administrative work thoroughly during the work time and up to an additional 4 hrs day
-1

. 

However, lack of such relationship between FCI and time allocated for teaching, research and 

outreach activities signifies the relative importance felt by almost all academics in their 

primary and secondary obligations, in comparison to university administration. Moreover, 

when the spouse was unemployed, the FCI of an academic was 6.1 while that of an academic 

whose spouse was working as a professional in a different institution was 8.7 (p<0.1).   
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7. Professional business index 

Professional Business Index (PBI) was developed considering the time spent on work 

(teaching and research) during office hours, after hours and also on administration. It ranged 

from 2 to 6 with a mean of 4.1 (Fig. 6). The PBI was not differed among age groups, gender 

or spouse‟s occupation when those variables were considered separately. Moreover, PBI was 

not correlated with the FCI (p>0.1). However, when considering those variables together, 

PBI could be modeled using the gender of the academic staff member, profession of the 

spouse, number of children‟s and age categories of the first and last child (p<0.1). 

 

The Spearman rank correlation between the FCI and PBI was 0.057 (P=0.53) indicating that 

the two indices are independent each other.   

 

 
Figure 6 Frequency distributions of the Family Commitment Index and Professional 

Business Index of the academics 

DISCUSSION 

Family Commitment Index (FCI), a function of various personal issues, had a significant 

correlation with the type of occupation of the spouse, indicating more family commitments 

when the spouse works outside the institution than spouse works at the same institution or 

unemployed. A higher FCI was found for the early and mid-careers than that of late careers, 

mainly due to their children in younger ages. Therefore, when FCI was beyond 8, early and 

mid-career academics (35 – 55 years) were more restricted when allocating extra time for 

work (30 hrs week
-1

), and involvement in administration (within office hours). Blackburn and 

Lawrence (1986) also presented a negative relationship between aging and work efficiency. 

By their exclusive nature, the universities are a repository of the experts and skilled 

intellectuals in a country. Without well qualified and committed academic staff, the 

universities cannot deliver the expected output with required quality. In this context, the 

young academics are crucial to make effective difference in university systems.  
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General level of satisfaction of the academics was moderate, and it was highly contributed by 

the higher degree of satisfaction from teaching. The satisfaction is not a function of the 

parameter estimates from personal profile, time availability for work, the degree of family 

commitments or professional business. But, satisfaction or happiness may be connected with 

the way someone thinks. For example, members who indicated a low-degree of general 

satisfaction identified the institutional (i.e. income and other remunerations) and non-

institutional (i.e. infrastructure and essential services) factors as the main determinants of the 

level of satisfaction. Moreover, inefficient financial administration, long and delaying 

purchasing procedures topped the long list of causes for the low-level of satisfaction on 

research. Accordingly, it reiterates the need for a measure (an indicator) of evaluating 

individual work performance and satisfaction. Such information would be important when 

identifying the ways to improve the system through introducing new guidelines, and initiating 

new wings to curb the family burdens on individual or collective basis. Abouseriea (1996) 

found a negative relationship between the level of stress and satisfaction, and further found 

that conducting research was the main cause of stress at work (40.3 %), and this is in 

agreement with the low-level of satisfaction on research in the present study. As Bozeman 

and Gaughan (2011) found Faculty members are more satisfied with their jobs when they 

perceive that their colleagues respect their research work and they are paid what they are 

worth.   

 

Due to the heavy workload, academics spent more than three extra hours a day for academic 

work, mostly at home. Sorcinelli and Near (1989) also found a higher likelihood of 

academics to operate from home. Although this overlap is rewarding, it is also potentially 

stressful because the intrusion of work to personal life is a cause of dissatisfaction (Sorcinelli 

and Near, 1989). Although extra time spent on work was not correlated with the indicators of 

stress or satisfaction, present results suggest that “working out of office” as a hidden cause of 

dissatisfaction that academics and their family members undergo.  

 

When comparing the proportion of academics responded to the questionnaire, a higher 

percentage of academics from the Faculty of Agriculture (26%) responded while only 3% of 

academics from Veterinary Medicine responded to the questionnaire. Other Faculties 

maintained a response rate of 5-16%.  

There were approximately 80% non-respondents in this survey and this is in agreement with 

most of the survey questionnaire response rates. However, due to the lack of resources, we 

did not attempt to do non-respondents follow-up. Therefore, the exact cause for the non-

responsiveness and any difference in them with the academics who responded are not known.   

 

According to UNESCO Convention on Education, the education system should keep in track 

with the country‟s vision and development. For an effective and efficient educational service, 

it must have a pronounced curriculum, followed by a good learning and teaching 

environment. The authorities within and outside the institution are responsible for making 

periodical curriculum revisions and maintenance of the learning and teaching environment. 

This is made possible through good governance, efficient financial administration and also 

through improved system operation (www.unesco.org). Furthermore, UNESCO guidelines 

for quality assurance and capacity building in higher education further describes the need of 

“the academic qualifications and their active and constructive contributions”, “pleasing 

working and living conditions” and finally a much needed “academic freedom” for attaining 

the educational goals (http://unesdoc.unesco.org). Therefore, the issues discussed above deal 

with maintaining the quality of the institutional output with respect to teaching, research and 

development which are in accordance with the UNESCO Convention and Guidelines in 

Education. 

https://muse.jhu.edu/results?section1=author&search1=Barry%20Bozeman
https://muse.jhu.edu/results?section1=author&search1=Monica%20Gaughan
http://www.unesco.org/
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/
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CONCLUSIONS 

The academic staff members of the university lead a very busy life, irrespective of their age 

(or service), gender and family background. To cover-up the heavy work load, an average 

member devotes approximately three hours of extra time per day, giving relatively high 

priority for teaching. Meanwhile, the majority is having high degree of family commitments 

as they have young children and sometimes as spouses are occupied elsewhere. At its higher 

extremes, family commitments become a barrier against contributing to administrative work 

as well as allocating extra time for work. The productivity measured through general job 

satisfaction of academics is medium to low where positive contributions come from teaching 

since the institutional support is comparatively high for that.  

 

Many academics prompted system improvements for increasing the productivity through 

increased work efficiency and job satisfaction on teaching, research and administration. 

Among the institutional improvement needs, allocating more research funds, restructuring 

general and financial administration, upgrading teaching and research infrastructure (i.e. 

laboratories, farms and libraries) and restructuring remunerations (may be based on 

performances) could be identified as thrust areas. The external factors need to be considered 

for further increase in the productivity through improved job satisfaction are upgrading 

infrastructure and services sector, and providing stress-free learning and working 

environments for students and the staff.  
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