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Abstract

Previous scholarly attention to the experiences of faculty members has empha-
sized the contexts of US institutions, with minimal attention to the experiences 
of faculty members at Canadian universities.  This paper presents the ýndings 
of the Canadian component of an international survey that was administered 
in 19 dḯerent jurisdictions to understand the perceptions of faculty members 
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in British Columbia led to the creation of new, teaching-intensive universities, while two 
former Alberta colleges have evolved into universities with a strong emphasis on teach-
ing. In Ontario, teaching-focused universities have been suggested as a possible remedy 
for the current situation (Clark et al., 2011), while some rectors in Québec have pushed for 
the creation of two types of universities (Gingras, 2013). This debate is partially informed 
by disagreements over the added value that research fosters amongst teaching faculty but 
mostly is guided by the argument that the current model of university education is no 
longer sustainable and that teaching and research should increasingly be considered as 
separate streams for university faculty.

Finally, the trend of increased pressure to conduct research in areas targeted by the 
federal government of Canada has impacted the work of Canadian university faculty mem-
bers. This process has been particularly salient in areas perceived as having high levels of 
commercial viability and is a response to historically low levels of industry–academia col-
laboration in the Canadian university sector (Industry Canada, 2007; OECD, 2011). Cana-
dian universities have long been considered woefully inadequate at fostering innovation 
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enced by the First International Survey of the Academic Profession, which was conducted 
in 1992 by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (Altbach, 1996). 
Canada was not included in the 1992 survey and so it is impossible to analyze change over 
time, but the Canadian administration of the CAP survey remains one of the largest, most 
comprehensive studies of the Canadian professoriate conducted to date.  

In the Canadian context, the CAP project provides unique quantitative data on the 
work, experiences, and backgrounds of full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty mem-
bers at Canadian universities. The Canadian component of the study was designed to gath-
er responses from a representative sample of full-time faculty members at Canadian uni-
versities. A two-stage cluster sample was created at two distinct levels: the institution and 
the individual. The popular taxonomy for institutional type amongst Canadian universities 
uses the following three categories: Medical/Doctoral, Comprehensive, and Primarily Un-
dergraduate. A random sample was generated with this institutional taxonomy and con-
sisted of 18 institutions: four Medical/Doctoral, six Comprehensive, and eight Primarily 
Undergraduate. At least one university in each of Canada’s 10 provinces was represented 
in this study, and for each university, only full-time faculty members were surveyed.1 Other 
academic individuals with titles of Instructor, Lecturer, Research Associate, and Clinical 
Faculty were not included in the Canadian CAP survey. Also, faculty members with admin-
istrative titles, such as Dean and Vice President, were excluded from the survey. 

At the end of October 2007, 6,693 potential participants were sent an invitation via email 
with a hyperlink to a web-based survey, which was then closed in mid-December, 2007. An-
other attempt to secure respondents was initiated in April 2008, and the survey was ýnally 
closed in May 2008, having obtained 1,152 valid returns for a response rate of 17.21%. De-
tails on the survey sampling framework and response rates are provided in Table 1.

Table 1.
Canadian CAP Survey Sampling Framework

Gross Sample* Net Sample Returned Sample
Institutions  Faculty  Institutions  Faculty  Institutions  Faculty

University Type (#) (%) (#) (%) (#) (%) (#) (%) (#) (%) (#) (%)
Medical Doctoral 15 31.9 18840 59.7 4 22.2 2245 33.5 4 22.2 442 38.4
Comprehensive 11 23.4 7806 24.7 6 33.3 3109 46.5 6 33.3 501 43.5
Undergraduate 21 44.7 4908 15.6 8 44.4 1339 20.0 8 44.4 209 18.1

47 100.0 31,554 100.0 18 100.0 6,693 100.0 18 100.0 1,152 100.0
*Source: CAUT Almanac, 2008
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In terms of the professional dynamics involved in the publication of the above re-
search, a number of CAP questions investigated the form, structure, and processes as-
sociated with faculty responses. The collaborative dimension of academic research was 
highlighted by a number of direct questions, with the following ýndings. A large percent-
age of respondents (84%) indicated that they had collaborated during the year prior to 
the survey being conducted (2007) with other researchers in one or more of their research 
projects, 68% reported having collaborated with persons at other institutions within 
Canada, and 63% reported having collaborated with international colleagues. In terms 
of co-authorships stemming from collaborate research activities, 40.3% of respondents 
indicated that they had co-authored with colleagues in Canadian institutions, while only 
12.7% reported that they had co-authored with colleagues in foreign countries. Despite 
the low level of co-authorship with foreign scholars, however, 31% of Canadian respon-
dents indicated that they had published in a foreign publication during the previous year. 

When the data were compared to bibliometric studies for the year 2007, there appeared 
to be a high level of variance in the reported levels of collaboration with international 
colleagues. In 2007, nearly 45% of all Canadian academic publications were the result 
of international collaborations (Lebel & Lemelin, 2009). This of course varies according 
to disciplines, the humanities being the less collaborative (as measured by co-authored 
papers) and the sciences reporting as the most collaborative, with the social sciences fall-
ing in between. Interprovincial collaborations are usually less frequent than international 
co-authorships. Small provinces collaborate more with other provinces, and larger ones, 
such as Qu®bec and Ontario, collaborate less with the rest of Canada, with only 15ï17% of 
their papers being co-authored with colleagues from other provinces (Larivière, Gingras, 
& Archambault, 2006; Lebel & Lemelin, 2009). 

Conceptualizing Research

Questions relating to the second theme that emerged from the CAP survey are grouped 
under the heading conceptualizing research. They focus on how individual academics re-
late to the purported goals and expectations of research vis-à-vis the dissemination and 
use of their research. As issues of accountability and managerialism continue to inþuence 
public spending on research, the measurement and evaluation of research outputs—as 
well as the politics surrounding such practicesðremain deýning components of the 21st-
century academic professional, with tangible implications for debates around academic 
freedom. In light of this dynamic, faculty perceptions regarding desirable or preferable 
uses of their research, as well as the perceived role of non-academic inþuences over the 
research process and the dissemination of ýndings, are central themes of this studyôs 
analysis. The following section will take up these issues by examining pertinent CAP sur-
vey questions in order to portray a broad aggregate of full-time academics’ perceptions at 
Canadian universities, acknowledging that nuances exist at sub-aggregate levels that will 
be well served by further analysis in subsequent studies. 

The ýrst grouping of questions relate to the perceived goals and expectations that 
faculty have regarding their research, including broader considerations of the purpose of 
research within the 21st-century university. The ýndings indicate that a majority of full-
time faculty members conceptualize research and knowledge production as fundamental-
ly intertwined with broader societal issues. For instance, 68% strongly agreed or agreed 
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that “scholarship includes the application of academic knowledge in real-life settings,” 
and 59% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that “faculty in my discipline have a 
professional obligation to apply their knowledge to problems in society.” The manner in 
which this knowledge is transmitted, however, presents more uncertain results. Seventy-
six percent of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that ñscholarship is best deýned as 
the preparation and presentation of ýndings on original research,ò 61% strongly agreed or 
agreed that “high expectations of useful results and application are a threat to the quality 
of research,” and a correlate question regarding the quantity of research indicated simi-
lar concerns, as 72% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that “high expectations to 
increase research productivity are a threat to the quality of research.” These responses 
seem to indicate that there is trepidation amongst Canadian academics regarding the in-
þuence that societal issues should have on determining the nature, scope, and application 
of research in Canadian universities. While a majority of respondents acknowledged that 
ñreal-life settingsò can beneýt from academic research, the survey results did not support 
the expectation of application as being the driving force of research.

The second grouping of questions relating to the conceptualization of research builds 
on the latter conclusion and questions the inþuence that external and non-academic ac-
tors have on the construction, funding, and evaluation of research activities and practices 
within Canadian universities, particularly in relation to the quality, quantity, and scope 
of research. In general, the CAP responses indicate that the academic profession in Ca-
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of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that they are encouraged to improve their teach-
ing in response to teaching evaluations, and, importantly, 58% of individuals revealed that 
their institutions provide adequate training courses for teaching improvement. While the 
CAP survey questions regarding teaching evaluations were intended to describe the extent 
of administrative oversight and support for the improvement of the quality of teaching, 
faculty do not necessarily perceive the university’s role as that of a neutral player, given the 
high stakes of performance evaluation for the purposes of tenure and promotion, in the 
case of tenure-track faculty. Despite the absence or presence of institutional supports for 
the improvement of the quality of teaching, faculty may be resistant to perceived interfer-
ences by university administration in the faculty–student relationship and peer-to-peer 
collegiality, as reported in Canadian studies conducted by Iqbal (2013, 2014).

This focus on teaching permeates interactions with students. Most faculty members 
spend time interacting with undergraduate students outside of the classroom, through 
face-to-face interactions in oͅce hours and via email communications. Speciýcally, 95% 
of respondents interact with students outside of the classroom and 96% engage in email 
communication with students. Interestingly, there was a strong sense from faculty mem-
bers that students were not equipped with basic skills prior to enrolling in a course/in-
stitution, which results in faculty members believing that they have to spend more time 
teaching basic skills due to student deýciencies. So, 55% of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed that they spend more time than they would like on basic skills, while 77% of 
individuals strongly agreed or agreed that they inform students about issues of plagia-
rism and cheating. While the nature of these deýciencies was not delineated in the CAP 
survey, the strong sense of obligation by faculty members in Canada to inform students 
about issues related to plagiarism and cheating in their courses suggests that particular 
expectations and norms related to study skills, evaluations, and academic writing operate 
at these institutions (and in academe more broadly), of which some students may not be 
aware. The CAP results also support Canadian studies on academic integrity that suggest 
a shifting locus of responsibility between students, faculty, and institutions when it comes 
to education about such guidelines (Gallant & Drinan, 2008; Griͅth, 2013). 

A second theme that emerged, although with considerably less frequency than the ýrst 
theme, was that of teaching and graduate education. From an organizational perspective, 
faculty members experience institutional targets related to the number of hours in the 
classroom and to the number of students per class for undergraduate student populations. 
For instance, 80% and 56% of respondents indicated that their institutions set quantita-
tive load targets for hours in the classroom and number of students in the class, respec-
tively. This sort of institutional transparency works to stabilize undergraduate education 
where faculty members are aware of explicit norms and expectations from their respective 
institutions. The context of graduate education is a little dḯerent, in that faculty members 
do not experience similar direction through institutional targets related to the number of 
graduate students supervised, as only 18% of faculty members revealed that their institu-
tions had load targets or regulatory mechanisms for the supervision of graduate students. 

On average, Canadian faculty members spend only 9.8% of their time instructing doc-
toral students, and doctoral student class sizes are small (ýve students per course). These 
faculty members spend more of their time teaching in master’s programs than in doctoral 
programs, and the number of students in master’s classes is much larger than in doctoral 
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programs. For instance, the amount of total instruction time in master’s courses is larger 
than in doctoral courses, at 21.1%, and the class size for master’s courses nearly dou-
bles that of doctoral courses, at 9.8 students per course. So, faculty members experience 
important nuances to their teaching experiences in the contexts of undergraduate and 
graduate levels of education, as well as through teasing out the master’s and doctoral pro-
grams related to graduate education. These nuances are related to institutional priorities 
of transparency with respect to each sub-set of education as well as broader institutional, 
regional, and national interests of undergraduate and graduate education.  

Relationships Between Research and Teaching

An important entry point into assessing the intersections of the components of aca-
demic work emerges from responses to the question “Please indicate your views on the 
following: (answer scale 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree). . . . Your research 
activities reinforce your teaching” and “Your service activities reinforce your teaching.” 
Interestingly, 82% of faculty members agreed or strongly agreed that research reinforces 
teaching, while only 43% agreed or strongly agreed that service reinforces teaching. Up 
to this point, our discussion has focused on the separation of research and teaching: an 
examination into how each operates distinctly and separately from the other as compo-
nents of academic work. A further question in the CAP surMas in t11(the i<1hic )-1(in tomponent )-1nthe a2Cp5uRelationships Betwe fnspaGqu8.tthe fn1abegard2(fn reinown prefer )-1(, )-1(nen reinins )-1(compo)]TJ
itiesn graie primari-1(estie )-2(fnspaGprogrparation ?r teaR )-2(d-1.2 TD
[heavi-1(favreirM)1.2 Tvionrly )-1(dou)]TJ
0 Tw (-)Tj
/C2_0 1C0003>-5<1057004B0049000F00055004B004910 1 Tf
C005170440055004910 1<002C0053>-4<0043>-5<00560057004B0049000F0405600577055004910 1<0003>-4<005500480056004800440055F04B004910 1 40450048005910 1<0003>-4<304C0051004<002C0053004B0049000F05051004A0049000FF00033-4<001B0019000F80003>-4<0059000F8005700480055304C0051105600570058004700480051E04B0049000F0B04C0051A0570058903>-24<0053F04B004910 1 0056004800560003>]TJo
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on research and research-related activities (reading literature, writing, conducting ex-
periments, doing ýeldwork), compared to 19.6 hours on teaching-related activities, 4.3 
hours on service, 7.9 hours on administrative work, and 2.7 on other academic activities, 
for a total of 50.7 hours per week. When classes are not in session, the reported average 
amount of time spent on research rose dramatically to 28.5 hours per week, with a corre-
sponding drop to 5.4 hours of teaching.  Respondents indicated that they spent four hours 
on service, 6.8 hours on administration, and three hours on other academic work during 
non-teaching terms, for a total of 47.7 hours per week.

Although the nature and scope of how research may inform teaching were not ad-
dressed by the CAP survey, ýndings from other questions on teaching may suggest possi-
ble interpretations. For instance, 60% of faculty members indicated that they use interna-
tional content or perspectives in their teaching. This broadening of curricula may reþect 
an increased globalized research environment with more collaborative projects across 
researchers and institutions, wherein the ýndings or implications of such research can be 
applied to multiple jurisdictions. 

Summary and Conclusion

	 Although the CAP survey was designed by an international research team for an 
international context, in this paper we have analyzed the Canadian survey data in relation 
to four key trends in higher education in this country: the rise of accountability frame-
works, an increase in academic unionization, an increasing dḯerentiation at the profes-
sional and institutional levels with respect to teaching and research activities, and the 
potential ë́ects of targeted research funding on the broad academic endeavour. The CAP 
survey results indicate that Canadian academics are generally satisýed with the levels 
of autonomy in the context of their professional research endeavours and responsibili-
ties, but there is a strong recognition that external pressures and the expectation of com-
mercial or applied forms of knowledge are threatening autonomous research. While the 
CAP responses indicate that full-time academics are aware of the rising tension between 
external actors and institutional or professional expectations, the majority believe that 
their research interests have not been negatively inþuenced by such patterns of inþu-
ence and that institutional administrators continue to support basic academic freedoms. 
Furthermore, despite the recognition by the majority of Canadian faculty that academic 
research can be beneýcial to broader societal issues, a similar majority indicated that 
these societal issues should not be the driving force of academic research and that expec-
tations of higher productivity levels threaten overall academic quality. When taken as a 
whole, these responses appear to support the idea that academics are best served by self-
regulation and that, to this point, self-regulation has for the most part been maintained 
by the current conýguration of power in Canadian higher education institutions. So, while 
pressures of accountability and targeted research funding may be operating to some ex-
tent, participant responses indicated relative comfort and autonomy within the current 
arrangements for research activity.
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