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ABSTRACT 

 
 
 

Managing workload allocation to ensure fairness and equity amongst staff can be a 

challenge in any organisation and managing the workload allocation of autonomy- 

seeking academic staff in a business school can be even more so. In this study, the 

researcher aimed to review a recently designed and implemented academic workload 

allocation model in a South African business school in order to establish whether the 

model and implementation system has been successful in contributing to actual and 

perceived fairness and equity in workload distribution amongst their academic staff. 

The researcher did this by using a sequential exploratory mixed methods approach, 

first reviewing documentary evidence, which informed the design of an online survey 

with the academic staff, followed by semi-structured interviews with a sample group. 

The study reveals that the model, and the way it was implemented and managed, 

failed to achieve its intended aims of increased equitable and fair workloads amongst 

academic staff. These implementation failures have resulted in negative 

consequences for the organisational culture. Staff satisfaction and engagement with 

the model, its implementation and management does not present positively in the 

findings of this study. In the South African context where there are very few studies 

related to academic workload allocation models, the results of this study may be 

valuable for higher education institutions considering the introduction or review of 

workload models amongst their academic staff. The study highlights the importance 

of an inclusive and careful design approach, change management considerations 

during the implementation phase, and the transparent management of the workload 

allocation process and results. 

 
 
 
 

Keywords: Academic workload, Academic workload allocation model, Equity and 

Fairness. 



P a g e 8 | 90 
 

CHAPTER 1 

 

 
1.1 Introduction 

 
In recent times, the interest of post-graduate students moving into academic careers 

or experienced academics remaining in academia has become even more limited 

(Lesenyeho, Barkhuizen & Schutte, 2018). This can be attributed to several reasons. 

Higher education institutions in South Africa are unstable due to numerous incidents 

of student and staff unrest over the past three years caused by transformational issues 

relating to curriculum, staff and student matters (Badat, 2017). Other reasons are 

linked to more lucrative career options available in industry opposed to academia or 

more promising international opportunities (Bekezela, 2019). 

This research is located in a South African Business School1 which has experienced 

difficulties in recruiting over the past 8 years. The recruitment processes have often 

resulted in two or three rounds of recruitment before finding a suitable candidate, 

suggesting a shortage of skilled academic staff. Furthermore, the Business School 

experienced difficulty in attracting post graduate students into academic careers, which 

does place workload stress on the existing staff. In this School, a few academic staff 

take on the many managerial and administration duties required, whilst others are more 

focussed on building external consulting opportunities to supplement their income. If 

those staff focussing on external opportunities only perform the minimal expected 

workload requirements and have limited engagement within the Business School, it 

could lead to a serious imbalance of the workload2 amongst staff3. By leaving the 

necessary administrative and managerial duties to other academic staff to perform, it 

also creates a culture of unfairness. Besides the imbalance and unfairness in workload, 

it can lead to a dissatisfaction and conflict between academics who are engaged and 

those who are less engaged in the School. 

A tension exists between the increasing workload expectations and the limited supply 

of skilled academics (DHET, 2015). It is therefore imperative that business schools in 

 

 
1 The Business School in which this research project is located will be referred to as the School from this point forward. 
2 Workload in this research project refers to academic workload. 
3 Staff refers to academic staff for the purposes of this study. 
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South Africa strive to utilize and manage their limited, highly skilled academics in a way 

that promotes fair and equitable workload distribution across the teaching, research, 

management and administration workloads. 

The aim of this study attempts to establish whether the model and implementation 

system has been successful in contributing to actual and perceived fairness and 

equity in workload distribution amongst their academic staff.  There are very few 

documented studies of South African academic workload models. The learning from 

this study could be valuable to other higher education institutions within South Africa 

who are considering implementing a workload allocation model for the first time or 

intending to review their existing workload model and some aspects to consider when 

designing, implementing and managing their models. 

 
1.2 The Organisational Context 

 
The study is located in a top ranked Business School (Eduniversal, 2016) within a top 

university in South Africa. The School has been awarded the 5 Palms of Excellence by 

Eduniversal Business School Ranking every year from 2011 to 2019. The Eduniversal 

Evaluation System (ESS) rated the School as a business school with strong global 

influence. ESS ranks and rates the top 1,000 global business schools and the top 4,000 

masters and master’s in business administration (MBA) programmes. The School has 

the prestigious triple-crown accreditation, awarded to only 90 business schools out of 

approximately 13, 670 business schools worldwide. This accreditation is awarded by 

the three most influential accreditation associations (MBA Today, 2019) i.e. the 

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB), the Association of 

MBAs (AMBA) and the EFMD Quality Improvement System (EQUIS). Accreditation is 

one method of holding a programme or institution accountable to the relevant 

accrediting body and demonstrating that the programme or institution meets at least a 

minimum quality threshold (Haidar, 2017). The triple-crown accreditation attracts top 

students because of its promise of exceptional international standards and is used by 

employers to recruit top graduates into their businesses (Miles, McClure Franklin,  

Heriot, Hadley & Hazeldine, 2014). The accreditation is a signal of quality and 

excellence to students when deciding which business school to attend. 
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This Business School, being a triple-crown accredited business school, must adhere 

to strict international standards with regards to many aspects of business school  

functioning but specially to teaching and research standards and practices.  

The consequences of accreditations, although prestigious for the School, are more 

time required by academics to document and monitor progress and focus on quality 

assurance processes (Miles et al., 2014). 

The strict quality standards also relate to the qualification of academic staff employed 

at the Business School and the extent to which they are productive scholars. The 

accreditation bodies require the research output of academic staff to be closely aligned 

to the mission of the School. This means that the themes of research undertaken by 

academics should be in line with the School’s mission. All research output and 

publications by academic staff are required to be within international, refereed journals, 

in addition to contributing to impactful research at a national level. 

Part of the strict requirements of the accreditation bodies is that all academic staff 

teaching on master’s programmes must have a doctoral (PhD) degree and be research 

active (Eaton, 2015; Julian & Ofori-Dankwa, 2006; Miles, Franklin, Grimmer & Heriot, 

2015; Pringle & Michel, 2007). The number of contact hours (scheduled class 

interaction) within the MBA programme is prescribed for example, the AMBA 

accreditation requires a minimum of 500 contact teaching hours. The standards also 

stipulate that all academic staff should be research active and publishing quality 

research output such as in internationally recognised journals with an impact factor of 

1. These strict prescriptions have a direct impact on how many teaching hours and 

research publications are required of each academic staff member. Another aspect 

assessed by the accrediting bodies, particularly AACSB is how internal and external 

(ad hoc or visiting) lecturers are allocated workload and managed. 

Alongside the requirements of accreditation bodies, ensuring the optimal functioning 

of the School is a critical management objective. A key element in ensuring this optimal 

functioning is planning and managing the academic workload within the School, which 

should be allocated in a fair and equitable manner to create parity and an optimally 

functioning academic staff complement. Academics need to balance their teaching 

requirements with time to produce high level research outputs. 
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The School employs 140 permanent staff which comprises of 112 professional and 

administrative staff (PASS) and 28 academic staff members. The ratio of PASS staff 

to academic staff (4:1) is higher than public universities in other parts of the world. 

Chinese universities appear to have a 1:1 ratio (Chao, 2014), compared to American 

universities which are approximately 3:1 (Zhang & Schmidtz, 2013). The number of 

academic staff component is small for a business school of this stature. The School 

therefore should ensure that its academic staff are utilized in a manner which creates 

sustainable and optimal performance output whilst contributing positively toward its 

organisational culture of fairness and transparency. 

A workload allocation model (WAM) was introduced at the School in 2014 as a tool to 

assist the School Director and School to manage the academic workload distribution 

across the small complement of academic staff. Prior to this, from 2010 to 2014, a 

“rate for job” (RFJ) model was used to determine and measure workload. The reason 

for the change from RFJ to WAM was to simplify the method of accounting for workload 

within the School, provide some flexibility in how work is allocated and to enhance 

equity and fairness in the allocation and managing of academic workload. The previous 

RFJ model combined teaching and supervision, which meant that an academic could 

choose to supervise 10 students and use that as their teaching load for the year. In the 

WAM model, teaching and supervision has been separated to ensure that time and 

workload is allocated in a more balanced manner across teaching and supervision 

duties. This is important because the School, like all business schools, need its 

academic staff to be involved both in teaching on the various academic programmes 

as well as supervising masters and post-doctoral students. 

The academic workload allocation model (WAM) was adopted, a tool used by the 

School’s Director, Academic Director and individual academic staff to contract on their 

academic workload for the year. The objectives of the WAM as stated in the WAM 

guidelines (Annexure 5) are as follows: 

• It is a tool for academic staff to record and account for all their School-related 

academic activities on an annual basis as part of their commitment to the 

University and the Business School; 

• It is a monitoring tool for the School’s Director to accurately reflect all School- 

related activities. (Due to academic freedom it is difficult sometimes to manage 

that academic staff are focussing on research themes and academic work that 

is important to the mission and functioning of the School. The Director uses the 
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record submitted by the academic staff to monitor and evaluate all academic 

activities undertaken by his/her staff. This is important to manage optimal 

functioning across the academic programmes within the School, serve as a 

record for accreditation reporting purposes and assists in monitoring academic 

work undertaken in relation to the mission of the School); 

• To allow some flexibility in workload allocations between teaching, supervision, 

research, and administration by providing typical, minimum and maximum hours 

across the categories which the School’s Director and staff member can 

negotiate within; 

• To provide the School Director with a tool to manage an equitable distribution 

of workload among academic staff 

• To account for the 1,600 hours of academic workload which academic staff 

members must provide as per the University employment agreement, as 

referred to in the SASP (Standard Academic Salary Package). The 1600 hours 

per annum as presented in table 1 below, consist of 600 teaching hours, 200 

supervision hours, 700 research hours and 100 academic citizenship hours. 

Hours spent on special projects are by agreement with the School’s Director. 

The workload model includes a minimum workload which a staff member can 

achieve as well as the maximum trade-off which can be made between the five 

categories. The 1600 hours are not based on actual hours, but on contact hours. 

The teaching hours for example are based on 5:1, i.e. for every 1 face-to-face 

hour, staff are allotted 5 hours which incorporates their preparation and 

administration time. This means that the 600 hours awarded for teaching 

consists of 120 actual in-class hours; 
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Table 1  
 
The Business School’s Annual Workload Allocation Model 

 
 

 
Teaching Supervision Research 

Academic 
Citizenship 

Special Projects/ 
Management 

 
 
 

Typical 

600 hrs 200 hrs 700 hrs 100 hrs By agreement 

120 contact hrs 
for MBA-type 
course with 
marking 

 

7 x MBA 
dissertations or 
equivalent 

 

1 x journal article 
in ISI-rated 
impact factor > 1 

 

Commitments to 
the functioning 
of the School 

 

Administrative 
activities or special 
projects 

 
Minimum 

300 hrs 

(60 contact hrs) 

3 x MBA 
dissertations 

(90 hrs) 

1 x local journal 
article 

(280 hrs) 

 
100 hrs 

 
By agreement 

Maximum 
(for trade-off 
between 
categories) 

900 hrs 

(180 contact 
hrs) 

14 x MBA 
dissertations 

(400 hrs) 

3 x journal 
articles in ISI 
journals (1200 
hrs) 

 

100 hrs 

 

By agreement 

 

 

The objectives listed above includes contributing to equitable workload amongst 

academic staff. The objectives are silent on ensuring fairness in how the WAM is 

implemented or managed. However, the actual model advocates fairness by being 

designed as contact hours of 5:1 instead of only recognising the time spent in class 

teaching. Thus, attempting to be considerate and fair in accounting for all related 

aspects of the academic activities such as marking, administration, preparation and 

student engagement. 

The WAM was launched in 2014, but officially implemented in 2015 and four annual 

cycles had been concluded by the end of 2018. There are two planned WAM meetings 

per year, one in October and the other in March. For three of the four years these 

meetings happened as scheduled. In the final year of the four-year cycle the School 

had an interim director and only one meeting take place. The academic staff member 

met with the School’s Director and Academic Director to assess the quantity and quality 

of workload achieved for the past year and then discuss their workload allocation for 

the year ahead. These meetings allowed the School’s Director to have oversight of the 

teaching, supervision, research, social responsiveness and administration workload 

across the School. This oversight provided the School’s Director with a tool to manage 
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the academic workload and output of the School. It also allowed the School’s Director 

to manage problem areas and provide support more proactively. The WAM was 

intended to be a transparent workload allocation tool, where stakeholders such as 

programme directors and academic staff can better manage capacity. The annual 

allocation of workload was never published or shared so that workload allocation is 

visible within the School. It could assist programme directors to clearly see which 

academic staff has capacity to be involved in their programmes teaching or supervision 

of students. The lack of transparency can mainly be contributed to the manual process 

of completing the WAM. Once the WAM discussions and forms are completed, it 

requires a resource to collate, capture and analyse the information before it can be 

published. There is no dedicated resource or system to perform this function. 

Striving to create fair and equitable distribution of workload amongst staff in any 

organisation is important to creating a workforce which is engaged and productive 

(Seifert, Brockner, Bianchi & Moon, 2016). Thus, contributing to a positive performance 

culture within the workplace. The theoretical framework in which this study is positioned 

in relates to the concept of equity. 

 

 
1.3 The Problem Statement 

 
The research problem identified for this project is that it is unclear if the newly 

developed academic workload allocation model within the School contributes to the 

optimal functioning of the School and the equitable management of academic 

workload. 

The research questions this study seeks to answer is: 

 
To what extent has the WAM contributed to achieving equitable distributions of 

workload amongst the Business School’s academic staff? And to what extent 

do staff at the School perceive the existing workload allocation model to be 

contributing to a fair and transparent distribution of work amongst the academic 

staff? 
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An inductive reasoning approach is used in answering this question. The mixed-

methods study is conducted sequentially and first assesses the documentary detail of 

the four- year cycle to assess the extent of success/effectiveness of the WAM since its 

inception in achieving equitable distribution of workload amongst staff. It uses the 

insight from the documentary analysis to design the survey and interview instruments 

in order to gather complementarity evidence to establish academic staff’s perceptions 

of the WAM in creating a fair and transparent distribution of workload within the 

School. 

 

In chapter 2, the researcher presents literature reviewed as part of this study relating 

to creating equity in the workplace, the need for academic workload allocation 

models in relation to equity theory and other aspects associated to workload models. 

Chapter 3 presents the exploratory mixed-methods research approach and design, 

the population group, sampling and research procedures followed in this study. In 

chapter 4, the results and analysis are presented in the sequential form the inductive 

reasoning study was conducted. Chapter 5 concludes the study, discussing the key 

findings and limitations of this study as well as areas for improvement and 

recommendations.  

 

 



P a g e 16 | 90 
 

CHAPTER 2 

 
Literature Review 

 
For many years’ higher education institutions all over the world have grappled with 

workload allocation amongst their academic staff to effectively manage academic 

output in relation to the institutions’ societal responsibilities (Higher Education South 

Africa, 2014a; Jonathan, 2006). This is evident in the many studies relating to workload 

allocation models (WAM). The purpose of the section is to review theoretical views 

relating to creating equity in the workplace and the need for workload allocation models 

in higher education. The factors that affect workload allocation models and contribute 

to its success or failure, as well as the impact of business school accreditation in 

relation to workload will also be reviewed. 

 

 
2.1 The importance of creating equity in the workplace: a theoretical framework 

for this study 

Many factors affect an employees’ motivation and level of engagement in their 

organisation. How motivated an employee is towards their work and organisation can 

affect organisational effectiveness or the level of success an organisation can achieve. 

One important aspect which can influence an employee’s relationship with their 

employer and their levels of motivation in their work, is an employees’ sense or 

perception of equity (Coldwell & Perumal, 2007). This perception of equity is based on 

four concepts (Adams, 1963), which relate to the employee’s contribution or input and 

the result or output of their efforts, as well as how this relates to others (Adams, 

1965). Essentially it is their sense of whether they are being treated fairly and equally. 

The four concepts are described as: 
 

• People developing beliefs about what is a fair reward for their contribution within 

the organisation; 

• People comparing their exchanges with their employer to the exchanges of others 

within the organisation called referents; 

• If an employee believes their treatment is inequitable, compared to others, their 

sense of equity will motivate them to do something about it i.e., seek justice; 

• They will adjust their input or contribution to the outputs or reward they receive to 

seek justice (Huseman, Hatfield & Miles, 1987).  
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In the academic environment, having an unmanageable or unequal workload could 

negatively affect staff performance and their well-being leading to illness and/or 

dissatisfaction with their profession or the institution. Unmanageable workloads can 

affect staff retention as they experience it as a push factor to leave the institution or 

academia (Portnoi, 2015). With the limited supply of skilled academics (DHET, 2015), 

it becomes imperative for higher education institutions to correct perceived or 

experienced inequitable workloads and put systems and structures in place to 

manage workload fairly. 

In managing employees’ feelings of inequity, it is important that managers regularly 

evaluate and engage with each employee and as far as possible be aware of and 

manage staff perceptions on whether their inputs are on par with their perceptions of 

fair outcomes. Inequity exists in two instances: 1) when an employee perceives that 

the ratio of their outcomes to their inputs are unequal; 2) when the ratio of their inputs 

and outcomes compared to others are unequal (Adams, 1963). According to 

Hofmans’ (2012) study on individual equity theories, individuals first compare their 

relative share of the outputs and incomes, and then compare these interpersonal 

ratios. If an employee feels they are being treated fairly and equally they are likely to 

be more committed and engaged in their workplace (Seifert et al., 2016). Similarly, 

considering the motivational theories, if staff feel that a process such as an academic 

WAM will contribute to being treated fairly and create equity in their working 

environment they will be more likely to support the model. It will also more likely 

contribute to their satisfaction with the institution and profession. Equity and fairness 

are especially important in the context of South Africa which has a history of 

inequality (Wilson, 2011; Mzangwa, 2017) related to unfair and discriminatory political 

and social ideologies. Organisations such as academic institutions have a 

fundamental role in contributing to building a more equitable and fair society. A 

starting point for academic institutions is to ensure it treats its own staff with equity 

and fairness and have these aspects built into its human resource practices such as 

workload allocation. 

 

 
2.2 The need for workload allocation models in higher education 

 
The academic workload allocation model is a management tool or system which aims 

to organize, allocate and measure workload amongst academic staff to assist in 
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creating equity and fairness. Burgess et al. (2003) describes it as “A human activity 

system at the level of the HE [higher education] department that carries out aggregate 

planning to reconcile requirements and capacity in line with strategic goals and 

promotes equitable workload allocation to individuals” (p.219). Boyd (2014) suggests 

that an effective workload model is a flexible instrument which will assist in measuring 

and capturing the activities and various aspects of academic work. This is important to 

ensure that academic freedom to pursue and structure their interest is balanced with 

the School’s ability to manage workload outputs and organisational objectives. 

 

In some countries, such as Australia and Europe, governments consider the academic 

institution’s performance to determine allocation of research budget components for 

higher education and therefore impacted on regulating the higher education sector to 

a large extent (Jonathan, 2006). 

What seems evident in the literature reviewed, is that academic workload management 

is a challenge experienced globally with the increasing trend of academics becoming 

over-worked (Tight, 2010). Anderson (2006) found that academics weekly hours 

regularly exceeded more than 50 to 60 hours, reporting high levels of exhaustion and 

burnout because they were working after hours to cope with workload demands. In a 

study of 17 Australian universities, involving 26,000 participants, a similar trend was 

reported with academics experiencing increasing levels of stress (Kenny & Fluck, 

2012). This is a result of reduced or limited funding and issues relating to high 

workloads, leadership ineffectiveness and not being rewarded or recognized for their 

work and achievements (Langford, 2010). The average weekly hours of academics in 

13 English-speaking countries, as well as in Western Europe, Asia and Latin America, 

during the teaching semester reported to be 48.4 hours (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012). This 

is consistent with the study by Tight (2010) who revealed that over a 20-year period, 

academics in the UK’s workload had increased significantly. Approximately 62% of 

academics in the UK were found to be working more than 48 hours per week. A quarter 

of the time worked by these academics related to administration. 

Coldwell and Perumal (2007) indicate that having a mechanism to allocate and 

manage workload is necessary. Academic workload models attempt to quantify 

various aspects of academic work and to provide nominal time allocation for each 

aspect. Even though WAMs refer to time, the principle governing it is not the duration 

spent on each aspect of academic work. The principle is based on expectations of 
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either teaching requirements such as contact hours or alternatively as outputs such 

as the number of quality publications required (Papadopoulos, 2017). A WAM usually 

has a formula or parameters and limits for how work should be allocated (Burgess, 

1996). For example, the model of the School in this study (as referred to in Table 1), 

has a minimum and maximum number of hours allocated to each academic activity 

and teaching hours is accounted for using the contact method. 

 

Although academic performance and workload management is sometimes devolved 

to faculties/department level, it is important to align at a university/institutional level 

(Barrett & Barrett, 2007). The Business School decided to implement a WAM as it 

would allow the School discretion in terms of how it allocates and manages workload, 

and then together with the university performance guidelines, assist the School to 

manage academic performance and output. 

 

 
2.3 The various approaches to academic WAMs 

 
There are different approaches to academic workload allocation models (Robertson & 

Germov, 2015). The existing WAMs identified through the literature search are either 

based on contact hours (the amount of time allocated for teaching delivery) or actual 

hours spent across all the categories of academic work. There are also models which 

are points-based, percentage-based or student-based. Points-based models has set 

targets which estimates the points required across the work categories, whereas 

percentage-based models allocate percentage ranges across the work categories. The 

student-based approach uses the specific number of fulltime equivalent students as a 

metric and is the only model directly linked to the faculty’s budget. Each model offers 

various levels of flexibility or restrictions for staff negotiating their workload across the 

categories. The models also differ in administrative intensiveness in managing the 

WAM. 

Papadopoulos (2017), explained that most academic workload models begin with a 

parameter for annual hours which ranged from 1595 hours to 1800 hours. A 

combination of metrics derived from other policies and guidelines then assists how 

these annual hours are distributed across the various academic activities.  

For example, professors globally reported to work 49.4 hours per week of which 28% 

of time was spent on teaching, 39% on research, 19% on administration, 7% on 
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service and 7% on other academic-related activities (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012). 

Conventionally academic work is categorised as teaching and related duties, 

research and scholarship, and service and leadership. Loads vary amongst the 

models; although a 40:40:20 (the categories include teaching-related activities, 

research-related activities and service/management-related activities) formula does 

appear to exist (Kenny & Fluck, 2012; Watson, King, Dekeyser, Bare, & Baldock, 

2015). There are variances to this formula such as in circumstances where academic 

staff are more ‘teaching focussed’ or “research focussed” (Probert, 2013). These 

teaching-focussed or research-focused academics are typically allocated between 

60% and 90% of their annual hours in the categories of teaching and related duties or 

research-related duties (Papadopoulos, 2017). The WAM reviewed in this study was 

designed using the 40:40:20 model, with slight flexibility allowed between the 

categories. 

 

 
2.4 Contributors to failure and success of WAM 

 
For academic WAMs to be successful, there are certain considerations which should 

be factor into the design, implementation and management thereof. 

If a workload model is to be effective, the work planning system should be transparent, 

allocating workload needs to be fair and balanced across the School, and individuals 

need to be aligned to the organisational goals (Barrett & Barrett, 2008). 

The academic activities in the workload model can only succeed in its intended 

propose if it is aligned to the University’s/Business School’s performance management 

system. Importantly, academic workload models are not a substitution for performance 

management. WAMs need to be closely linked to the university’s performance 

management system, concurrently allocating work and managing staffs’ professional 

development needs and aspirations as well as the strategic goals of the School 

(Robertson & Germov, 2015). 

If academic staff do not accept and support the WAM it could result in being a failure. 

One way to gain support is to get staff involved in the very beginning.  

During the design phase academics and their union representatives should be 

included to actively participate in constructing as well as implementing the model as 

this will assist in fostering ownership and acceptance. 
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Further to the design of WAM, Barrett and Barrett (2008) states that it is vital to ensure 

that the workload model is flexible to allow for ongoing enhancements, being adaptive 

to change and conscious of the strategic direction of the faculty. 

Another consideration to the success of WAM, is to bear in mind the importance of not 

infringing on academic freedom. Academic work is characteristically considered to be 

individualized, self-regulated, and inherently self-motivated, with a strong sense of 

personal commitment (Houston, Meyer, & Paewai, 2006; Langford, 2010; Lyons & 

Ingersoll, 2010). Academic freedom is also a constitution right in South Africa (Kori, 

2016). 

The freedom to work and spend time on research or teaching areas of interest is often 

the attraction and retention of people into academic careers (Lesenyeho, et al., 2018). 

“Academic staff perform a significant proportion of their work as self-determined and 

self-directed work at hours and at locations that they themselves determine. They 

generally pursue their particular discipline or research as a vocation and a life-long 

passion, both to innovate, discover and create new knowledge and in doing so to 

advance their own domestic and international standing and their careers.” 

(Papadopoulos, 2017, p. 517). 

 
Fredman and Doughney (2011); Houston et al (2006) and Langford (2010) further 

support the view of Papadopoulos (2017) in terms of the importance of being sensitive 

to academic freedom and not undermine academic autonomy in order to preserve work 

satisfaction amongst academic staff. Many university managements have the 

challenge of balancing organisational efficiency whilst allowing academic freedom 

(Kenny & Fluck, 2014). An imbalance (i.e. more toward efficiency) between the two 

could lead to the ‘shift of power’ away from academics resulting in a fundamental 

divergence of values (Mitchell, 2015). If staff feel that the prescriptions of the WAM 

infringes on their academic freedom i.e. their ability to self-direct their workload and 

focus, they may be less accepting of WAM. 

 
 

2.5 Finding the balance between academic management and academic freedom 

 
The role of senior management is to balance a managerialist approach with academic 

autonomy. Aspromourgos (2012) argues that “management 101” practices can 

diminish the principle of “academic life” to an individual exchange process regarding 
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output. Connell (2015) states that management has been device with academic 

performance management using it as a controlling mechanism to drive production. 

Academic staff could therefore see the WAM as just another controlling mechanism. 

 

Applying an approach which is too managerialist when managing academic staff, 

undermines the goodwill of your academic workforce. University leadership and 

management need engage academic staff by making them willing participants in the 

institutions’ academic endeavour, otherwise there will be a negative effect to the output 

and performance of the faculty (Aspromourgos, 2012). To be effective, workload 

models must be aligned to certain principles. Workload models should be transparent, 

valid, reliable, adaptable, acknowledge performance and form the basis to negotiate 

and agree work responsibilities and expected results (Botha & Swanepoel, 2015). 

(Bitzer, 2007) supports these principles and states that involving the academic staff in 

the designing and development of the workload model provides for a transparent and 

inclusive process which will promote acceptance of the model. 

 

 
2.6. Balancing the workload across the various academic activities 

 
In higher education environments, both research outputs and teaching are important 

components of being an academic, however academics often battle with the tension to 

prioritize research or teaching. They tend to be more productive and effective in one 

academic activity, such as teaching, at the cost of performance in another area 

(Bexley, James & Arkoudis, 2011). In business schools, this tension is confounded by 

academics needing to have active links and contribution to the business industry. 

Academics who experience these conflicting priorities as a result of an overwhelming 

workload combined with the pressure of producing research outputs, can experience 

an adverse effect on their overall productivity and well-being (Kenny & Fluck 2014).  

Although teaching is generally the main source of funding for academic work, the 

WAM should balance this with research performance (Probert, 2013), which help build 

the institutions’ reputation, as well as being critical for individual career progression. 

 
2.7. Impact of accreditations on academic workload 

 
The Business School, in which this study is located, subscribes to three international 

business school accrediting bodies. Being a triple-crown accredited business school 

does require that the School meets certain performance criteria such as the quantity 
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and quality of research publications, quality assurance standards relating teaching and 

student support (Miles et al., 2014; Miles et al., 2004). The accreditation requirements  

should be factored into the design of the WAM to assist the School to achieve the 

required accreditation standards whilst managing the workload allocation and output 

amongst its academic staff. 

Although academic staff might find the many requirements from accrediting bodies 

burdensome, the business school accreditations can serve various purposes. Two 

important ones relate to assuring and improving quality of the programme or institution 

and “engendering private sector confidence” (Eaton, 2015) which are important for 

business school relevance and sustainability. 

Kelley, Tong and Choi (2010) and Brink and Smith (2012) mention that accredited 

programmes such as AACSB can assist the Business School to increase access to 

funds from their institutions for training, increasing support staff, increasing salaries, 

and negotiate reduced teaching loads. 

Roberts, Johnson and Groesbeck (2004) claims that staff in AACSB-accredited 

schools are shifting their focus and efforts from teaching-related activities and student 

engagement toward research-related activities. Yunker (1998) indicated that 

academics of these accredited schools appeared to have reduced teaching workloads. 

Even though academics taught less programmes at accredited schools, they earned 

nearly double what academics at non-AACSB-accredited programmes were earning 

(Brink & Smith, 2012). Yunker (1998) found that AACSB- accredited programmes 

have more academic staff than non-AACSB-accredited programmes. This finding is 

supported by Jantzen (2000) who also mentioned that non-accredited programmes 

have less full-time staff members in comparison to AACSB-candidate schools. 

Academics in AACSB accredited schools tend to be more focussed on research- 

related activities than on teaching-related activities resulting in less time spent with 

students (Miles et al., 2004). They reported an increase in stressed levels and a 

decrease in job satisfaction. Furthermore, as a result of AACSB accreditation, they 

indicated a strain in relationships with their colleagues as well as adverse effects on 

administration (Roberts et al., 2004). Even though this was the case, they still believe 

that the AACSB accreditation provides confidence to students and employers, assists 

the programme to compete for resources, and they felt that it was still worth the effort 

(Roberts et al., 2004). 
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2.8. Importance of equity perceptions in creating a positive performance culture 

 
Having a workload model which creates fairness and equity in how work is allocated, 

and a manager who is fair in their decision making and process management can affect 

the academic staffs’ commitment and engagement within the School. The greatest 

decline in organisational commitment takes place when employees, who originally 

displayed confidence and trust in management, experienced unfairness or imbalance 

in work processes which also resulted in negative consequences (Seifert et al, 2016). 

In environments where trust is high amongst staff, organisational commitment reduces 

when leaders do not balance both process and consequence in a fair manner. When 

employees experience fair procedures, which result in positive consequences, this 

may result in an increase in their levels of commitment to the organisational (Seifert et 

al, 2016). With this in mind, academic managers should ensure that they utilize the 

information gathered through the workload allocation process effectively. The 

information should inform their decisions related to allocating and managing workload 

and resources within the School. In Hornibrook (2012) study, there was a perception 

by staff that the workload model was not incorporated into managements’ decision- 

making. The WAM should inform how resources are allocated in terms of new 

programmes or courses, determining staff to student ratios and workforce planning 

such as study and research leave management and staff recruitment (Hornibrook, 

2012). 

Quantifying of workloads can assist academics in building greater awareness of their 

individual career goals, determine how their work impacts the achievement of the 

School’s strategic objectives (Botha & Swanepoel, 2015) and how they are allocating 

their time and effort in relation to this. 

The process of work allocation can strongly affect academics’ perceptions of their work. 

Especially so, if they feel they are being treated unfairly or unequally compared to their 

colleagues (Adams, 1963).  

In addition to this, the amount of discretion or power an academic must determine 

what their work encompasses can further affect these perceptions (Fredman & 

Doughney, 2011). Creating a positive performance in this regard, is that the work 

allocation process considers academics professional needs and goals. 
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In conclusion, the use and management of an academic workload allocation model 

can positively or negatively impact the perceptions of academics and performance 

management within a Business School. Careful consideration needs to be given to the 

design, implementation and management of workload models for it to be effective and 

accepted. Critical to the success of the workload is staff involvement in the design and 

implementation process. The design of the model should incorporate requirements 

from accrediting bodies and thus assist in helping the School to meet its accreditation 

standards and criteria. Furthermore, the model needs to be based on principles of 

fairness, reliability and flexibility, amongst others. Leaders and management have an 

important accountability role to play here. They need to ensure that expectations are 

clearly set out and understood by all. They should be accountable for applying the 

WAM in a fair, consistent and equitable manner. Addressing and correcting inequities 

or imbalance as soon as it arises is important, otherwise staff will lose trust and 

confidence in the organisation. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

 
The following chapter describes the research method and process followed to answer 

the research question: To what extent do staff at the School perceive the existing 

workload allocation model to contribute to a fair, transparent and equitable distribution 

of work amongst the academic staff? Furthermore, it describes the evidence collected 

and utilised to answer the research question, as well as what the ethical considerations 

were for this study and how the researcher addressed these considerations. 

 

 
3.1 Research Approach and Design 

 
The research methods adopted for this study were a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative methods, described as a mixed-methods research approach. The mixed- 

methods approach as defined by Tashakkori and Creswell (2007) is “research in which 

the investigator collects and analyses data, integrates the findings and draws 

inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single 

study” (p.4). The use of this method, although relatively newer than the more traditional 

research methods, is steadily increasing (Doyle, Brady, & Byrne, 2016). The specific 

mixed-method approach used was the multilevel variant of the triangulation design. 

The multilevel model uses different quantitative and qualitative methods to address 

different levels within a system. The findings from each level are combined into one 

inclusive interpretation (Creswell, 2004). 

The first phase of the study was documentary analysis which involved reviewing the 

data of workload allocation and output within the School over a four-year performance 

cycle. There were 28 academic staff employed at the time of this study, of which only 

23 formally participated in the WAM process. The remaining 5 staff members were 

recently (6 months or less) employed in the School and could not participate in the 

WAM assessment. Therefore, the population of academic staff considered in the 

documentary evidence consisted of 23 staff only and the proportion across the 

academic levels is depicted in table 3 below. Other documentary evidence reviewed 

was a report on “staff happiness”. This report related to interviews with 15 academic 

staff members during June 2019 to assess their level of satisfaction in the School. 
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Although the report related to staff happiness as an academic staff member at the 

School, it contained useful feedback on staff happiness/unhappiness with WAM. 

The second phase of the study used a quantitative method. A quantitative study 

focuses on the measurements, size or number of associations between things, where 

information gathered is converted to numerical values in order to carry out statistical 

analyses (Smith & Pietkiewicz, 2012). An online survey was used to gather the 

quantitative research data. The survey consisted of 22 questions of which 2 were open- 

ended to allow participants an opportunity to provide their comments and thoughts. 

 
The third phase of this study used a qualitative research approach. According to 

Pietkiewicz and Smith (2014), qualitative research focuses on quality and “meaning” 

such as how individuals make sense of the world or events, they experience in order 

for the research to provide “rich descriptive accounts of the phenomenon under 

investigation”. An Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis was used where the 

process of analysis involved both the researcher and participants points of view, lived 

experiences or insights (Smith & Eatough, 2017). This research was conducted via 

semi-structured interviews with a subset of the research population. 

 
3.2. The population, sample and sampling procedure of this study 

 
The School has a small academic staff complement as depicted in table 3a and it was 

important to take the academic staff complement into consideration when collecting 

data. 

 
Table 3a 
 
The proportion of staff across the four academic levels 
 

 
Academic Level 

No. of staff per academic 
level 

% of Academic 
population 

Professor 5 22 

Associate Professor 7 30 

Senior Lecturer 6 26 

Lecturer 5 22 

Total 23 100 
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A key consideration relating to the staff complement was ensuring confidentiality of 

staff information and their responses to questionnaires and interviews. Participants’ 

consent was obtained at the start of the survey and semi-structured interviews. To 

maintain anonymity, staff were not required to input any demographical or identifiable 

details in completing the online survey. The process was voluntary, and each 

participant had the right to participate or not and to withdraw at any point of the process. 

Neither were demographical information, besides the academic level, recorded in the 

interviews conducted with staff. 

In the review of WAM documentation, only data pertaining to WAM hours was extracted 

without any identifiable information used. 

List of documents consulted: 

 
Document Type of information reviewed Year Prepared by Number of 

documents 
reviewed 

 
WAM forms 

(Annexure 5) 

 

Workload hours achieved for the year 
across the academic categories i.e. 
teaching, supervision, research, 
management/administrative 
responsibilities and social 
responsiveness. The forms also 
contained planned hours for the 
following year. 

 
2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

 
 
 
 

Staff member 

 
 
 
 

23 

 
Staff 

Happiness 

Report 

 

An internal report on staff happiness 
interviews conducted in June 2019, 
containing feedback on staff 
experience at the School i.e. 
induction, WAM, what makes being 
an academic at the School good/bad. 
The 45-min individual interviews were 
conducted with 15 academic staff at 
the School. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2019 

 
 
 
 

Professor Thomas 

Koelble & Linzee 

Arendse 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 
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3.3. Data Collection Methods and Data Analysis  

 

The data collection methods used in this study was threefold. The data collection 

commenced with reviewing secondary data which was documentary evidence and 

reports relating to WAM. One of the considerations of using secondary data is the 

accuracy and reliability thereof (Megel & Heermann, 1994), however the researcher 

collected data which contained endorsed WAM forms signed by the staff member 

and line manager. To investigate the outcome of the documentary evidence and 

increase reliability of the evidence, the researcher gathered primary data in the form 

of a survey and interviews to provide context and more fully answer the problem 

statement in this study. The data collection methods and data analysis is mentioned 

below. 

 

Documentary Evidence 

The documentary evidence was collected from WAM meetings conducted during 

November and December 2018. Being end of the four-year academic performance 

cycle, academic staff submitted updated WAM forms for each of the four years. A 

copy of the WAM form (Annexure 5) is attached. The Staff Happiness report was 

also reviewed for staff feedback and perceptions of WAM. 

 
Online Survey Questionnaire 

 
To collect staff feedback regarding their satisfaction and perception of WAM an online 

survey was used. Surveys as an instrument, helps to structure data collection by 

fitting participants experiences into predetermined response categories to obtain data 

that is easy to summarize, compare, and generalize (Kabir, 2018). The survey was 

informed by the results of the documentary evidence and was used with the purpose 

of obtaining staff’s general perceptions and satisfaction with the WAM to complement 

the findings related to the documentary analysis. The online survey (Annexure 2) 

focussed on four areas relating to WAM i.e. the experience/perceptions of the WAM 

process, the WAM criteria, the allocation of work and the management of WAM. 

Participants were asked to rank their responses to questions using the Likert scale 

(5= strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree). There was an opportunity at the end of 

the survey to provide general feedback, comments or suggestions to improve the 

academic WAM. The survey which took 10 minutes to complete was set up so that 
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participants could only complete and submit the survey only once. Once the online 

survey closed, the data was imported into excel to clean-up the data and prepare it 

for analysis. This entailed arranging the data in a structured way to enable using 

formula to convert the responses to each question into percentages. 

 
Semi-structured Interviews 

 
The semi-structured interviews were scheduled (Annexure 3) with the School’s 

Director, Academic Director, Research Director, Programme Director, 2 Professors, 2 

Associate Professors, 2 Senior Lecturers and 2 Lecturers. To assist with validity of this 

phase of the study, the aim was to interview at least 2 staff from each academic level of 

professors, associate professors, senior lecturers and lecturers. The selection was a 

random process which relied on the availability of staff to participate in the interview.  

 

Of the 12 scheduled interviews, only 6 interviews could be conducted due to the lack 

of availability of staff. The information collected from the interview was based on 

questions (Annexure 4) relating to staff experience and perceptions of the WAM. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

The data analysis of this exploratory study was conducted sequentially, beginning 

with the general inductive qualitative analysis of the documentary evidence. The 

general inductive reasoning approach involves comprehensive readings of raw data 

to interpret and deduce concepts or themes useful to the research study (Thomas, 

2006). The readings of raw data in this instance entailed reviewing and analysing 

staff WAM records for the period 2015 to 2018 as well as a staff “Happiness” report. 

The reviewing process involved extracting data into the logical areas pertaining to 

this study such as: categories of workload (teaching, research, management and 

social responsibilities), hours related to each category and the professional levels of 

staff (lecturer, senior lecturer, associate professor and professor) and all feedback 

related to equity and fairness of workload allocation.   

 

The insights of the documentary results led to the design of the online survey which 

formed the quantitative part of this study. The data from the online survey was   

exported into Excel and analysed in a tabular format for common trends. 
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The results of the online survey which assisted the design of the semi-structured 

interviews, allowed the researcher to test and expand on the trends highlighted in the 

survey results. The interviews provided an opportunity to gather further primary data 

which is first-hand experiences relating to workload allocation at the School in order 

to complement reliability, authenticity and objectivity to the study (Megel & 

Heermann, 1994). The information gathered through the interview process was 

captured in Excel exactly as it was collected, grouped according to common 

emergent themes using an interpretative phenomenological approach.  With the 

purpose of the interviews was to gather first-hand experiences relating to WAM, the 

interpretative phenomenological approach aligned well to this purpose as it considers 

the lived experiences of individuals relating to a phenomenon (Cress, 2013). 

 

 

3.4. Research Procedure 

 
To commence this research study, the process followed is detailed below. 

 

Firstly, approval to conduct this study was required. The approval was obtained by 

following the ethical clearance process via the Commerce Ethics Committee to ensure 

that the research would be conducted in line with the University of Cape Town 

requirements. Part of the ethics process entailed obtaining approval from the Executive 

Director for HR at UCT and the Director of the School to conduct the research with 

staff at the School. 

 

PHASE 1 

 
Phase 1 entailed reviewing documentary evidence pertaining to the four-year 

academic performance cycle for 2015-2018 ended December 2018 as well as the Staff 

Happiness report. 

The evidence on the four-year cycle was collected from individual performance review 

meetings which took place during November 2018 and December 2018. Each staff 

member completed and submitted a WAM form documenting their workload 

achievements for the four-year period. The WAM documentation was reviewed and 

the researcher captured the hours for teaching, supervision, research output,  



P a g e 32 | 90 
 

management responsibilities and social responsiveness for 2015, 2016, 2017 and 

2018 into an excel spreadsheet for analysis. The challenge with the documentation 

was that not all staff followed the instructions for completing the WAM form resulting in 

the information being presented in different formats. It required the data to be 

reformatted, standardised and prepared in excel without altering the integrity of the 

data before the analysis could take place. 

After the data was formatted, it was analysed to compare hours for teaching, research, 

management and administration, and social responsiveness across the various 

academic levels within the School over the four-year period. 

The second documentary evidence reviewed related to 15 interviews conducted with 

academic staff during June 2019 to determine their level of happiness as an academic 

staff member at the School including their experience of WAM. The interviews were 

conducted by a professor at the School together with the School’s HR Advisor. The 

results of these interviews were written into a report which was reviewed as part of the 

documentary evidence relating to the School’s WAM. Permission to use all 

documentary evidence was obtained from the School’s Director. 

 
PHASE 2 

 
Phase 2 related to obtaining staff feedback on their perception and satisfaction of 

WAM. An e-mail (attached as Annexure 3a) was sent to the 28 academic staff 

informing them of the aim of the study and requesting their participation in a voluntary, 

anonymous survey of WAM. 

The survey was launched on the 2nd November with the survey link e-mailed 

(Annexure 3b) to all 28 staff. Once staff accessed the online survey, a cover page 

(Annexure 3c) provided information about the survey and the rights of participants. 

Participants were granted 9 days to complete the survey with a reminder sent two days 

before the deadline to encourage all staff to participate. 

 
PHASE 3 

 
After obtaining staff feedback in the online survey and upon analysing the data, the 

researcher found some of the results required a more in-depth investigation.  Phase 

3 therefore included designing an interview guide to investigate those areas of interest 

and conducting semi-structured interviews. An e-mail request (and copy of the 
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interview questions (Annexure 3) were sent to a random sample of 2 professors, 2 

associate professors, 2 senior lecturers and 2 lectures. The research director, 

academic director, 2 programme directors and the School’s Director were also invited 

to participate in the interviews. Not all staff invited to participate in the interviews were 

available at the time of the study. Respondents received the questions prior to the 

interview and shared their perceptions and experience of WAM and the WAM process 

in an open and unstructured way. The researcher did not tape record the interviews 

but took notes of interviewees comments to add in creating a safe space for 

interviewees to share their experience. Each interview took approximately 1 hour. The 

feedback was captured and then collated into overall themes. 

 

In conclusion, the design and process of collecting and reviewing the various data 

sets is indicative of the multilevel triangulation variant of the mixed method research 

approach. 
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CHAPTER 4: Results 

 
This chapter presents the results from the online survey, interviews and data analysis 

of the WAM documents and “Staff Happiness” report to analyse to what extent the 

WAM has or not contributed to achieving fair and equitable distributions of workload 

amongst the School’s academic staff. The perceptions of staff on whether WAM has 

or not achieved the intended purpose. 

The first section of this chapter will focus on the analysis of the documentary evidence 

gathered from the four-year performance review cycle i.e. the WAM forms completed 

by academic staff for the period 2015-2018 and the report on the “Happiness” 

Interviews conducted with academic staff during June 2019. The results of the online 

survey completed by academic staff regarding their perceptions of the WAM will be 

presented next, followed by the results from the semi-structured interviews relating to 

staff’s experience of the WAM. 

 
4.1 Results of the analysis of the WAM documentation completed by staff for the 

four-year performance review cycle (2015-2018) 

In 2018, the academic staff submitted their performance documentation for the 

retrospective review at the end of the four-year performance cycle, this included their 

workload allocation over this period. In the first quarter of each year, individual 

meetings are held with staff and the School Director to plan and agree their workload 

for the year. At the end of the year, a follow up meeting is held to assess workload 

achieved according to the agreed plan. Data across the various academic levels and 

categories was reviewed in order to understand what the workload outcome was for 

the four-year period and whether there was a fair and equitable distribution. 

The analysis included determining what the planned/allocated hours was and what the 

actual hours/ workload was and whether there were any differences across the 

academic levels. The following table 4a shows the planned and actual (achieved over 

the cycle) distribution across the School’s academic population. 
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Table 4a 
 
 

Planned versus Actual WAM achieved over the Four-year cycle 
 

 
Academic Level 

% of Academic 

population 

% Distribution of 

workload over the 

cycle (Planned) 

% Distribution of 

workload over the 

cycle (Actual) 
Professor 22 28 44 

Associate Professor 30 33 24 

Senior Lecturer 26 21 19 

Lecturer 22 18 13 

Total 100 100 100 

 

The data shows that the professor level constitutes 22% of the School’s academic 

population and the workload allocated to this level was 28% of the total School 

workload, however the actual workload performed by professors was 44% of the total 

workload completed for the cycle. In contrast, the planned workload allocation for the 

associate professor level who constitutes 30% of the population was 33% and this 

group contributed 24% of the total actual workload. When considering the proportion 

of staff across the four levels in relation to the allocation of workload, the distribution 

does not appear to correspond i.e. the workload allocated to professors was 28% 

relative to their population size of 22% in the School. The data shows that the workload 

allocated and achieved across the various levels is not fairly and equitably distributed 

across the academic population of the School. 

The actual workload achieved in hours over the cycle across the various workload 

categories and in relation to the academic levels is presented below. 
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The expected/planned hours compared to actual workload achieved 

 
The data in table 4b presents the total number of staff per academic level and the 

percentage of staff who achieved or were below the standard WAM requirement. 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The results present the number of academic staff in each category and the 

percentage of staff below or above the WAM standard across the four academic 

levels of professor, associate professor, senior lecturer and lecturer. Of the 23 

academic staff, 74% achieved their allocated workload (with some staff over-

achieved their workload as presented in table 4c below) and 26% not achieving their 

workload. Results also indicate that there was a difference in WAM achievement 

across the levels. At the professorial level, 80% of staff performed above the WAM 

standard of 1600 hours, with 20% below the WAM standard. The associate 

professor level indicated that 57% of academic staff performed above the WAM 

standard, with 43% below standard. All the senior lecturers met their WAM 

requirements compared to the lecturer level where 60% performed above the WAM 

standard and 40% below standard. The results indicate that the best performing 

academic level, where 100% of WAM was achieved, was the senior lecturer level. 

The worst performing level was the associate professor level with 43% performing 

below the WAM standard followed closely by the lecturer level with 40% not 

achieving the WAM standard. 

Table 4c below presents the number of planned versus achieved hours per 

academic level. 

 

 
Table 4b 
 
Academic workload achievement (over/under WAM) 
 
 
 

Academic Level 
No. of staff per 
academic level 

% Staff achieved 
WAM 

% Staff Under 
WAM 

Professor 5 80 20 

Associate Professor 7 57 43 

Senior Lecturer 6 100 0 

Lecturer 5 60 40 

TOTAL 23 74% 26% 
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Table 4c  
 
 

WAM hours planned and achieved for the four-year cycle per academic level 
 

 
 
 
Academic Level 

 
 

 
Total Planned 
WAM Hours 

 
 

 
Total Achieved 
WAM Hours 

Difference 
between planned 
and achieved 
WAM Hours 

 

 
% of WAM 
Hours  
achieved 

Professor Total 27840 55879,5 28039,5 201 

Associate Professor Total 33440 31107,25 -2332,75 93 

Senior Lecturer Total 20800 24920,5 4120,5 120 

Lecturer Total 17600 16023,5 -1576,5 91 

Total hours 99680 127930,75 28250,75   

 

The planned workload for the four-years cycle for the lecturer level was a total of 

17600 hours, however their total actual hours worked was 16 023,50 hours, 9% 

below the workload allocation required for the cycle. The total planned hours for the 

senior lecturer level was 20 800 and their actual hours worked was 24 920,50 

resulting in a 20% contribution over the planned WAM. The associate professor level 

was 7% below 

the total planned WAM hours, achieving 31 107,25 of the 33 440 planned WAM 

hours. The professor level had 27 840 hours planned and their actual hours 

achieved was 55 879,50, resulting in 101% over WAM contribution for the cycle. 

Although only 80% of professors where above WAM compared to the 100% of senior 

lecturers who achieved the WAM standards, the results indicate that the professor 

level is the highest contributor to the School’s actual workload achievement, 

performing more than double the actual hours they were planned to deliver 

compared to the senior lecturers who 20% over their planned workload. 

The expected or planned workload as depicted in the following table 4d was 37,5% 

for Teaching, Supervision 12,5%, Research 43,75%, Academic Citizenship 6,25% 

of WAM and then projects and management duties were by agreement. A closer 

look at the data indicated that although the senior lecturers achieved 100% of the 

WAM standard, the total amount of hours in that category above WAM was 20% 

compared to the professor level whose total hours above WAM amounted to 

100,72% even though only 80% of professors achieved their WAM hours. 
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Table 4d 

 

Comparison between the prescribed WAM hours and actual WAM achieved 

 

 

 
 

Teaching 

 
Supervision 

 
Research 

 
Academic 
Citizenship 

Special 
Projects/ 
Management 

 
Total 

Typical WAM hours 
per academic staff 

 
600 hrs 

 
200 hrs 

 
700 hrs 

 
100 hrs 

 
By agreement 

 
1600 

Total planned WAM 
hours 

37380 12460 43610 6230 Not specified* 99680 

% of Total planned 
WAM 

37,5 12,5 43,75 6,25 By agreement 100 

Actual WAM hours 
over the 4-year cycle 

20589,75 19092 65106 5990,5 16655 127433,3 

% of Actual WAM 16 15 51 5 13 100 

 

The actual workload achieved over this cycle as presented in table 4d indicates that 

the School under achieved on the teaching category with 16,2% time spent opposed 

to the expected 37,5%. The supervision category was 2,5% over the planned WAM 

together with research which exceeded the planned 43,75% by 7,35%. Academic 

citizenship was 1,55% below the planned WAM. Management and special projects 

contributed to 13,1% of the expected WAM. The data reflects that there is disparity 

between the planned versus the actual distribution of workload across the 

categories in addition to the disparity of workload planned and achieved across the 

academic levels.  

The following table 4e shows that the professor level is the highest contributor to 

workload at the School in four of the five categories– supervision, research, 

academic citizenship and special projects/ management. This despite the professor 

level being only 22% of the School’s academic staff population. 
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Table 4e 

 

WAM achievement per academic level across the five categories 
 

 
Professor 

 
Teaching 

 
Supervisor 

 
Research 

 
Academic 

Special 
Projects 

 
Total 

Planned hours 10440 3480 12180 1740 0 27840 

Actual hours 5334 7448 34616 1900 6282 55880 

Associate 
Professor 

      

Planned hours 12540 4180 14630 2090 0 33440 

Actual hours 5294 5421 14320 1550 4325 30910 

Senior Lecturer       

Planned hours 7800 2600 9100 1300 0 20800 

Actual hours 7365 3307 8310 1541 4398 24921 

Lecturer       

Planned hours 6000 2000 7000 1000 0 16000 

Actual hours 2598 2916 7860 1000 1650 16024 

Total Planned 
hours 

 
36780 

 
12260 

 
42910 

 
6130 

 
0 

 
98080 

Total Actual 
hours 

20590 19092 65106 5991 16655 127733 

 

The distribution indicates that research is the highest workload output, with research 

constituting 65106 of the total 127 733,30 hours. This is followed by teaching at 20 

589,75 hours, supervision at 19 092 hours, special projects at 16 655 and the 

lowest output being 5990,50 hours. The third category is special projects which 

constitutes 16 655 hours of the total hours, followed by academic citizenship at 

5990,50 hours. The data shows, except for teaching, that the professor level over 

achieved WAM across all the categories. 

 

The teaching category finds all the academic levels under their planned WAM 

hours. Although none of the levels achieved their teaching workload hours, the 

senior lecturers were the highest contributors with 7365 hours, associate professor 

and professors on par with 5293,75 and 5333,50 hours respectively, and lecturers 

the lowest contributor with 2597,50 hours. The associate professor and professor 

levels are the highest contributors in terms of research output. With professors 

contributing  
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34 616 hours, more than 3 times the 14 320 hours of associate professors. The 

lowest contributor is the lecturer level with 7860 hours with a difference of 450 hours 

between the lecturer and senior lecturer levels. 

 

Results from the “Happiness” Report  

A part of the documentary evidence reviewed in this study was the “Happiness” 

report. This is an internal report, based on staff happiness interviews conducted in 

June 2019, containing feedback on staff experience at the School. Interviewees 

provided feedback related to induction, WAM, what makes being an academic at 

the School good or bad. The 45-min semi-structured individual interviews were 

conducted with 15 academic staff at the School.  

 

The common themes reported on in the report refers to induction, mentorship, 

leadership, administrative processes and the academic workload allocation model. 

Staff reported that there was no central figure taking responsibility for inducting 

academic staff, even though there is a guide document on orientation for new staff. 

Some staff reported that they commence their roles and are well set up to perform 

their new roles, whilst the majority indicated that they had received no induction and 

had to find their way in their new roles. What exacerbates the lack of induction was 

that there is no central information hub which provides staff with structure and 

guidelines on matters such as research supervision processes, the structure of 

programmes, teaching methods, etc. An important element lacking was that new or 

junior staff are not appointed a mentor. They reported that no one observes their 

lectures/teaching and offers guidance on teaching methods and style or helped to 

prepare them for the level of students (postgraduate) they will engage with. The 

report highlights concern that this lack of new or junior staff induction and 

mentorship could negatively impact the teaching quality or assurance of learning for 

the programme and the students.  

 

The report highlighted a disparity between staff expectations of the School when 

they join and the reality of working there. A particularly strong theme reported was 

that the School did not have a clear strategy which everyone could be aligned to. 

Nor did it have consistent, well-functioning administrative support functions in place 

and programmes tended to operate as silos. Staff reported that there were some 
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pockets of excellence, but overall inconsistent administrative processes are the 

experience. Staff reported that they did not experience the School as an ecosystem, 

but rather that there are fiefdoms they must navigate through. Other frustrations 

shared was the low engagement of some staff members who were involved in 

external activities which was more lucrative than being fully invested in the School, 

leading to overburdened workload of those who were fully invested. 

 

The most recurring challenge reported on was WAM. There were different 

experiences and feelings toward the current workload allocation model. Although 

some staff felt that the 1600 hours of WAM was easy to achieve, others felt a keen 

sense of stress toward achieving their WAM particularly the research output 

requirement. This related to being involved too much in the “business of the 

business school” such as too many committees and administrative or management 

related duties which detracted from the core academic role of teaching, supervision 

and research publishing. There was a strong perception that the workload was not 

fairly distributed across the School and staff expressed that there was no incentive 

or consequence if they exceeded or failed to meet WAM requirements. They 

reported that the allocation of workload was not transparent, and some staff felt 

they were overworked compared to their colleagues and only realized how little 

others were doing by chance. Overall, staff experiences report that the basic things 

are not in place for them to be operational which was contributing to setting staff up 

to be disillusioned, disengaged and regretting their decision to join the School. 

In conclusion, if each staff member is required to attain 1600 hours annually 

(regardless of academic level) the results from the analysis of the WAM documents 

suggest that the allocation of workload across the four academic levels are not 

evenly distributed. The planned workload allocation versus the actual workload 

achieved across the academic levels, is disparate with some levels over-achieving 

and others under-achieving. The review of the “Happiness” report similarly 

highlights staffs’ perception of inequality in workload distribution and the sense that 

some staff are doing much less than others.  Even though there are four different 

academic levels of staff, the workload to be achieved by each staff member is 

standard for all academic staff. Whether or not expecting the same workload hours 

expected across all the academic levels is fair or not needs to be considered. The 

results suggest that the WAM is not aptly assisting the School management to 

ensure fair and equal distribution of workload amongst its academic staff. The 
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validity or context of these emergent suggestions is tested in the survey and 

interviews which follows hereafter. 

 

4.2 Results from the on-line survey 

 
The purpose of the survey was to provide staff with an opportunity to rate their 

experience of WAM. Where the previous section analysed the evidence of the 

workload for the four-year cycle from documents submitted by academic staff to 

report on their workload for this period, the next section presents the results from 

the online survey completed by staff. Using a Likert scale, the participants gave a 

rating between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree) to statements relating to 

their experience of the WAM process, the criteria, how workload was allocated and 

managed. The responses were consolidated into the percentage of staff who a) 

strongly agreed and agreed; b) neutral responses; and c) strongly disagreed and 

disagreed responses. The table 4.2a on the following page presents the feedback 

from the online survey. 
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Table 4.2a  
 
 
WAM Online Survey responses 

    

 
The % of 

respondents 

who Strongly 

Agree & 

Agree with 

the 

statements 

below 

 
The % of 

respondents 

who were 

Neutral to the 

statements 

below 

The % of 

respondents 

who Strongly 

Disagree & 

Disagree with 

the statements 

below 

 
 

Total 

STAFF experience of the WAM PROCESS     

I understand the WAM process 94 0 6 100 

The process is transparent 44 17 39 100 

The process is consistently applied across all academic staff at the 

School 

 
28 

 
28 

 
44 

 
100 

The process of allocating workload is fair 33 11 56 100 

I am happy with the WAM process 39 17 44 100 

STAFF EXPERIENCE OF THE WAM CRITERIA*     

The WAM criteria is clear and understandable 83 0 17 100 

The WAM criteria is fair 61 17 22 100 

The WAM criteria is attainable 67 22 11 100 

The criteria are consistently applied across all academic staff at the 

School 

 
18 

 
35 

 
47 

 
100 

I am happy with the WAM criteria 61 17 22 100 

STAFF EXPERIENCE OF THE ALLOCATION OF WORKLOAD 
    

The allocation of work across the School is transparent 11 28 61 100 

There is an equal distribution of work across the faculty 0 6 94 100 

I feel my workload is fair and achievable 33 44 22 100 

My career goals and aspirations are considered during workload 

planning and allocation 

 
44 

 
22 

 
33 

 
100 

  I am happy with the current workload allocation model 50 17 33 100 

STAFF EXPERIENCE OF THE MANAGEMENT OF WAM     

Management uses WAM information when making important 

decisions such as faculty planning, recruitment, training and 

development, allocation of student supervision, introduction of new 

programmes, research projects. 

 

 
0 

 

 
28 

 

 
72 

 

 
100 

My manager ensures that my WAM is aligned to the strategic goals 

of the School 

 
22 

 
33 

 
44 

 
100 

 
The WAM helps the School manage workload allocation effectively 11 28 61 100 
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Chart 4.2a 

 

The statements which received the highest proportion of positive feedback i.e. staff 

agreed/strongly agreed related to staff understanding of the WAM process and their 

experience of the WAM criteria: 
 

 

 
Chart 4.2b 
 
The statements that received the highest proportion of negative feedback i.e. staff 

disagreed/strongly disagreed related to the transparency, equal distribution and 

management of WAM: 

 
 
 

In conclusion, staff responded that they understood the WAM process and criteria, and 

although dissatisfied with certain aspects of the process and criteria did not indicate 

the strongest dissatisfaction. The responses to the statements relating to the allocation 

of WAM and the management thereof indicated that staff are most dissatisfied with 

these two aspects of WAM. 
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Responses to the open-ended questions in the Online Survey 

 
The online survey included 3 open-ended questions to afford participants an 

opportunity to comment on various aspects of their experience of WAM. The feedback 

to these questions was analysed separately and is presented below. 

To the question “What are the benefits of the current Academic Workload 

Allocation Model?”, 14 out of 17 (82% of respondents) responses was received. Of 

the 82% respondents, 79% provided a positive comment on the benefits of WAM. 

The feedback included that the model was transparent and fair, it is useful in tracking 

academic staff activities and helps all parties to know what is expected for the year 

ahead. The model could be applied to any staff member, however some felt it was 

designed for an ideal situation where academics do the required amount of teaching 

typically on MBA, research and publishing. It appears less ideal for individuals that 

don't. All respondents found it easy to understand and implement. 

Respondents explained the benefits as being able to ensure that each academic staff 

member of School does at least 1600 hours of work, so that they can justify ways of 

working and the School and university “get their money's worth” for each individual 

year. It ensures that key activities of the School are implemented whilst creating 

fairness because it is a calculated workload and the same for all academic staff. 

The model has some in-built flexibility that allows those that are strong researchers to 

do more research and less teaching and vice versa. It also allows for hours to be made 

up in other categories if one was short in one category. 

Of the responses received, 14% felt there was no benefits to WAM. They commented 

that the model claims to allow for trade-offs between various aspects of the staff 

member’s workload, but in effect it reduces the entire process to a bean-counting 

approach. They described the model as based on "new public management" principles 

which are having deleterious effects in some of the UK's universities where this kind of 



P a g e 46 | 90 
 

staff overload is beginning to erode the academic enterprise and that South Africa is 

likely to follow the UK to its detriment. One respondent who felt there were no benefits 

to WAM commented: “this outdated accounting 'Wits Authoritarian Management' 

system is utterly devoid of logic, practicality, functionality, and transparency. In 

addition, it has no means of incentivising staff performance, does not realistically 

capture or measure much of what academic staff actually do; and is a significant 

impediment to collegiality, and staff career development.” 

To the question “What would improve the current Academic Workload Allocation 

Model?”, there was a 76% response rate (i.e. 13 out of 17 respondents provided 

comments). The improvements put forward by respondents included rethinking some 

of the weightings and possibly introducing more quantifiable weightings. They would 

like to see a more set teaching load and a WAM that is consistently applied across the 

School. The consistency with which the model is applied and enforced by those 

managing WAM also requires improvement. There appears to be no mechanism in 

place to verify actual work done, a lack of preparation which goes into WAM meetings 

with staff as well as a lack of feedback on progress of WAM. 

Most respondents commented that the overall management of WAM as an area of 

improvement. Currently, the model is being applied as an individual assessment tool 

and not as a central workload allocation tool. The perception of respondents is that 

the model is not used for planning or decision-making purposes. The feedback to staff 

on WAM progress is currently lacking. 

Respondents commented that the current model does not provide any tangible benefits 

for the staff member and should include some incentivising mechanisms. 

One respondent reported a lack of consultation in the designing of WAM. The lack of 

consultation may be an influencer affecting staffs’ current perception and experience 

of WAM. 

There were 6 out of 17 responses received to the question “Please share any further 

comments or suggestions pertaining to the academic workload allocation 

model”. Much of the feedback had been shared in the other 2 open-ended questions. 

The further comments/suggestions referred to ensuring that measurable attributes of 

the model should be compulsory such as student supervision, research, teaching and 
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administrative responsibilities. The current model may be subject to abuse, with 

attempts made to quantify even the smallest of contribution (e.g., a TV or radio 

interviews). 

One respondent suggested the occasional rotation of staff teaching on particular 

courses to give other academic staff the opportunity to teach generic courses like 

Research Methods. 

Lastly, ensuring that emphasis of the model be on key outputs that contribute to 

strategic goals of the School. One respondent mentioned that a UCT report highlighted 

that the WAM is at the core of managing academics and keeping them accountable for 

their commitments. “I think it has the potential to do so, but this potential is not being 

realised, it seems.” The respondent cautioned about being too flexible with WAM, and 

about making too many concessions to academics in the design and implementation 

of WAM. “We are a small school and some degree of central authority needs to be 

exerted so that the School develops improved focus and performance, and academics 

need to line up with that.” 

In summary, the feedback received from respondents to the 3 open-ended questions 

was well-balanced providing constructive criticism of the workload model and sharing 

ideas for what would make the model more effective. The feedback raised some further 

questions which needed investigation. The researcher therefore designed an interview 

questionnaire on order to interview staff and further explore the feedback provided in 

the survey. 

 

 
4.3 RESULTS FROM THE SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

 
Following the first two phases of research i.e. the analyses of the documentary 

evidence and the online survey designed to gather the staff perception and satisfaction 

with the WAM model, the researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with a 

sample of the population aiming to explore some of the results of these previous two 

phases. The responses were captured, with the response to each question labelled 

according to the chronological order in which the interview too place i.e. interviewee 1, 

2, 3, 4 and 5. The analysis of the semi-structured interviews conducted with 5 academic
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staff members resulted in a few key themes i.e. staffs mixed experience relating to the 

purpose of WAM; their perception that the outcome of WAM lacked any 

consequence; staffs perception of the process and management of WAM; the 

benefits and shortfalls of WAM and lastly their suggestions to improve the WAM. The 

results of each of these will be presented below. 

 
4.3.1 Staff had mixed experience and understanding of the purpose of WAM and 

whether it achieved its purpose 

The first theme identified related to interviewees mixed, but mostly negative experience 

of WAM, what they understood the purpose of WAM to be and whether the purpose of 

WAM was being achieved. The response to what the purpose and aim of WAM was 

varied, with most interviewees perceiving the purpose and aim to be unclear. 

Interviewee 1: 

 
“The goal is a mystery. It’s here for accounting hours, why not just do 

timesheets? WAM has no purpose, it’s not interlinked.” 

Interviewee 2 saw WAM as managing academic work at two levels: 

 
“WAM has two aims: 1) At an individual level, are you doing enough work and 

the particular kinds of work? And then at a school level, allocating staff at the 

different levels for work required.” 

Interviewee 2 further commented: 

 
“Don’t' know if it is meeting and can’t say if it’s useful for management.” 

 
Interviewee 3: 

 
“Not clear how the school has articulated the aim of WAM. The model was 

introduced to bring accountability and transparency towards the academic 

responsibility to programmes at the School.” 

Interviewee 4: 

 
“On a scale of 1 to 10, I would rate WAM 7 to 8. The intention is positive, but 

it’s the way we use it and manage faculty e.g. the programme convenor 
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determines who is going to teach on a programme. We sometimes end up with 

situations where we employ someone whom programmes don't want to use.” 

Interviewee 5: 

 
“It’s a faculty management tool to allow management to identify who is doing 

more work than others, who needs help, optimize the use of faculty, who is 

teaching and what to achieve more for the school.” 

 
Although those interviewed have logically concluded the purpose of WAM as aiming to 

be a planning meeting with academic staff to allocate and manage the work required 

to be performed by the academic staff, it is evident from the responses that the purpose 

has not been made clear or their understanding thereof ensured during its four-year 

existence. 

The feedback from interviewees regarding the distribution of workload resulted in 

mixed perspectives and experiences. Generally, the feedback was that the WAM 

process did not contribute to ensuring that the distribution of workload was fair and 

equal amongst the academic staff. Interviewees experienced WAM to be a bean- 

counting exercise, which did not have any perceived consequences (positive or 

negative) whether one achieved their allocated workload or not. 

Interviewees shared that the workload amongst academic staff was not equally 

distributed and there was confusion about whether certain work could be 

acknowledged in WAM. Almost all interviewees expressed a sense of unfairness 

regarding the allocation of workload with some having much heavier workloads than 

others. Also having some work - such as the time it takes to publish research in top 

journals or applying for external research funding - being excluded in WAM. 

Interviewee 1: 

 
“Hours for output does not come close to the input hours for research (input 

hours are not calculated in WAM). No WAM incentive for targeting FT journals. 

The publication process, revisions, editorial changes - 700 hours is not 

justifiable. The 700 hours is just a submission period, it doesn’t capture revision 
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time. Mismatch between the demand for research, the output and support for 

research. Incentive is missing.” 

Interviewee 5: 

 
“Some of us teach enormous loads, and others don’t and there seems to be no 

consequence or attempt to shift the burdens.” 

 
 

All the interviewees commented that there may be structural disadvantages of the 

workload model for junior academic staff. These structural disadvantages could 

contribute to whether WAM is perceived as fair or not. 

Interviewee 2 commented: 

 
“Do we look at the points differently for junior staff? Perhaps ramp it up over 

the levels i.e. 30% surplus for above lecturer level.” 

Whether the model bears consideration towards the various academic levels of staff 

or not is an important aspect when trying to determine whether WAM contributes to fair 

workload allocation amongst staff or not. Junior faculty are likely to not have access to 

research funds yet and are still in the process of building a research pipeline and their 

research output cannot be expected to be at the same level as more senior staff 

members. They are also more likely to be less experienced and confident lecturers as 

they are still developing their teaching skills. There should be some level of sensitivity 

towards the different academic levels accommodated in the WAM, especially towards 

staff at the junior levels who are still developing in their academic careers. 

 
Interviewees questioned whether WAM contributes to fair workloads amongst staff and 

what is being measured by the academic WAM. Even though the WAM is four-years 

old, some staff are still unclear about what can be measured or included in WAM as 

mentioned by interviewee 3 and 4. 

Interviewee 3: 

“There are some content changes which need to take place in WAM i.e. being 

more specific about what to measure.” 
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Interviewee 4: 

 
“Programmes are managed in a way that it does not support WAM. More clarity 

on what can be claimed for in WAM and how much is needed. E.g. if you have 

co-authored a paper, do you divide the points?” 

If staff are questioning what can be measured or included in WAM it suggests that 

there may be work which is currently being included or excluded. If this is the case, it 

suggests that the WAM results may not be as accurate as it should be, and this would 

ultimately affect fairness of workload amongst staff. 

Furthermore, the transactional nature of WAM appears to be affecting the 

organisational culture amongst academic staff by focussing them on achieving a 

minimal workload than encouraging them to be more involved in the school and 

building or sustaining a strong and meaningful academic career. 

Interviewee 2 described WAM as contributing to a culture of “bean-counting” and not 

one of encouraging staff to do more: 

“I have a mixed experience. It’s a good system. You can monitor yourself, see 

gaps and take corrective action, think about what else to do to meet obligations 

to the school. On the other hand, it has us in a situation of bean-counting. How 

many hours do we need and then doing just that thing? It becomes 

transactional. WAM should be the minimum, and a culture of doing more needs 

to be encouraged. Taking pride as an academic and going beyond what is 

expected. A lot of staff says the system is not working, but then has no 

alternative solution.” 

Interviewee 2’s comment is important when considering the purpose and aim of WAM, 

as well as how the current WAM is affecting or contributing to the organisational culture 

amongst academic staff and their perceptions of fairness and equity in their working 

environment. 
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4.3.2. Staff perceptions that under or over-achieving their WAM lacked any 

consequence 

Staff reported a frustration at the seeming lack of consequence for staff who under or 

over-achieve on their allocated workload. There appears to be no “reward” or 

“punishment” for achieving or not achieving the required workload which has created 

a sense of unfairness and inequality amongst staff. This has contributed to feelings of 

demotivation and disengagement of many academic staff members. The lack of 

consequence also refers to staff not seeing the WAM resulting in any beneficial 

outcomes such as creating consistency, improving staff engagement or contributing to 

the School’s strategic outcomes. Some of the comments by interviewees relating to 

this was: 

Interviewee 1: 

 
“Academic staff are overburdened, there are only 20 plus academics at the 

School. Staff who are over/under WAM are not managed, there does not appear 

to be a definitive outcome of WAM.” 

Interviewee 3: 

 
“There is an issue with underperforming faculty being allocated to lecture core 

programmes such as the MBA. We have problems with faculty deliverables 

such as getting marks in on time. Teaching evaluations are completed before 

marks are released, which does not give a true reflection of the student 

experience.” 

Interviewee 3 further commented: 

 
“If it is meant to track research output, teaching, etc, where is the responsibility? 

There appears to be no repercussions for lack of performance. There is 

weakness in the data presented i.e. what is actually being taught. Some 

lecturers claim the teaching hours but then have guest lecturers teaching their 

courses.” 
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The perceived lack of consequence contributes to staff’s perceptions of inequity and 

negatively affects their perceptions of then working environment and motivation be 

more involved. 

 

 
4.3.3. Staff perceived the process and management of WAM as lacking planning, 

strategy, transparency and dynamism 

The feedback on how the WAM process is managed was an area of concern and 

frustration for most staff. They experienced the process to lack planning, transparency 

and dynamism. 

Some staff described their WAM meeting as a “bean counting” or “tick box” exercise. 

Interviewee1: 

“The way we manage the process. It’s like we are running a hotel - how many 

rooms do we clean? Senior academics don’t want to fill out WAM when they are 

performing way above WAM, we've been here long enough to know what's 

expected.” 

Interviewee 1 also shared their frustration with the management of WAM: 

 
“The functionality is basic, primitive and similar to a manual timesheet. It’s not 

automated. There is no management of the process, that's why we lose good 

academics.” 

Interviewees described the management of WAM as not being aligned to a strategy or 

informing important management decisions relating to resource allocation, time, 

funding and output. 

The WAM process was also described as lacking dynamism, consistency and 

accountability. There did not appear to be modifications in how staff who are at different 

career stages were managed i.e. junior academics versus senior academics. All 

academics are expected to achieve the standard 1600-hour workload. There is no 

allocation of hours built into WAM for activities such as mentorship and developmental 

activities. 
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What further adds to the frustration is the lack of transparency in how the process is 

managed and that the results of WAM is not shared. 

Interviewee 2 mentioned: 

 
“The transparency of WAM is a big thing. What do we want to achieve at the 

school level? I.e. This is the number of hours we have available (academic 

hours), what should we be doing in line with the school's needs and whether 

there is a fair and sensible distribution across the areas. Some people's 

strengths are different i.e. teaching and how do we harness this?” 

With interview 5, mentioning that: 

 
“The system is flexible enough. Having preparatory meeting before WAMs to 

plan weightings, debrief after WAM and then presentation to faculty will help 

with the process and management of WAM.” 

Interviewee 2 described their experience of being managed by the process of WAM as 

neither a negative nor positive experience. 

“It’s a tick box exercise and the admin is not onerous. As an employee managed 

through WAM, I do not feel it’s a control mechanism. My feeling is a lot less 

negative than others about WAM.” 

Interviewees felt that there should be different career stages. The need for 

transparency of workload allocation within the School came through very strongly in all 

the discussions with staff. 

Interviewee 2: 

 
“At a school level does not seem to be achieving objectives. I don’t personally 

look at my colleagues and what they are doing, more guided by Adhom criteria 

than WAM.” 

Interviewee 3: 

 
“The process and WAM outcomes need to be more transparent. We don’t have 

good info management and data diagnostics.” 
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The need for transparency is important as it helps staff to compare themselves to their 

peers and assess their performance in relation to their peers and whether they are 

being treated fairly and equally or not. 

 

 
4.3.4. The perceived benefits of WAM 

 
There were mixed perceptions on the benefits of WAM with some staff responding 

strongly that there are no benefits at all, whilst others experienced the model to be 

achievable and it helps them to be reflective of their achievements and outputs. 

Interviewee 1 stated that there are: 

 
“No benefits. There is no mentorship or development of staff. WAM does not 

take this into account. No focus on career development. We don’t consider the 

3 streams of academics, for example those who don't like teaching (is good at 

it), but don't prefer it. There is no career planning which feeds into the retention 

of staff. It’s just rolling activities every year.” 

This was supported by Interview 3: 

 
“No benefits from programme perspective, it’s very limited. Could be more 

robustly managed to track achievement of goals and provide programme 

directors with feedback ability.” 

 
Participants who did experience the benefits of WAM commented: 

Interviewee 2: 

“The WAM is generous and easy to achieve. Once you have a publication 

process/ pipeline going, its achievable and easy.” 

Interviewee 5: 

“It’s reflective - It highlights where one needs to focus more attention as the 

faculty member puts the document together. It’s a self-management tool.” 
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4.3.5. The perceived shortfalls of WAM 

 
Staffs perception on the shortfalls of WAM is largely linked to the lack of incentive for 

those who exceed their WAM performance or repercussions for those who 

underperform on WAM. Furthermore, staff did not see the integration of WAM in other 

processes such as programme management or being linked to a strategy. The lack of 

transparency of the process and workload flexibility across the academic levels was 

also presented as shortfalls. 

 
 

4.3.6. Suggestions for the improvement of WAM 

 
The suggestions made to improve WAM stems from the shortfalls identified by the 

interviewees. 

Firstly, the process should be made more efficient. The current process used to record 

WAM is paper-based and manual. Interviewees would like to see the WAM 

documentation and process automated to minimize the administrative hassle. Then 

for the data gathered from the process to be used in a more meaningful way as 

mentioned by the interviewees below: 

Interviewee 3: 

 
“Online system, WAM information needs to be easily accessible. Dashboard 

system to track output, development needs, mentoring, etc.” 

Interviewee 3 also commented that the “Timetable should be linked to get more 

accurate data and account for things like guest lecturers”. 

Interviewee 4: 

 
“Build in incentives, acknowledging those who are good citizens” 

 
Interviewee 5: 

 
“Deciding on the course of allocation (work and resources) centrally instead of 

at an individual level.” 

Next interviewees suggested that WAM needs to be cognisant of the varying levels of 

skills and competency of academic staff. Not all academics are able to teach on all 
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programmes due to their lack of experience or level of competency and likewise not all 

academics are established researchers to be able to reach the required hours for 

research output. Furthermore, the WAM does not adequately accommodate for staff 

with developmental or performance improvement needs.  

Interviewee 1 commented that: 

 
“There has to be two levels (senior and junior academics) in terms of how WAM 

is allocated i.e. mentorship of junior staff and management of senior staff and 

how that relates to resource allocation, time, funding and output allocation. 

Junior staff need their career to be tracked, mentored and guided to maximize 

their potential.” 

Interviewee 2 mentioned that: 

 
“With MBA decline, has the classroom experience with lecturers had anything 

to do with this? Are we putting the right lecturers in the classroom? They don’t 

have a lot of experience to deal with MBAs.” 

Interviewee 3: 

 
“Career progression should be aligned according to programmes i.e. a lecturer 

should co-teach before being allowed to take on an MBA class.” 

Lastly, all the interviewees felt that “There needs to be more transparency”. It is difficult 

for staff to compare themselves to their colleagues as WAM hours are not published 

or shared. This is evident in four-year workload result where some staff are under- 

achieving and others over-achieving on their workload, creating disparity and the 

sense of inequality amongst the School’s academics. Hence interviewee 2 suggesting 

that management need to “Build in incentives, acknowledging those who are good 

citizens, with strong engagement and delivery to the school.” 

In summary, the key themes portrayed by participants related to not seeing the 

value and purpose of WAM, unfair and unequal distribution of workload, 

dissatisfaction with how WAM is managed and not experiencing any positive or 

negative outcomes of WAM. In the following chapter, these key themes and 

recommendations will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The purpose of this study was to research the extent to which the academic workload 

allocation model has contributed to achieving equitable (actual and perceived) 

distributions of workload amongst the School’s academic staff. With the findings 

presented in the previous chapter as well as the literature reviewed as the foreground, 

the following chapter will discuss insights into the key themes which emerged. These 

include staff having mixed experience and understanding of the purpose of WAM; poor 

staff perception and experience relating to the process and management of WAM; and 

then suggestions for improving WAM. Also included in this chapter are the implications 

for workload allocation at the School; limitations in this current research project and 

suggestions for further research and final conclusions on this study. 

 

 
5.1 DISCUSSION OF KEY FINDINGS 

 
The findings reveal that staff hold mixed feelings toward the current academic workload 

allocation model, most of which are negative toward the model and the way in which it 

is managed. The School management does need to consider whether the model is 

constructed in a way that makes staff experience it as fair. For example, staff perceive 

the current research component of WAM as being inadequate. Tasks such as funding 

applications and mentorship of staff is not accounted for in the model. 

The results from the actual teaching workload (20590 hours) in the School versus the 

planned (36780 hours) and how shortfall of 16190 hours is managed, require further 

investigation. Comments from participants in the happiness interviews suggest that 

external or bought in teachers are common practice at the School, with internal staff 

not being prioritised when allocating teaching workloads or when compiling the 

programme timetables. 
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5.1.1 Staffs’ mixed experiences and understanding of the purpose of WAM and 

whether it achieved its purpose 

This theme is discussed from two key aspects, a) whether staff understood the purpose 

of WAM and perceived it to be achieving its purpose and most importantly in answering 

this research question, b) whether WAM helped to ensure equity and fairness in 

workload allocation at the School. 

 

 
A) Whether staff understood the purpose of WAM and perceived it to be 

achieving its purpose 

The results of this research study established that the purpose and aim of WAM was 

unclear and not well articulated within the School. The results indicate that the 

purpose was not made explicit in the implementation phase, nor in the ongoing 

management of WAM over the four years. It is reasonable to expect that staff would 

not support or accept a model which they do not see the purpose of. 

 
Besides not having a clearly articulated purpose, the results show that staff did not 

perceive WAM as achieving its purpose. If the intention of WAM is to ensure equity 

and fairness in workload allocation, many academic staff members did not view it as 

an effective means of achieving this. Most staff (89%) responded negatively to the 

online survey question “There is an equal distribution of work across the faculty”. This 

response corresponds with the actual WAM data that was analysed over the four-year 

cycle which showed an inequality in workloads achieved across the four academic 

levels. The differences in the planned versus achieved workload in the analysis of the 

four-year WAM documentation, explains the reason why 61% of staff perceived WAM 

as not helping to manage academic workload allocation effectively in the School. 

The WAM outcomes and whether the purpose of WAM is being achieved or not, needs 

to be communicated and made more visible by management. There is potentially a 

missed opportunity to explain the purpose of WAM and how it works at induction when 

staff join the School or during performance assessment interviews with longstanding 

staff. The “happiness report” presents documentary evidence stating that the process 

of orientating and inducting academic staff was inconsistent and extremely poor  
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(Koelble & Arendse, 2019), despite there being an induction guide document 

provided by HR. Junior and new staff are generally left to find their own way. There 

appears to be no central figure taking responsibility for inducting academic staff 

resulting in inconsistent experiences by new staff and this is possibly one reason why 

the different perceptions and understanding of WAM exist. The induction of new staff 

can help to foster a healthy engagement and collegiality in the School and set the new 

staff member up for success in their new work environment (Dragomiroiu, Hurloiu & 

Mihai, 2014). Having an induction programme that is well-planned and well-executed 

can enhance staff commitment and their success in the School (Dragomiroiu et al., 

2014) by ensuring they understand and are familiar with organisational processes, 

policies and goals. Another missed opportunity is at the start of the annual WAM 

process. Management should be updating staff annually on the process and what 

they can expect from the outcomes of the process. An important criterion for 

employee commitment and motivation is when employees can trust their decision-

making authorities (Seifert et al., 2016). Having clear and transparent processes and 

expectations goes a long to contributing to employees’ level of trust and perceptions of 

equity (Roper, 2017). 

 

 
B) Inequity and unfairness in workload allocation contributing to staff 

dissatisfaction 

The many literature on job satisfaction clearly links perceptions of fairness and equity 

with job satisfaction and organisational engagement. Staff perceptions that work is 

distributed unfairly and unevenly will affect levels of engagement and job satisfaction. 

Staff’s perceptions of equity and fairness are affected by whether some members of 

the workforce are given preferential treatment over others, whether there is a 

recourse for poor performance or incentives for performing well. The greater the 

imbalance of equity and fairness, the greater the level of stress experienced by staff 

members to correct their sense of inequity (Adams, 1963; Hofmans, 2012). 

 
At the School, there is a strong perception that some academics work extremely hard 

while, others are absent. Some junior staff members complained that they were 
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pressured into enormous teaching loads. Other staff members reported handing their 

teaching over to colleagues when going on study and research leave and finding 

themselves without courses to teach when they return. They essentially lose their 

programmes they teach and because of the poor management of workload allocation, 

they are left to find new teaching assignments for themselves. Other instances which 

contribute to staff perceptions of inequity and unfairness relate to instances where 

some staff members earn a great deal of extra income from outside or executive 

education programmes and external (industry) consulting work, while their School 

workloads are being carried by their colleagues (Koelble & Arendse, 2019). All these 

examples have fed into staff perceptions of inequity and the loss of trust in 

management to create a fair working environment (Wyles & Hemming, 2014). 

Another emergent result is the lack of focus on staff development and progression. 

The junior staff were not appointed a mentor when they joined the School. Although 

there were some instances where this occurred organically. Junior staff also 

experienced difficulties in accessing research funding and funding to attend 

conferences to build their local and international exposure. Allocating work according 

to an individual’s abilities and to ensure equity in workload are important elements for 

staff motivation, engagement and their job satisfaction (Bell, 2011; Eiselt & Marianov, 

2008). 

 

 
5.1.2. Staff perceived the process and management of WAM as lacking planning, 

strategy, transparency and dynamism 

Lack of planning 

 
There is evidence supporting the view that academics’ perceptions of their work are 

strongly influenced by the process of work allocation, and largely dependent on how 

much discretion or choice individuals have over the work they are engaged with 

(Fredman & Doughney, 2012). Although staff want this discretion over their work, 

management should also consider Adams equity theory which suggests that an 

individual will compare themselves to their colleagues to assess fairness and equity in 

relation to themselves (Adams, 1963). 
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This study shows that staff perceived that the School has no central planning capacity, 

even in its core activities (teaching and research supervision). During the annual WAM 

process, planning and allocation is done at an individual level rather than at a School 

level, thus creating the experience by staff that there is no central academic 

management of the School. If WAM is managed on an individual basis rather than a 

central/School level, it may allow staff to negotiate favourable workloads for 

themselves but allow for inequity amongst the rest of staff. Management therefore 

would need to balance individual needs with those of the entire business school when 

planning and allocating workload. 

The results highlighted that staff are required to find their own teaching i.e. it is not 

assigned to them. This could be a key contributing factor to the perceptions of inequity 

and unfairness which exist amongst staff. Programme directors have the discretion 

whether they will allow the individual to teach on their programme or not. If staff are 

regarded as poor in the classroom, they are overlooked for teaching assignments with 

limited support or opportunity to improve their skills level. The lack of planning has also 

allowed programme directors to make decisions to use external/visiting academics 

rather than internal academic staff members which has fuelled the sense of inequality. 

This is a fundamental flaw in how the WAM is managed at the School. The poor 

practice of not having a central planning of workload in place, has resulted in staff 

either teaching enormous loads or very small loads contributing to the resulting 

imbalance in workloads. 

During the analysis of the qualitative results and review of the happiness report, the 

results indicated that the allocation of teaching and research supervision is not planned 

in an effective and co-ordinated way. For example: Management does not have 

oversight of all the School’s programmes collectively, and then allocate teaching loads 

accordingly amongst the staff. It appears that each programme director plans their 

programme’s timetable exclusive of the School and Academic directors, so they are 

not aware if someone is allocated too much or too little teaching. Ideally this should 

be done centrally through the WAM process where the manager of WAM has oversight 

of everyone’s workload and area of strength or expertise. And then workload can be 

allocated in a fairer manner because staff’s interest, strengths, competency and 
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academic level can all be considered when allocating workload. Resulting in more 

equitable allocation of workload amongst academic staff. 

 
 
 

Lack of strategy 

 
In the semi-structured interviews and documentary evidence reviewed, staff 

commented on the lack of a clear organisational strategy. Good management practices 

suggest that employees understand the strategy of the organisation and how their work 

is connected to the organisational goals. How work is allocated should be done in 

conjunction with the needs and aspirations of individual needs, as well as the strategic 

goals of the School especially since it has fiscal implications for the organisation 

(Robertson & Germov, 2015). The lack of organisational strategy coupled with the lack 

of transparent WAM outcomes potentially feeds into the lack of WAM purpose 

experienced by most staff at the School. If staff have a common goal, they are working 

towards it can help them to assess their own contribution to the bigger system/ 

organisation (Carton, 2017). 

 

 
Lack of transparency 

 
The transparency of WAM emerged as a serious concern in all the interviews 

conducted and just over 60% of staff disagreed with the survey item which stated, “The 

allocation of work across the School is transparent”. Staff reported that their WAM 

meetings are to assess whether they achieved their agreed workload for the past year 

and to agree their workload for the year ahead, however, results of the WAM and 

whether it is achieving its purpose is not shared. Staff do not know how they are 

performing in relation to their colleagues or to the School goals. Being able to compare 

their performance on WAM to their colleagues is important for the individual to assess 

whether they are being treated fairly and equally. Transparency is important for building 

and fostering trust relationships amongst staff and managers (Seifert et al., 2016). 

With the WAM process and results not being transparent it feeds into the 

dissatisfaction staff have experienced with the current WAM. 
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If there is no transparency in the management and results of WAM, the ability to self- 

correct or encourage a performance driven culture amongst the School’s academic 

staff is lost. 

 

 
Lack of dynamism 

 
The current manner in which WAM is managed resembles an accounting system, a 

process with staff accounting for work done and negotiating annual workload. The 

information and results gathered through the WAM process are not being used to help 

plan, organise and achieve the Schools goals for operational and strategic decision- 

making purposes. The information or results gathered has potential to feed into a 

School-wide dashboard which is visible to all stakeholders. This will assist in increasing 

the opportunity to create more accountability in the WAM system and enabling the 

School to monitor its performance and progress better. Thus, helping the School to 

have a more flexible and responsive approach to making improvements or tactical 

changes required by management to reach programme, academic and accreditation 

goals. 

The current process lacks dynamism in that the model is static, not affording staff the 

opportunity to interact with and suggest improvements to the model. The process is 

manual, with staff completing manual forms and workload information being manually 

captured into excel. Automating this process will go a long way toward making the 

WAM experience more efficient. By managing information electronically, the School 

will be able to identify and monitor trends and have better report generating ability. If 

the WAM management process and system is made to be more dynamic, it can help 

the School to be more impactful in managing the school’s academic workload and 

outputs. 

 

Given the discussion above the next section outlines some potential 

suggestions or improvement recommendations. 
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5.2) Suggestions by Staff for the improvement of WAM 

 
There were a few suggestions proposed by interviewees and from the online survey. 

The first related to changing the structure of WAM to accommodate for the different 

academic levels within the School. The distinction between junior and senior academic 

staff was something the WAM in its present form does not accommodate. All academic 

staff at the School are allocated and need to achieve 1600 hours, regardless of their 

academic level (i.e. lecturer or professor). The lecturer level staff found it stressful to 

try to achieve the expected hours whilst balancing being a new teacher and trying to 

build their research profiles. Some suggestions made by staff related to creating a 

tiered structure i.e. less workload hours at the lecturer level which increases as staff 

progress up the academic levels. 

The most common suggestion by staff for improving WAM relates to the management 

of the WAM process i.e. ensuring consistency, transparency, proper planning and that 

the WAM considers individual and collective needs whilst being aligned to 

organisational goals. Importantly, staff want to see a consequence for over and under 

achievement by staff for their planned workloads. Staff did not expand on what the 

consequences should be, however they wanted to be assured that under- 

achievement/poor performance was being dealt with. For over-achievement, staff 

suggested having better reward and recognition systems in place for staff who are over 

their allocated workload. 

Staff reported that the WAM process was too administrative and manual. They would 

like to see the process automated to allow for ease of administration and completion 

by the users (staff and managers). 

Ultimately, the way in which workload is allocated at the School should contribute 

towards building a stronger and more positive performance culture instead of one 

which has staff doing the minimum required work. 
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5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

There are a few recommendations by the researcher to address the key findings of this 

research project. The study established that staff generally are committed to the School 

and enjoy being an academic. Academic staff often take a pay-cut moving from their 

previous corporate organisations into academia (Higher Education South Africa, 

2014b). They see the School as a platform to add value and find it rewarding to see 

students grow, with a sense that they are adding value to industry and society. They 

enjoy the freedom to be allowed to do work they enjoy doing without being micro- 

managed. A recommendation would be for the School’s leadership to recognise and 

actively build on staff’s inherent commitment to the School before they become further 

dissatisfied with their working environment. 

The confusion relating to the purpose of WAM requires a clear articulation by 

management as to what the intended purpose of WAM is. This should be done at every 

opportunity i.e. when new staff join or each year before the WAM process commences. 

This is followed by creating more transparency on the progress and outcomes of WAM. 

This can be achieved by planning workload centrally. For example, the teaching 

timetables for the year could be done as a central planning meeting. All the programme 

directors could participate, and this will allow for a more collective planning approach 

which could result in better resource prioritisation and allocation within the School. 

The suggestion made by staff to automate the WAM process is a further 

recommendation by the researcher. Reviewing the WAM documents during the first 

phase of this research project highlighted how manual the School’s WAM process is. 

Capturing all the information in order to analyse the data was a time-consuming and 

onerous exercise. Having an automated system to manage the WAM information could 

assist the School in maintaining good record keeping and all for better access and 

management of data. If data is easily available, it would enable the School to be more 

transparent with their WAM outcomes/results. 

A further recommendation is for the School to consider options for a rewards and 

recognition system for staff who are over-achieving their workload allocations. Staff 

who have been involved in managing the WAM process shared that the Universities 

does have HR and performance policies for dealing with under- 

performance/achievement, however if someone is being performance managed this 
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would be treated in a confidential manner. The rest of the staff would not be aware that 

the under-performance is being addressed and would therefore perceive that there is 

no consequence for the under-achievement. Management would not be able to 

publicise under-achievements; however, they can celebrate or acknowledge the over- 

achievers. This would assist the School in better managing perceptions of fairness 

amongst staff. 

 

 
5.4 LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

 
There are a number of limitations in this study. For example, the study has not 

investigated contextual factors which may have impacted on the management of WAM. 

These include the effect the irregular shifts in leadership during this period may have 

had on staff’s perceptions of the academic WAM in the School. The leadership 

instability experienced by the School and the impact or influence it may have had on 

the results of whether WAM has achieved its purpose at the School has not been 

included in this study. During the four-year performance review cycle, the School has 

had one Director for 2015 and part of 2016, an acting Director for the remainder of 

2016, a new Director for 2017 and part of 2018, with an acting Director for the 

remainder of 2018. Usually a director would be in place for a five-year period, however 

the retirement of the School’s director in 2016 resulted in leadership changes during 

the cycle. Besides the School’s Director, there were also changes in the Academic 

Director role during this period with three different directors over this cycle. 

 
The availability of academic staff to participate in the semi-structured interviews was 

another limitation to this study. The researcher invited 12 academic staff to participate, 

however due to the timing of this study (December and January) many academic staff 

were not available to participate in the semi-structured interviews. 

 
A suggestion for further study is a comparison on academic workload allocation models 

in business schools across southern Africa and other African business schools. This 

could contribute to standardising the workload allocation models across academic 

institutions in the country and enhance accountability towards government’s national 
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strategic plan. There is a lack of localised information and literature on the status and 

success/failure of how business schools manage their academic workloads. Further 

research on the challenges, successes and failures of academic workload models in 

business schools, especially within the African context, would be beneficial to 

understanding how to successfully implement and manage an academic workload 

model. Also, to examine business schools that do not have WAMs in place and 

understand how they manage their workload allocation. 

 

 
5.5. CONCLUSION 

 

 
The current academic workload allocation model has been in place for an entire 4-year 

performance cycle and it was a good opportunity to assess its effectiveness and how 

staff experienced the model and management thereof. This research study has 

established that there are some good aspects of the WAM – it is easy to understand, 

it helps staff to reflect, self-assess, staff know what hours of workload they need to 

achieve. However, there are some serious issues with WAM. The purpose is not clearly 

articulated, the results are not transparent, there is no central planning and more 

importantly the management thereof is not done in a way that helps the School to 

create and sustain fair and equitable workloads across the School. The results from 

the documentary evidence clearly shows this imbalance and supports that some staff 

(i.e. the professor levels) have significantly (3 or 4 times) higher workloads than some 

of their colleagues. 

When reviewing the current WAM issues experienced by academic staff there are 

several causes which this can be attributed to. 

Firstly, it appears that not enough care had been taken during the design phase. The 

WAM had been designed by a small working group (3-5 staff), it seemed there was 

difficulty in obtaining existing workload models in the broader University (i.e. either 

faculties did not have models to share or were not responsive when asked to share it). 

It was difficult to assess the level of engagement which took place with the broader 

stakeholder group (i.e. those who were not part of the working group) in gaining their
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inputs into the design and structure of the model. From the staff feedback it appears 

that no comprehensive consultation took place to gain their input and expectations 

toward the WAM being designed. 

Secondly, the results of this study suggest a poor implementation of WAM. Staff 

mentioned that the design phase of the new WAM model was not very inclusive. And, 

once it was completed, it was merely presented to academic staff at their Academic 

Committee meeting and then adopted thereafter. Also, there does not appear to be 

any change management process followed to set the new academic WAM up for 

success or to manage staff expectations towards the new model and how it would be 

managed. Having a change management process in place would also have helped 

with creating buy-in from staff, establishing the purpose of WAM, how WAM information 

would be managed and how under or over workload would be managed (Bitzer, 

2007a). It could also have helped to highlight reservations or concerns from staff and 

provided management with an opportunity address these concerns or amend the WAM 

accordingly. The low levels of support for WAM is indicative of the lack of buy-in 

obtained at the design phase (Bitzer, 2007). 

Thirdly, the results suggest that there is no accountability built into workload allocation 

at the School. On the one hand, there is no one firmly driving and owning the success 

of WAM. On the other hand, there is low accountability from academic staff towards 

achieving or exceeding their workload allocation. If there is no accountability built into 

the management and structure of WAM, it is logical to expect that there would be 

inequity amongst the academic staff and that the model would fail. 

Instead of creating an equitable environment for their academic staff to work in, the 

way the School has managed WAM has created a strong sense of injustice amongst 

their staff. The danger of this injustice is that staff will completely reject the existing 

WAM even if there are some good elements and will become completely disengaged 

in the organisation. 

The disengagement and unhappiness of their academic staff will negatively affect the 

organisational culture of the School (Vardi, 2009) as well as its ability to achieve its 

organisational goals and be the leading business school in Africa it wants to be. 



P a g e 70 | 90 
 

 

The weak implementation and management of WAM at the School appears to be 

negatively affecting the organisational culture. The results of this study present high 

levels of staff dissatisfaction towards the academic WAM. What has added to staffs’ 

negative perception is the lack of clear purpose related to the WAM and no evident 

alignment to organisational or strategic goals. The School’s management will need to 

adopt a serious approach to building trust and rectifying the workload imbalance, 

have a clear purpose and link to organisational strategy, making the results more 

visible, and restoring a sense of fairness and equity amongst staff going forward. 
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ANNEXURE 1: Introductory e-mail for the online questionnaire 

From: Arendse, Linzee 

Sent: 02 November 2018 06:29 PM 

To: SCHOOL Faculty <SCHOOLFaculty@businessschool.ac.za> 

Subject: Re: Survey of WAM 
 

 
Dear Academic Team 

I am conducting a study of the School’s Academic Workload Allocation Model (WAM) as my 

dissertation towards completing my MPhil in People Management. 

I have been wanting to review WAM ever since it was implemented in 2014, so I am very excited to 

finally have an opportunity to do so via my studies. 

Please could I ask you to take 10 minutes to complete a survey relating to your 

experience/perceptions of the process, criteria, allocation of work and management of WAM at the 

School. The survey is completely anonymous. 

The link to the survey is: http://businessschool/SurveyNetAD/TakeSurvey.aspx?SurveyID=n2K03n74 
 

 
I would really appreciate your input and participation in the process, besides using your feedback as 

part of my studies, I really want to be able to provide feedback to the School on our faculty’s view of 

WAM. 

 

 
Kind regards 

Linzee 

mailto:SCHOOLFaculty@businessschool.ac.za
http://businessschool/SurveyNetAD/TakeSurvey.aspx?SurveyID=n2K03n74
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ANNEXURE 2: On-line Survey Questionnaire 

 
 

Dear Academic Staff member 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study titled “An assessment of the Academic 

Workload Allocation Model at a South African Business School”. This study is being 

conducted by Linzee Arendse an MPhil in People Management student at the University of 

Cape Town. 

 

The purpose of this study is to research academic staffs’ perception of the four-year-old 

WAM and the effectiveness of the model in creating perceived equity across the faculty. 

In this study, you will be asked to complete an electronic survey. Your participation in this 

study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw your participation from this study at any 

time. The survey should take only 10 minutes to complete. 

 

This survey has been approved by the Commerce Faculty Ethics in Research Committee at 

the University of Cape Town. There are no risks associated with participating in this study. 

The survey collects no identifying information of any respondent. All the response in the 

survey will be recorded anonymously. 

 

While you will not experience any direct benefits from participation, information collected 

in this study may benefit the faculty in the future by better understanding whether the 

current WAM is functioning effectively or not. If you have any questions regarding the 

survey or this research project in general, please contact Linzee Arendse 

(ARNLIN008@myuct.ac.za) or her supervisor A/Prof Suki Goodman at 

suki.goodman@uct.ac.za. 
 

By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating your consent to participate 

in the study. 

 

Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

Linzee Arendse 
MPHIL in People Management 

Commerce Faculty, University of Cape Town 

Supervisor: A/Prof Suki Goodman 

mailto:ARNLIN008@myuct.ac.za
mailto:suki.goodman@uct.ac.za
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WAM ONLINE SURVEY 

 
 

 
Questions relating to the Academic Workload Model at the School 

1 to 5 Likert scale 

1 – strongly disagree 

5 – strongly agree 

PROCESS 

1) I understand the WAM process 1 2 3 4 5 

2) The process is transparent 1 2 3 4 5 

3) The process of distributing workload is fair 1 2 3 4 5 

4) The process is consistently applied across all academic staff 1 2 3 4 5 

5) I am happy with the WAM process 1 2 3 4 5 

CRITERIA 

6) The WAM criteria is clear and understandable 1 2 3 4 5 

7) The WAM criteria is fair 1 2 3 4 5 

8) The WAM criteria is attainable 1 2 3 4 5 

9) The criteria are consistently applied across all academic staff at the 

School 

1 2 3 4 5 

10) I am happy with the WAM criteria      

ALLOCATION OF WORK 

11) The allocation of work across the faculty is transparent 1 2 3 4 5 

12) There is an equal distribution of work across the faculty 1 2 3 4 5 

13) I feel my workload is fair and achievable 1 2 3 4 5 

14) My career goals and aspirations are considered during workload 

planning and allocation 

1 2 3 4 5 

15) I am happy with the current workload allocation model 1 2 3 4 5 

MANAGEMENT OF WAM 

16) Management uses WAM information when making decisions such 

as faculty recruitment, training and development, allocation of 

student supervision, introduction of new programmes, research 

projects. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17) My manager ensures that my WAM is aligned to the strategic 

goals of the School 

1 2 3 4 5 
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18) The WAM helps the School’s management to manage workload 

allocation with the faculty effectively 

1 2 3 4 5 

19) What are the benefits of the current Academic Workload Allocation Model? 

20) What would improve the current Academic Workload Model? 

21) Please share any further comments or suggestions pertaining to the Academic Workload Allocation Model 
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ANNEXURE 3: Interview Schedule 
 
 
 
 

Interviewee Date Was available and 

participated in the 

interview 

Professor 1 January 2019 Yes 

Professor 2 December 2018 No 

Associate Professor 1 December 2018 No 

Associate Professor 2 December 2018 Yes 

Senior Lecturer 1 December 2018 Yes 

Senior Lecturer 2 December 2018 No 

Lecturer 1 December 2018 Yes 

Lecturer 2 December 2018 No 

Programme Director 1 December 2018 No 

Programme Director 2 December 2018 Yes 

School Director December 2018 No 

Academic Director December 2018 Yes 
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ANNEXURE 4: Interview information sheet 

 
 

You are invited to participate in a structured interview aimed at assessing the Academic 
Workload Allocation Model (WAM) at the Business School. 

 
 

Dear Academic Staff member 
 

You are invited to participate in a research study titled “An assessment of the Academic Workload 
Allocation Model at a South African Business School”. This study is being conducted by Linzee Arendse 
an MPhil in People Management student at the University of Cape Town. The purpose of this study is 
to research academic staffs’ perception of the four-year-old WAM and the effectiveness of the model in 
creating perceived equity across the faculty. 

 
In this study, if you choose to participate, you will be interviewed by Linzee Arendse who will ask you a 
set of structured questions regarding your experience and perceptions of the Academic Workload Model. 

 
This interview questions have been approved by the Commerce Faculty Ethics in Research Committee 
at the University of Cape Town and permission has been granted by the Business School’s Director and 
Executive Director of HR to contact you in this regard. There are no risks associated with participating 
in this study. The survey collects no identifying information of any interviewed participant. All the 
response in the interview will be recorded anonymously. 

 
While you will not experience any direct benefits from participation, information collected in this study 
may benefit the faculty in the future by better understanding whether the current WAM is functioning 
effectively or not. If you have any questions regarding the survey or this research project in general, 
please contact Linzee Arendse (ARNLIN008@myuct.ac.za) or her supervisor A/Prof Suki Goodman at 
suki.goodman@uct.ac.za. 

 
By agreeing to be interviewed, you are indicating your consent to participate in the study. Your 
participation is greatly appreciated. 

 

Linzee Arendse 
MPHIL in People Management 
Commerce Faculty, University of Cape Town 
Supervisor: A/Prof Suki Goodman 

 

Interview Questions 

 
1) Please describe your understanding of the aim of the Academic Workload Model at the School 

2) Could you elaborate on your experience of WAM? 

3) To what extent do you think that the Academic Workload Model achieved its aim? Please give 

reasons for your answer. 

4) Could you comment on whether the current WAM contributes to fair and equal distribution of 

workload amongst the School’s Academic workforce? Please provide reasons for your comment. 

5) What are the benefits (if any) of the current WAM? 

6) Are you able to comment on how this model differs from the previous “Rate for job” model used to 

allocate workload within the School? 

7) What are the shortfalls in the current model? 

8) What are the shortfalls in the current process and manner in which WAM is executed/ 

implemented? 

9) If you could change anything about the Academic Workload Model, what would it be? 

10) Do you have any other comments regarding WAM (the process or the model)? 

mailto:suki.goodman@uct.ac.za
mailto:suki.goodman@uct.ac.za
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ANNEXURE 5: WORKLOAD ALLOCATION MODEL (WAM) 

INSTRUCTIONS – BUSINESS SCHOOL FACULTY  

 

  

1. Background  

  

 

 
 

OCTOBER 2018  

This document is the guideline for Business School Faculty to record all School-related 

activities on an annual basis as part of their commitment to the university. The other policy 

documents that are applicable are:  

  

• UCT: A Policy Framework on Performance Assessment for Academic Staff  

• Faculty of Commerce: Guidelines for Performance Evaluation of Academic Staff  
• Faculty of Commerce: Guidelines for Ad Hominem Promotion, Merit and Expected 

Performance  

  

The above policy documents are typically for performance evaluation, assessment, and promotion, 

as part of the University’s HR Policies. This document supersedes the previous Business School 

Faculty Performance Assessment Guidelines – Business School RFJ (Rate for Job), tabled in 

2010 and implemented in 2011.  

  

2. Objectives  

  

The objectives of the WAM (Workload Allocation Model) are as follows:  

  

• To recognise contributions to the Business School and University, to reflect all School- 

related activities  

• To account for the 1600 hours as per the University employment agreement, as referred to 

in the SASP (Standard Academic Salary Package)  

• To allow some flexibility in workload between teaching, supervision, research, and 

administration  

• To ensure equitable distribution of workload among academic staff  

• To record academic activity to facilitate payment of executive education teaching, etc., that 

exceed the agreed workload.  

 

3. General Guidelines  

  

Each faculty member will complete a WAM annually and submit to the Director of the School 

at the beginning of each year (or end of the previous year). The WAM will reflect retrospectively 

the prior year’s actual performance and the planned activities for the forthcoming year.   



P a g e 85 | 90 
 

 

Meetings will be held early in the year with each faculty member with the Director of the School, 

the Academic Director, and the HR practitioner, to discuss the activities, to identify over- or 

under-workload contributions, and to determine appropriate actions. Follow up meetings 

during the year will be held if necessary.  

  

All activities are to be recorded, whether part of WAM or remunerated as additional workload 

by UCT. Work in excess of workload will roll over to next year, up to a recommended maximum 

of 300 hours; work in deficit must be made up in the next year. Smoothing out of peaks and 

troughs, e.g. due to actual publication dates or PhD graduates, can be motivated over a 2- or 

3-year period. Extra or externally funded work may only be remunerated once the WAM 

commitments have been met, otherwise these additional activities will count towards the WAM. 

Over-WAM commitments will be recognised by the Director of the School as a special bonus.  

  

4. Overall Structure   

 

   

Teaching  

 

Supervision  

 

Research  

 

Academic 

Citizenship  

 

Special 

Projects/ 

Management  

 

 

 

Typical  

600 hrs  200 hrs  700 hrs  100 hrs   By agreement  

 

120 contact 

hrs for MBA- 

type course 

with marking  

 

7 x MBA 

research 

reports or 

equivalent  

 

1 x Journal 

article in ISI- 

rated impact 

factor > 1  

 

50 hrs  

 

 By agreement  

 

 

Minimum  

 

300 hrs  

(60 contact 

hrs)  

 

3 x MBA 

research 

reports 

(90 hrs)  

 

1 x local 

journal article 

(280 hrs)  

 

25 hrs  

 

 By agreement  

 

Maximum 

(for trade-off 

between 

categories)  

 

900 hrs  

(180 contact 

hrs)  

 

14 x MBA 

research 

reports 

(400 hrs)  

 

3 x Journal 

articles in ISI 

journals 

(1200 hrs)  

 

100 hrs  

 

 By agreement  
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5. Teaching  

  

 

MBA/PG teaching with assessments, including 

course design, preparation, lecturing, marking, etc.:  

1 contact hour = 5 actual hours  

 

Other teaching:  Exec Ed, discussion sessions, 

guest l e c t u r e s , PRC, workshops, keynote 

addresses, etc., where no marking:  

 

1 contact hour = 2.5 actual hours  

 

Co-teaching: where two academics co-teach a 

course, both academics cannot claim the full course 

hours.  

 

Hours allocated according to split of 

workload  

 

All teaching to be recorded as to whether part of WAM or remunerated as additional workload.  

 

Documentation of teaching completed (e.g. in the form of an Excel spreadsheet or CelCat report) 

must be provided as supporting evidence.  

  

6. Supervision  

 

MBA Research Report, or Masters by course work + dissertation:  30 hrs per graduant  

Internal examination of MBA Research Reports:  3 hours per graduant  

Masters by Dissertation:  90 hrs on graduation  

PhD:      on approval of proposal:  50 hrs  

on graduation:  150 hrs  
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7. Research  

  

10 points = 700 hrs    
 

Journal article in FT 45 journal  20 points  

Journal article in ISI journal impact factor > 1   

10 points  

Book  

Journal article in ISI journal   

6 points  

Editor of book  

Journal article in DOE accredited journal, or approved School 

publication list  

 

 

4 points  

Book chapter  

Published Teaching Case with Teaching Note  

Journal article in peer-reviewed non-DOE accredited journal   

2 points  

Conference publication  

8. Academic Citizenship  

  

100 hours allocated, motivated by the following:  

  

• Attendance at School graduation (at least 1 of the 2 p.a.)  

• Attendance at Academic Committee meetings and other School meetings  

• Timeous submission of course outlines, exam marks, etc.  

• Member of at least one University or Business School committee, e.g. Selection 

committees, Admissions committee, Ad-Hoc committee, APPC, HDC, etc.  

• Participation in Assurance of Learning committees and/or processes  

• Support of School activities, e.g. new MBA intake, induction of new staff, attendance 

at School workshops and events, School staff functions, Director’s Imbizos, etc.  

• Membership of editorial boards of journals  

• Reviewer for academic journal submissions, NRF  

• External examiner of Masters or PhD students  
 

The 100 hours allocated to Academic Citizenship have to be fully accounted for by providing 

supporting evidence for committee membership, dates and number of meetings attended, number 

of reviews undertaken, etc.  
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9. Special Projects / Management  

  

The hours allocated to Special Projects / Management have to be agreed to prospectively by the 

Director. Hours allocated by negotiation for the following functions, e.g.:  

  

• Director of a function, e.g. Academic Director, Research Director, International Office 

Director, EMBA or MCom Dev Finance Director, Centre Director, etc. (guideline: 1 or 2 

days per week, i.e. 300 or 600 hrs)  

• Programme Convener, e.g. PGDip (guideline: 200 – 300 hrs)  

• Accreditation organiser  

• Chair of a functional committee, e.g. Admissions (guideline: 3 hrs per week for 4 months  

= 50 hrs)  

• New course design for APPC  

• Conference organiser  

• School fund-raising proposals  

• Training courses for academic staff  

  

The hours need to be tabled at the annual discussion, to take into account preparation, 

execution, follow-up, etc.  

  

10. Completion of WAM  

  

All details are to be recorded in each category, as well as motivations where applicable.  

  

11. Completion of the HR174  

  

The University form HR174 Annual Review Record for Academic Staff has been included after 

the review of the period under review. It should be completed for the University system at the 

same time as the Workload Application Model form, particularly where there are sections 

referring to other information, e.g. Teaching Performance (Quality) from student evaluations 

or other sources.  
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Research  

ANNEXURE 6: WAM Form  

Name:             Prior Year:          
 

A. Teaching  
 

 

Course  
Academic/ 

Exec Ed  

 

Contact hrs  
Assessed 

(Y/N)  

 

WAM (Y/N)  

 

# Hrs  

            

            

            

            

Sub-total: Teaching    

  

B. Supervision  
 

Programme  # Students  Graduating  

(Y/N?)  

# Hrs  

        

        

Internal Examiner        

Sub-total: Supervision    

  

C. 
 

Authors  Title  Type  Publication  Status  Points  # Hrs  

              

              

              

Sub-total: Research        
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Academic Citizenship  
 

Criterion  
Met 

(Y/N/Partly)  
# Hrs  

Attendance at grad/meetings/submissions      

Committees      

Other activities:      

Sub-total: Academic Citizenship      

  

D. Special Projects/Management  
 

Function/Activity  Motivation  # Hrs  

      

      

Sub-Total: Special Projects/Management      

  

E. Total  

Activity  # Hrs  

A. Teaching    

B. Supervision    

C. Research    

D. Academic Citizenship    

E. Special Projects / Management    

Total    

Over/(Under)    

  

Actions for the following year:   

    

    

Signed:                                                                                  (Academic)    

(Director)  
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HR174 ANNUAL REVIEW RECORD 
Academic Staff 

 

 

NOTES 

• Forms must be downloaded from the University website: http://forms.univerisity.ac.za/forms.htm 

• Details of University policy on performance planning, performance reviews and staff development 
(academic staff) may be found at 
http://www.hr.university.ac.za/hr/performance/management/academic_staff/performance_planning/. 

 

Staff Member 
 

Year 
 

Department 
 

Date 
 

Purpose To review current year’s workload and performance against departmental norms and 
minimum academic performance criteria as approved by Senate. 

Development issues: Recognise strengths and weaknesses, propose courses of action 
and develop strategies for promotion. Plan next year (in so far as possible). 

 

WORKLOAD AND PERFORMANCE 
Staff member to complete before meeting 

TEACHING HOD 
comment 

Workload 
(quantity) 

  

Performance 
(quality) 

  

Comment   

RESEARCH 

Directions   

Workload   

Funding   

Publications   

Comment   

http://forms.univerisity.ac.za/forms.htm
http://www.hr.university.ac.za/hr/performance/management/academic_staff/performance_planning/
http://www.hr.university.ac.za/hr/performance/management/academic_staff/performance_planning/
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MANAGEMENT, LEADERSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION 
HOD Comment 

Department   

Faculty   

University   

Comment   

SOCIAL RESPONSIVENESS 

Professional   

Industry   

Other   

Comment   

 

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, DEVELOPMENT, STRATEGIES FOR PROMOTION 

 

PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR 

Teaching   

Research   

Management, 
Leadership & 
Administration 

  

Social 
Responsive- 
ness 

  

 

Need for Performance Assessment Interview? (tick) Yes No 

SIGNATURES 

Staff Member  Date  

HOD  Date  
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Name:  Prospective Year:       

 

A. Teaching  
 

Course  
Academic 

/ Exec Ed  

Contact 

hrs  

Assessed 

(Y/N)  

WAM  

(Y/N)  
# Hrs  

            

            

            

            

Sub-total: Teaching    

  

B. Supervision  
 

Programme  # Students  
Graduating 

(Y/N?)  
# Hrs  

        

        

Internal Examiner        

Sub-total: Supervision    

  

C. Research  
 

Authors  Title  Type  Publication  Status  Points  # Hrs  

              

              

              

Sub-total: Research        
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D. Academic Citizenship  
 

Criterion  
Met 

(Y/N/Partly)  
# Hrs  

Attendance at grad/meetings/submissions      

Committees    

Other activities:    

Sub-total: Academic Citizenship      

    

E. Special Projects/Management  
 

Function/Activity  Motivation  # Hrs  

      

      

      

      

Sub-Total: Special Projects/Management    

  

F. Total  

Activity  # Hrs  

A. Teaching    

B. Supervision    

C. Research    

D. Academic Citizenship    

E. Special Projects / Management    

Total    

Over/(Under)    
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Actions for the following year:     

    

 

 

 

Signed:  (Academic)  (Director) 




