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Abstract

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to gain information on faculty members’ perceptions of their 
institutions’ expectations of scholarship, faculty members’ interests and perceptions of their own 
expectations of scholarship, and perceived barriers and resources to scholarship.

Methods: An online survey was developed and distributed to all faculty members listed in the As-
sociation of Schools and Colleges of Optometry directory of optometric institutions in the United 
States and Puerto Rico.

Results: Faculty members perceived original research as most valued on an individual and institu-
tional level. The expectation from both institutions and faculty for dissemination of scholarly work 
was publication in a peer-reviewed journal. Only 7% of the faculty responded that their primary 
scholarly interest was in education or educational theory. The most frequently perceived barriers 
to faculty scholarship were identified as clinical schedule (41%) and classroom/laboratory teach-
ing schedule (23%). Faculty indicated that resources such as time allocated for scholarship (73%), 
financial support (37%) and mentorship (37%) would improve their ability to engage in productive 
scholarly activity.

Conclusion: Faculty members’ expectations for their own scholarship and perceived institutional 
expectations can impact scholarly productivity. In general, responses support an overall good fit be-
tween faculty members’ personal and professional expectations and how they perceive the expecta-
tions of their colleges and universities.
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Introduction
n the late 19th century, American 
universities instructed teachers 
to not only teach but seek new 
knowledge.1 Original research 

was the means of attaining new knowl-
edge and became the traditional form 
of scholarship. In 1990, Ernest Boyer 
published in Scholarship Reconsidered: 
Priorities of the Professoriate a broader 
concept of scholarship.2 Boyer’s model 
included the scholarship of discovery 
(research), the scholarship of integra-
tion, the scholarship of application and 
the scholarship of teaching.2 This mod-
el, while subject to interpretation, ac-
knowledges a broader impact and more 
diverse roles for scholarship. 
Boyer’s model is applicable to the 
healthcare professions and health pro-
fessions education. In healthcare pro-
fessions educational settings, faculty 
members are often diverse in their re-
sponsibilities, schedules and assign-
ments. Their responsibilities can in-
clude patient care, public health roles, 
teaching, scholarship and service to the 
college, profession and community. 
Based on the multifaceted roles and 
responsibilities of a healthcare faculty, 
Boyer’s model provides a greater op-
portunity for meaningful contribution. 
Additionally, achievement in scholarly 
activity has become an integral compo-
nent of most healthcare faculty mem-
bers’ academic career success within an 
institution.1

Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dic-
tionary defines the word faculty as 
the teaching and administrative staff 
having an academic rank at an institu-
tion.3 In the profession of optometry, 
the criteria for the achievement of an 
academic rank can vary. The spectrum 
of contributions needed to achieve an 
academic rank usually includes teach-
ing, scholarship, service and patient 
care. Understanding the habits, expec-
tations, resources and barriers related 
to scholarship is essential in providing 
faculty development, institutional in-
frastructure, support and encourage-
ment. Additionally, the growth and 
development of a profession, as well as 
the educational process for students, is 
dependent on the discovery or creation 
of new knowledge as well as the inte-
gration, implications and assessment 
of that knowledge. Scholarly activity is 
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needed for the expansion and progress 
of optometric curricula and the devel-
opment of new teaching pedagogies, 
activities and philosophies as well as 
outcome assessment. The Accreditation 
Council on Optometric Education has 
set as a standard that optometric pro-
grams must support, encourage and 
maintain research and scholarly activ-
ity.4 In the absence of rigorous scholar-
ship, the profession of optometry and 
optometric education risk stagnation.
 In the profession of optometric educa-
tion, there is a paucity of research into 
the topic of faculty and scholarship. A 
search of VisionCite, Educational Re-
sources Information Center (ERIC) and 
PubMed using the terms scholarship, 
faculty and optometry revealed only a 
few articles regarding optometric faculty 
and scholarship. The purpose of this 
study was to gain information on fac-
ulty members’ perceptions of their insti-
tutions’ expectations of scholarship, fac-
ulty members’ interests and perceptions 
of their own expectations of scholarship, 
and perceived barriers and resources to 
scholarship. Additionally, the authors 
sought to compare faculty members’ re-
sponses regarding their own professional 
expectations with their reported percep-
tions of their institutions’ values and 
expectations. The authors hypothesized 
that when faculty members’ personal 
expectations for their professional goals 
align with their perceptions of institu-
tional expectations, barriers to scholarly 
productivity would be reduced. The 
survey was used to gain a “snapshot” de-
scription of how well individual faculty 
members’ beliefs and perceptions about 
scholarly activity are aligned with their 
perceptions of their institutional envi-
ronments.

Methods
The survey instrument used for this 
study was developed after a search of 
the relevant literature and a review of 
study objectives. The survey was first 
distributed to a small select group of 
administrators for the purpose of ob-
taining feedback and to clarify word-
ing, survey construct and organization 
of the items used for comparison. 
The authors recognize that different 
institutions may have differing defini-
tions of scholarship, or may delineate 
the characteristics of scholarly activity 

specific to their own institutional cul-
ture. To ensure a similar construct for 
purposes of the survey responses, the 
authors provided a brief description for 
four different types of scholarly activity. 
The survey defined scholarship based on 
Boyer’s model of scholarship: the schol-
arship of discovery, integration, applica-
tion and teaching.2 Examples and elab-
oration of terms were provided to aid 
in the understanding. The scholarship 
of discovery was defined as original re-
search; integration was defined as novel 
insights, interpreting themes in discov-
ery, identifying connections between 
discoveries, e.g., literature synthesis; 
application was defined as building 
bridges between theory and practice, 
e.g., case reports; and teaching was de-
fined as communication of one’s knowl-
edge, facilitating student learning. Ad-
ditionally, the definition of scholarship 
included the criteria requiring materials 
to be shared, judged and disseminated 
in order to be considered scholarship.
The final survey consisted of 21 ques-
tions, covering faculty members’ percep-
tions of their institutions’ expectations 
of scholarship, their own expectations 
of scholarship, and perceived barriers to 
scholarship. Most questions were forced-
choice with an option for “other re-
sponses” when appropriate. Some ques-
tions allowed for multiple responses.
A Web-based survey was developed us-
ing the Zoomerang™ survey hosting 
system, and an e-mail invitation was 
sent to all faculty members who were 
listed as having a faculty appointment 
at one of the 20 optometric institutions 

in the United States and Puerto Rico. 
The 2009-2010 Association of Schools 
and Colleges of Optometry (ASCO) 
Annual Faculty Survey Report provided 
a list of 646 full-time faculty members 
for survey distribution. A follow-up e-
mail was sent to the Chief Academic 
Officers from the ASCO member insti-
tutions with the request that they en-
courage their faculty members to par-
ticipate. Participation in the survey was 
voluntary and anonymous. The study 
was reviewed by the Institutional Re-
view Board at the New England College 
of Optometry. Descriptive analysis was 
based on response frequency. The num-
ber and percentage distribution were 
calculated for each response option 
for each survey question. Additional 
statistical analyses were conducted for 
selected pairs of questions. Pearson chi-
square, Pearson correlation and p-val-
ues were calculated to assess the level of 
concurrence between faculty members’ 
perceptions regarding institutional val-
ues, expectations and rewards as com-
pared with their own perceived values, 
expectations and rewards in the context 
of professional development.  

Results
The complete survey and raw data are 
available by request. (Contact corre-
sponding author Dr. Aurora Denial.) 
One hundred and ninety-three surveys 
were received, which represents a 30% 
response rate. The respondent profile 
breaks down as follows: 90 (47%) from 
stand-alone optometry-only schools or 
colleges; 79 (41%) from state-support-

Figure 1

11Unsure or don’t know

For your current faculty appointment, does your institution require you to 
participate in scholarship for consideration for promotion and/or tenure?

(for non-tenure granting institutions reply for promotion only)

No -- not required for either promotion or tenure 

Yes -- for promotion only but not tenure 

Yes -- for tenure only but not promotion

Yes -- for promotion and tenure both

15

37

4

126

120 140100806040200

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193
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ed universities; 24 (12%) from private 
universities. A majority of respondents 
(65%) reported that their institutions 
required scholarship for both promo-
tion and tenure decisions with an ad-
ditional 21% reporting that scholarship 
was required for either promotion or 
tenure. (Figure 1) Sixty-seven percent 
of the respondents reported that expec-
tations for advancement were commu-
nicated by faculty handbook. (Figure 

Figure 2 Figure 3

Figure 4

8Annual contract

What is the primary method your institution uses to communicate expectations 
regarding promotion and/or tenure?

Faculty meetings

Informal mentoring

Formal mentoring program

Faculty handbook

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

12

No formal method is used

Unsure / don’t know 7

Other, please specify

5

3

130

120 140100806040200

15

13

Somewhat important

How much value do you feel your institution places on its faculty members’
roles relative to scholarly activity?

Important

Great importance and value 

66

Not important at all

93 

100806040200

30

4

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

No -- over valued and rewarded

Do you feel that scholarly activities are appropriately valued and rewarded
by your institution?

No -- under valued and rewarded

Yes -- appropriate value and reward

51

Other, please specify

104

120100806040200

27

11

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

2)

Faculty Perceptions of Their 
Institutions’ Expectations
In the area of faculty members’ percep-
tions of their institutions’ expectations 
of scholarship, 67% of the respondents 
reported that original research was the 
area of scholarship most valued by their 
institution. The perceived expectation 

from faculty for dissemination of schol-
arly work was publication in a peer-
reviewed journal (97%). Eighty-two 
percent of the faculty felt their institu-
tion placed a great or important value 
on their role in scholarship. (Figure 
3) Fifty-four percent of the respon-
dents felt that scholarly activities were 
appropriately valued and rewarded by 
their institution with a 26% perception 
of undervalued/under-rewarded and 
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a 14% perception of overvalued/over-
rewarded. (Figure 4)

Faculty’s Perceptions and Interests 
in Their Own Expectations of 
Scholarship 
 A large majority of respondents (73%) 
indicated that they feel it is part of their 
role as a faculty member to contribute 
to optometric educational literature, 

Figure 6Figure 5

Figure 7

Somewhat important

How much value do you place on your individual role relative to scholarly
activity?

Important

Great important and value

62

Not important at all

81

100806040200

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

44

6

No -- over valued and rewarded

Do you feel that your own scholarly activities are appropriately valued and
rewarded by your institution?

No -- under valued and rewarded 

Yes -- appropriate value and reward

75

Other, please specify

100 120806040200

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

4

6

106

publication in a non-peer reviewed journal

What are your expectations for dissemination of your scholarly work, for 
purposes of your professional development? select all that apply

poster or presentation at a national meeting

poster or presentation at a state-level meeting

local or community-based talks

Other, please specify

publication in a peer-reviewed journal

200150100500

Number of RespondentsTotal number of respondents to survey n=193

6

43

43

146

43

10

167

whether or not it is explicitly stated in 
their contract. Fifty-nine percent of the 
respondents spend at least 4 hours or 
more a week on scholarly activity with 
27% spending greater than 8 hours per 
week and 36% spending less than 4 
hours per week. Seventy-four percent 
perceive their role in scholarship to be 
important or very important. (Figure 
5) Forty-seven percent of the respon-

dents value original research as the most 
important for their own professional 
development. Fifty-five percent felt 
that their own scholarly activities were 
appropriately valued by their institu-
tion. (Figure 6) The main expectation 
for dissemination was peer-reviewed 
journals (87% of faculty). (Figure 7) 
When deciding where to publish schol-
arly material, peer-reviewed journals 
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(72%) and journals with an appropri-
ate readership (42%) were two of the 
most influential factors. (Figure 8)
Clinical specialty or clinical science was 
reported as the primary scholarly in-
terest by 62% of faculty respondents. 
Only 7% of faculty responded that 
their primary scholarly interest was in 
education or educational theory. (Fig-
ure 9) Of the 154 faculty members 
who engage in original research, most 
identified their main research area of 
interest as clinical science (61%), with 
applied or transitional science (28%), 
basic science (24%) and educational 
interest (13%) also reported.
Fifty-one percent of the respondents 
indicated they had not utilized their 
teaching responsibilities as an oppor-
tunity to conduct educational research. 
Among potential sources for education-
al research topics, the most commonly 
reported were clinical teaching (20%), 
a didactic course (17%) and student 
opinions of an educational experience 
(17%).
Comparing Faculty Perception of In-
stitutional and Personal Expectations
Four question pairs were compared 
to evaluate similarities and differences 
between faculty members’ perceptions 
regarding institutional values, expec-
tations and rewards as compared with 

When considering where to publish your scholarly work, what factor(s) in�uence your choice of journal or publication 
selected? 1= most important factor; 4 = least important factor

most important

0

50

100

150

200

Status as a peer-
reviewed

publication

Readership in 
your specialty 

area

Indexed in 
pubmed or other

index

Journal impact
factor

Turnaround time
for publication

Other factor not 
listed

Overall size of 
readership

30

76

53

34

least important2 3

138

44

7
4

81

84

20
8

62

65

41

25

57

75

46

15

29

59

69

36

5
15
18

155

Total number of respondents to survey n=193

Figure 8

Figure 9

In what areas is your primary scholarly interest?
Basic Sciences
Applied or Translational 
Sciences

Clinical Specialty or Clinical 
Sciences

Not applicable -- I do not 
pursue scholarly activity
Other, please describeEducation or Educational 

Theory

119 14
3
3

29

25

Total number of respondents to survey n=193

their own perceived values, expecta-
tions and rewards in the context of pro-
fessional development. The first ques-
tion pair that was analyzed compared 
responses for “Rank the type of scholar-
ship your institution values most from 
its faculty members” vs. “Rank the type 
of scholarship you value most for your 
own professional development.” Each 

question provided the same options in 
the same order, consisting of: Discovery 
– original research; Integration – novel 
insights, interpreting themes in discov-
eries, identifying connections between 
discoveries (examples: literature synthe-
sis, conceptual framework); Applica-
tion – building bridges between theory 
and practice (examples: case reports); 
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and Teaching/Communicating One’s 
Knowledge – facilitating students’ 
learning, enhancing self-directed learn-
ing (examples: comparison of teaching 
methodologies, development of new 
pedagogy, writing of text books).
Statistical analysis revealed that the 
ratings in the category of “Teaching/
Communicating One’s Knowledge” 
were statistically significantly different 
(Pearson chi-square, p<0.000), indicat-
ing that faculty members tend to rate 
this type of scholarship more highly for 
their own professional development, 
with a perception of a lower value at-
tributed to their institutions. For the 
other three response options, the re-
sults were inconclusive. Due to the 
small sample, chi-square tests showed 
that the statistical comparison is not 
valid due to a small value of expected 
cell size. The distribution of responses 
for the various response options did not 
differ greatly between the faculty mem-
bers’ perceptions about the types of 
scholarship valued by their institution 
and their own priorities for scholarship. 
“Discovery” was perceived to be the 
most important type of scholarship 
valued by the institution by 66.8% 
(95% confidence interval 73.4% - 
60.2%) of the respondents, compared 
with 46.6% (95% confidence interval 
53.6% - 39.6%) of the respondents 
who selected “discovery” as the most 
important type of scholarship for their 
own professional development. “Inte-
gration” was perceived as more valu-
able to the individual (21.2% “most 
important”; 95% confidence interval 
27.0% - 15.4%) compared with the 
value to the institution (14.0% “most 
important”; 95% confidence interval 
18.9% - 9.1%). The response option 
for “application” had a slightly greater 
value on the level of the individual vs. 
the perceived value by the institution, 
with 30.6% (95% confidence interval 
37.1% - 24.1%) responding “most im-
portant” for their own professional de-
velopment vs. 13.5% (95% confidence 
interval 18.3% - 8.7%) responding 
“most important” for the type of schol-
arship valued by their institution. 
The second question pair compared re-
sponses for “What is your institution’s 
expectation for dissemination of your 
scholarly work, for purposes of merit, 

promotion, and/or tenure” vs. “What 
are your expectations for dissemination 
of your scholarly work, for purposes of 
your professional development.” Each 
question provided the same options 
in the same order, consisting of: local 
or community-based talks; poster or 
presentation at a state-level meeting; 
poster or presentation at a national 
meeting; publication in a non-peer-
reviewed journal; and publication in a 
peer-reviewed journal.
Each of the five response options was 
analyzed as a dichotomous variable 
(either selected as “expected” or not 
selected as “expected”) comparing re-
sponses for the perceived expectations 
of the institution vs. the individual 
faculty member. Table 1 shows the re-
sponses for local or community-based 

talks. As shown, the majority of respon-
dents indicate that both they and their 
institution do not expect participation 
in this activity. Of the total responses, 
69.9% are in agreement that this activ-
ity is not expected, 11.4% are in agree-
ment that this activity is expected, and 
the remaining 18.7% are discordant in 
the expectations, showing a statistically 
significant difference between expecta-
tions (Pearson chi-square, p<0.000). 
Table 2 shows the responses for poster 
or presentation at a national meeting. 
As shown, the majority of respondents 
indicate that both they and their insti-
tution expect participation in this activ-
ity. Of the total responses, 68.4% are in 
agreement that this activity is expected, 
13.5% are in agreement that this activ-
ity is not expected, and the remaining 

Table 1 
Expectations for Local or Community-Based Talks

Table 2 
Expectations for Poster or Presentation at a National Meeting

Faculty	member	
expects	local	or	

community-based	
talks

Faculty	member	
does not	expect	local	
or	community-based	

talks Total

Institution expects 
local or community-

based talks

22

(11.4%)

15

(7.8%)

37

(19.2%)

Institution does 
not expect local or 

community-based talks

21

(10.9%)

135

(69.9%)

156

(80.8%)

Total 43

(21.8%)

150

(77.7%)

193

Faculty	member	
expects	poster	or	
presentation	at	a	
national	meeting

Faculty	member	
does not	expect	

poster	or	
presentation	at	a	
national	meeting Total

Institution expects 
poster or presentation 
at a national meeting

132

(68.4%)

17

(8.8%)

149

(77.2%)

Institution does not 
expect poster or 

presentation at a 
national meeting

18

(9.3%)

26

(13.5%)

44

(22.8%)

Total 150

(77.7%)

43

(22.3%)

193

Concordant Responses Discordant Responses

Concordant Responses Discordant Responses
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18.1% are discordant in the expecta-
tions, showing a statistically significant 
difference between expectations (Pear-
son chi-square, p<0.000).
Table 3 shows the responses for publi-
cation in a non-peer-reviewed journal. 
As shown, the majority of respondents 
indicate that neither they nor their in-
stitution expect participation in this 
activity. Of the total responses, 65.8% 
are in agreement that this activity is 
not expected, 16.1% are in agreement 
that this activity is expected, and the 
remaining 18.1% are discordant in the 
expectations, showing a statistically 
significant difference between expecta-
tions (Pearson chi-square, p<0.000).

Table 4 shows the responses for 
publication in a peer-reviewed journal. 
More than two-thirds of respondents 
indicate that both they and their 
institution expect participation in this 
activity. Of the total responses, 68.4% 
are in agreement that this activity is 
expected, while only 10.4% are in 
agreement that this activity is not 
expected. Discordance in expectations 
was found for 21.2% of the responses, 
showing a statistically significant 
difference between expectations 
(Pearson chi-square, p<0.000). 

The statistical analysis for poster 
or presentation at a state-level 
meeting showed that the results were 
inconclusive. Due to the small sample, 
the analysis is not valid due to small 
expected cell size. The majority of 
respondents were in concordance 
that neither the faculty member nor 
the institution expect this method 
for dissemination of scholarly work 
(n=164, 85.0%, Pearson chi-square, 
p=0.078, not significant).

The third question pair compared 
responses for “How much value do 
you feel your institution places on 
its faculty members’ roles relative to 
scholarly activity” vs. “How much 
value do you place on your individual 
role relative to scholarly activity.” Each 
question provided the same options 
in the same order, consisting of: great 
importance and value; important; 
somewhat important; or not at all 
important.

The correlation between responses was 

low (Pearson correlation 0.148) but 
statistically significant (significant at 
the 0.05 level; 2-tailed). The greatest 
proportion of respondents rated both 
the institutional value and personal 
value as “great importance and 
value” (n=47, 24.4%). None of the 
respondents selected the option “not 
at all important” for both institutional 
and personal value of scholarly activity. 

The fourth question pair compared 
responses for “Do you feel that 
scholarly activities are appropriately 
valued and rewarded by your 
institution” vs. “Do you feel that 
your own scholarly activities are 

appropriately valued and rewarded 
by your institution.” Each question 
provided the same options in the same 
order, consisting of: yes – appropriate 
value and reward; no – undervalued 
and rewarded; or no – overvalued and 
rewarded.

The distribution of responses did 
not allow for a statistically valid 
comparison due to small expected 
cell size. Interestingly, no respondents 
selected both “no – overvalued and 
rewarded” for both their personal 
and institutional perceptions. The 
distribution of response options and 
the 95% confidence intervals are 

Table 3 
Expectations for Publication in a Non-Peer-Reviewed Journal

Table 4 
Expectations for Publication in a Peer-Reviewed Journal

Faculty	member	
expects	publication	

in	non-peer-reviewed	
journal

Faculty	member	does 
not	expect	publication	
in	non-peer-reviewed	

journal Total

Institution expects 
publication in non-

peer-reviewed journal

20

(10.4%)

18

(9.3%)

38

(19.7%)

Institution does not 
expect publication in 

non-peer-reviewed 
journal

23

(11.9%)

132

(68.4%)

155

(80.3%)

Total 43

(22.3%)

150

(77.7%)

193

(100%)

Faculty	member	
expects	publication	in	
peer-reviewed	journal

Faculty	member	does 
not	expect	publication	in	

peer-reviewed	journal Total

Institution expects 
publication in peer-

reviewed journal

164

(85.0%)

24

(12.4%)

188

(97.4%)

Institution does not 
expect publication in 

peer-reviewed journal

3

(1.6%)

2

(1.0%)

5

(2.6%)

Total 167

(86.5%)

26

(13.5%)

193

(100%)

Concordant Responses Discordant Responses

Concordant Responses Discordant Responses
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shown in Table 5.

Table 6 shows the distribution of 
concordant and discordant responses. 
Eleven respondents did not complete 
this question pair. Of the remaining 
182, 84% show concordance. The 
greatest area of discord indicated 
that respondents believe that their 
own activities are undervalued and 
rewarded, but overall, the institution 
overvalues and over-rewards scholarly 
activity. 

Barriers and Resources

The most frequently perceived 
barriers to faculty scholarship were 
identified as clinical schedule (41%) 
and classroom/laboratory teaching 
schedule (23%). (Figure 10) Faculty 
members indicated that resources 
such as time allocated for scholarship 
(73%), financial support (37%) and 
mentorship (37%) would improve 
their ability to engage in productive 
scholarly activity. The types of journal 
resources that faculty members find 
the most important for their faculty 
roles and responsibilities are journals 
emphasizing patient care (47%) and 
basic science research (30%). The 
most important resource to assist 
faculty members in staying current 
about educational topics, theories and 
research was identified as professional 
meetings (47%).

Discussion 
The ambiance of a culture of scholar-
ship lends itself to many different in-
terpretations. Kennedy, et al., describe 
it as “an environment of creativity and 
productivity that extends from an ac-
tive investigation designed to create, 
advance or transform new knowledge.”5 
Assessment of scholarship usually in-
volves peer review and dissemination. 
Sustaining a scholarly culture requires 
clear expectations of that culture, per-
ceived value, appropriate evaluation, a 
reward system and a supportive infra-
structure.5

Perceived Values Between Individual 
and Institution 
Scholarly activity and publications are 
necessary to ensure that the practice of 
optometry and optometric education 
are based on peer-reviewed, shared evi-

Table 5 
Value and Reward for Scholarly Activities 

(distribution of response options and 95% confidence intervals)

Table 6 
Value and Reward for Scholarly Activities: 

Distribution of Concordant and Discordant Responses

Response	Choices Perception	for	Institution Perception	for	Your Own 
Activities

Yes – appropriate value and 
reward

104

53.9%

(60.9% - 46.9%)

106

54.9%

(61.9% - 47.9%)

No – undervalued and rewarded 51

26.4%

(32.4% - 20.4%)

75

38.9%

(45.9% - 31.9%)

No – overvalued and rewarded 27

14.0%
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dence. In some instances, scholarly ac-
tivity and publications are necessary for 
job retention and academic career ad-
vancement. Most faculty members do 
not receive formal training in the skills 
needed for scholarly activities. Addi-
tionally, the diversity of faculty respon-
sibilities necessitates time commitments 
in other areas. These conditions, along 
with the significant time and cognitive 
commitment involved with scholar-
ship, can lead to challenges in pursuing 
and successfully accomplishing scholar-
ly activity. To ensure sufficient motiva-
tion for scholarly activity, faculty must 
perceive either an intrinsic or extrinsic 
value or reward to scholarship. Intrinsic 
value may be related to a desire for pro-
motion or tenure opportunities, mon-
etary gains, expanding a reputation and 
expertise or a sense of responsibility to 
contribute to the profession. Extrinsic 
value may reflect institutional expecta-
tions or mandated requirements. Ide-
ally, to maximize efforts and support 
a culture of scholarship, institutional 
and individual expectations of scholar-
ship should be communicated and per-
ceived to be similar. Faculty perception 
of expectations and value of scholarly 
activities at an institutional level are 
important because of the potential to 
impact motivational levels.
How scholarship is rewarded will have 
an impact on the level and motivation 
of scholarly activity. Promotion and 
tenure requirements and monetary 
rewards are two of the most tangible 
rewards of accomplishments in scholar-
ship. In the survey, the majority of fac-
ulty members reported that scholarship 
is a requirement for promotion and 
tenure at their institution. However, 
this study did not ask if promotion/ten-
ure is mandated or if scholarship with-
out promotion/tenure is monetarily re-
warded. Utilizing the assumption that 
most faculty members are required or 
motivated to seek promotion, the po-
tential impact of scholarly accomplish-
ment on motivation may be significant. 
To avoid inconsistencies between fac-
ulty expectations, institutional expecta-
tions and compensation for scholarly 
activity, the requirements must be com-
municated in a concrete, specific and 
clear manner. At most institutions, fac-
ulty reported that this goal was accom-
plished by a faculty handbook, which 

represents a concrete method of com-
municating scholarly expectations to 
faculty. The contents of a faculty hand-
book should be as specific as possible 
so that both faculty and administration 
are in sync with expectations. Discrep-
ancies between faculty and administra-
tion expectations have the potential 
to negatively impact productivity and 
morale.
Most faculty respondents in this study 
perceive an institutional culture that 
places a high value on its faculty mem-
bers’ roles relative to scholarly activity. 
Most respondents also placed a high 
value on their role in scholarship. Most 
faculty members indicated that schol-
arship in general, and their individual 
scholarship, was appropriately valued 
and rewarded. 
It is interesting to note that none of the 
responses indicated that scholarly activ-
ity was “not at all important” for both 
themselves and for the institution, and 
only six respondents (3.1% of the total) 
reported that scholarly activity was not 
at all important for their own personal 
and professional goals. A total of four 
respondents (2.1% of the total) per-
ceived that scholarly activity is not im-
portant at all to their institution. These 
small numbers support the assertion 
that faculty members in the schools 
and colleges of optometry embrace the 
value of scholarship as an important 
component of their career path. 
However, some faculty members did 
feel that their institution undervalued 
scholarship, and an even greater num-
ber felt that their individual scholarship 
was undervalued. A culture perceived as 
undervaluing scholarship may lead to 
frustration, impact faculty motivation 
and not be a supportive environment.
Faculty members perceived original re-
search to be the most valued both on 
an institutional and individual basis. 
Faculty members tended to rate the 
scholarly activity of teaching, com-
municating one’s knowledge, facilitat-
ing students’ learning, and enhancing 
self-directed learning more highly for 
their professional development, while 
indicating that this type of activity 
was less valued by their institutions. 
Perhaps this difference can be partially 
explained by the difficulty in distin-
guishing normal teaching responsibili-

ties from the development of a robust 
scholarly portfolio of teaching and 
learning engagement. 
While the sampling did not permit 
the ability to draw a statistically valid 
conclusion, apparent differences in the 
data also indicate that the value of the 
scholarship of “application” may differ 
between faculty members and their per-
ceptions about their institutions. This 
difference may highlight perceptions 
about normal faculty duties, roles and 
responsibilities vs. taking the next step 
to turn an application between theory 
and practice into a form of scholarly 
engagement. 
Many authors emphasize that the true 
value of scholarly activity comes from 
the dissemination, citation and impact 
of the work done.1,6 The expectation 
for the dissemination of scholarship 
was similar between institutions and 
faculty. Peer-reviewed publications 
represented the hallmark. Creation of 
knowledge may be a first, and crucial, 
step. However, the value of creating 
knowledge is significantly limited if 
that knowledge is not disseminated to 
a broader audience and ultimately has 
an impact in changing some element 
of clinical practice, scientific applica-
tions or educational applications. This 
agreement is important because of the 
potential impact on rewards for faculty 
and faculty motivation.

Faculty Scholarly Interests/Habits
Faculty scholarship and productiv-
ity are often measured in publication 
outcomes. When considering where to 
publish, faculty respondents value the 
peer-review process and target reader-
ship in their area of focus. Indexing, 
impact factor, turnaround time and 
overall size of readership were less im-
portant factors. When striving to gain 
recognition and a reputation, it is im-
portant that faculty members have di-
rect access and influence with their peer 
group or those that could benefit from 
their area of focus.
The majority of faculty members iden-
tified a clinical specialty as their pri-
mary interest for scholarly activity and 
original research. Faculty members 
also identified journals emphasizing 
patient care as the most important to 
read on a regular basis. This is not sur-
prising because of the clinical nature of 
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the profession. However, only a small 
percentage of respondents are involved 
in education-related scholarship or re-
search as a primary interest. This is sur-
prising because most faculty members 
have in common teaching responsibili-
ties and frequently set a goal to aspire to 
be effective teachers. Faculty members 
indicated that professional meetings, 
rather than education conferences or 
education journals, are resources that 
are most helpful for staying current 
about education topics. Therefore, it 
becomes important that professional 
optometric organizations, such as the 
American Academy of Optometry and 
the American Optometric Association 
include education-related faculty devel-
opment at their annual meetings. The 
majority of respondents felt it was their 
role to contribute to the optometric ed-
ucation literature whether or not it was 
explicitly stated in their contract. This 
perception of faculty role is in contrast 
to the actual reported interest in educa-
tion research or scholarship. Two expla-
nations for this dichotomy are possible: 
1) faculty members may acknowledge it 
is their role to contribute but in reality 
barriers prohibit the accomplishments; 
or 2) survey respondents misinterpret-
ed the question to mean optometric 
literature in general. However, educa-
tors should ask themselves how does 
this lack of interest in education-related 
scholarship impact the profession of 
optometric education?

Barriers/Resources
The most frequently perceived barri-
ers to faculty scholarship were identi-
fied as clinical schedule and classroom/
laboratory teaching schedule. These 
factors limit the time available to par-
ticipate in scholarly activities. Lack of 
dedicated time is a well-documented 
and common barrier to scholarship in 
clinical professions such as medicine, 
nursing, pharmacy and dentistry.6,7,8,9 
The obvious solution to this barrier is 
to re-evaluate and reassign faculty time 
allotment on a regular basis to allow for 
adequate time to engage in scholarship. 
However, working within the frame-
work of teaching as a mission of opto-
metric education, the need for revenue 
from clinical practice and budgetary 
constraints, the reassignment of time or 
hiring of additional faculty may not be 
realistic. Some institutions, especially 

those that place a high value on scholar-
ship, may provide some dedicated time 
for scholarship. This dedicated time 
may or may not be sufficient for faculty 
needs. This study did not explore insti-
tutional allotted time for scholarship. A 
majority of faculty respondents devote 
at least 4 hours or more per week to 
scholarship, but we do not know how 
much time is allotted by the institu-
tion. Faculty may delay or assign a low-
er priority to scholarly activity to attend 
to other imminent responsibilities such 
as teaching or patient care. Faculty may 
need to realize that at different points 
in their career time spent on scholarly 
activity within or outside of scheduled 
working hours is a necessity and an in-
vestment in their future and the future 
of the profession.
The implementation of good time man-
agement skills is also essential. This may 
be particularly challenging for a faculty 
member who has transitioned from a 
clinical to academic environment. Tra-
ditionally, in a clinical environment, 
time management is determined by 
patient schedule. In the academic envi-
ronment, faculty members are respon-
sible for managing both long-term and 
short-term projects. Development of 
effective time management skills is ulti-
mately the responsibility of the faculty 
member but can be expedited and en-
hanced by institutional support in the 
form of time management workshops, 
support help for non-essential faculty 
functions, such as photocopying and 
resources, and support for scholarly ac-
tivity, such as access to statisticians and 
support help for accessing information 
via literature searches. 
Faculty respondents indicated that fi-
nancial support would be a helpful 
resource for scholarship. Faculty mem-
bers must acknowledge responsibility 
for developing a successful track re-
cord of scholarly activity before being 
rewarded with additional dedicated 
scholarship time and increased oppor-
tunities for funding. The development 
of a track record can be facilitated by 
utilizing smaller local funding sources, 
the conversion of presentations/posters 
into publications, and dealing with the 
necessary manuscript revisions and re-
jection within the peer-review system.
Institutional support and infrastructure 
can be instrumental in providing re-

sources for scholarship. Survey respon-
dents indicated that resources such as 
mentorship would improve their ability 
to engage in productive scholarly activ-
ity. Collaborative scholarly efforts can 
involve peer-to-peer collaborations or 
mentorship between junior and senior 
scholars. Studies have demonstrated 
that faculty members are more likely to 
publish if they are involved in a collab-
orative effort.10 Mentors can facilitate 
scholarly accomplishments by offering 
networking opportunities, providing 
advice, offering research opportunities, 
offering practical suggestions for career 
development, and providing insight 
into the academic environment.
In addition to supporting and initiating 
collaborative activities, institutions can 
provide support with in-house faculty 
workshops on topics such as writing, 
research design and statistical analysis. 
They could also provide funding to 
attend workshops that develop these 
scholarly skills. Institutional support 
can also involve freeing up faculty time 
for scholarship by instituting innova-
tive teaching techniques that decrease 
face-to-face classroom time and by ap-
propriately rewarding scholarly activi-
ties.
The profession of optometry must also 
take responsibility for providing re-
sources for scholarly activity. Although 
this was not specifically addressed in the 
survey, some possible contributions by 
the profession are centralized resources, 
grant opportunities, national collabora-
tive efforts and instituting a profession-
al culture that values scholarship. 

Limitations 
The limitations of the study involved 
the response rate, distribution of re-
spondents and nature of questions. The 
study was distributed to 20 optomet-
ric institutions. Of the 20 optometric 
institutions, 20% are stand-alone op-
tometry-only colleges, 45% are within 
a state-supported university, and 35% 
are optometry schools within a private 
college/university. The respondent pro-
file breaks down as follows: 90 (47%) 
from stand-alone optometry-only col-
leges; 79 (41%) from state-supported 
universities; 24 (12%) from private 
universities. The extent to which the 
study results can be generalized may be 
impacted by the lack of congruence be-
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tween the types of institutions and the 
distribution of respondents.
The sample size represented a 30% 
response rate. The literature does not 
show agreement on an acceptable sur-
vey response rate.11 Non-response er-
ror, which indicates non-respondents 
having a different opinion than the 
responders and/or response bias, which 
reflects the respondents being different 
and therefore not accurately reflecting 
the target audience, are always more of 
a risk the lower the response rate.11 The 
non-response bias may also indicate a 
differential response rate based on the 
level of engagement in scholarly activ-
ity. It may be likely that faculty mem-
bers who are less involved in scholarship 
would tend not to respond to a schol-
arship survey, whereas faculty members 
who are more involved in scholarship 
would be more likely to respond.
In hindsight, additional questions con-
cerning criteria for promotion and ten-
ure may have been beneficial. The ques-
tion asking faculty if “it is part of their 
role as a faculty member to contribute 
to the optometric educational literature 
whether or not it is explicitly stated in 
their contract” may have been inter-
preted as contribution to the general 
optometric literature. More specificity 
in the question would have aided in the 
clarity. The authors also acknowledge 
that some institutions may not utilize 
faculty contracts at all, which in turn 
could bias the responses. One ques-
tion was asked about time spent do-
ing scholarly activities. An additional 
question(s) on time spent on other re-
sponsibilities such as teaching, service 
and clinical responsibilities would have 
yielded a clearer representation of po-
tential barriers to scholarship.
Questions regarding academic rank or 
track (clinical, tenure or non-tenure) 
may also have been useful in providing 
more specific information on scholar-
ship habits. Scholarship habits may 
change depending on academic rank, 
track or based on the number of years 
in an academic career.

Conclusion 
A perception of shared values between 
the individual faculty member and his 
or her home institution is an important 
foundation for a long and productive 

academic career. In general, responses 
support an overall good fit between 
faculty members’ personal and profes-
sional expectations and how they per-
ceive the expectations of their colleges 
and universities. It is gratifying to note 
that more than half of the respondents 
believed that scholarly activity is appro-
priately valued and rewarded by them-
selves and by their home institution. 
This consistency bodes well for the pro-
fession of optometric education and for 
continued growth in scholarly activity 
by the nationwide faculty body. To sup-
port this sustained level of agreement, it 
will be important to recognize the exis-
tence of perceived barriers identified by 
this survey. Vigilance in identifying and 
eliminating potential barriers to schol-
arship will be critically important as 
more experienced optometric educators 
are nearing plans for retirement and the 
next generation of educators will be 
transitioning into key leadership roles.
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