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An increasing need for higher education to address the issue of faculty load, particularly with regard to health professions
education, has prompted this comprehensive review of the literature on the subject under three separate discussion topics.

Part I: Defining Faculty Workload
Teaching effectiveness, time analysis of work, equity of load, cost analysis, 6
and accountability all must be taken into account when defining faculty workload.

Part II: Elements of Faculty Workload and Their Relative Weightings

A single indicator as classroom instruction presents a considrably limited
view of faculty workload—several other indicators, such as research and public service, l l
are needed to present a complete view.

Part I1I: Facu[ty Load Formulas

A number of formulas have been attempted to produce a precise index of
faculty workload; these are explored in an effort to find a measurable balance l 8
of a faculty member’s responsibilities.
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Health Competition Announced

DHHS Secrtary Richard S. Schwei-
ker has announced a new annual com-
petition among health professions stu-
dents to encourage new ideas in health
promotion and disease prevention. The
new competition would seek the 20 best
papers by graduate and undergraduate
students in health fields for the new
“Secretary’s Award for Innovations in
Health Promotion and Disease Preven-
tion.” The first competition will take
place in the coming school year, with
papers to be submitted by December 15
and winners announced next May.

The new secretary’s award would go
to three finalists and 17 semi-finalists
each year. All 20 proposals would be
published by the Department of Health
and Human Services, and cash awards
would go to the winners: $3,000 for first
place; $2,000 for second; $1,000 for
third; and $100 for each semi-finalist.

The competition is open to students
of optometry as well as other health and
allied health professions. Complete in-
formation will be sent to the chief ad-
ministrator of all eligible schools shortly.

SCO Receives $12,000
Lowenstein Grant

A $12,000 grant from the Lowen-
stein Foundation, Memphis, Tennes-
see, the William P. and Marie R. Low-
enstein Research and Clinical Fellow-
ship, has been awarded to Southern
College of Optometry (SCO). This
grant will enable SCO to establish a
12-month optometric fellowship in
pediatric optometry, according to Dr.
John R. Levene, dean of faculty,
Southern College of Optometry.

The first recipient of the Lowenstein
Fellowship is Dr. Diane Serex-Dougan,
a 1981 graduate of the Southern Col-
lege of Optometry.
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JOE Wins Editors’ Award

In a tie for first place in the best jour-
nal competition, the Journal of Opto-
metric Education captured the award
for “Best National Optometric Journal”
this year along with the Southern Jour-
nal of Optometry, edited by Frank S.
Gibson, O.D., in the Optometric Editors
Association (OEA) annual contest for
excellence in optometric publishing.

In addition, an article published in the
Winter 1981 issue of the Journal of Op-
tometric Education entitled, “An Analy-
sis of Optometric Practices in Rural Ala-
bama,” written by Bradford W. Wild,
O.D., Ph.D., and Richard Maisiak,
Ph.D., won runnerup in the OEA’s best
article competition.

NEWENCO Technician

Program Approved

The Massachusetts Board of Regents
of Higher Education has extended the
degree granting authority of the New
England College of Optometry to in-
clude the Associate in Science degree
for optometric technicians.

The technician program, solely oper-
ated by NEWENCO for the last year, is
the outgrowth of a joint program with
Fisher Junior College begun over ten
years ago.

Because the degree granting author-
ity now lies with NEWENCO, students
can complete their general academic
coursework at any accredited college or
junior college. They then spend an aca-
demic year at NEWENCO completing
optometric studies. Students also have
the option of completing the course-
work at NEWENCO first, and obtaining
a position as an optometric assistant
while completing their degree require-
ments on a part-time basis.

Applebaum Scholarship
Established

The Alvin Applebaum Memorial
Scholarship Fund has been established
at the Southern California College of
Optometry (SCCO) by Morris Apple-
baum, O.D., director of the Optometric
Center of Fullerton, the major teaching
clinic of the college, in memory of his
father who died recently.

The award will be made annually to a
third-year professional student who has
demonstrated excellence in patient
care, academic achievement and has
financial need. The name of the reci-
pient will be inscribed on a perpetual
plaque which is displayed in the Opto-
metric Center of Fullerton clinic on the
SCCO campus.

ICO Adds New Building

Construction of a new two-story,
50,000 square-foot addition to the Illi-
nois College of Optometry began full-
force in June 1982, with projections in-
dicating students  and faculty will be
using the building in fall, 1983.

The new building has been desig-
nated for much-needed office, library,
and lecture hall space, freeing up areas
in the existing building for clinic expan-
sion, more effective use of space, and
improvements in the current facility.

UH Institutes Electronic
Prescription Transmittal

With the help of Southern States
Optical Company of Houston, the Uni-
versity of Houston (UH) College of Op-
tometry has begun using electronic
communication to get prescribed
corrective eyeglasses onto a patient’s
nose with the least amount of problems
and undue delay. The key element in
the program is a Panafax MV1200, a
machine that transmits prescription in-
formation over telephone lines directly
to a main computer at Southern States
Optical.

The Panafax equipment was donated
to the UH optometry clinic by R.A.
Mackenzie, president of Southern
States Optical and a 1966 UH business
graduate. -

With the two-way communication
capability, UH clinic staff will be able to
request a status report on any prescrip-
tion being processed and receive a writ-
ten answer the same day. Also, orders
received over the Panafax go directly to
the computer bypassing the usual order
clerks. The computer eventually will
control every phase of production from
layout to grinding to edging, as well as
inventory control and checkout of back-
ordered prescriptions.

Keeping Up
with People...

Dr. Robert Stamper, professor of
ophthalmology at Pacific Medical
Center of San Francisco and one of the
leading glaucoma specialists of the
United States, and Dr. Darrell
Carter, assistant dean of the School of
Optometry of the University of Califor-
nia, will lead a group of optometrists
and ophthalmologists to the People’s
Republic of China March 5 to March 26,
1983.

Recently elected to the Board of
Trustees of the Southern California Col-

(continued on page 30)

5



S




PART |

On the

Workload of Faculty:

Defining Faculty Workload

Willard B. Bleything, O.D., M.S.

lt has been said that tradition, senti-
ment, rule-of-thumb and temporizing
compromise have been, and unfor-
tunately still are, the dominant methods
used in educational administration.
Consistent with this pronouncement,
for as many as thirty years there has
been concern over the evaluation of
faculty load. Reeves and Russell,® in
1929, commented:
No thoroughly scientific method of
measuring faculty load is now avail-
able. Existing measures are unsatis-
factory and incomplete. The answers
are not yet in. Yet as a practical
necessity, some method of measur-
ing and adjusting faculty load—even
though only approximate—must be
employed.
Real sources for conflict can exist in the
assessment of faculty load due to the
publics served and their differing goals®
coupled with the broad mission of a uni-
versity.® There exists a fictional view of
college teaching as a life of relative ease
from daily pressures, safely insulated
from the harsh world of work. The cam-
pus skyscraper, known to many some-
what derisively as the “ivory tower,” is
said to be filled with occupants who sel-
dom descend to reality and who are
permitted to ply their trade in bucolic if
not idyllic surroundings, gently en-
veloped in ivy, pipe smoke and chalk-
dust.* Such stereotyping has caused
higher education advocates to row up-
stream while they negotiate for an ap-
propriate ration of public funds.
In the 1950s, the trend toward lighter

Willard B. Bleything, O.D., M.S., is
Dean of the College of Optometry,
Pacific University, Forest Grove, Ore-
gon.
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teaching loads prevailed; however,
from the late 1960s into the 1970s, the
trend evolved into increased workloads
for faculty. Lombardi® feels this change
has been largely due to financial dif-
ficulties encountered by many colleges.
State legislators have indicated
minimum workloads for faculty.

With such pressures from outside the
educational community it has been in-
creasingly important for higher educa-
tion to address the issue of faculty load.
Affected are all elements of postsecon-
dary education from the community
college to the major research university
and also those institutions for the educa-
tion of health professionals. Despite the
impact little attention has been given
this subject by health professions educa-
tors.

What follows is a comprehensive re-
view of the literature addressing the sub-
ject of faculty workload under three
separate discussion topics: (1) defining
faculty workload; (2) elements of faculty
workload and their relative weighting;
and (3) faculty load formulas. Conclud-
ing comments detail five basic “load
laws” to be observed in the design of
any faculty workload system.

Defining Faculty
Workload

The need for a generally accepted
definition of faculty workload has long
been recognized by such national agen-
cies as the American Association of Col-
legiate Registrars and Admissions Offi-
cers, the American Council on Educa-
tion, and the U.S. Office of Education.¢
Some have felt the attention to mea-
surement of faculty load arose from
concern within the 50s over the “num-
bers game.”” College administrators
and institutional research specialists

were looking for systematic and more
efficient ways of deploying scarce facul-
ty “numbers” due to the exponential
student enrollment increases fore-
casted. Clearly, in the internal manage-
ment of colleges and universities, facul-
ty workload data is useful in planning
for the future. From phuysical layout to
projecting personnel, this information is
an important tool in preparing capital
and current operating budgets. How-
ever, in addition to this generalization,
there exists a number of specific benefits
to faculty and administrator.

Teaching Effectiveness

Morton® develops the rationale that
teaching effectiveness bears a relation to
teaching load. He specifically holds cau-
tion for the departmental add-ons to
teaching and underscores the point that
what can pass for serious incompetence
in a teacher is not always rooted in pro-
fessional qualifications but rather, lack
of judgment in apportionment of time.
Hicks,? in 1960 while reporting to a
conference sponsored by the American
Council on Education, makes the state-
ment that no objective study has ever
been made of the relationship between
quality of faculty performance and
faculty workload and questions if such
could be done until it is learned how to
measure quality objectively. His ap-
proach is to make comparisons with in-
dustry. Citing the studies by psycholo-
gists and sociologists in industrial set-
tings he points out that overwork, or
“overloading” can adversely affect
quality of work. Similarly, faculty work-
load can be increased to the extent that
the quality of the work will suffer.

Whether the converse is true—that
the lighter the load, the higher the
quality—seems another matter entirely.
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The meat in the argument is the ten-
dency for faculty to be loaded with
assignments of dubious value when
they might be doing more useful things.
Perhaps one of the greatest benefits,
then, to be gained from faculty work-
load studies is the opportunity to
analyze and define what each faculty
member is doing in order to use best
each one’s time and energies. To de-
scribe this particular set of cir-

cumstances, Hicks turns to a term in
economics— “higher profit combina-
tion,” meaning to seek that combination
of activity that realizes the highest yield

“A good understanding of faculty work activities is

vital information which can be used to
improve an institution in many ways. A
good understanding of faculty work
activities is important in assessing the ef-
fect of new elements and changes in
higher education.

Typically, in a time analysis study,
summary is made of data on faculty ac-
tivity by the administrative head of any
particular unit. This means that the ad-
ministrator must determine how his/her
conception of what faculty members are
doing agrees with the individual faculty
person’s evaluation. Stecklein'! reports
that this experience has caused many to

important in assessing the effect of new elements and

or profit. Therein lies the argument that
a study of faculty workload can enhance
teaching effectiveness.

Time Analysis of Work

As early as 1937 pleas were being
made relative to the need for time
analysis of instruction;!® strong excep-
tion was being raised as to the use of
student credit hours as a means of mea-
suring faculty work. Some twenty-four
years later, in 1961, the American
Council on Education published an im-
portant work on the measurement of
faculty workload.!! This introduced the
view that very few businesses or institu-
tions of comparable size, complexity
and diversity of function operate with as
little detailed knowledge and under-
standing of the basic activities of their
workers as do most colleges and univer-
sities. Studies of faculty load provide

changes in higher education.”

reassess discrepancies between their im-
pression of what a faculty member is do-
ing and the individual’s account. Better
understanding can result.

Wessel'? expresses grave concern for
the tendency to measure an instructor’s
prestige on how little time he/she
teaches and especially by the infre-
quency of contacts with under-
graduates, the reason given for drastic
reduction in teaching loads almost in-
variably being the promotion of re-
search by faculty members. The
assumption is made that release from
heavy classroom assignments will lead
the typical faculty member to devote
most of his/her time to scholarly activi-
ties. Thus, time analysis of faculty activi-
ties can be useful in determining an ap-
propriate mix of responsibilities per indi-
vidual faculty member—specifically,
teaching and research along with pro-

fessional and community activities.
During a curriculum planning discus-
sion a school of nursing'® found still
another reason for doing a faculty time
analysis study. In this case an evaluation
of personnel needs was being done rela-
tive to a proposed curriculum change.
By comparing the hours available for
teaching to the hours required for
teaching it was possible to project the
need for additional faculty. The time
analysis of faculty work can build the
rationale for appropriate staffing.

Equity of Load

A position was advanced earlier that
teaching effectiveness could be affected
adversely due to the tendency for facul-
ty to become loaded with assignments
of dubious value. Hicks® develops the
point further when he stresses the need
to make certain faculty are loaded with
the right things, rather than with triviali-
ties which nevertheless subtract from
the effort which can be put to the really
important job a professor may do. He
states- faculty work studies can serve
well the function of protection for that
“good” professor who tends always to
be overloaded: it is their nature to be so.
The duty of the administrator is to pro-
tect the time of these professors so that
it may be used to the fullest extent for
what they can do best.

Therefore, along with the other argu-
ments for faculty activity analysis, a fur-
ther premise is advanced that equity is
important: equity among individual
faculty members, among departments
and colleges, and among institutions.

Another wrinkle yet presents itself in
that some confusion and uncertainty on
the part of both faculty and administra-
tion can exist concerning the actual
duties of faculty members. One may be
hired as a teacher and assigned a “full
teaching load;” yet when the time
comes to award promotions and salary
increases, these awards may not be
based on the quality of teaching but
rather on the quality and quantity of re-
search conducted in the teacher’s spare
time.'® Surely, this is yet another form
of inequity. One outcome of faculty
workload studies should be the more
effective coordination of the expecta-
tions of department heads, academic
deans, promotion committees, and the
like, with the intentions of faculty
members.

Starr'® discusses the development of
a unit system devised and implemented
in the Department of History at Prince-
ton University. He explains how mem-
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bers of the senior and junior faculty
tended to view one another with suspi-
cion, each often convinced that the
other was not doing his/her share of the
work. Also rare is the social scientist or
teacher in the humanities who does not
believe that colleagues in the natural sci-
ences or professional schools are getting
more money for less work. Thus, the
equity question comprises concerns to
see that faculty are loaded with the right
things, that there is equity of load
among faculty, that evaluation
measures performance of assigned
load, and that load matches time avail-
able,

Cost Analysis

The health professions, for the most
part, have been rather silent through
these years of faculty-workload studies.
In fact, it can be noted that when faculty
workload studies have been conducted
within multi-university campuses where
a school of medicine exists, typically
that particular school has been excluded
from the study. Interest on medical
campuses did begin to appear in the late
1960s through the early 70s centered
around analysis of cost. Stoddard!’
reports a substantial increase in the de-
mand by government for detailed cost
analysis of medical education during
this period.

It is generally agreed that of those
costs contributing to education, “per-
sonnel” represents between 50 percent
to 80 percent of the total. This being
true, a meaningful cost of education
study must include a significant com-
ponent relative to faculty effort, the
chief single element of cost. In applying
this approach, caution is advised in the
proper evaluation and use of faculty
effort-reporting data.'” It must be re-
membered that it is merely a tool for
cost analysis. As such, it does not pos-
sess the precision of a cost-accounting
system; this is not the intention of cost
analysis. Cost accounting implies a
mechanism for the day-to-day alloca-
tion of direct and indirect costs to cost
centers within an organization. Cost
analysis means a single analysis—a
snapshot—of the total cost of an organi-
zation during a particular fiscal period.

As such, the purpose of a cost analy-
sis is to find and present costs rather
than to monitor them. First, it is impor-
tant to examine what inputs will be re-
quired to achieve given output targets
and then how costs should be assigned
to a particular process. The manage-
ment tools aimed toward the first ques-
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tion may be labeled activity analysis;
those aimed at the second are called
cost analysis. These two strains of
analysis meet in what might be called
optimization analysis, the analysis of
least-cost means of meeting given out-
put objectives or maximum feasible out-
put objectives for a given set of basic in-
puts.'® Thus, it can be stated activity
analysis is particularly useful in predict-
ing the consequences as to the costs of
specific simulated decisions: a way to
“try on” various scenarios.

The Association of American Medical
Colleges (AAMC) has reported on

health education programs as to the ac-
tual and ideal distributions of faculty
time. To determine if perceptions of
ideal activities differed among the facul-
ty members, program directors, and ad-
ministrators, data were solicited from
each. The underlying rationale was that
if one could obtain a measure of actual
and ideal distributions of faculty activi-
ties from all involved individuals the
data would have planning value for all
groups. This approach adds yet another
quality as a resource for planning: the
development of general statements con-
cerning ideal faculty activities.

“A meaningful cost of education study must include a
-significant component relative to faculty effort, the chief

undergraduate medical education cost
elements.?” They developed the con-
cept of a hypothetical faculty member
fully involved in education, describing a
profile for a basic science and clinical
science faculty member. The Institute of
Medicine 2° also conducted a study
which utilized actual faculty activity
analysis data. Like the AAMC they
developed a profile for basic science
and clinical science faculty. These
resulted in cost constructions as a
means of defining the essential activities
in which a faculty member must partici-
pate in order to produce a quality edu-
cational product.

Another approach has been taken by
Harper and Gonyea.?! They set out to
obtain faculty activity data that could be
used for planning purposes. A project
was designed to identify the perceptions
of faculty members in several allied

single element of cost.”

Sommers?? stresses the point that
academic communities have come
under intense pressures to balance
expenditures with income. As a result,
the concept of university productivity as
a management technique now is found
in academia. Borrowing from experi-
ences at the University of New Haven
this author offers various strategies to in-
crease productivity. Emphasis is placed
on revenue-cost ratios, class size and
faculty teaching schedules as primary
factors in productivity improvement.
Enochs,? a graduate studies. dean,
brings to light still another important
reason for conducting workload studies:
the problem of pay. He makes a paral-
lelism to attorneys and other private-
practice professionals. They are consid-
erably freer than teachers to decide the
number of cases they will take, and in
contrast with teachers, the more cases
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showed that the typical professor
worked 54.8 hours per week?*® with the
average faculty member devoting 30.4
hours to teaching activities; 8.1 hours
were actual “contact” hours with 17.3
hours spent on directly related activities
such as lecture and media preparation,
grading, and meeting with students.
Student services, administrative duties
and committee participation were re-
ported at a median value of 6.5 hours.
Public service averaged 2.1 hours.
Wendel* reports on a faculty member
workload study in 1977 that involved
five different state colleges.* On the
average of a 51.6 hour work week,
30.8 Hours were involved in teaching, 4
hours in advising, 5 hours in research
and 11 hours in service activities. These
and various other studies are presented
~inTable'2, T

Teaching activities are reported from
25 hours to 41 hours per week in these
particular studies for a percentage of

_time commitment from 46% within the

University of California system to 74%
within the Wisconsin State University.

*Chadron State College, Kearney State College,
Peru State College, Wayne State College, lowa
State University )

In an inverse relationship, research time
is reported from 3% at Wisconsin State
University to 38% -in the University of
California system. Some caution is ap-
propriate in the interpretation of the
hours reported and effort reported as a
percentage of total time. With the ex-
ception of those institutions in Wiscon-
sin, there is little spread of hours re-
ported in teaching related activities
(25-33 hours). Many who have con-
ducted faculty activity studies have
noted the teaching related activities to
be representative of what has been
“assigned” by the host institution with
the bulk of the scholarly endeavors be-
ing represented in those hours reported
that exceed the usual “labor force” work
week norm of 40 hours.

To test this notion, it is of interest to
“make & separate distribution by subtract-
ing the research hours reported from
the total hours reported. Doing so
makes a teaching activity work week of
37 hours to 53 hours with 44 as the
mean. In other words, the major por-
tion of the variability in total hours is ac-
counted for in research time reported
rather than in teaching time assigned.
This would suggest that factors other
than release time from teaching play the

major role in determining the commit-
ment of faculty to research.

As has been noted, many of the
faculty load studies conducted have ex-
cluded health profession schools. In
1972-73 a cost of education in health
professions study was conducted by the
National Academy of Science, Institute
of Medicine.?® This included the disci-
plines of medicine, osteopathy, dentist-
ry, optometry, pharmacy, podiatry,
veterinary medicine and nursing. Within
the study, detail relative to load distribu-
tion in hours per week is found (see
Table 3). Teaching activities range from
10 hours to 33 hours per week with a
mean of 23 hours. Two-product activi-
ties as joint teaching/patient care and
joint research/teaching range from 1 to
14 hours per week with a mean of 8
hours. Independent research ranges
from O to 16 hours/week with a mean
of 6 hours. Patient care related activities
are reported from 0 to 9 hours per week
with @ mean of 3 hours. Service activi-
ties average at 2 hours per week. The
average time per week for administra-
tive activities is 5 hours; professional
development averages 4 hours and
writing averages 1 hour. The total work
week spans from 37 to 59 hours with

TABLE 2
Average Hours Per Week of Full-Time Faculty by Activity in Various Studies Reported 1970-78
Eight Mid-
Five State Univ. of Western

Univ. of Calif Univ. of Colieges Univ. of Univ. of Wisconsin Calif. Universities
Activity Mean (San Diego)** Conn.” (Average)* Maryland” Wisconsin®® State Univ.”* (UC Sys.)* (Average)™
Direct Contact
Teaching 12 15
- 33 30 30 31 33 38 41 ,
Preparation 13 - 18
and Evaluation
Research 11 15 14 5 17 7 2 23 9
Public Service 2 2 2 1 2
—_— 11 9
Administration 9 5 6 5 5 12 5
Professional |
Development 6 2
Other 2 2 5 3 2 6
Total
Hours/Week 55 60 54 52 62 54 55 60 49

Note: Numbers have been rounded.
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*News Item, Chronicle of Higher Education.
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an average of 51 hours. Podiatry
schools report the lightest work week
and pharmacy schools the heaviest
work week.

Table 4 draws a comparison between
the hours per week reported by full-time
faculty in higher education in general as
compared to health professions schools,
the difference averaging 55 hours to 51
hours respectively. Like activities are
grouped and compared for these two
groups in Table 4.

It is of interest to note the degree of
similarity in percentage of effort in
teaching activities and “other” with the
noticeable differences being in inde-
pendent research activities and in public
service-administrative-professional
development activities. According to
these studies, research is given more
emphasis in higher education in general
than in the health professions (20% ver-
sus 12% effort), while the area of public
service-administrative-professional de-
velopment is given greater emphasis in
the health professions (16% versus
23% effort). It is recognized that these

statements are generalizations and diffi-
cult to apply to any particularly paired
institutions due to the extreme variabil-
ity in both groups.

Research

Since one of the marked differences
between institutions and school disci-
plines relative to total hours reported
seems a function of research emphasis,
a closer look at this area is in order.

Evenden, et al.** show that faculty
members in land-grant institutions, state
universities, and private nondenomina-
tional institutions spend substantially
more time on research activities than do
faculty members in teachers colleges
and junior colleges. They show also that
teaching clock hours are only slightly re-
duced for faculty members engaged in
research. In fact, the study showed that
larger percentages of faculty with heavy
workloads engage in research than do
those with lighter loads. While there is
some tendency for the quality of re-
search to go up as the class load is re-
duced, the amount of research actually

accomplished does not seem, in most
cases, to be related closely to the class-
room teaching load.* Rather the indi-
vidual's enthusiasm for research seems
to be the determining factor.

Sexson®® stresses there are many ex-
tremely effective faculty members who
simply do not desire to perform re-
search; they are more devoted to the
classroom functions. Sexson com-
ments, “Although the importance of re-
search by faculty members cannot be
denied, granting a ‘blanket’ amount of
time for research for every single faculty
member would be highly impracti-
cable.”

Referring to Table 2, of those studies
listed, the greatest time commitment by
faculty to research is reported within the
University of California system. On a
weekly basis, 23 out of 60 hours, or
38% of the average week, is devoted to
research. In a study published by the

‘In one report the comment is made that
whenever the teaching load has climbed to 15
hours per week research practically stops.

TABLE 3
Average Hours Per Week of Full-Time Faculty by Activity in Sampled Health Professions Schools
1972-73
Medical Schools Veterinary
Basic Clinical Osteopath. Dental Optometry Pharmacy Podiatry Medicine Nursing

Activity Mean Science Science Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools
Teaching
e teaching 6 5 4 5 6 9 10 5 6 8
¢ preparation 10 8 4 10 8 10 15 9 8 17
® curriculum

devel. 7 3 2 3 4 5 4 4 8 6
Joint
® teaching/

patient care 7 1 11 12 9 11 1 9 4 8
® research/ :

teaching 1 4 1 * 1 1 2 * 2 ‘
Research
® inde-

pendent

research 6 16 7 2 5 3 7 * 10 1
Patient Care
® patient care 2 — 6 3 2 3 2 1 3 *
 hospital/clinic

admin. 1 — 2 1 * 3 1 * 2 0
Service 2 3 3. 1 2 1 3 1 7 2
General Support
¢ adminis-

tration 5 6 6 4 5 6 7 5 1 6
® professional

development 4 5 5 4 6 5 5 2 4 4
® writing 1 2 1 > 1 * 2 * 1 1
Total
Hours/Week 51 53 52 45 49 57 59 37 56 53
Source; National Academy of Sciences, Institute of Medicine, 1974. Note: Numbers have been rounded. *Less than 30 minutes/week.
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“The defining of faculty
workload for the best-
time-use and energies
combination—the high
profit combination—can
enhance teaching
effectiveness.”

coming their way, the more they can
and do charge. To a certain extent,
then, other professions experience a

~ Therefore,

_ satisfactory sense of balance between
~their loads and their remuneration.

another purpose to be
~ served by workload studies may be to
gather data in support of salary adjust-
ment for faculty.

Accountability

During 1976, the University of Cali-
fornia, San Diego (UCSD), conducted a
study®* to review the full spectrum of
professional activities of a faculty mem-
ber.” A principal incentive for the study
was to provide a basis for greater under-
standing, internal and external to the
university, about the extent of UC
goals, what UC faculty members’ re-
sponsibilities were, how these responsi-
bilities were fulfilled and the interrela-
tionships of those responsibilities. In this
regard, a university lacks the quanti-
tative and rather simple measures of
profit and loss found in a business or-
ganization and yet the accountability in
academia is greater than that of busi-
ness. Starr' traces a short history rela-
tive to this period of accountability. For
decades, questions relative to the extent
of the obligations of faculty to their stu-
dents and institutions were settled with-
out ceremony by department chairmen
and deans who set workloads on an ad

hoc basis after consulting with members

v‘Excluding the School of Medicine.
10

of their teaching staff. New faculty were
hired as the need arose, and the entire
system remained more or less undis-
turbed. Of recent, however, this seems
under attack. “State auditors—notably
in California, Florida, and new York—
have demanded that campus adminis-
trators call professors to account for
their supposedly lax work schedules,”
states Starr.

Swofford?® makes the-point that, es-
pecially now, legislators are beginning
to demand that an accounting of educa-
tion funds be given. He states that all in-
stitutions need to measure the value of
their services in order to justify their
existence to themselves and to their
public. Until recently, however, this
concept had been but weakly applied in
the world of education; campus and
public debate had focused on faculty
workloads. Creswell* feels this repre-
sented a low ebb of public confidence in
colleges. He points to collective negotia-
tions in academia as a driving force to
such debate. Discussions taking place at
the negotiations table were teaching
load, summer employment, office
hours, calendar and class size, because
they became items of negotiation in
contracts. For some states, the legisla-
ture mandated specific faculty work-

loads. He points out the need to gain.

faculty acceptance of workload analysis
and to demonstrate to faculty the bene-
fits of using activity data. His research
indicates that these are achievable ob-
jectives.

Conclusions

The defining of faculty workload for
the best-time-use and energies com-
bination—the high profit combination—
can enhance teaching effectiveness.
Vital management information allowing
assessment of individual faculty roles,
teaching function versus research func-
tion and projected faculty needs are all
benefits derived from a time analysis of
work by faculty. An equity of load can
be achieved via more precise define-
ment, thus offering protection for the
over-committed professor, providing for
relative load balance between depart-
ments and institutions, achieving
relative apportionment of load for the
junior/senior faculty, and allowing sym-
metry of assignment against available
time. Effective cost analysis studies us-

ing faculty load data are useful tools in

determining present and future costs.
Accountability of higher education is be-
ing demanded by the general public,
state and federal government. Faculty
activity translated into program outputs
and cost can be directed toward these
demands.

Durham?” provides a thoughtful sum-
mary statement: “As one who is con-
vinced that faculty improvement, in-
cluding salary status, in the next decade
is largely dependent on faculty ability to
increase its productivity, qualitatively
and quantitatively, [ submit that future
intelligent use of faculty workload data
is a sine qua non of faculty life and of
university administration.”
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PART Il

Elements of Faculty Workload
and Their Relative Weightings

The traditional approach of measuring
a faculty member’s workload only in
terms of hours spent in formal teaching
is as erroneous as measuring the work-
load of an attorney in terms of hours
spent arguing cases in court.

A single indicator as classroom in-
struction presents a considerably limited
view of the mission of higher education.
Several other indicators which measure
other aspects of teaching, as well as re-
search and public service, are needed to
present a complete view.?

Moreover, returning to the analogy of
law, if the hours in court become so
high the attorney has no time for case
preparation then effectiveness will di-
minish. In a like manner, faculty mem-
bers who spend excessive time lecturing
or meeting with laboratory classes will
have little time for the preparation of
lectures and development of laboratory
procedures, all of which can result in a
less effective teacher.

Charters,? Heiss,*®* Howell,** Har-
per,*? and Witmer? all have discussed
the issue of “elements” in faculty load.
These discussions go back nearly forty
years but still remain somewhat un-
solved, at least to the satisfaction of both
faculty and administrator. Sifting
through that which has been written,
perhaps one of the most concise yet
comprehensive presentations has been
made by Harper®? in 1978. Table 1 has
been adapted from this paper. It de-
scribes as elements of load: direct con-
tact teaching, preparation and evalua-
tion, research, public service, adminis-
tration and professional development.

According to Heiss®* the undergradu-
ate teacher averages between 12 to 15
hours a week in the classroom with the
remainder of the time being spent on
approximately seventy different ac-
tivities related to the academic role.

In the end, the point that bears mak-
ing is the need to identify definable acti-
vities that represent the entire scope of
faculty responsibility—the assignment.
This step must be accomplished before
consideration of equity can be achieved
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along with the need to obtain data for
the appraisal of cost associated with
these activities.

Weighting

Selecting those elements as described
by Harper,* it is now appropriate to ex-
amine the relative weighting given to
each and to examine what other factors
may influence change in the relative
weighting. First, those studies that give
some direction to the basic question of
relative weight (time) or effort given to
each workload element will be con-
sidered.

Faculty members at the University of

California, San Diego (UCSD),*
reported in a 1976 survey that they
spent approximately 60 hours per week
in all university responsibiliies with
nearly 30 hours directly related to in-
struction at all levels.?* General scholar-
ship, student related activities, public
service, and administrative responsibili-
ties required an additional 15 hours per
week with an equal amount devoted to
research. A study of the faculty work
week at the University of Connecticut™**

*Excluding the School of Medicine.
**Study excluded librarians, extension agents
and health center faculty.

R R S
TABLE 1 "
Elements of Faculty Load

Activity

Direct contact teaching

Examples

Teaching in classroom; laboratory; clinic; in-

dividual studies; academic advising.

Preparation and evaluation

Developing instructional aids, monitoring equip-

ment, arranging for clinical experience, labs;
preparing lectures; lab set ups; evaluation of in-
structional activities; evaluation of student work,
grading papers. Course/curriculum develop-

ment,

Research

Curriculum,

laboratory, clinical, systems-

oriented research; writing proposals; collect-
ing/analyzing data; supervising research pro-

jects.

Public service

Consultation; service in a professional capacity

to organizations; professional practice.

Administration

Professional development

Completing forms, time schedules; committees.

Professional improvement; taking graduate

courses, readings in field to keep current; profes-
sional meetings for self-improvement; publica-
tions and presentations.




Center of Research and Development
in Higher Education, University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley,*® the statement is
made, “Explicitly and implicitly major
universities make it clear to, their non-
tenured faculty that unless they publish
within a specified period of their ap-
pointment, their chances of retention
are extremely remote. Thus, with
respect to the university, only the pro-
ductive scholar need apply.” Also it is of
interest to note, in the few attempts that
have been made to measure and com-
pare teaching effectiveness of * those
who publish with those who do not, stu-
dent'ratings tend to favor the former.*

when teported as percent of effort, in

__teaching activities in the University of
_ California system compared to other in-

stitutions; however, the weekly hours

devoted to teaching are not all that dif-
ferent. The mean hours per week for
__teaching activities of all studies was 33

and the UC study reported 25 hours.

" “However, this reduction coupled with

the finding that UC faculty report a 60
hour work week makes for a 38% effort
commitment to research by these facul-
ty.
Time for and commitment to research
is oftentimes discussed in relation to
graduate teaching loads as compared to
undergraduate, the graduate faculty
member having a heavier involvement

in research. The American Association
of University Professors (AAUP) policy
documents®® offer the following guide-
lines for teaching loads.

Hours Per Week of
Formal Class Meetings

Under-
graduate Graduate
Maximum 12 9
Preferable 9 6

Brand?® describes various studies
done in 1972 by the National Education
Association where ‘it was found the
semester hours for faculty teaching
undergraduate courses in four-year
institutions was 12 as an average. In
comparison, the average semester
hours for faculty teaching graduate
courses was 10.

As mentioned earlier, from studies
reported it appears the time spent in re-
search by faculty in general higher edu-
cation exceeds that of faculty in the
health professions. Research activity
among health professions faculty ranges
from less than 30 minutes per week in
schools of podiatry to that of 16 hours
per week by the basic science faculty in
schools of medicine. Clinical sciences
faculty in medical schools report an
average of 7 hours per week, however.
The average reported for all health pro-
fessions faculty is 6 hours per week. A

panel of medical educators and admin-
istrators with the task of assembling cri-
teria for an effective school judged the
amount of research essential to educa-
tion as 0.67 hours in research per hour
of instructional activity for basic sciences
and 0.30 hours in research for each
hour of instructional activity for clinical
sciences.?°
Fawcell*® describes problems related
to the low commitment to research by
nursing faculty:
The low status currently accorded
research in nursing schools probably
reflects peer expectations rather than
those of the parent institution. New
faculty members model the behavior
of senior faculty who apparently
have little commitment to research. It
is likely then, that lack of proper
socialization is the predominant-bar-
rier to nursing research productivity.

Perhaps one of the most scholarly ap-
proaches to the question of faculty com-
mitment to research is the study con-
ducted by Hesseldenz in 1976 at the
University of Kentucky, Lexington.?’
Employing Holland’s theory of voca-
tional choice,* a multivariate analysis of

*Persons with similar personality characteristics
tend to choose occupations which are suitable to
their temperaments; these persons and occupa-
tions fall into six general personality categories:
realistic, investigative, social, conventional, enter-
prising and artistic.

TABLE 4

Average Hours Per Week of Full-Time Faculty by Activity Comparing Higher Education in General

to Health Professions Schools

Higher Education in General

Health Professions Schools

Percent Percent
Mean Effort Range Mean Effort Range

Teaching 33 60% 24-41 31 60% 11-47
Research 11 20% 2-23 6 12% 0-16
Public Service

¢ Administrative 9 16% 6-13 12 23% 4-22
¢ Professional

Development

Other 2 4% 0-6 3 5% 0-6
Mean Total 55 49-62 51 37-59

Note: Numbers have been rounded.
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variance showed that faculty members
of the Holland personality types not
only differed in effort reported in in-
struction, research, public service, and
institutional-professional activities, but
that the findings were supportive of Hol-
land’s theory. They found that the high-
est hours for the variable “research
hours” occur in the investigative and
realistic classifications; the lowest in
social and artistic categories. According
to the theory, investigative and realistic
persons value analytical, scientific and
research activities more than do social
and artistic persons. Relating this finding
to those faculty within the health profes-
sions schools, this may explain the rela-
tively high activity level in research re-
ported by the basic science faculty and
the much lower activity reported among
those faculty in the clinical sciences.
According to the Holland theory, the
investigative and realistic persons—who
in this study reported the greatest re-
search hours—perceive themselves as
having mechanical ability, to be scholar-
ly and intellectually self-confident, but
to be lacking in human relations and in
persuasive or leadership ability. In con-
trast, the social persons—who in this
study reported the fewest research
hours—perceive themselves as liking to

help others, understanding others, and
lacking mechanical and scientific ability.
They value social and ethical activities
and problems and acquire human rela-
tions competencies, to the deficit of
manual and technical competencies.

There seems strong compatibility,
then, between the findings of Hessel-
denz and the research interests as
reported in the other studies described.
Basic scientists by their own interests
and basic personality traits may seek re-
search activity while faculty in the clini-
cal sciences—perhaps initially directed
to this “calling” due to their interest in
helping people—may avoid research
activity, again due to their own interests
and basic personality traits.

Academic Rank

The question has been posed in more
than one study as to whether the vari-
ous elements of faculty load vary as a
function of academic rank. According to
Sommers,??. senior professors tradi-
tionally have chosen their own sched-
ules and tend to select specialized
courses close to their research interests.
Such courses often have low enroll-
ments. Large introductory courses
therefore are taught by junior faculty
who get what their senior colleagues

have cast aside. In a study at Princeton
University,'® it is stated the number of
teaching hours constituting a full sched-
ule differed according to academic rank,
with professors (PROF) teaching nine
hours, associate professors (ASOP) ten,
and assistant professors (ASIP) eleven.
These differences were a natural source
of discontent, junior faculty considering
themselves overworked and senior
faculty thinking their extra labors were
unrecognized. Using a unit value systemn
attached to each task they discovered,
however, all were working at about the
same level, notwithstanding the as-
signed teaching differentials; they mere-
ly spent their time differently.

The first question to examine is that
of total weekly hours reported as a func-
tion of academic rank, Using as a sam-
ple those institutions in Table 5, varia-
tion is noted between total hours
reported by institution; however, there
is an amazing consistency in total mean
hours reported for PROF, ASOP, ASIP
ranks with lesser hours reported by
INSR and LECR ranks. This seems con-
sistent with the findings at Princeton
University.'®* Sample size alone could
account for the lesser hours reported for
INSR and LECR.

The second question to examine is

TABLE 5
Average Hours Per Week of Full-Time Faculty by Academic Rank
Humboldt State Northern Mich. University of Madison
Mean College™ University®’ Toronto** College®
Professor 57.3 54.9 58.5 60.0 55.8
PROF
Associate Professor 57.9 58.5 63.0 56.9 53.2
ASOP
Assistant Professor 57.9 57.4 62.8 56.9 54.7
ASIP
Instructor 55.8 54.4 55.3 . 57.9
INSR
Lecturer 52.9 59.0 * 54.8 45.0
LECR
Mean 56.4/57.3 57.1 59.6 58.0 54.8

*Data not available
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that of percent of time devoted to vari-
ous activities as a function of academic
rank. Table 6 compares various studies
with this question in mind. Considering
these sources there seems to be some
tendency for teaching activity to de-
crease and public service activity to in-
crease the higher the rank. Research
activities and “other” activities remain
about the same irrespective of rank as a
general statement.

There is not a general agreement on
such a generalization, however. Jacka-
meit* at Madison College found profes-
sors and associate professors devoted a
larger percentage of time to research
and scholarly activities than was evi-
denced by the college as a whole. How-
ever, Hesseldenz and Rodgers* in a
comprehensive statistical study of 2,406
classes taught at the University of Ken-
tucky concluded:

" (a) Average credit hours for classes
taught by assistant professors are sig-
nificantly higher than for classes
taught by each other rank; (b) con-
tact hours for classes taught by pro-
fessors are lower than those for
classes taught by each other rank; (c)
associate professors average less ef-

fort in preparation-grading hours
than do instructors and the average
of all other ranks. Instructors spend
significantly more time in this effort
than do all other ranks; and (d) pro-
fessors spend less time in average
class total hours than do assistant
professors and instructors. Associate
professors exhibited smaller values
than assistant professors for this vari-
able. Instructors had higher values
for this variable than any other rank.

Level of Instruction

Differentiation of instructional work-
load according to level of instruction is
presented in a position paper by the
American Association of University Pro-
fessors (AAUP).** The AAUP proposes
a teaching workload of 9-12 credit
hours for teachers of predominantly un-
dergraduate courses and 6-9 credit
hours for instruction at the graduate
level. At most institutions of higher
learning, the higher the rank of the
faculty member the higher the level of
classes taught. If the AAUP guideline is
followed, one effect is the releasing of
proportionately greater amounts of time

to_senior faculty members. The release
of time for what, however, is not clear.
Since higher-ranked faculty members
teach more of the higher level courses,
and some propose that higher level
courses take greater time in prepara-
tion, the inference is that higher-ranked
faculty members spend more total time
on the courses they teach. But do they?

This question among others was re-
searched at the University of
Kentucky.*! In the comparison of level
of instruction with class total hours,
there was neither a significant relation-
ship overall nor by rank at the .01 level.
Virtually no relationship was found to
exist between the level of instruction of
a class and the total amount of time
spent on the class; as much time was
spent on a lower-division class as was
spent on a graduate class or as little.
This conclusion is reinforced by studies
at the University of Maryland.** They
found that the production of student
credit hours per full-time equivalent
faculty member varied greatly by seg-
ment, by level of instruction, and by
field of knowledge, but the analysis of
course load information by course level
revealed nearly constant amounts of

TABLE 6
Percent of Time Per Week of Full-Time Faculty by Activity by Academic Rank
Univ. of Madison Humboldt St. State Private Community
Activity _ Maryland* College*® College®* Colleges** Colleges* Colleges*?
X On-1

Teaching PROF 55.5 6.7 43.8 54.9 61.9 57.9 52.9 61.4
ASOP 61.1 5.5 50.3 62.8 64.4 63.5 60.8 65.1
ASIP 64.6 6.1 53.2 70.2 64.1 64.3 68.2 67.6
INSR 62.6 5.1 59.8 55.8 62.3 66.0 61.3 70.6
LECR — — * 62.3 73.1 * * —
Mean 60.9

Research PROF 17.6 7.6 30.2 15.2 7.3 15.5 214 ' 159
ASOP 17.1 8.2 29.7 15.6 6.1 13.5 229 14.8
ASIP 16.4 6.7 28.0 13.0 7.8 17.8 16.8 149
INSR 15.9 7.0 24.7 10.4 6.3 16.6 22,7 14.7
LECR — — * 11.1 16.1 * * *
Mean 16.75

Public Service PROF 21.8 3.7 19.2 27.8 25.0 20.4 19.9 18.6
ASOP 16.7 4.9 13.3 20.1 23.9 17.8 10.0 15.4
ASIP 14.3 4.4 12.8 12.9 229 13.7 10.1 135
INSR 15.2 5.7 10.2 18.1 25.5 13.4 13.2 10.8
LECR — — * 25.5 9.1 * * "
Mean 17.0

Other PROF 5.1 1.7 6.8 2.1 5.7 6.2 5.8 4.1
ASOP 49 1.8 6.7 1.5 5.5 5.2 6.3 4.7
ASIP 4.7 0.8 6.0 3.9 5.2 4.2 4.9 4.0
INSR 6.3 4.7 5.3 15.7 5.9 4.0 2.8 3.9
LECR — — * 1.1 1.6 * . *
Mean 5.25

*Data not available.
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time expended in preparation and ad-
ministration per credit hour taught, re-
gardless of course levels,

Other Variables

Some authors®* have discussed the
relative merits of considering other
variables as class size, nature of the sub-
ject taught, duplicate sections, previous
experience and method of presentation.
There seems little evidence to indicate
class size per se has much to do with
teaching load or even educational prod-
uct although there are opinions to the
contrary. Of perhaps more importance
is the nature of the subject being taught.
For example, some® have postulated 9
hours of freshman English is equivalent
to 15 hours of freshman algebra. “Sub-
ject matter coefficients” have been pro-
posed for use in secondary schools and
at the college level, such as: English, so-
cial studies and science, 1.1; foreign
languages and mathematics, 1.0; shop,
art, 0.9; and music and physical educa-
tion, 0.8.* Duplicate sections, of
course, add to contact hours and
evaluation hours but tend to have
preparation time as a constant. The
literature is inconclusive on the question
of preparation time as a function of pre-
vious teaching experience. Method of
instruction seems a demonstrable vari-
able, however. In a study that included
11,648 courses,*? it was found that lec-
ture, recitation/discussion and seminar
methods of instruction averaged be-
tween 1.5 to 1.7 preparation and ad-
ministration hours per credit hour.
Laboratory instruction averaged 1.3,
and independent study/tutorial aver-
aged 0.7-0.8 preparation and adminis-
trative hours per credit hour.

Conclusions

Studies from various institutions re-
port faculty spend from 25 to 41 hours
per week—46% to 74% of their work
—in teaching activities. A “typical”
faculty member spends 28 to 33 hours
weekly in activities that relate to teach-
ing. The variability in total hourly work
week reported tends to be a function of
time spent in research endeavors rather
than assigned teaching load. While
some studies have indicated that some
reduction in teaching load for faculty
engaged in research does take place,
there is evidence to show that larger
percentages of faculty with heavy work-

*The reader is referred to Sexson*® for a com-
prehensive study of hours reported for prepara-
tion as a function of subject matter taught.

Volume 8, Number 1 / Summer 1982

loads engage in research than do those
with lighter loads.

In a study of the educational institu-
tions of the eight major health profes-
sions, it was found the faculty members’
average week consisted of 23 hours in
teaching activities; 8 hours in joint
teaching/patient care or joint research/
teaching; 6 hours in independent re-
search; 3 hours in patient care related
activities; 2 hours in service activities; 5
hours in administrative activities; 4

and artistic areas.

Faculty report the same total work-
week hours regardless of academic
rank, but there seems some tendency
for teaching activity to decrease and
public service activity to increase the
higher the rank. AAUP guidelines pro-
pose a lesser teaching load for graduate
faculty as compared to undergraduate
faculty. In examining whether this re-
lease time is due to more preparation
time required for instruction at a higher

“Studies from various institutions report faculty
spend from 25 to 41 hours per week—46% to
74% of their work—in teaching activities.”

hours in professional development; and
1 hour in writing. Their average work
week was 51 hours as compared to 55
hours for higher education in general.
Research is given more emphasis in
higher education in general, and public
service/administrative/personnal de-
velopment is given greater emphasis in
health professions education. Faculty
who are in the investigative and realistic
academic areas report the greatest
hours spent in research; the fewest
hours are spent by faculty in the social

level, it was found no relationship exists
between the level of instruction of a
class and the total amount of time spent
on the class.

As to method of instruction, it has
been found that about 1.6 preparation/
administration hours per week are re-
quired for lecture, recitation/discussion
and seminar methods; laboratory in-
struction averages 1.3 hours per week
and independent study/tutorial
methods average 0.75 hours per week
per credit hour.

17



PART IlI

Faculty Load Formulas

One can propose a number of argu-
ments for the utility of faculty load for-
mula: the balance of activities within an
individual faculty assignment and
balance of assignment between faculty;
the analysis required to assess current
costs or to construct costs for planning;

~_and for accountability in funding. A

number of attempts have been made to

_develop formulas which take into ac-

count factors directed toward producing
a more precise index as to faculty load.
Moreover, while faculty load formulas
have been promulgated over the years it
seems safe to say that at the college
level no formula for computing faculty
load" has ‘enjoyed ‘wide currency over
any long period of time nor does any
formula seem to enjoy widespread favor
at present.** Health professions educa-
tion seems to have ignored the subject
altogether. Stickler** makes this con-
cluding statement after reviewing a host
of publications on the subject: . . . only
one conclusion seems to be fully sub-
stantiated: the total faculty load of a col-
lege or university teacher cannot be sim-
ply described nor easily measured.”

It seems in this comment lies the key
to the solution. Many studies have over-
simplified the description of load, main-
ly from limited measures if any mea-
sures at all. The design of a load for-
mula must include those elements gen-
erally perceived as faculty related acti-
vity, take into account appropriate
weighting factors for each, and yet re-
main sufficiently uncluttered as a for-
mula that potential users endorse its
use.

The term “faculty load” includes the
sum of all activities which take the time
of a college or university teacher and
which are related either directly or in-
directly to his or her professional duties,
responsibilities and interests.** Perhaps
the most common measure of faculty
load in institutions of higher learning has
been the credit hour—semester or quar-
ter. A presumption is made that there is
some constant ratio between credit hour
load and total faculty load. The discus-
sion thus far indicates such a measure
lacks completeness in many respects
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even though it enjoys common usage.

“Student credit hours” (SCH),
another measure, is determined by mul-
tiplying the credit hours for a course by
the number of students in the class. The
sum of these figures for all classes taught
gives the total student credit hours gen-
erated for a given teacher. This ap-
proach adds the element of class size. It
has been said an average of 300 student
credit hours per instructor constitutes a
reasonable norm.** This figure has been
used as a reference point in making in-
structional cost analyses.

“Student contact hours”—or “teach-
ing clock hours”—is yet another way of
measuring class load. This makes allow-
ance for the extra time spent in courses
as science laboratories. Different types
of institutions have shown median load
ranges from 14.4 to 18.2 student con-
tact hours per week.** Junior colleges
tend to exceed this and commonly con-
sider 20-25 student contact hours per
week to be a normal workload.

“Total clock hours” worked per week
rather than credit hours or student con-
tact hours is perhaps the best single in-
dex of faculty load; the major advan-
tage is the inclusion of activities such as
research and the whole spectrum of
professional services in addition to
teaching and its concomitant responsi-
bilities.

Unit Systems

While total clock hours per week may
offer the best single index of faculty load
this statement gives little hint as to the
application of this approach, especially
when considering faculty load assign-
ment. Various unit systems have been
proposed as a means of dealing with the
elements of load in some relative
fashion so as to predict a total clock
hour week from activities assigned.
Such a system was reported by Howell*!
in 1962 pertaining to the Northern Illi-
nois University. Differing point values
were assigned for factors as under-
graduate work taught, graduate work
taught, each hour taught in extension,
enrollments over a base of 30 in each
class, advisees, committee participa-

tion, and holding office in a state or na-
tional organization.

A point system also was developed
for use in the School of Nursing, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.?® Utiliz-
ing the three broad categories of “teach-
ing,” “research” and “service,” point
values were assigned various activities
as a means of achieving a relative
weighting.

A comprehensive unit approach was
developed for use at Colorado State
University.** Termed the “comparative
staffing unit” (CSU), these units quanti-
fied the direct instructional, related in-
structional and related professional acti-
vities of faculty members. The method
measured estimated faculty input taking
into account type of course, level of
course, number of students per course
and whether courses were initial or
repeat sections. Student advising, com-
mittee assignments and related profes-
sional activities also specifically were
recognized.

In short, the system allowed for the
identification and quantification of signi-
ficant activities in which faculty mem-
bers are involved. A comparative staff-
ing unit (CSU) is intended to measure
the relative amount of professional in-
put necessary to carry out a specific acti-
vity. By definition, a full-time university
instructional faculty position consists of
1,000 CSUs (1,000 CSUs = 1.0 FTE).
For example, should the individual
components of a faculty member’s
workload add to 1200 CSUs, it would
indicate an overload of 20 percent. For
direct instructional activities, the basic
unit of instructional workload is defined
as one credit hour of lecture in a typical
undergraduate course. Activities requir-
ing less faculty input are assigned a
lower workload factor; those requiring
more faculty input are assigned a higher
workload factor.

Formulary

The formula approach to measuring
workload has been reported by several
authors in the early 70s.134546474849
The formulas provide for the inclusion
of factors as type of course, contact
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class hours, duplicate courses, and
number of students.

Wendel* presents a model for mea-
suring workload. The overall formula
appears within the ratio:

TA — SR
TA% SR%

Teaching and advising (TA) is deter-
mined by use of specific formulas. TA
percent and SR (service and research)
percent are determined by calculating
the percentage of time reported by
faculty in those various duties; and SR is
determined by solving for the unknown.

The formula for teaching load in-
cludes provisions for: a subject co-
efficient for each type of course, i.e.,
undergraduate, graduate, or skill; the
number of hours spent in class; allow-
ance for duplicate courses; and the
number of students compared with a
norm class of twenty students.

The formula is:

DUP

Teaching = SC (Hn— 10 )+

(NSn—20Hn)
100

The subject coefficient (SC) is 0.8 for
skill courses in labs; 1.0 for under-
graduate academic courses; and 1.2 for
graduate courses. Hn represents the
number of hours in class per week. DUP
represents duplicate courses or sections,
and NSn is the number of students.

Advising load is measured by a table
of weighted factors for each advisory
classification. * The number of advisees
in each classification is multiplied by the
designated load coefficient. These prod-
ucts are added and divided by five to
provide the advisor load coefficient.

The formula for teaching (T) and ad-
vising (A) includes teaching load of all
terms — fall, winter, spring and summer
—plus advising load.

A
TA=Ts + T, +Tg + Tgg + 5

The service and research load coeffi-
cient can be obtained within the ratio:

TJA _ _ SR
TA% SR%
Load indices for teaching and advising
(TA) are computed by the process pre-
viously outlined. The other parts of the
ratio, TA percent, SR and SR percent,
are determined as follows:
1. Faculty members report the esti-
mated hours per week for advising, in-

*Master’s candidate with thesis 2.0; member of
doctoral committee 0.5; chairman of a doctoral
committee 1.5; advisor to doctoral student while
writing 15.0; member of doctoral reading commit-
tee 2.5.
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struction, preparation and grading, re-
search and scholarly work, administra-
tion, faculty committees, and other
types of activities.

2. The percentages of time spent on
teaching/advising (TA) and in service/
research (SR) are computed from the
estimated number -of hours reported in
each case of the categories listed earlier
(see footnote). These computations
provide TA percent and SR percent.

3. Three parts of the formula are de-
termined: TA by formula, and TA per-
cent and SR percent by means of the
data gathered on how time was spent.

relate to contact hours, credit hours,
number of students, and number of
class preparations. The system seems
excessively complex as compared to
others.

Adams?’ suggests certain modifica-
tions to a formula developed originally
by Sexon®®* who had approached its
design via an extensive study of time
charts kept by teachers. The Adams’s
formula is expressed as follows:

X +0.7 x +0.03y = hours per week
for classroom functions where x is con-
tact hours (laboratory hours 2 for 1);
0.7 x is time for preparation; y is num-

““The design of a load formula must include those
elements generally perceived as faculty related
activity, take into account appropriate weighting
factors for each, and yet remain sufficiently
uncluttered as a formula that potential users
endorse its use.”

4. The SR coefficient, or unknown, is
then computed within the ratio.

The end result produces indices tor
teaching, advising, service and re-
search, and toral load for each faculty
member.

Archer*® reports on formula devel-
oped at Virginia Western Community
College in 1974. This formula is based
on the concept of equated hours; the
number of equated hours is computed
by adding certain specified amounts to a
workload data bank (B). These subsets

ber of student hours produced; and
0.02 y is hours spent in evaluation.

Other time allocations are: 10 hours
per week for research when approved
by research committee; 10 hours per
week for heading department; 6 hours
per week for each course for indepen-
dent study; 3 hours per week additional
for each graduate course; 3 hours per
week for each preparation beyond
three; and 0.5 hours per week addi-
tional for each student teacher super-
vised.
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Parsons*® reported in 1976 on a for-
mula used at Golden West College. It
uses five different variables thought to
reflect the minimum number of principal
parameters necessary to measure a
teaching load:

IH, NP , SE , OA _PA
AT B tTC T TE
4

x 100 = total teaching load in percent

IH is weekly instruction hours; NP is
different class preparations; SE is week-
ly-student contact hours (WSCH); OA
is out-of-class assignments in hours/
week;-and PA is paraprofessional as-
sistance provided. (Expressed as 0.08 x
HRS ot 2% per hour of instruction work
credit subtracted from the total teaching
~load.)

A is the standard teaching load of 15
hours/week; B is the standard teaching
load reference of five different class
preparations/week; C is the standard
teaching load reference of 500
WSCH.* (Found by multiplying the
class enrollment by the number of
weekly class hours and expressed as the
sum of all classes; D is the standard
teaching load reference of five hours/
week of out-of-class duties (excludes of-
fice hours for student advising); and E is
one in the equation.

Table 7 pictures five sample faculty
with this system applied.

Other Approaches

Eagleton*® reports on a workload for-
mula that was developed by faculty at
the Pennsylvania State University. Their
formula blocks workload into téaching
and advising; research and graduate
study; service to university, profession

and public; and scholarship and profes-
sional development, using weighted
point values that indicate a total load for
an entire semester.

Faculty workload has been ignored,
in the main, by educators in the health
professions. Holliman,'? a nursing edu-
cator, does discuss a unique but
straightforward approach to analyzing
faculty workload. The end in view was
to determine the need for additional
faculty, Step one in this system is to
establish time norms for an academic
year.

Non-productive time,
in days/year/person
20 vacation
5 sick leave
104 weekends
14 holidays

143 total rounded to 140
days/year/person

Productive time,
in days/year/person
365-140 = 225 productive days

Step two is to calculate an individual
teacher workload profile. This is accom-
plished by subtracting the time commit-
ments per element within the assigned
load from the productive days. For ex-
ample, 5 days for continuing education,
9 days for committee work (6 hours/
month}), 5 days for annual faculty meet-
ing and curriculum reviews. This gives a
balance of days to be assigned to class/
clinical/preparation time. The ratio for
preparation is class 2:1 and clinical 1:3.
A course that would meet for 23 class
hours would be computed as consum-
ing a faculty member’s time as follows:
23 hours class + 46 hours preparation
(23 x 2) for a total of 69. All such teach-
ing time computations are totaled, con-
verted to days by dividing by 8, and

then subtracted from the productive
time available. Load balances are thus
achieved by juggling the assignments
given and the productive days available,
both expressed in days/year.

Still another approach to faculty load
assignment expresses the various activi-
ties as a percent of total effort. While
some hourly assumptions per activity
must be made to arrive at assigned per-
cent of effort, this system has the advan-
tage of elasticity for the work-habit
variations that tend to exist within any
group of faculty. This particular
methodology is currently employed
within the College of Optometry, Pacific
University. Not unlike the productive
fime approach of Holliman,** the first
step is to compute the gross number of
productive days available within the
faculty contract period taking into ac-
count days dedicated to all university
and college functions and holidays. Net
productive days are then converted to
net productive hours per contract
period per faculty member. This num-
ber becomes the denominator constant
for computing percent of effort per as-
signed activity. Teaching activities are
determined using the following sub-
formula:

Total time for lecture/seminar classes
= contact hours x 3 (allows 2 for 1
preparation time); total time for labora-
tory classes = contact hours x 1.5
(allows Y2 for 1 preparation time); total
time for clinical supervision = contact
hours; and total time for thesis supervi-
sion = 2 hours/week of thesis course
enrollment.

*Reference standard obtained by using a typical
class enrollment figure of no less than 32 nor more
than 35 students enrolled as a nominal value.
WSCH is weekly student contact hours.

TABLE 7
An Example of the Work Load of Five Faculty Using System Employed by Golden West College
(Health Sciences)
Weekly Para- Total Load
Faculty Instruction H Number of NP Student WSCH Outsid Hrs./Week professi 1 Factor in
Member Hours/Week 15 Preparations 5 Contact Hrs. 500 Assignments 5 Assistance Percent
A_ 17.25 1.15 4.5 0.90 545 1.09 4 0.80 0 98.50
B 17.25 1.15 3.5 0.70 672 1.34 7.5 1.50 -0.64 101.25
C 8.88 0.59 1.67 0.33 601 1.20 8.0 1.60 0 93.05
D 13.0 0.87 3.5 0.70 428 0.86 12.25 2.45 0.52 109.00
E 21.25 1.42 1.75 0.35 772 1.54 4.5 0.90 -0.10 102.85
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Each of these subfigures becomes the
numerator for the percent of effort in
each activity. A blanket amount of 3%
is set aside for each faculty member for
university service activities such as com-
mittee and faculty meetings. Also a
blanket amount of 17% is assigned for
personal growth activities. The balance
of time in percent is assigned to scholar-
ly development. Each faculty member is
expected to file an activity plan with the
dean indicating how he or she plans to
satisfy this area of their total faculty
load. These plans are evaluated and up-
dated annually.

Many of these approaches, including
the last described, lend themselves to
the generation of management data. A
chart that includes each faculty member
by activity can be constructed enabling
computation of composite college, divi-
sional or departmental effort per acti-
vity. In other words, it becomes possible
to compute total FTE faculty effort dedi-
cated to each of scheduled teaching,
thesis advising, clinic supervision and
scholarly development. Of course,
equalizing of load per faculty member
can, as easily, be accomplished.

Concluding Comments

As a means of summarizing findings
of the literature on faculty workload, a
series of statements follow that might be
regarded as “load laws.”

1. In framing the major broad ele-
ments of faculty load the basic guide is
the mission of the institution. Large
multi-university, research-oriented insti-
tutions have demonstrated the largest
commitment to research, while commu-
nity colleges have demonstrated the
least. The health professions schools
generally place somewhat lesser em-
phasis on research but greater emphasis
on public service and professional
development than the research oriented
institutions within higher education in
general. Consequently the load of any
particular individual faculty member will
tend to be a reflection of institutional
mission.

2. Hours per week spent in research
activity by any individual faculty are pri-
marily a function of the academic area
and individual interest rather than the
release-from-teaching-time provided.
Faculty in investigative and realistic
areas spend the most time in research;
the fewest hours are spent by faculty in
the social and artistic areas. As to faculty
in health professions schools, basic
science faculty may spend twice the
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“In framing the major broad elements of

faculty load the

basic guide is the mission of the institution. Large multi-
university, research-oriented institutions have
demonstrated the largest commitment to research, while
community colleges have demonstrated the least.”

time at research than do faculty in the
clinical sciences.

3. In general, most faculty report a
50 to 55 hour week. The total hourly
work week is not a factor of academic
rank or level of instruction.

4. Preparation and evaluation time
required for course work is not a func-
tion of level of instruction but is a func-
tion of method of instruction and also
subject matter. About 1.6 preparation/
administration hours per week per
credit hour are required to lecture, reci-
tation/discussion and seminar meth-
ods, and 1.3 preparation/administra-
tion hours per week per credit hour are
required for laboratory instruction.
Independent study/tutorial methods re-
quire 0.75 preparation/administrator
hours per week per credit hour. Subject
coefficients (multipliers) are sometimes

employed as a means of establishing
balance between those academic areas
that require greater time in preparation
of material.

5. The design of a load formula must
include those elements generally per-
ceived as faculty related activity, must
take into account appropriate weighting
factors for each, and yet remain suffi-
ciently uncluttered as a formula that po-
tential users endorse its use.

Aside from essential managerial infor-
mation realized from faculty load
studies, there exist two underlying fun-
damental principles: that equity is
important—equity among individual
faculty members, among departments
and among institutions; and that there is
a relationship between workload and
the quality of education. []
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the past year, @ great deal has been accomplished to en-
quality and state of optometric education through the
association. A move to new office space in September, the pur-
chase of a Wang word processor and printer, along with ex-
panded capabilities for additional membership and revenue
sources have provided significant steps toward allowing expan-
sion of services and programs which will benefit the ASCO
member institutions.

Three new schools of optometry added over the past three
years now bring the total number of schools to 18. These in-
clude 15 in the U.S., two in Canada, and one in Puerto Rico.
More than 1,100 students now graduate yearly with a total en-
rollment approaching 5,000. Nearly three-fourths of the entering
class in 1980-81 had four or more years of prior college work
and a mean grade point average of 3.28.

In spite of this growth in quantity and quality, however, the
dramatic decline in the applicant pool for all health professions
schools continues to threaten the institutions’ financial livelihood,
as well as the nation’s resource of health care providers. More
speciﬁcally, however, it seriously threatens the stability of the
optometric profession in being able to graduate enough O.D/’s
to replace the high attrition of practitioners expected over the
next decade.

This year began with a concerted offort toward implementing
five goals adopted by the association in 1981 which were intend-
od to guide program planning through 1983. These included
production of an adequate supply of student applicants, devel-
opment of personnel and training programs for optometric
oducators and administrators, and development of management
data information relative to optometric education. All activities
conducted during 1981-82 moved these three projects 10 well
within completion during the 1982-83 work year.

Two other goals, however——identiﬁcation of funding sources
for optometric education, and the education of higher education,
govemment, other professions and the public about the general
nature of optometric education _have only received preliminary
attention. 1t is hoped that these two areas will receive greater
emphasis during the coming year.
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Keeping Up
with People...

(continued)

lege of Optometry (SCCO) are Robert
O. Dundas, O0.D., Chris T.
Tasulis, Jr., O.D., Richard F.
Fixa, and James O. Perez.

Dr. Louis J. Katz, [llinois College
of Optometry (ICO) Alumni Council
vice president, has been awarded the
community service award by the
Chicano Federation of San Diego
County. Two ICO faculty members re-
cently promoted from assistant profes-
sors to associate professors with con-
tract tenure are Dr. Janice Jurkus,
chairman of the division of optometric
sciences, and Dr. Gary Porter, chair-
man of the division of basic sciences.
The ICO Board of Trustees also created
a professor emeritus position on the
ICO faculty and named Dr. E.R. Ten-
nant to the honor effective upon his re-
tirement June 1, 1982.

Dr. Alfred A. Rosenbloom, Jr.,
former president of ICO, began an ad-
ministrative sabbatical leave June 30 for
one year, and has been invited to head
a Symposium on Optometric Education
in Manila and Cebu, Philippines, in July
following the 4th Asian-Pacific Optome-
tric Congress.

Dr. Robert N. Kleinstein, asso-
ciate professor of optometry and public
health and assistant professor of
physiological optics, has been named
chairman of the Department of Opto-
metry at the University of Alabama in
Birmingham (UAB) School of Op-
tometry.

The dean of the UAB School of Op-
tometry, Dr. Henry B. Peters, has
been named Optometrist of the South
by the Southern Council of Optome-

30

rustee, presen

1
tometric Association’s annuaI educational grants to (I.to r) Elwin Marg, Ph.D. (accepting for Drs. An-
thony Adams and Kenneth Polse); Jerome Sherman, ‘O.D. (accepting for Drs. Arkady Selenow and

Kenneth Ciuffreda); and Steven Matthews, O.D.

trists. Dr. Terry L. Hickey, UAB
associate professor of physiological op-
tics, has been appointed a member of
the Vision Research Program Commit-
tee (VRPC), advisory to the National
Eye Institute and the National Advisory
Eye Council, for four years. Dr. Jim-
my D. Bartlett, associate professor of
optometry at UAB, has been appointed
abstracts editor for the Journal of the
American Optometric Association.

A $3,000 research grant from the
Auxiliary to the American Optometric
Association was awarded to Drs. An-
thony J. Adams and Kenneth A.

Polse of the University of California,
Berkeley, School of Optometry, for
their project, “Visual and Ocular Side
Effects of Radial Keratotomy.” In addi-
tion, Drs. Arkady Selenow and
Kenneth J. Ciuffreda of the State
University of New York, State College
of Optometry, received a $3,000 re-
search grant for their project, “Vergence
in Infants at Risk of Becoming Strabis-
mic,” and Stevem M. Mathews,

0.D., received a $3,000 fellowship in
support of his Ph.D. candidacy in vision
science at the SUNY College of Optom-
etry. []

Journal of Optometric Education







A successful optometrist needs
two things.The Army offers both.

Experience: your future and rewarding career. health care, 30 days paid
in optometry depends on Independence: you can annual vacation.
the experience you can accu-  also avoid the heavy start-up And you'll wind up with
mulate. And you'll get more costs of space and equipment the means to finance a future
experience in your first term  for a civilian practice. of your own choosing.
in the Army than some optom- Instead of debts, the If this practice sounds
etrists do in a lifetime. You'll Army will give you officer’s inviting, get all the details.
see and treat all kinds of eye  pay, plus special pay as a Write: Army Medical
problems to gain the skillsand  Doctor of Optometry, plus Opportunities, P.O. Box 7711,

‘proficiency that build a rich housing allowances, family Burbank, CA 91510.

Army Optometry. It deserves a closer look.
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