Tshwane University of Technology

LECTURING WORK LOAD
Strategic Management Support

2006

1.
INTRODUCTION

Resource allocation to academic departments is a sensitive but crucial aspect of the planning and management of academic units. Resource allocation cannot be a haphazard activity, but should rest on justifiable principles. Towards this the demand on staff time around the delivery of subject matter to students, the provision of time for consultation and supervision of projects and the time taken to compile and mark tests and exams become some of the burning issues that need to be determined. 
2. BACKGROUND
In the past efforts have been made to quantify academic workloads based on student FTE’s and a range of assumption with in the framework of a model. These approaches have been criticized as being too rigid and not making adequate allowance for the many differences and complexities existing within and between departments. However, some fine models have also been developed by higher education institutions and those developed by UP, UNISA and UKZN come to mind. Yet, these are universities, and even amongst them some great differences are to be found. It would be necessary to determine some high level assumptions specifically with respect to universities of technology.
The overall aim with the establishment of a resource allocation model is to have a decision support system that addresses the most important variables in order to facilitate justifiable management decisions. It will have the objective of using detailed information, student registration data, existing staff allocations, the funding formula in order to justifiably estimate programme viability, required staff numbers per department, the determination of class fees, and creates scenarios for evaluating the impact of various decisions.

3. INPUT
Different types of information is required for the purposes of the integrated model, namely student enrolment numbers, staff appointments and compensation data, staff time allocations, research output data and detailed module data.

High level assumptions such as expected Staff Working Time (days per year), expected Normal Working Day (hours per day) and a Proportional Allocation of academic staff time into the areas of Academic Endeavour (such as teaching, research, community outreach, work-based learning and administration) need to be made and agreed on by all relevant parties. 

At the University of Pretoria a point of reference is that calculations are based on the norm of the average remuneration of a senior lecturer (C1 – cost unit) full time teaching equivalent. The subsidy allocated to the department, the number of students enrolled and graduated, from tuition fees and funds from outside becomes the further norm to calculate the number of posts that a department may fill.
Generally the integrated model for the allocation of academic staff at the University of Pretoria may be seen as follows:
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At the University of KwaZulu Natal time norms were also established, but student notional hours, divided by ten, became that the norm the model is based on.

To make the model work, the University of Pretoria and the University of KwaZulu Natal have derived the following work day high-level assumptions:

	
	UKZN
	UP

	Hours per day
	8
	8

	Hours per year
	1752
	1840

	Days per year
	219
	230

	Weeks per year
	43,8
	46


In 2006 at the University of Pretoria and the University of KwaZulu Natal the following proportional allocations were in place:

	
	UKZN
	UP
	

	Teaching
	45%
	66%
	

	Research
	40%
	20%
	

	Admin
	5%
	14%
	Service subject component included here

	Outreach activities
	10%
	
	

	Total
	100%
	100%
	


At the University of Pretoria the 66% teaching component may further be divided into the C1 categories to represent the following:

-
Teaching input (lectures, preparation, tests & exams)


65%

-
Teaching outputs (graduates including taught M’s)


         14.5%

-
R&D output (research M & D’s, publications)



18%

-
Institutional factor (nr of black students)



          
2.5%

Further assumptions made at UP are that no more than 7 class tests per semester are recognized which boils down to no more than 1 class test per two weeks.

At UP the following activities are measured time wise as well as number of students, over a period of a year. (It is measured per subject. That is, a lecturer is not named in the process and should more than one lecturer lecture the subject all the persons’ contributions are included in the calculation):

a)
LEARNING FACILITATION (scheduled learning activities)

Contact: 




Telematic:

Lectures




Web-based

Practical lectures



Interactive TV

Discussion groups



Video conferencing


Seminars


Other contact

b) SCRIPTS/DISSERTATIONS/THESES

Discussions

Reviewing & evaluating

c) CLINICS AND EXCURSIONS

Clinics

Excursions

d) EXAMINING

Class tests:


Written


Electronic

Semester tests

Assignments

Tutorials

Examinations (both written and oral)

Re-examinations (both written and oral)

e) PREPARATION (only for scheduled teaching activities)

Contact:





Telematic


Lectures





Web- based


Practical classes




Interactive TV


Discussion groups




Video conferencing


Seminars


Other contact

f) STUDENT SUPPORT (only academic related)

Consulting hours

E-mail

Telephone

In this manner institutions may make assumptions that suit themselves and their nature. It is foreseen that a university of technology may add additional academic endeavours, and that the percentages attributed to the various academic endeavours, research and community service may differ from those of academic universities and even other universities of technology. However, these are issues that need to be negotiated with lecturing staff. This survey was a first attempt to determine lecturing load empirically. 
4. AIM WITH STUDY

As a first step towards the development of an integrated, interactive and comprehensive model which is specific to the needs of a university of technology and TUT, the deputy vice chancellor (academic) instructed the directorate Strategic Management Support to conduct a study amongst a sample of lecturing staff to determine norms and standards regarding time spent, in hours, on academic related activities. The idea is to determine a justifiable norm or assumption of time spent on lecturing activities, supervision of post-graduate studies and other work related activities. This mini-report, as a stepping stone towards a fully fledged resource allocation model therefore concerns this investigation and the outcomes thereof.
5. METHOD OF STUDY

5.1
Target group

The study was conducted amongst permanent lecturing staff of two faculties at TUT, namely the Information and Communication Technology faculty, and the Humanities (previously Social Sciences – i.e. excluding Education) faculty. The study was conducted on actual lecturing time and other activities conducted for the year 2005.
5.2
Method of investigation

As it was already in existence, a questionnaire, based on a model developed (for her master’s dissertation) by Adielah Mukada was forwarded electronically, under the auspices of the deans and the heads of departments, to lecturers in these faculties. The questionnaire was compiled to measure work loads in respect of enrolled students and the numbers of lectures, practical lectures, tests and examinations. 

Initially, an interview was requested at the faculty meetings with Heads of Department. During this session they were briefed on the reasons for the investigation, the method that would be followed, what the expectations were, and queries on the matter were answered. 

At the beginning of the year the questionnaires were distributed to the target group. The process to be followed was that the questionnaires were relayed electronically to the Deans’ office, sent, from there to Heads of Department and then distributed to lecturers. The idea was that the same process would be followed backwards in the returning of the completed questionnaire. This would enable Heads of Department to verify facts and figures provided by the lecturing staff as well as allow the Deans insight into the performance of their members of staff.

5.3
Assumptions
For the purposes of this study the assumption was made that lecturing staff work 40 weeks per year at 40 hours a week, or 1600 hours per year.
5.4
The questionnaire
Questionnaires were sent out to department with the objective of determining time norms for preparation and execution of academic activities, such as lectures, tutorials and examinations, supervision of post-graduate study and other work related activities.

The questionnaire was designed to determine certain subject related information and also time spent on a number of academic activities (more specifically classroom related) and allowance was made for two semesters (refer to copy of questionnaire, Appendix A, at the back of this report). In a following section allowance was made for time spent on other various academic/work related activities, such as for example, curriculum development, serving on committees and open day involvement. Another section of the questionnaire focused more specifically on involvement of lecturing staff in post-graduate activities. Calculations were done to integrate relevant data from the various sections of the questionnaire in order to obtain meaningful information and results.  
6. RESULTS
6.1 Response rate
Out of a total of 97 permanent members of lecturing staff in Humanities (Education excluded) in 2005, 26 (or a percentage of 26.8%) questionnaires could be used of the 37 returned – nine questionnaires were returned uncompleted. Of the faculty of Information and Communication Technology, 29 members of staff out of a possible 96, or 30.2%, responded. 
6.2 All activities
Data manipulation was done to express average hours per week on the various activities in Table 6.2/1. This table gives an overview of the activities of the faculties for the year. 
According to the figures obtained in Table 6.2/1 it seems as though the average work load for both faculties, Humanities and ICT, is 34.67 hours per week for the year 2005. This is slightly less than the assumption of a 40 hour a week total work load. Looking at the faculties separately it appears as though ICT purports to work somewhat more than the norm at 42.45 hours a week as opposed to Humanities who indicate that they work only 26.85 hours a week. The latter figure is somewhat suspect, and it is possible that the questions were interpreted wrongly.
The people of the ICT faculty have conducted the exercise before and questionnaires were followed up and it is clear from the spread of their figures over the three main activities, namely lecturing (33.54), supervision (1.65) and other (7.26) that it a more viable state of affairs. In contrast lecturing staff in Humanities indicated that they spend far more time per week on ‘other’ activities (17.75) than on the primary business of the institution, namely lecturing (6.64) and supervision (2.46) together (9.1). As these figures are suspect it is suggested that they be left out of the equation. 

TABLE 6.2/1
AVERAGE HOURS SPENT ON LECTURING & RELATED ACTIVITIES
	Faculty
	Staff
nr
	Semester 1
	Semester 2
	Year

	
	
	Lectures
	Super-

vision
	Other
	Total

	Lectures
	Super-

vision
	Other
	Total

	Lectures
	Super-

vision
	Other
	Total

	Humanities
	26
	6.47
	2.82
	21.91
	31.2
	6.80
	2.09
	13.59
	22.49
	6.64
	2.46
	17.75
	26.85

	ICT
	29
	35.48
	1.26
	7.65
	44.39
	31.60
	2.03
	6.87
	40.50
	33.54
	1.65
	7.26
	42.45

	Both faculties
	55
	21.0
	2.04
	14.78
	37.82
	19.2
	2.06
	10.23
	31.49
	20.1
	2.06
	12.51
	34.67


6.3
Lecturing time
As the primary activity of lecturing staff the first thing measured by the questionnaire was lecturing time. For the purpose of this investigation the following variables were included in determining the norm for lecturing time:
· Actual lecturing time and number of lecturing repeats
· Type of subject  (theory and/or practical)

· Existence of laboratory assistants and technicians

· Subject head time

· Scoring, or marking time (tests, assignments examinations) per number of students
· Examination preparation and administration time

· Class preparation time

Lecturing time, as derived from the questionnaires, for the two faculties are portrayed in Table 6.3/1.
TABLE 6.3/1: AVERAGE LECTURING TIME PER WEEK FOR 2005
	FACULTY
	NO STAFF
	1ST SEMESTER
	2ND SEMESTER
	YEAR

	
	
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs 
	Ave hrs/week

	Humanities
	26
	168.35
	6.47
	176.78
	6.80
	354.13
	6.64

	ICT
	29
	1028.98
	35.48
	916.31
	31.60
	1945.29
	33.54

	2 faculties’
	55
	1197.33
	21.8
	1093.09
	19.9
	2299.42
	20.82


Staff in ICT indicated that they spent on average 33.54 hours per week in 2005 on lecturing activities mentioned above.  Adding the 1.6 hours also spent on supervision to calculate to a figure of 35.14 hours per week on teaching related activities makes this a reasonable total. This viable figure seems a healthy portion of time spent on the primary business of the institution.
6.4       Supervision time of post-graduate study
Although teaching of a different nature, supervision of post-graduate study is nevertheless an integral part of the duties of lecturing staff. Given the relatively short period of time that the institution has had to venture onto the terrain of post-graduate study, the figures provided below by the different faculties seem to tally well. Sometimes the terms research and supervision of post-graduate students are used as synonyms, though the feeling is that a distinction should be made between them.
TABLE 6.4/1: AVERAGE SUPERVISION TIME PER WEEK FOR 2005

	FACULTY
	NO

STAFF
	1ST SEMESTER
	2ND SEMESTER
	YEAR

	
	
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week

	Humanities
	26
	73.25
	2.82
	54.45
	2.09
	127.7
	2.46

	ICT
	29
	36.65
	1.26
	56.80
	2.03
	93.45
	1.6

	2 faculties’
	55
	109.9
	2.0
	111.25
	2.02
	221.15
	2.01


It should, however, be borne in mind that not all lecturers are necessarily involved with supervising post-graduate study and that this refection portrayed in Table 6.4/1 is for the subject and that the hours with regard only to lecturing staff involved with post-graduate supervision may, in fact, be more.
6.5
Other involvements
The category ‘Other involvements’ was created to take care of activities, other than teaching, yet related to the teaching function that make up lecturing staff’s time. Included in this category are activities such as:
· Acting as a moderator or second examiner for internal subjects

· Booking of venues

· Curriculum development & development of new programmes

· IDC coordinator

· Involved in Expo

· First year orientation

· ICT development programme and foundation

· Industry exposure

· Open day involvement

· Involvement in registration

· Time table planning & development

· Laboratory assistance and maintenance

· Mentoring students

· Committee involvement

· Project management for CITPROD

· Compilation of mini-exam time tables

· Training of mew appointees.

TABLE 6.5/1: AVERAGE TIME PER WEEK SPENT ON OTHER INVOLVEMENTS
	FACULTY 
	NR OF STAFF
	1ST SEMESTER
	2ND SEMESTER
	YEAR

	
	
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week
	Tot hrs
	Ave hrs/week

	Humanities
	26
	569.75
	21.91
	353.45
	13.59
	923.2
	17.75

	ICT
	29
	221.75
	7.65
	199.30
	6.87
	421.05
	7.26

	2 faculties’
	55
	791.5
	14.40
	552.75
	10.05
	1344.25
	12.22


According to the figures provided it appears as though lecturing staff in the Humanities faculty spend far more time on ‘other’ activities (17.75) than they do on lecturing activities (6.64). This is improbable, and either the questions on the questionnaire were interpreted wrongly, or the management or viability of the faculty needs investigation.
6.6       Norms and assumptions for TUT
TABLE 6.6/1: PERCENTAGE NORMS FOR LECTURING RELATED ACTIVITIES
	
	UKZN
	UP
	TUT

Both 

faculties
	TUT

ICT

only

	Teaching
	45%
	66%
	58%
	79%

	Research (Supervision)
	40%
	20%
	5.9%
	3.9%

	Admin
	5%
	14%

Service Subjects incl
	36.1%
	17.1%

	Outreach activities
	10%
	
	
	

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


Taking the average percentages of the two TUT faculties it appears out of sinc with the percentages of the other two institutions’ figures supplied in Table 6.6/1. Somehow the percentages obtained form the ICT faculty seems to tally better with expectations of a university of technology and seem more comparable with the percentages of the other institutions. 
Of course these figures may still be debated by the academia and manipulated further to represent the institutions norms, and percentages such as 75% or 72% for lecturing, 5% or 8% for research (or supervision) and 20% for administration may be decided on.
7 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 Viability of responses

The figures obtained from the Faculty of Humanities appear suspect. The following is therefore suggested:

· That only figures obtained with respect to the faculty of ICT be taken, at least initially, as the existing norm

· that lecturing staff be more intensely briefed on the implications of the questionnaire and on how to complete it

· that heads of department and deans ensure that figures per subject offering tally (and are completed) before they are returned

· that alleged lecturing hours are assessed against actual offerings as on the MIS

· that the questions of the questionnaire be reviewed and adapted to facilitate correct interpretation and completion
7.2 Short-comings of the questionnaire
In view of the fact that the questionnaire as a means to determine lecturing load, is but one small step in the bigger picture of a resource allocation model, it is suggested that it be reviewed in terms of further aspects to be investigated such as for example, non subsidized programme offerings, private work, research and publications, patents and entrepreneurship ventures and time spent on community engagements and work integrated learning.  

7.3 Definitions and term interpretation
Terms and definitions of, for example, supervision of post-graduate work, research and development and entrepreneurial ventures should be clearly indicated to avoid misinterpretation and therefore provision of inaccurate data.
7.4 Institutional buy-in
In order to ensure institutional buy-in, it would be necessary to:

· explain the reasons for the questionnaire as one step in the bigger effort of resource allocation
· focus on lecturing time per subject offering rather than couple it to a lecturer’s name

· demonstrate the model as a management aid to all concerned

8. THE WAY AHEAD
The reasons for conducting the study as the development of a resource allocation model in its entirety should be considered, as well as the options, viability and financial implications of developing the model or adopting an existing model and adapting it for the purposes of TUT.
It is necessary to have commons goals and objectives regarding the project and to move in accordance with this. It is proposed that the goals and objectives be spelt out in collaboration with the academia, the work steps plotted and suitable time frames and repsonsibilities allocated.
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