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I. The Complexities of Faculty Dewvelopment

> - . .

The fact that we lack én-;deq;ate knowledge base about how college .

‘téachers grow and develop professionally has been noted by Knapp (1965),,
Mayhew (1969), and Milton and Shoben (1968). We know little about why
people are motivated to begome cbllege teachers. And once theyshave

entered‘the academic ranks, we know littie about how faculty members develop,

why they choo e:to'stay in higher education, or why they cheose to leave. -~

SQﬁbrisingly comprehensive survey of natiénwide faculty develépment
AN * . o >
pro\iamg has not been,done. Recently, however, Gaff and Wilson (1971)

) ] \ <
the . American Association of University Professors (AAUP)

)

to indicate whether or

'

fe orted« tha

asked subscrfibers to Academe, the AAUP newsletter,

- CLt e e

‘not their igstitutions had faculty develépmenq,programég 3@hly‘6’6f the
. t

i .

r N Co
150 responses wei,affgmatlve.

.

In today.'s rapidly changing watld faculty members and administrators
. - v

in higher/eﬁucﬁtion must begin giving tonscious, deliberate attention

.
4

-

ernetic commupications

to the cogﬁept of faculty. development.
s

era faculty memb did not need to give extensive planned consideration.

+

opment becayse new Knowledge was -

to their continued learning and d&

intraduced slowly into

[ o N

tions era change is rapid.
. T \

e N
fg/esgimated to be between five an

There

ten vyears.

Wi’

.
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one's own-discipline is an'

s £ o ———

" points out, simply maintaining competency in
’ 14 . - .

i -

" -
¢ . .,

overwhelming task for fagultyvmembgrs. .

L,

.

‘ , Today professors are caught in the difficult position of increasingly

1h€ﬁing to.sgend.additional_time;at_iust.mainﬁaining their expertise while
; b . L 4 ¢ :

- v

- 1 - v

| o c
» improve e%gir abilities at teaching and public service. When professors

-0~ . .__,\

find it difficult or impossible to.meet these demands, the charge often

rooo- ! - - S .
is that the quality of teaching is deglining and that ptofessors are not *
. o Lo
adeqdatély,continuing their professional. development. | - .
/ \. q g o A . '
: eachers and Teaching - Some Basic Assumptions .

The gssumptions on which faculty members base their professiomal ™’
AP * .

~
. . - ‘¢
.

. roles -are central to the issue of fagculty development. Logan Wilson-(1972)

i [ .o’

: t i . N R
chmrggs that the faculty believe that it is their job to teach the students
! ' v

) . , )
a particular discipline. Certainly the traditional organization of facul=

ties into, departments that tend to be concerned.with a particular discipline
-» .

has ténded to encoprége this viewpoint op the part of the faculty. Thus,

-

often the'large university has become overcompartmentalized which in turn

encourages a rigidity that does not easily facilitate communicatiop fron

-~

one discipline to another. As a result, Litchfield (1959) and others

]
_ U £ . ' ’, :
have pointed out that an organic view or a view of the institution ai\a

-

) ’ .
whole is,often not encouraged. . ’

In addition, the long history of faculty inHependence has tended E&
. : create a laissez-faire faculty' system. The individual freedom.of faculty

members is jedlous}y_guarded and anything that approaches a tampering '

«

society demands,that they also gemerate new knowledge as well as'cqnsu?ntly':

. \&\'

iwitH this freedom is viewed as dysfunctional by large segmer’ts of the

i

.

Q
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| =~ academic community. . This in turn has fgd'to the ultimate in faculty .

s
’ - t

\ R ) . .
independence that traditional as been estahlished in the tenure policy.

Once ﬁaculty mem ers attain tenure it is usually possible for them to

‘e

perform their duties with little 6r no evaluation or 1nput from the pub-
/l
-1lics that they serve This &acklbf concern for encouraging faculty members
. -~

to bef;ccountahf; to the, publics that they serve in their professional

» ~ e

-

v e \ N

-

roles has cgne to be known K& academic,freedomf John Honey. (1972) has

- « o, . - .
his Maissez-faire system works in the best

noted that we assumg that
- - 3 e LY .

A J

interests of stﬁdents Bowever the student protesﬁsaof recent years
N

. ~

or accountability and competency-based '
e

) -

along W1th today s public demends

programs have seriously questioned thi’s assumption.

L4 .

[ 2

‘

Schein (1970) feels that ic” is the socialization process-that~zas :

"
)

created the autonomous role traditionally ascribed to college teachers.

- *

- - - N . .
The rigors of. a doctoral program'condition students to .view graduate

.
n - .
-

.education as a series of hurdles
rd

¥

. more of an expert

' ,cnkfl

- about faculty-nembe

"
o

e ¢

£

higher education.’

e

careers
<

in
Alsoc there are discrepancies

the’college teaching profession.
) L)

P e

“to be jumped without question.

produce experts'dhose Pehavior can oniy be questioned by someone who is
) VAL ©S

in higher education.‘
of expertise in .a.subject area implies’ expertise in 1earn1ng theory

Hoieyer,_¥here\is a notable lack of expesure to learning theory in many

.Thus we

¢
.
’
g

y related to this is the important assumption generally held

We assume \that thé development
"

]
-

of the educational programs designed- to prepare individuals for teaching

' A

»

L

Gustad {1959) notes that teaching is

.
L4

f

t
between rewar

v

N

ds and aspiratidns

.

> ' - - . Vo - .
generally not'rewarded by the higher educatioN’organization:' While it

4
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- may be dEffibult to obtain conclusive p¥oof regarding the rewarding of
: - ¢

teacﬂing, facukty perceptions of the problem have been obtained. For -

exam'ple, the Gaff and Wilson (1971) study. showed that most ilndiv:.dual
fé@ulty meubers responded tﬁat they'va#uedggood teaching. Yet these

same respondenré\dia‘ﬁé& feeh\zﬁ)t‘good teaching led to advancement in_..
th21r respective 1;st1tu:10ns. “\Chances for a ancement:wgre perceived '™

by fadulty me;bers to be based ;dnost solehy on feseajih resultaqt 1n .

A v

publication. However, Cartter (1966) has noted the majority of facul
do not publish. Mayhew (1971) cénfirms the fact that-the majopity of,

faculty members do no research and pub11sh no papers. In fact, he sees

a definite valﬁé4§onflict among publishing, teaching, 4nd consulting

. + . .

that is significant in. a facu?ty member's development. .
» bd . f \\\

The reward.or lack of reward for teaching' performance is complicated

. ’ 2 . i [ ) /
Sy.the fact thathwe do not have an adequate meaps for judging teachiés

.
extallence (Cartter; 1966). -Good teaching is usually discussed gs a
B . . v . A
distinct act that is not necessarily related to’'learning. , Thus the myth
- b — - ..
has eonved)that good teachbrs have developed anmt refined certain teaching °
. . v ’ & \
traits or skills.- This implies tHat these traits or ékills canfbe trans-
. [ \ ’ Lo
ferred- from one teacheér to another without direct}y relating them to the
\ . .' v - v

. - ) ’ J
learping process.- The majer problem‘concern%ng the teaching—learning’)

—

\ ' ’ * ~ ~
cpntroversy is that we do not have an adequate knowledge base to show th
o - ’ ..

iearning. This p01nts out the complexity of the/cause:effect~war1ables

in the’ learning situation. Traditionally we/have assumed that students’

4

, . \ v
have learne§ because they were "taught" by a teacher. Ohmer Milton (1972),

R
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hOWever,‘succin;tl& pglnts out in Alternatives to the Traditional that

. .
- A \ . ’

the variables involved in the teachihg-learning process are so complex

that,our present research methods haveqngt been able to'relate teaching -

—_— v, . ——

. N .
behav1ors to changes in student behaviors. Therefote»it is impossib1e<

- - . .

. .

to talk “about ;mpréving teachlng until we can 1dentify those behav1ors p v

3 .
that -need to be improved in order to Iead to leatning outcomes in students.,

/ N Lo ' 5 . . ’ - o ‘ ’ P
Faculty Development :‘Defining the Problem =~ : '
Y - [ . s
roblem in discussing faculty devel ti tic
A major problem i cussing faculty opmen </j§2§§eman ic

&
R =

issue. Agreement on what aQ,yally constltutes/facﬁl//‘development has
' ( s .

not been reached. Is development c

.

“rned only with new technlqﬁes or:
v/

v
4

methods? Does it include/

o , [ o, . \ . }
Is deve;qpment’the ame thing as’ training? . . ‘
' For the purposes of this paper, —faculty development can be thought -
Ve 4
N of.\3g31v1ng conépious attention to planning, studylng, and iﬁ;gg;;ig;the

e
\proces§es u5ed by facultieé to attain goals they estagllsh or that are
i

: \
e%tablgshen for them by the organization ‘or by oltside publics such as

., L4 - ! \
}’state.legislatures. Thus facvlty degelppment is}not necessarily a .specific

¢ \ N

s ! R . g . Va - ’\. ___..J
program or a set of prqgrams. Rather it is a process that is in a constant
t

d . .
/Etate of change as 1t<3Perates fon the 1nd1v1dual and for groups.

-A .
With this worklng deflnltlon of'facuity;development this researcher

Y v
—' - ) \,‘ . . { 2,

7!

.
. - »

s . . / tra L -
R .

A D v,

—

s,




. . II. A Research for Faculty Development
N ‘ S CT ) - : -\

Procedures ) ® ! L . v

+ ¥ . L

R R ‘' ment. - In order to do this the faculty at a large state university with a . -

. ’ stndent enrollment of 23,000 and a'faculty of 972 was chosen for.study. ’
} ) ) - . L

;nitially a questibnnaire was created to obtain forﬁation,about‘f ulty

perceptions of their an growth,and development. The reliabiLity of he ~—

questionnaire was tested during interviews of approx1mately one hour eadh

with a selected sample‘of the population to be studied. This attempt at®

- 1) . M . .

- * . - A N
‘instrumentyvalidation revealed that answers to queitions regarding faculty . ‘

. ~ \ - ‘e
developﬁent were often so,complef,,individualized, and diverse that it Wwas *

h . (] ’ s ' - * .C * ) . . . - ‘.4 3
T diffdcult to obtqin reliable datq through a questionnaire.: . . - s

’ N . . . , . L. . ' '
l . . 7 As a result it was, decided to abandon the questionnaire approach. ‘
7 - »

2 However, this testing of the questionnaire did reveal that faculty memberxs
- 2
\ ’ l e
- ™ . . . . by .
... could respond verbally in a reliable way to ‘questions concerning how they ’
' . \ o~ ‘ . ) Ut
., percéive their ewn development. These responses were generally .centered :
S . ".. \ \ '( . " . ‘.' ‘ ‘/
’ around a comhon core of concerns. Therefore it was decided to‘use thds
\ N . - . N .
- ' N ) S TN L . e
common core oﬁ»concerns as a basis for asking questions during ‘subsequenf , -
é nk.,
b O ) \ - N ‘. Y LIRS

. structured intervieWS. - o i “ 4. . L.
N \ . -
. . - "-\\ R . - "
. \ .

g The Sample . ’ . . R R o

, ‘ ) ' ' - e /A/.
\ A five percent random sampléd of the 972 faculty @gmbers stratified
b
e

~
a8

three professional levels was chosen for the sample This yiefﬁgx

»

\ by th
s a total sample of‘AS’with 15 professoft. in 4ach oﬁ,the thrge ranks of full,

- o -

a

. -~ . v -~

associate,eend“éssistent professor. Three members of the'sample elected ]
. . ¢ T h

-

- \- not to pértitipate in the study. Thus thf N for the sanbLe\interviewed was 42. \ -

4 L]
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* 4 dent raters then réad through the wrltten data and the classifications

"
2 5. VWhat are the percelved organlzatlonal Yedar

| SV ’ : . } T
’ ; . - T
. The Research Design . ? ~] A '
- Structured tape-récorded interwviews of approximately one hour each

were held with Individual members of the sample. Direct quotes of the
most ﬁettgnent +nformation given in response to the questions were written

‘//down duflng 1lsten1ng sessions ofjthe recorded 1nterV1ews and two indepen-
. . N ! G

YA

of data. ~ Adjustments re made as neges’ary in order for the researcher\/

and the two rater

£y

. \bv- .
vy was-exploratory in nature and it sought to ascer

L

Thus .th® stu
faculty perceptions of theirubrofessional development, process so that
- N -~ /' .

1; What chan%/g in

8 : 7 T v\ .
2/’ what cgﬁges these changes?’ ’ v
¢ .' i ’ / . N . !
47’& How arefchanges in teaching evaluatéd? ‘ o

4, What are the env1ronmental fagtors that help an hinder. profe551onal
. — X . .

_growth‘and‘ﬁevelopmentV /

3

6. How is faculty performance evaluated’




o - R . III. Research Findings , ] . 2 .) : -

“ »

. - Changes in Teachingd ‘ - ‘ B ' : ) N
v . . \ : 1 . - é . Jv
‘ o A} ' - — .
: u o

The changes that a faculty member makes in his/her teaching techniques

.y,

are an‘integral part'df ﬁaéﬁlty development.» Therefore an &ttempt to ~
4 i\
ascertain changes in teaching techniques was. made by asking the quest1¢n,

-~
¢
-

. "Could you share with me, a t1me within the last year or two or thre@ when

. . - B
. you made a/s%aaﬁe' ﬁ your teaching style or teaching techplQues that you (/// ' ‘

v felt resulted in ydur own professional‘growth and deveicpment as & faculty

~ 3 N
. . : . T
memberV" / ) .

4

~ AN . \ .
si\ﬁ\ﬁh\\\\ Early ixﬁég’the research it became clear that’ this 4uestion was baséd

£ “on a faulg;f ssumption‘%E/the part of the researcher - that faculty 7
/ > . il 4

~
\e initiating read11§ identifiable changes in th&ir teaching. ,

had a very difficult time answering this question.s

" ‘
Ve .
//f.f,Chan i rng, &hen mentioned, fell into two major.catggories: .
- : = .' / &
L (1) in the pybcess that occurred in the classrqom° 2)- changes
e . - - : -
d ’Lﬁf ts used*inrﬁégghing, such/as audio—visual aids and bibliographies.
o

\ .
the sample (497) indicated that they had made changes in’ : ) "

‘¢

heir tea/hlng procegs. ~These process changes all could be categS' zed - < o

e .
A~ 2 7 'x L T < = .. - Te—
:i:::iE; asbgroup 1nvolvement approaches to teaching—learning that de—emphasized
IR ‘tti 15 h. H h\ sed about the (fics of these A
- -~ e ledture japproach. owever, whempressed abou e specifics o ese .
ey s e AN P S
/;;//;://f&/ ceaching,process changes, most- respgndents were abstract about the change -
-.;b//" . ‘and could not cite specifically how the process in their classroom or '
\ s ’
- .
4 their\behayior.as a teachér had changed. b ¢
’ .?l " Changes in\product’s used in teaching were easier to identify tham ; <
. - K} .

,/jfﬂlf/ﬁ‘/"prccess changes; however, respondents still had trouble recalling such /

°




~

\chahgés; Such product changes included the following:

. 2. Use of audie-visual aids L -;;////\H_ o 6% ™~ 2" )

4. Coﬁrsq oﬁtlig%STChgngéd‘

‘C4é33§,of/6ghnge in Teaching - ’ . R oy o ff

. : for Change
- - . ; — — v,
1. Students : . ) " . 197 ° . )
2. Self. } A R VY 1 e
- +3.  National tren . - - 7% -
A /’/ / ,
4, Staff development activities - ) 5%~ | k
‘ 5. Influences‘ﬁroﬁ previous_schoqling - . 5% B e
~ \\‘\ ’ - . \ = . . e
Evélﬁézzbnng Change in Teaching - R - L

- S

' . : . - Percentage of Sample Mentioning Change
. —7 ;

1.  Testing changes PR ‘ ‘ I 14 - 4

3”%,Iy?e of assignments revised e " 14% ) ' (

K . A . N .
. . '
.
s ' » . . . Y
/ , "
. ' - A N - . .
. . , )

/ L4 . A
) The/next step was to ask who was moest responsible‘foi these changes
: S & : ’ . ’ S .
in teaching coming about. Organizational influences were listed by 40%

[}

of the sample as reéulting in changes in teaching. /Among the Brééniza~
= .

tional inflhenceé'were such things as ipteraction with colleagues; abolishing

* ~ N

”
3 i) I3 3 e - N
final examination week, and changes.in the undergraduate curriculum.
. £ .

4

Other reagons for change listed less frequently were: / ) -
/

-

-Percentage of Sample Mentioniné Reason

~ P

—

‘ T
> T — \\
ion. Therefore

JERVIY

Change for change's sake occurs often in educat

. - ’ '
- . . i
faculty members were asked how they had'evaluated the Success of failure

’ .

~
~

. ' .
of their stated changes in teaching.“Subjective evaluation with no empirical
\, . ~

data base was mentioned most often (70% of‘gfmple) as the method of evaluaqisg -

change in teaching. 'Fully:i;;Aof~thensampig :Eétgﬁ that- they had made no ¢j
- - v \ . M -
® ~
; : s -11%) . o .
. ’ . ] ‘ \ - - -~

' S Y , R

i .
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evaluatio:;of’their change in teaching.

Working Environment,and'#aculty Developmént

p P
P ]

Ehe'effect of the working environment is another.’important issue.in

-

faculty development. 'EﬁbifSﬁméncal”}éccéfé'ﬁéiéeivej/b§\féspbﬁaéﬁfgfaé’

- ——— & /
\ /

ﬂelp;ng their growth and\development were thekopportumity toé}nteract
p

e e

¥ freely with colleagues. le.

&_?his was’ mentloned by 43% of the/s

1lsted by 40% of the respondents

[y

..

) 3 * :
ané¢ mentioned by 39% of ghe sample centered primaril éroun

r o :
Negafive factors that hindered faculty members' g owthdang

. '.‘\
the‘issﬁe

of not having enongh time to excel in teac
i ' - ;

v ® . )
service. \\

izational Rewards for Teaching l//n .
T . PN

* -

/

. L. .‘. . 3 y
This elicited, rather clean-cut jand often emotienal responses. yost
/ e

. =

-

‘
performance in teaching.
these respondents felt that tbe organlzatron did reward’ research fhat
- 9 . .
resulted in publicatioh. .

and then to discusdﬁthis with ﬁim/her.<E;pis was mentioned\by 36% of the
) ) \ ! { C | .
respondents.” It /is .interesting to noéte that 21% of the samplé stated that.
Alghey>rEEETVéd‘ o formal evaluation. This.is especially‘imoortant_in view

of the fact that conversations with all deans within the university studied




L) t..- < \

L. ..
N - .
A N \ - ~ ~
i ’
o~ o~ . .
N, - . . . 4

N e . Nar ] - . .
iniécaced that all faculty members recelvéd at least a yearly evaluation.

’ 3

- Existence of Planned F\culty Development ' . :

. . j | - ) - \\\

‘ Most departments did not give conscious attention to planﬂﬁd faculty

LI . 0y A / . .

. development as repo%téﬁ‘by 74% of the sample. Another 147 of ‘thd¢ sample

b .
. was not sure whether their department had e planned faculty development
~ o, v ’ PR ¥

0
P N

. program or nqt. - ) ' T :

\\

- +  Summary of Findings

N

The idea of faculty members being experts in teaching-learning theory
is a mythi Change for change's sake seems to be the norm for the sample A&~\~/j

. . « a [+ ~
. studied. Changes in .the teaching-learming situnation are often abstract,

*

. L 2
¢ vagqgf and<not evaluated for their effectiveness.
2. Organlzational influences at the employlng university accounted for
the maJorlty of changes in teaching when they did occur.

3. .Thc institutional working environment ig seen as helpful for profes-

N ~
.

sional growth’because of the freedom providegg%y the environment. >

However, this freedom also creates a dilemma of not providing enough
| L g g

Ve
time. ?
/

v
o
*

-

\zcst faculty members feel that the®snly way to advance in their pro-

fession is to do research that Jesults in cation. . Teaching

- performance 1s perce1ved to play little or no par L\\acvancement.

_l 5. The typical supervisor-subordinaté evaluation in which caz‘?vgartmenE

-
&

head fills out a ratlng\\heet on the faculty member and discusses it

w1th h1m/her is the most comnonly used yea\iy meﬁbod of evaluatlon of N

o

TN .

faulty performance. h ~
™ 6. |Planned efforts at. faculty develbpment are almost.non-existent. .
| 4 . RS
. ) ] e .
1 ! .

’ » =13~

A . ~ e
Z . ‘ b T~ * , . . .




-

on articulating and planning ways to integrate individual andoorganiz onal

needs and goals is'not a part of the conceptual scheme ‘of the mejority of

.
3

most fatulty members in the sémp}e. Individuals actively against blanned -

fmculty development tended %b\ﬁee such plannfhg as\interferingnwith their

autonomy. For these professors there was'a distiﬁct aversion to

—

"the orBanization partic1pate in a formal way in this-area. Respbhdents

in this category definitely did not see planned faculty developme/; %E a - ~_
. . B . -
TTpesdtive support system for faculgy. Neithe? did’;hey/z;eW'lt as a nego- )

N ~ N ’ —~

tiating process between the individual faculty menﬁef and the organization.

Typical of such expressed feelings was thevfollowing statement‘5§/nne

professor: . o ’ - S "

J < /’// ' ) ’ \ , » N
The minute tne/dniversity starts trying to plan things ’ \\\\\>\\
for:ne that' e day when they can-get themselves - -,
_ R \ ; ~. s ;
D N

-

_ - another professor.™ L'u not nsving any organization
e

~ : or any member/gf/gn organization telling me what I can

P oy

- . / v T ——— T =~
e . . P . . -, o
=~ and cannot do in the classroomcfz;fnxwhefe/ezgeiZ;QE's‘ . .

none of.their damn business. That' w the-university

hfstorically has gained its strenéth -- by not allo

L + g N ” . €
. the organiza¥tion to dictate to its_£aga%ty—ﬁemBETST—-——~—__‘\‘§\\;

\ 9
) It is interesting to note that the efitTYe sample ‘senerally tended. to
* ' .t ‘ ) "
3 ;
view faculty development as a specific«prog?am that has a beginning and’

-

end1ng point. No respondent 1nd1cated that\;\planned fagg}ty development

progfam could be anythlng approachlng n“continuing, ong01ng program in® )

,
|
paN

which the ceritral issue would be to focus on the process of farulty, develo
" —

s

. ment- as opposed to spéciiiﬁ\\\\jfnt areas within the process.
™~ - .
\ ~

5
N S .- . - A )
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i>\lV. Implications for |Ipstititionalz{€nter Research .

A}

increasing public demands for Fwgourtad ty and competency -

e
Y Because

~~

| ‘ba;ZE\édugi}ion, th g}anning for the utilization of hilman resource within

c '
\\&ugation has assumed.ﬁgiziiorpanc- equal to that “
~ i
ces., “Thus as ijstitutional

instiiutionT ox igher

d financial resour
BN <

of planning 'for ph?sicai_

1

~
the human resourqe of our facult§ members.,

R
. - 4

We nmust create-a data base about our faculty memb 3
- : ;hat c;;tains réliable informati%h about‘how they
sonal}y and ﬁroqusionally; how satisg;Zdbeﬁé;/;Ze w%th tﬁe\qﬁalit; of N
X . N 3 R f
! llfe\;g5xheir organizatlén, whaﬁ//pey Rnow about the teaching v )
process, arnd how they help hinder the teaching- S
’ Therefore in the decade of the seventies as we give moYe at o~ .
to accountab111C§(;ith responsibility the following will be our 2
mm;:\\\\, priqfitéps/}o{ faculty,deve;ophent: . = . . ' _ .
) l://ﬁi;ernative‘%éy; are needed towprOQide the mo§; effectivé means of ° ‘
N /’,// proyiding positive psychologicdl ‘support systems for faculty members
,’// j‘ as t\ég\ée;elop.. : Co R
. 2. Organizationai\\limaees need to be created in‘ﬁhlch the indlviduql o
. A gnd the organlzation ‘can de ;;Z\wqys to‘articulate needs,*plan goals, —_—
. “and establlsh procgsses‘to worL_\oward goals.: , s
3. Reward systems should be geared to théhz;ggﬁIEs~-'_effectiQE y‘ggzi}oping, )
( \\\\\ eé;ablishing, andﬂparticipaggpg in- such a proées;? ‘ - \T\\\\\\ .
: B We can no longer ignore the fact that we must researcﬁ ways to actively s

- -
. ~—

~

an for the écntinuiﬂg development of our‘faculty if our'fhstitutions‘of




[

We must now, plan ways for this to og¢cur rather than following our estab-,
. . .

. Y 4 .
/¢-*ished pattern of ledving the development of our faculty members to chance.
N ‘. . .
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