gl

DOCUBENY RESDNE

ED 139 318 ; BEE 008 91%
AJTAOR . Towne, Violet 2A.3 Sime-ly, BRobert C.
TITLE - - Assessing Institutiocnal FPaculty Growth ani
~ pevelopment Dynasmics. :
POB. DATE nay 77
sore 23p.; Paper presented it the Association for

Institntional Research Annnal Confzrance (Moatreal,
Quebec, Canada, %ay 9, 1977)

PDRS PRICE up-3$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS #College Paculty; *Educatisnal pevalopaent; Faculty:
- Paculty Evaluation; Paculty SMobility; Growth

patterns; *Higher Educationg Tpndividnal Developm=2at;
Tnstitutional Boles Job Development; Seeds
Assessments; *0Objectjves; *Personal srowth; S21f
Actanalization: *SeYf Concept: Yocatisnal
pevelopment

" ABSTRACT
) the concept of plamning for the most effective
atilization of faculty resources ip hijher education is begiaainy to
rec=iv= -prosinent attention. Pactors co>atriboting to the current
iptarest inclade decreased wobility for faculty, pr=ssures for
accountability, accent on student learaing, research on facualty
sesbars, and concerns for integrating the individnal and the
organization. The research design presanted in thiz 1973 paper
expanls on R. 5. Simerly*s design in an attempt to study various
dimensions of faculty growth and develorpment, ard 215D investigates
£ha process components of the petsonal,.ptofessional, and _
organizational dimensions of faculty me2sbers® roles. The purpase of
the stuly is to gain new jnsights into the factors that contribute to
or stapd in th=2 way of the professicnal grovwth and developmeat of
acalemiciams. It is anticipatel that an isproved uniarstanding of the
intsra=tion batween professional facul:y meaders and gniversities
will b= helpfal to institutional researchers, adsinistrators, arl
facul*y meabers who are inter2sted in 3lesigring enviconaznts that
1e1d t5> th2 maximsization of all institational resoarces, especially

fa-ulty s>mbers. {Author/J%9)

/ | *

.“t“‘tt““.“tt..““".‘t‘tt..‘.t...‘..‘t‘t‘......‘..‘..t.“.“.‘kt
* Documents acjuired by PRIC inclule sany informal unpublish2d ¢
¢ satsrizls not available from other s>arces. ERIC makes every effort ¢
s ¢t5 osbtain the best copy available. ¥W2vertheless, iteas 2f marginal ¢
+ raproducibility are often encounterel anl tuis affacts the juality ¢
* of the microfiche ard hardcopy reproiactions ERIC pakes available *
s y{a the ERIC Document geproduction S2cvice (EDRS) . EDRS is not &
s rasponsible for the juality o>f the ociginal docuszat. Raprojuctiors ¢
] 1 4
* *

suppliel by EDBS are the best that can be sade fros the origiml.
.t‘...““..0‘.*...“‘.“.““‘.‘.‘t...‘t.‘t.‘“O#“.““O...t‘.‘#...

-



ASSESSING INSTITUTIONAL FACULTY
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT DYNAMICS

Viotet A. Towne
Administrative Associate

N

Rotiert G. Simerly
Acting Assistant Dean

Office of Extended Campus
School of Education
Syracuse University

Suite 499C Huntington Hall
150 Marshall Street
Syracuse, New York 13210

(315) 423-4696 '

paper Prgsented at the Annual forum of the
Associjation for Institutional Research

treal, Quebec, Canada

May 9, 1977

Y5 OEPARTMENT OF NEALTN,
EOUCATION & WELFARSE
NAPIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOULATION

TS OOCUMENT wAS BSEEN XREFRO-
OUCED EXACTLY AT RECEIVED FROM
T PERSON OB ORGANIZATION OR iGN,
ATIHG 1Y POINTS OF ViEWw OR OPiNIONS
STATED DO %OT WECESSARNLY REPRE.
SENTOSFICiAL NATIONAL INVTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POLITION OR POLICY



ASSESSING INSTITUTIONAL FACULTY GROWTH AND DEVELD?MENT DYNAMICS

Before 1973, the concept of planning vor the most effeciive.utilization
of facuity resources in higher educaflon had not received prominent attention.
However, since 3973 it is esfimafed fhaf over 500 facylty developmen? programs
have .been initiated in our nation's 2,792 colleges and universities. " These
faculty developmenf programs take many forﬁg. for example, the iDEA faculty. . ...
development program at Kansas State emphasizes giving instructors course
evaluation data. Gordon College has initiated individual growth contracts for
its faculty. The Certer for Instructional Development at Syracuse University
focuses on improved methods of instruction. Other colleges send faculty to
workshops on faculty development or they institute faculty deveiopment workshops
within their own institution. The College Center of the Finger Lakes has been
acf:ve in this respect. | v

The current in‘erest in faculty development has nccurred prumarzly vecause

pf the following reasons:

|. Decreased Mobliity for Faculty--Because there are more col lege

professors qualified for ‘positions than there are positions
available, professors are experiencing fewer opportunities for
moving froﬁ’one institution to another. As a result, in order
to plan for change, e¢u9§f§9nal teaders within insfafufions are
beginning to consider how best to ensure that faculty members

engage in self-renewal so that they can actively centribute to AN

the gbals and objectives of their institutions. N
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Fressures for Accounfabillfv-As 3 resulf of t+ight budgets for

higner educafson Throughouf t+he country, state leglslafures
bcarés of trustees, and the muftipie publtcs served by higher
educafion are beginning +o demand that institutions actively
demonstrate that their faculfy are responsive to the needs of

the instituticn and to the needs of studenfs.- Faculty development
efforts are a visible Qay to accomplish this.

Accenf on Student Learning-uﬁile people at many ievels are demanding

accounfaba!efv;one of the main fhrusfs has been accountability for
student learning. Cross (1975) views Maccer.t on sfudenf learnmg

“p be the phrase of the 70'5 in higher educafaon. in the 50's the

v (-]

theme was accent on selection; in the 60's the theme was accenf on

access..

Research on Faculty Members—Since 1960 higher education has in-

creasingly become a legitimate academic area of study within colleges
of e&ucafion. As a result, the data base about facul;y mcmber§ in
hiéher education is constantiy expénding. A méjor fécus of this
research is concerried wivh how faculty members jrow and develop in

their professional roles.

Cbncerns for Integrating the individual .and the Organization--

Inasmuch as current management |iterature has emphasized the neces-
sity for Infegfafing the needs of the individual and the organizafion;
there has been an increased concern for such integration. McGregor,
Argyris, Bennis, and leérf are amoné those who have helped educa-
tional leaders conéepfualize fge need for this comp;;x integration.
number of writers who have bégun to contribute to the information

-

ut faculty development has grown steadily in the last five years.

4



_ Simérlyv£3973) is among those who have ;fudied varfous dimensions of faculty
gnowfh;aag‘developmenf; ﬁ}agram ! shows his 1977 conceptualization of the
component parts of a faculty person's roles. Simeriy contends that it is
essenfial to consider fhesé dimensions when viewing the compiexhipterécfion
between fqpulfy members‘agd the academic organizations in which they work.

The research design presenféd in this paper expands on §imer3y”s_inifiai
sfudy and also nnvesfngafes the process componenfs of the personai profes-
sional, and organizational dimgnsions of faculfy members”' roles. The purpoée
of the éurrenf study js to gain new :nssghfs into the facfor that comtribute
te or stand in the way of the professional growth and_develqpmenf of écade~
micians.. It is anticipated that an improved understanding of the interacrion
befween professconal faculty members and universities will be heipful to
|nsf)fuf:onal researchers, administrators, and faculfy members who are inter-
esfgd in designing environments that tead to the maximization of atl institu-
tional resources——especially faculty members.

Using a large, private university in the Northeast with approx:mafely
16,000 sfudenfs and 800 faculty members,.a rarndom sample of 5 percent of the
faculty strafnf»ed by the ranks of assistant, associate, and full professors
was selected. lnferVﬁews were held with 39 professors for fhe purpose of
gathe~ing data about their perceptions of various aspects of their profe5510na|
growth aﬁd development. A structured interview schedule consisting of 42
qqu?ions was built around seven sets of consfructs whichﬁrelafe to organi-
zations. These constructs were viewed to be parficg!a?ty reievant in studying
the process components of‘faculfy members' roles. The seven sets of consfru;fs
included the works of 1) Maslow, 2) -Porter, 3) Carpenter and Strawser, 4) Argyris,

5) Lewin, 6) Herzberg, and 7) Gouldner. in addition to these constructs, re-

search about faculty development which was complieted by Simerly, Gaff and
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witson, and Bergquisf'éndléhii}ips also provided guidelines for procuring

important "data.

. 3NDIVIDUAL NEEDS

7

Twelve interview quesfnbns were based on Masiow s (1954> haerafchy of
individual needs whnch posits that fhe:desmre to saflsfy bas;p needs is the
prime motivating force underlxing individéa} behaviors. .Th}s conceptual
framework has been tested in numerous organizations. Meslow_cenfends that
neopie seek to fulfill their needs'in a hierarcnal.fashionjfphysiologicel,
security, social, esfeem,~and séif—acfﬁatizafion——and that 5 higher leve!
~need will serve as a mefivafor only after a lower level need has been reason-

?

ably well met.

vuﬁorfg? (l96|)lhae“de;£eed insfrumenfafion for measnring the present levei
of bas1c need fuifiliment as well as the desired leel of need saflsfacf10n.
A!fhough Porter has applied this insfrumenfaf;On to numerous organnzafaonal
settings, few researchers have used it in the fleld of education. Sergiovanni
" and Trusty (I97I) have applied fhus nns*rumenf fo public school personnel

* Carpenter and Strawser (o71) ‘have admiristered a modified form to.accounting

-~ -

professors. While Porter's instrument differenfiafes befween the existing and

desired levels of basnc need fulfillment fo determine a "need saf:sfacfnon

score, Carpenfer and Strawser labe! this needs qu?erenflataon as a measure
of "need- discrepancies." '

A porfion'of the research described in this paper also focuses on need
dlscrepancxes. Diagram 2 illusfrafes the discrepancy scores that were derived’

\

from the members of the sample for each need cafegéFy A low score shows

that there is little discrepancy befween ‘the existing leve! of.need fulfili-

ment and the desired level of satisfaction. The assumption then is imnade That



. ERVIEH QUESTONS

.
‘

o the rating scale, would you fndicate. .

W much self-fulilinent or sense of anpthatl e
- aceomnl istment you pl‘éScnul" have 35 & facully
menber? ‘

C L. Jhow rmuch ﬂapomnn
-2

s,
s b mm e

have 1o participate
ctives for your

YU
in sefri g qoals and ghje
Cdepartment? .|

L Jhow mgch pre“x @ I
.’

reqare from ot "ers in this

4
graanization you présen "v posiivi 45 4 fam.l7~
eli1ec

S member?
T, Jhow much prestige a0 rer from dthers outside
1 - of *his eraanization you orecertiy receive s
. a faculty herser?
.. Jhok me epnertunbey o have for
geveloping close friends Rigs in “this
orgem.'s“run? '
¢
| ,
L Lhow reeh security gou feed o tave
- i ThIS organi ization? ,
o
:',g : .
FR e | EXISTING
3 FULFILLUENT
L SCORES

FUFILAE T |
o  HTERIEN QUESTIONS
R A

On the rating scale, would jou ingicate, . .

o : / ' R
.. Jhow mch self-fulfiitment o sense of worth=
while accomplishmen® vou should have as a

S faculty member? : ‘ ¢
- / , M
.
// -
) /
("—"—o'—....r“/
s

how much oppoFtunity you should have L
parficipate in setting goals and ¢ jectives -
for your departrent?

e

<, how much prestige ana regar¢ from others,.
!

© jn this organization you stoulé receie
a2 fa\ulty rrerr@er’ o
. . how much prestige and re J:rd trom others
outside of his organization you should
receive as 2 faculty renber? e
' .
o o Jhow much cp,:or.urnt” you 5hould LA

iave for developing ¢ lose trieng-

,hlpr in this organization? .

o o Jhow mich security you feel
you s*ml* nve in this
orqanization? ‘

wsIE o
[ -

SECRITY
' O A T

REENS DISCREPANCY SCORES DESIRED B
. . osaTiseCTICh | e .
’ SCORES Low B.Avg. Avg. A.vg. High
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’ a larger dnscrepancy score represenfs a smaller degree of saf:sfacf;on for ' .

T

) fhaf basnc need cafegory. (Carpenfer, p- 513)

- . Our sfud; revea!s fhaf faCUlty,have fhe lowesf dlscrepancy score ( 3 and

-

fhus the greatest saflsfacfuon with fheur work in fhe esteem cafegory. This

:ncludes the amounf of presfnge and regard professors fhxnk fhey receive from

a -

fheir employlng organization as wel | ‘as whaf they receive from fhe:r profession

af large. The largest discrepancy score (. 7) and thus the least safusfacfuon

with fhdir work ogpurs in fhe aufonomy ‘category wifh the social and self—

f?- fh- acfua!nzung cafegornes reveallng dlscrepancy scores “that are almosf as’ hugh (. 6)-

L%

Even fhough we see lower and higher discrepancy scores between exlsfing

leve.s of need fulfnllmenf and desired leveis of need saflsfacflon, fhe verbal

. -

> 1
>

et ‘commgnts from the maJornfy of professors in our sample |nd:cafe fhaf fhelr
individual needs are generally saflsfled.,
Typncal of the commenfs made by fheafaculfy members in our study “about

¢

' need fulfillment is The follownng | oL .

| think | have done the rughf thing in que. | am in_the right place;
.| stand sufficiently rewarded for w t+ | have done. | have no alter-
natives in my mind.. In other words, | am doing exacfly what | should be .
doing and the da|Iy frustfations or other things are just part of life.
| feel if | die tomorrow-my last comment will be, "Yes, | ked a satis-
factory life as far as my professional !ife is concerned." | wanted it L
 that‘way and | wish everycne could be that happy. Even if | don't know -
* if my contribution is fhaf.greaf “I still won't be frusfrdfed--l am too

old for that.

E]

» ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS ' .

Y

llﬁ‘f . V_Three interview questions were developed around Argyris' (1957) theory of
the incompafibilify befween individuat needs and organizafionai goals. Argyris
;f, believes fhaf it is absolufely essenfnaquor the ineVifabIe'oonflicf befween
fhe needs of fheé;ndlv1dual and fhe demands of the organlzaflon to be acknow—
vfﬁ~ ledged, dlscussed and managed. He says that an effecflve organlzaflon is one . . ' -

fhaf achi eves goals, malnfalns itsel f |nfernally, and adapfs to its envnronmenf J\J

e
- - B

-
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. The dafa~from our research'reveal that fhe'facUITy mehbers in the sampie

LS

undersfand fhetr deparfmenfal goals and obJecflves very well, but their satis-

- faction wnfh fhese goals and obJecflves is only average. Forfunafely, fhey '

. p /
'fhese goals _and-ob jectives. Specifically, assnsfanf professors reporf the

i examlne “their deparfmenf?l goaxs and obJecfaves and to work fpr change where

o

e

M#mosf saflsfacflon with The goals and obJecffves, yef fhey express fhe greafesf

Lﬁlnferesf in. changtng them. ® ASSOC|afe professors, on the ‘other hand |ndrcafe

Iess’Saftsfacfnon ‘with the goals and obJecjlves and as a group are fhe teast

in?eresfed in alferlng fhem, while ful! professors show +he least safrsfacf:on :

put are more lnferesfed in change. ' , o //,,/«/' N -

These da4g imply fhaf fhere is a wullungness on the part\of faculfy fo

A

necessary. Such a re—examnna+|on and/or aifera+|0n mlghf very well reduce the

|ncompaT|biIlfy befween |nd1v1dua% needs and deparfmenfal g als for fhns grou7

of unnvers:fy professors. .It is also nmporfanf to. nofe, however, that one.of:

-
RS

the fhungs faculfy undersfand is. fhaf goars aré offen vague‘and not expressed.

Typlcal of fhe comments about deparfmenfal goals and obJecrlves made by

¢

L'l

members of our sampxe is the followung ‘ . - -
. ) _ , .

| fhnnk’l understand that they are very poorly defined at best,. buf
| undersfand that preffy well.

-

"_TEACHING RESEA_CH_AND‘SERHCN .

Nnne interview quesflons were developed from fneld analysis theory by

Lewnn (‘947) and faculfy developmenf research by Simerly (I°73) and Gaff and

L

'Wilson (l975) “Lewin's theory posits ?haf cbange is the resulf of an 1mba|ance

befween fwo sets of opposung forces——drlv1ng forces %ha* push for change and ,

restraining forces fhat dlscourage change He also confends "that pafferns of

..
N .

2

" a

'gseem-concerned abouf fhe/s)#ﬁafnon and express cOnSIderable |n+ere51 in"altering '~

\
\
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v and |ncrea51ng Teacglng skills.’ Snmerly g\research conflrms Thts. o ’_;V-.

human behavnor are in ccnsfanf dynamac equlfabrlum and that »T is crucial .
Ve
‘N
to analvze The forces fhaf work on individuals at & parflcular point |n fnme
in order fo learn where. change, sucb as a faculfy developmenf program, mxghf
"~ -~ - s
' 3

be lnfroduceda ' e - ’\\_~

Gaff and W1Ison surveyed I OOO professors abouf various aspecfs of- facuITy

deveiopmenf and concluded that mosf faculfy do not Thlnk fhaf Teacthg is
‘Q- -
regarded as ,mporfanf in The:r respective organlzavans. Nelfher do fhey -

>

~think that.good Teach:ng performance is rewarded. They aIso |denf|fy facurfy -

-

develoPmenf programs as a vrable vehlcle for rausnng faculty consclousness

A
-\ [y

aBouf Teachihq, expandlng knowledge of alfernaflve Teachlng fechno]ogles,

- “ «

Ou. f|nd|ngs supporf the-results of The Gaff W|Ison sTudy and Slmerly S

-

earller reseaﬂch . Over half of, fhe professor9 in The presenT sfudy belleve fhaf

-
-

. Teachlng comprlses The ma jor focus of their professuonal activity. In addlfnon,

v

»
R

re
-

fhey Thlnk fhaf Teachlng -related acfnv:fles corfrlbufe the. most to Thelr pnp-" .

-
o

fess:onal developmenf “However, fhey do not Thlnk Thaf Teachlng cnd worklng

- . .

wufh stuodents is as. (nkely to~ resulf nn Tenure and promofnon as fs research

L
. B . 1,

fhaf Ieads To publucafcon. . ; _ .

When asked abouT the Type of supporf provnded for Teachlng, research
and service, 2 majorify of responseS'referred to items like funds,uresources,
and facilities--items. That Herzberg. (1966) would undoubfedly cafegorlze as

hyglene facfors because They Tend to satisfy The Iower-order needs on Maslow s

. hnerarchy._ On~fhe other hand professors see consnderas\y Iess supporf in

y

. -
Terms of encouragement, freedom, promofloq‘and Tenure--afems Thaf Herzberg

would refer 7o as moflvaflon factors or satisfiers of tThe. hlgher-order needs

- ot 2 G -

on Maslow s hnerarchy. Our data cIearIy imply that “fhe unnversufy does. a ,ff

“;‘ beffer JOb of helpxng ITs faculfy members 1o avoid d»ssaflsfacflon fhan xf :r?'

does of help|ng Them to achleve saTusfacTton.

s

L

ﬂ;;,
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M asked abou? the aspects of m working mvimmem in qemerm that

o Mf& protfessional growth and development, again aver half of the responses

from our sample referred to fiyglene factors such as the library, other physical

facitiiies, leaves of absence, research funds, and support personnel. More

than one-fourth of the comments mentioned human factors such as students and ’

collesgues, and the remaining remarks referred to motivation factors like a

positive miwrsin attivrude, tndwiduoi autonomy, and personal motivation.
The dats frm Simrw's study revealed bash:aliy the same results. )

These data mqﬂsﬂfun a two-sided coin, howsver, While the above-mentioned
factors are ?el&ewd to promote professional growth and develcpment, the absence

of such factors Is p«ri:-lm to hinder growth and development. For example,
3

lack of psychological $yppoﬁk!rm the university, lack 0f personal motiva*ion,

ond work overlobd were mentioned in halt of our responses as blocking growth

- and development. Such things as inadequate facitities and fack of money for

resesrch, travel, secretaries, .md graduste assistants were Clted gam a hinpere ‘
ance in more tagn ohes-fourth of the comments. Lack of colleagiallity was dis«
cuswed a5 a utnmrﬁ)ng factor in the *emainder of the responses.

Faculty Ws are very conscious of the driving/restraining forces that
sttect thelr growth and development in teaching, research,”and service. Typical

of the comments made about these three areas of the promotion and tenute system

-

is the tol !mirﬁfg:

in terms of encouragement, talk is cheep. There is a tot of .
shcouragement {or tesching. When it ge?s down o money and -
promotion, it's not guite so-high as far @3 teaching goes. e
terms Of ressarch, there's a (ot of encouragement for research
and publilcation. 1t's priseriiy promotion sod tenure but alsc
the svailsbility of resesrch tunds ang m!yin&»&u grants.
$o the universify does give & iut of support. * There is some
acknouledgument 00 the basis of Cebates in *aculty seetings
sbout the swbivalence sbout service fo the _slversity. Ore
mf thioks tThat service tu the departeent, 10 the univer-
rg is very important; others say it's not so imﬁm& v
¥'s not pal tOO0 Much eaphasis on i,

El
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ot gwm SYSTEMS .

Nine interview Guestions invef.ﬂqa‘rec various dimensions of the reward
system. These questions were developed from Lewin's theory of tield analysis
as wati as from Uouidner's (1957) focal/cosmopoiitan theory of rewards. !
.'Gnuwmr vieus cosmopn!itans as individuals whose committment |s essentially
to the profession at large and locals as those who exhibit primary loyalty
to the organliatim.

. The professors in our Sample report that they have 3 below average 3atis-
taction wiin their mcnetary rewards. However, they have an above-average
satistaction with other rewards such as acadgmic and pa;rsonas freedom; tuition
sor spouses and children, [nsunance, retirement benetits, travél allowances;
interaction withy students and colleaques; recognition, prestige, repard, and
+he promotion and tenure possibitities. There is one notabie exception to ‘l
this aenera} trend, howewver. Associate professors reported the leas? satis-

; tactjon with the reward system angd indicated that they believe the overall
university remard structure hinders their growth and geveiopment more than X
it helips,

tn generat the faculity members sald they wouyld tike th see a greater
claritication of the reward system That souid provide for more fitexibiiiw
and aliow for greater emphasis To de ;a.l«ar.ed on tesching and M‘kin«g with .

. students. In addition, they would }ike greater psycholonical suppert from

'Vt’!w university in terms of recognitionm, appreciation, and greater interest

in them as faculty mﬁ‘wzrs., |

Atrost halt of the protessors in this study think that they wquire ?"w«sr
rewards equaliy from the uniwersity and from the profession at large. Ower
one=fourth of the wéfmwa believe that most of their reward: come from

outside 6f the cniversity while the remaining one<tourth ot the proYessors
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think that the majority of their rewards coms from inside of the university.

As might be expected, full and associate protessors are more likely to view
their profession as the major source ot rewards than are their junior fevel
cotjeagues. Three-tourths ot the faculty members envision outside rewards

to consist of tangible activities like lecturing or speaking at conterences,
conveations, and seminars; or writing books, articles, and other publications.
A few talk asout consulting jobs such as working tor the Public Empioyment
Relations Board, setting up labs in foreign countries, or refereelng papers
for journals. Some include personal accomplishments like exhibits, performances,
private practices, and reizarch grants as a scurce of tangible outside rewards.
Only one-fourth ot the ccmﬁemé about outside rewards refer to intangible
tactors that have a3 common thread of recognition, praestige, and reqard.

Tyrdeal of the o erents that faculty mmbiers made about the Feward

N L4
system in the folioming:

| like the freadom | have tc choose my hours--to work when 1 want

to work and to do what | want To do. t have pretty good leeway

on that. | can't teach at 3 in the morning, but | can work at

3 in the morning. It's also personal treedom-«1 can dress llke

this and wear sioppy pants and Beethoven shirts and do what |

want 1O do. 1t they don’t like it the wors? thing they can do

s not promote me, and that's not the worst thing in the worid

either., It | was very straight, being nice.to people even when

{ dign't Iike them, }'d get promoted earlier and have bigger

salary increases, but even that's marginat. 1t?s not like the .

business worid where it you don't do that you're out--goodty !

Thus the thinas that faculty mermbars fend to fike mont about s rermagrid
system are the things that contribute to their autcmnomy, thelr fringe RIS IR A0
and their interaction with people. The ?nings that faculty members like leas?
about the reward system are inadequate salaries and other tangible Ttems Luch

as inadenuate secvices and physical facitities.
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Five Interview questions were based on a porticn of Simerly's (1973}
i

TEACHING CHANGES

research that identified various aspects of prwfessiénal yrowth and develop-
ment resulting from teaching changes made by professors at a state university
In the South. Simeriy found thut the major change was an alteration in

' teaching methodology that de-emphasized the tecture method. This change was
generally triggered by interaction with colleagues and feedback from informal
student evaluations. ‘

The present research agso reveals that the majority ot changes in teaching
were in the methodological area; and they inciuded the way iqforma?ion was
delivered, the use of di fterent materials, and, the individuafizafion ot instruc~
tion. Y- chanqeﬁ in teaching referred to alterations in course conten¥ or
the curriculum. An overwhelming majority of the profess;ra feit that the
chanqes they had made in their teaching resulted in a positive imbacf on them
as well as on their students.

People were cited mast frequently as the chagge aqents, and these peopie
inclucted the professors ?hemﬂé{ves as woll as their peers, students, and
depariment chairpersons. New harizons in the profession and "keepina up with
the times™ were mentioned as events. that were responsible for change. The
faculty wembers evaluated their changes both formaliy ang nformaliy with more.
resoonses alluding tp intormal judumén?s Jerived from student comments, coi league

. feedback, student productivity, and personal political prowess. A considerable
number of respunses, however, reflected the use of tormal evaluation practices
like guestionnaires, exam scores, and experimental research to cscertain the

" value of their teaching changes. |

- These data show that chanoes in the teaching process are viewed to be

more impertant than changes in course content, and such process changes come

o %'_“.*T."V“W‘—.—;M-u.u»—n

s
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about largely because of other people. Faculty memhers place »

'poslfivemva!ue on these changes and are attempting to evaluate the effects

of thelr change efforfts.

Tybicat ot the comrents that professcrs made abou? changes in their

teaching s the foilowing:

The desire fur promotion was not unimportant in making the change

in my teaching. That's carrying a stick over you and it is of

some consequence. Also crucial in the promotion process is the

student input. Unfortunately, students who qot along with you

are not verbose about it. The correct strategy tor getting pro-

moted as soon as possible s not to rock the bost-=dun't make Ve
waves, don't take risks, don't do new things. Whenever | do new

things, those who like it shut up, but those who hate it say SO.

{ decided not to fight the batties any more. 1'l1 get promoted

and then maybe go dack to my cid way of teaching.

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT o .

The last four questions on the interview schédule were based on
éerqquls? and Phiitips' (1975) work and a portion of Simerly's (1973) study.
Barqquisf and Phillips contend that faculty deveiopment can be accappiished
through a comprehensive program which i&ésdﬂes davafopmenf in %he personal,
Instructional, amd organizafional dimensions. Simerly suggests that faculty
development should be a continuous, on=going program focusing on the prdcess
of faculty development rather than on speci tic content.

The results of the present rasearcﬁ{rev;;t t?’f 87 percent 69 the oro-
tessors report no faculty development program in their department, 10 percent
5‘5 nof sure whether they have one or not, and 3 percent say that there is
a program in the d;partnent. Oniy ?ro professors expr&ssed‘fotat lack of
interest in faculty development a?flvifi95°~one was nearing reffremeﬂ? and
the other had just learned that his program was being eliminated. Simerly
atso reported that the majority of professors in his study said that there .

was no faculty development program at their institution. However, he found

-

e




somewhat less Interest in a planned program--only 26 percent of the sample
were interested in having a faculty development, 52 percent were unsure, and
12 percent didn't want one.

whiie the professors in the present study rated their inferesf in faculty
Qevelopmenf very high, it is interesting to note fh;: the assistant professors
reported the greatest amount of interest followed by assoclate and full pro-
fessors respectively.

when asked to idenfify the people who should Qe responsible for initiating
a faculty devétoppent program, 54 percent of the re%pondents menfionéd‘the
departmental chairperson, with =amg help from the faghlfy. Thirty-three per-
cent of the professors fhogghf f;a? the faculty fhemselvés should be the
initiators, and tQ percent of the sampie saw it as the dean's job. Only
2 percent of ?he';rofessorsnfelf pro:essional growth andadeve|opmenf should
be an indivldual responsibitify and thare was no need for a planned program.

Tﬁfﬂgﬁgigssoréain this study discussed numerous aspects of a ptanned -
faculty developménf proqram, but nearly tﬁree-fourfhs of their respon%es
expreésed interest in increcsed ;hariég with col leaques, more encoyraqennt
from the university, and greater assistance for improving insfrwctipn.
One-fourfh»of the comments lnd;catedba desire for improved financial assinst-

ance and rebief f!me. Simerly's data revealed approxima?eiy‘one~fourfh ot

the sample not knowing what to include in a faculty developmenf prodram,
ane-fourth requesting cabbaticals and conventions, one-eighth concerned uitﬁ
"individualized programs, and the remainder wanting assistance with their
teaching. ]

Analysis of the data from the present s tudy ciearfy indicates that

taculty members see a real need for assistance in becom‘ng more effective -

amd etticient in the 1&5&5 thev encounter as faculty nzsbers. They have

-
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:sqyd definite fdeas about who should take the lead and what a program should
Include, and they are adamant about designing a fiexible program that deals
with individual concerns rather than a rigid one that forces everyone into
the same mold. Many professors oéfered their heip iﬁ planning any facultx\

“

~

dovelopmenf"prdgram that would help them become better at what they do. ~

~

Typital of the comments that these professors made about faculty develop-

ment is the following:

14 industries have development programs why not universities? One
of the members of our department who has been here for 20 years gets
negative feedback on his teaching. tt's too bad. Rather than
lamenting about it, why isn't someone working with him to review
his teaching and perhaps helping him to improve. After cil, we
recognize he'll probably be around for another 20 years. That

_ ~ would be part of a davelopment program and there is no reason why

* experts can't be 5?ough? in or otherwise secured so as to help

peopie Improve in all areas. : C )

CONCLUS IONS_AND {MPLICATIONS
" in summary, our study reveals the following information about the
majorify of the facul ty members:

t. They are genécaliv satisfied with the over-ail fulfitiment of
fhetf Individual needs. Specifically, they expsrience the most
satisfaction in the area of e&?eém‘needs méd the least safigfacfion
in the area of autonomy needs. !n addition, setf—acfualfzaffon
and sociatl needs provide less Qatisfaction than security needs.

2. They understand the goals and oojec;tves ot their deparfﬁen?s
very well, but they have only an average émdunf-of satisfacticn
with fhem. Frequentiy, they find the goals and objectives to: be
vague or poorly articulated, but they are Imerested in working
fo change the situation. 7 - ‘

3. Thoy view teaching activities as the sourck of central activity

and satistaction In their professional lives. However, they do not
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believe that quality feaéhlpg is Instrumental in gaining their tenure
and promotion. )

4. They believe that the university does a better job of heiping.
them to avoid dissatisfaction than it does in helping them to
achieve satisfaction. More precisely, the university tends to
provide support for thelr concrete, lower-order needs and not
suppty-if for thelr psychological, higher-order needs. ¢

5. They are not very satisfied with the monetary rewards they
recéT;e from the university, but. they tend to be satisfied with the
other fangible rewar&s and the psychological re@ards that are
provided. In géneral, they woqld liﬁe to see more clarity and
greater floxibility wifh{n the reward system.

6. They have made the most changes in their teez .ning by élfering
their mefhodology'§6j$haf information is delivered in a variety

. of ways. Overall, they are pleased wffh the changes they have

made and believé that their students are too. It is interesting te—
no}e that most prcfgssors attempt in‘some wav’fo evaluafe“fhe

. success or failure of their feaching changes.

7. They report that pracficaily ;one of their departments provide

ptanned faculty develo?ment prdgrams. Howevar} they aré very

3 .

interested in such programs and express 8 willingness to partici-
pate in them. Most protessors believe that ;he department chair-
person should be responsible tor initiafing a faculty deveiopment pi
progra@, and fhéy are adamant 2bout maintaining flexibility to
‘accommodate indi;/idual concerns.

Our study has several implications for institutional researchers who
: 0

- . Ay
. are often asked %o provide information about fatulty to institutional policy=-

-

f{{, 'y makers. Although a number of cﬁmputérized ways for reporting faculty load have

- . - [ .
Co . . -




.- been dev!sed,'iltflehhas been done to develop procedures for reporting other
kinds of information about faculty. While faculty load data certainly are
_very neceséary, they are far from sufficient for the university that is con-

‘cerned with the best utilization of one of Its largest ;uman resources—-
the faculty.
According fo Warden (1974), institutional research has beén very |imited
In the pasf and has had littie if any impact on unit planning and vnrfually
no impacf on faculty Iimproyement. In addiflon, institutiona! researchers are
trequertly viewad as "the enemy" because. fhey are an extension of central

adminisfrafnon, and as a. resulf they tend to be isolated from academlc goals

and faculty concerns.
wWarden is also among those who speak about the néed for expandlnq insfc~
tutional research. She says that "any method used to gather data on faculfy
.-acfivify shorld permit analysis of a wide range of activity cafegories and (
relafed intended outcomes." (p. 463) It is 6br confenfion'fhaf an imporfanf.
dimension of this wide ranqe of institutional research acfivify is the inclu-

A
sion of faculty concerns about their professional growfh and developmeht.

o .
~Not only should fhere be a vehicle. such as the one descrlbed in fhis paper,
for gathering and reporfang this information, but this valuable part of o

institutional research shouid be fed back to faculty members fhemselvds.

In addition to increqs&agmrha-vovﬂ*rirf~th0mlnsx¢1gjgnna1wre§5brcher s

\\\\gafa bank. such *acﬂ1fy-cenfered research would undoubtedly result in a

f

of o#ﬂer very positive Oufcomes. Harden (p. 4710 suggesfs fnaf faCulfy

wou dﬁﬁ' ably become more: productive as a result of being nn the experimenfal

"spotiight (the Hawthorne effect) and that faculty attitudes toward central
'aﬂﬁln!strafidn ;;3\{\kely to |mprove because insfr#ufional researchg;s wouid, -

.\ L

| no !onger be viewed as‘?Qg\:?ad people.” Atlso, faculty mombers might start

“ o
-

=
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to view reallScated briorifiés and |imited resources as a challenge to their
Inéénuify rafhernfhan as a barrier fo fhé execution of their work. -
We beliéve fhaf this new dimension of institutional résearch would lead’
to a bef%er integration of Individualgneeds and Grqanizafionaljgoals as yell-
f' as an improved correlation befween reward systems and desired Oufcomes P

Faculfy members would have greafer incentive and mors support to change, qrow. .

and develcp in fhear var:ous roles.
-

i Cetfainly univar5111es can proflf a3 great deal |f unsflfuflonal researchers

begin to seek Informafion fhaf allows them to analyzé what m:ghf'happen in j~;

addition to data that permifs'fhem,Jo justify what already exists.
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